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n the occasion of May Day,
RCPB(ML) sends warm greetings
to the working class in Britain and

internationally who are in struggle, build-
ing the New and defending sovereignty.
May Day 2015 comes at a time when,

in the form of the coming general elec-
tion, an important political battle is taking
place to occupy the space for change. A
space exists to develop the movements of
the working class and people against the anti-social austerity
agenda and turn this opposition into a movement for a pro-social
alternative.
The modus operandi that was established when the Blair gov-

ernment came to power in an electoral coup in 1997 is in serious
difficulty. The Westminster cartel has been breached.
In 1997, out of the crisis of the party-dominated system of

representative democracy as it existed at that time, the ruling
class was able to orchestrate a coup against the electorate, and re-
solved who was to be its champion in the person of Tony Blair.
The ability to decide a champion failed in 2010 and is set to fail
on May 7.
The Old is in crisis. What is coming to the fore at the present

time is the need for the New.
This is being manifested as the need for a new take on politics.

Faced with a crucial need to defend itself against the onslaught
of austerity, the issue for the working class is to have its inde-
pendent programme and thinking and to work out its strategy
and tactics; this provides the context of how it must look at pol-
itics and the election in particular.
And that is what has begun to happen. The people’s forces

have geared up to stand candidates, and new parties have come
into being, to try to use this election campaign to their advan-
tage.
The resulting rising influence and voice of those smaller par-

ties and candidates who stand against austerity, for the rights of
all and to various extents represent aspects of the alternative, has
isolated the establishment parties, who have been exposed as rep-
resenting the old politics.
The agenda of this election has not been able to be dictated in

the way it has in previous elections. Neither was the establish-
ment able to dictate the agenda of the Scottish referendum,
where, by upholding the important principle that sovereignty
should lie with the people, the disempowering role of the West-
minster parties also became a central issue.
The concrete issue in the present election is to defeat the

Coalition, as an important battle in taking a stand against auster-

ity and defending the rights of all. The aim of ending austerity
means restricting the rights of the monopolies, which in turn
means the working class laying claim on the economy and decid-
ing its direction. In short, it requires the working class to hold
decision-making power.
Empowerment of the people in general is the burning issue of

the day. People are taking stands, resisting the climate of dictate
being fostered in all areas of society. The resistance to austerity
is developing and has scored important key victories, particularly
in defence of the health service.
This rise of the working class and people’s movements as an

independent political force is ultimately what has breached the
big party cartel and has led to a palpably higher level of politici-
sation. Things have not been going the way the ruling class has
preferred. Nevertheless, the working class must be vigilant since
private monopoly interests are at stake which stop at nothing to
utilise the state in their own interests.
The working class must keep the initiative in its own hands,

whatever the outcome of the election. It needs to organise itself
in itself and for itself. It needs to discuss and sum up, it needs to
rely on its own efforts, consciousness and organisation, and not
put its fate into any other hands.
The working class needs to build its own organised Workers’

Opposition and elaborate its alternative, summarised by the 
principles:
· Recognition of all inviolable rights.
· More into the economy than is taken out.
· Democratic renewal of the political process.
· Recognition of the inviolable right of all peoples to 

determine their own affairs nationally and internationally.
First and foremost, the working class needs to build its own

political party, and to this end, we call on all class conscious
workers to work with and join RCPB(ML).
Defeat Austerity! Defend the Rights of All!
Build the Workers’ Opposition!
Break with the Old and Build the New!
Celebrate the Unity in Struggle of Workers of All Lands!
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is to cut social programmes and the budgets of local authorities.
The May 7 election is presenting the opportunity to develop

the movements of the working class and people against austerity,
and to turn this opposition into a movement for a pro-social al-
ternative. The mood is to say No to the Coalition government
and all that the Conservatives and Lib Dems represent in terms
of the attacks on social programmes and public services, the at-
tacks on the rights of all human beings, and in terms of the pro-
motion of monopoly right over public right and their outright
hypocrisy, two-facedness and callousness. The Line of March
calls on everyone to go all out to defeat the Coalition parties,
which will be a defeat for the austerity agenda. To do everything
possible to ensure that the next government is not pro-austerity,
we call on the electorate to seriously consider the words and
deeds of the candidates in their constituencies. RCPB(ML)’s call
is to vote for candidates who oppose austerity and stand for the
rights of all.
The Party has produced posters which we call on everyone to

put up in their windows and distribute to their friends and col-
leagues to do the same. RCPB(ML)’s call can be used as a basis
to develop discussion on the way forward, and most importantly
to go all out to vote on May 7 for anti-austerity, pro-social can-
didates. This is a crucial opportunity to contribute to turning
things around, to fighting for a change in direction for the econ-
omy and for society.
Say No to the Coalition!
Defeat the Austerity Agenda!
Vote for Candidates Who Oppose Austerity and Stand for the
Rights of All!

ON MAY 7

ast month saw the parties who are standing
candidates in the General Election on May 7
release their manifestos.

Not a few pundits have commented how the
party which is nominally the party of labour is pre-
senting itself as a party of austerity and reducing
the deficit, while the party which champions aus-
terity, opposition to the workers’ movement and
promotes the rights of private property and the mo-
nopolies is presenting itself as a party for working
people. The conclusion that many have drawn is
that these manifestos are meaningless, and conse-
quently we should hold our noses and vote for the
least worst of these parties.
Other parties have launched manifestos which take a stand for

the public good and paint a vision for the future or defend the
rights of the people. The Green Party, for example, launched its
manifesto under the title “For the Common Good”. The subtitle
of the election manifesto of the National Health Action (NHA)
Party is: “A new politics. A healthy NHS. A better Britain.” It
underlines, among other things, that a strong economy is predi-
cated on a strong NHS. Arthur Scargill’s introduction to the So-
cialist Labour Party (SLP) manifesto ends with the words: “We
want to see the dreams and aspirations of all those who fought for
rights and freedoms become reality; a world where leaders are
answerable to the people as a whole. These demands are not ex-
cessive; they are most moderate. We only want the earth!” A size-
able number of independent candidates are also standing and are
emphasising the necessity for governments to be held to account.
In the leaders’ debates, where the leaders of the SNP (Scottish

National Party), Plaid Cymru and the Green Party took part, there
was a passionate opposition to austerity demonstrated. These
women political leaders voiced an effective opposition to the
Coalition government, with Nicola Sturgeon, for example, chal-
lenging Ed Miliband to form an alliance that would defeat the 
Tories’ austerity agenda. The debates manifested not only the op-
position to austerity, but opposition to a warmongering agenda as
well as to the scapegoating of immigrants and for the defence of
their rights as human beings. All three emphasised the necessity
for the alternative, reflecting the sentiment of the overwhelming
majority of the electorate. They brought out that to have a strong
economy means planning for strong public services, and that it
is a fraud to speak of “protecting the NHS” when what is meant



ne of the most important questions
raised in the General Election cam-
paign, and one over which the maxi-

mum confusion is spread, is over the necessity
to fund the NHS. One would think, to hear the
complaints coming from the ruling elite, that
to assert that health care is a right is to avoid
the question of the funding of election prom-
ises, that people do not live in a socialised
economy, that the onus is on everyone to fend
for themselves. So great is this pressure that
parties who are demanding an alternative to
austerity are either ridiculed that their agenda
is uncosted, or it is assumed that heavy pro-
gressive taxation is the answer to the funding
of social programmes.
The mantra of the Coalition government has been that “you

can only deliver a strong NHS with a strong economy”. In this
scenario, public services including the NHS are a “cost and a
burden” to that “strong economy”. It is never discussed that all
those who live and work in the socialised economy are producers
of the social product and have a claim over the goods and serv-
ices of society. Therefore a strong economy is one in which all
have a right to a strong NHS and other public services as of right.
In other words, a strong economy is an economy that serves the
interests of all and is an economy that can only be strong if it
guarantees the right of all the people in society to free public
health care and other public services.

But this is only the beginning of what a strong NHS means
to a strong economy. For one thing, a definition of a strong econ-
omy in a modern civilised society must mean that it serves the in-
terests of the society. The issue is not “rationing” the NHS, but
reversing the direction whereby the monopolies have a strangle-
hold and demand privatisation at all costs. But another issue is
that a healthy population is best placed to contribute to the health
of the national economy. That the monopolies and their repre-
sentatives cannot even see this far, but denigrate the population
as “consumers” of health care and are prepared to decimate the
NHS and starve it of funding for their private interests shows
how low they have sunk. Furthermore, a poverty-stricken, un-
employed and vulnerable population is almost by definition un-
healthy, as the statistical connection between poverty and ill
health underlines. This is where the austerity agenda is increas-
ingly leading. The ruling elite has abandoned the aim of promot-
ing the public good, and is making the victims of the recurring
economic crises the scapegoat for its ills, including the problems
exhibited by the health service.
However, the issue of “funding” must also be addressed head

on. The propaganda of the ruling elite wants people to think that

the NHS is a “cost and burden” to the economy that must serve
the interests and the monopolies first. Then to fund and “ring
fence” the NHS there must be cuts to public services elsewhere
so as not to affect the interests of the rich to “create wealth”, but
rather “balance the budget” and “eliminate the deficit”. The 
reality is that the NHS and its health workers like all the working
class and people are not a cost to society but quite the opposite.
They create added value. Health workers provide society with a
healthy workforce as do other public service workers and social
programmes which look after the welfare of society and all its
members. That means the NHS and other public services add the
value of a healthy workforce to the private monopolies for which
these big corporations do not pay. They reap vast wealth from
the society. Some of these monopolies outstrip the economy of
whole nation-states in terms of the scale of their private expro-
priation of the wealth the working class produces. Then working
people are left to pay for their public services and the profits of
the privateers of their public services out of the taxation of their
wages. Also, government borrow funds and pay the “deficit” in-
terest from the very privatised social wealth that working people
have created in the first place by social production. The conclu-
sion is that the monopolies must pay a proper exchange value
for what could be called the product of the NHS, as well as for
all public services utilised by them in a similar fashion. General
taxation, particularly of individuals, cannot be the answer to in-
creasing the necessary investment and funding of the NHS. Not
to mention the existence of outrageous pay-the-rich schemes
such as PFI which cripple and distort the health service.
The crucial issue of funding the NHS and public services in a

modern society requires that this whole question of the direction
of the economy that pays the rich out of the social wealth that is
produced needs to be addressed. Health care is a right, as are the
public services that satisfy the well being of all people resident

GENERAL ELECTION 2015



in Britain. The rights of all in society have to be met by an econ-
omy fit for a modern world that has to meet those needs. Increas-
ing taxation simply lets the financial oligarchy off the hook and
makes the working people pay again. The funding of the NHS
must be done not by increasing taxation on the people, or in-
creasing the deficit to the financial oligarchy.
A pro-social direction for the economy and society is ab-

solutely necessary, and the demand must be that the monopolies
disgorge their accumulated social wealth in paying for a healthy
workforce when they realise the value worked up in that work-

force. The electorate
must be in a position
to enforce this pay-
ment. That is why
funding for the NHS
is such a crucial and
central election
issue. All candidates
which oppose the austerity agenda as applied to the NHS must be
supported.

Budget 2015:

hancellor George Osborne presented the government’s
final budget before the general election on Wednesday,
March 18. This was a political act of disinformation

aimed at manipulating the electorate, and represented a firm
commitment to further austerity.
It was, as described by Newsnight’s Evan Davis, an exercise

in “expectation management”. The fact is that the planned deep
cuts are an open secret and have been widely exposed, and this
has been doing the Conservatives damage in the pre-election
polls. The Chancellor therefore announced that £30bn of cuts
would be made, and it was supposed to be some relief that £12bn
of this would come from a reduction in spending on welfare,
notwithstanding that this is itself an anti-social cut and part of
the austerity agenda.
The attempt to mislead has been widely commented upon, in-

cluding by the Institute of Fiscal Studies, who called on Osborne
to specify what exactly will be cut from welfare and pointed out

that the poorest had been worst affected by the cuts. This budget
announcement was an attempt to give the impression that things
are improving, that the “sun was starting to shine again”, thanks
to austerity (though even in this, the Chancellor had to resort to
trickery, such as the inclusion of one-off asset sales such as that
of Northern Rock in meeting their targets). 
Also widely condemned was the lack of any mention of the

NHS, a silence which speaks for itself.
In overall terms, the budget thoroughly represents the contin-

uing austerity agenda, and as such reflects the sharpening contra-
dictions over how the government should raise its revenue, in
the context of an election being fought over the issue of austerity
and the rights of all. It hardly merits consideration as a serious at-
tempt at managing and setting an aim for the economy.
At this level, the budget contains no significant deviations at

all from the austerity programme. 
Total revenue comes to £670bn. (For comparison, the gross

domestic product is approximately £2tn, or three times
total government revenue). Corporate taxes form less
than 7% of this total. The figures reveal the major role
played by personal income tax, national insurance and
sales taxes in raising revenue.
An important issue posed for the developing Work-

ers’ Opposition by the current budget is to examine the
sources of government revenue. An alternative to the
focus on personal income tax, national insurance and
sales taxes in raising revenue is a key component of
changing the direction of the economy in favour of the
working people and small businesses.
Two issues that are urgently required to be taken up

in elaborating this alternative are:
· That the government must claim revenue di-

rectly from the economy.
· That the monopolies must pay for the value they

receive from public services and infrastructure.



Budget revenue figures

We present a summary of the government revenue figures pre-
sented in the budget, in order of size. Classifying the figures
under headings is made difficult due to the roundabout nature of
collecting revenue - ultimately claims on the value added by the
working class in the socialised economy - and the methods of
accounting in which there is no measure of work-time, value
added and transferred, and so on that are essential for organising
a modern pro-social economy.

Personal income tax and National Insurance:
£284bn

£171bn of this figure is income tax, mainly out of workers’
wages. The remaining £113bn is National Insurance, which is
effectively a fee, taken at the point of earnings on certain state
benefits such as the state pension.

Sales taxes: £193bn

Sales taxes mainly consist of VAT (£128bn), fuel duties
(£27bn) and duties on tobacco and alcoholic drinks (£19bn). We
also include stamp duty on property sales (£10bn), air passenger
duty (£3bn), insurance premium tax (£3bn) and stamp taxes on
shares (£3bn). This is paid indiscriminately by the population as
a whole, mainly on paying for the necessities of modern life, in-
cluding work and leisure.

Property taxes: £56bn

We have included council tax (£28bn) and business rates
(£28bn). We have not included inheritance tax and capital gains
tax, though a large portion of these relates to property.

Taxes on
corporations: £46bn

Corporate taxes consist
mainly of corporation tax
(£42bn), which, rather than a
direct claim on added value, is
a tax on equity profit, plus a
contribution from the bank levy
(£4bn).

Revenue from public
enterprises and
infrastructure: £46bn
The government quotes a gross operating surplus (£40bn),

which includes its revenue from public enterprises in the form of
sale of goods and services. We have included vehicle excise duty,
or road tax, here (£6bn). Various fees for public services, such as
university tuition fees (which alone amount to £13bn for home,
EU and non-EU students combined) are not included in govern-
ment revenue.

Miscellaneous taxes: £36bn

This includes emission and carbon levies (£8bn), which af-
fects the energy companies, for example, capital gains tax
(£7bn), inheritance tax (£4bn), license fee receipts (£3bn) and
other taxes (£14bn).

Other revenue: £9bn 

This includes revenue from interest, dividends and receipts
not covered by the above.

The Right to Housing Is an Election Issue 

n important issue in the coming general election is the
right to housing, to which all parties are having to re-
spond. The price of housing has been frequently making

the headlines recently, with prices reaching absurd levels in some
areas. In Oxford, for example, average house prices have now
surpassed 16 times average salaries according to research earlier
this year by Prof Danny Dorling of Oxford University. Rents are
similarly high. This makes for a massively inefficient situation,
with some 45,000 commuters per day travelling to the city for
work, according to figures published in The Guardian. Even in
the cheapest cities, houses are around six times local earnings.
Soaring prices are an issue particularly for young workers,

who make up the bulk of first-time buyers. Many in high-price
areas are abandoning the idea of buying and are instead renting,
often shared with a number of others, and often on a temporary
basis, which is a real block on young people finding the stability
they need to build a life and family. Furthermore, combined with
the ongoing economic crisis, high house prices and rents have
resulted in rising homelessness and growing waiting lists for
council houses.
Out of this situation have come calls for more social housing

and affordable housing (defined as 80% of the market rate). In
general, it is claimed that there is a shortage of housing, with
high prices a result of increased demand with reduced supply.



Missing from this is any discussion of the mo-
nopolisation of the housing market and the re-
sults of actions by big property investors and
developers, mortgage lenders and the financial
oligarchy as a whole, with its demand for ever-
higher prices, and deliberate policy decisions by
governments acting in these interests, especially
over the past 35 years.
Housing is important for any economy, any

social system. Housing is a basic necessity for
the population, just as health care, education,
and social rights. The work and materials re-
quired for building and maintenance also forms
an important sector of industry. For contempo-
rary capitalism in particular, property is a key
asset, where rising prices and rents provide a safe investment for
accumulated wealth, as well as an opportunity for big scores.
The resulting growth and inevitable bursting of housing bubbles
is an ever-present threat to the economy; we need only recall that
mortgage-lending was a big factor in the present crisis.
Meanwhile, the real issue for the ordinary population is the

need for a decent quality of housing. The people’s need for se-
curity and stability, particularly later in life, requires them also to
enter into the property market in the present conditions. This is
an additional pressure on the price of housing, and creates con-
tradictions within the population as to who benefits from higher
prices and who suffers at any particular time.
What is required is a modern system of public housing, in line

with a modern definition of a human standard of living, learning
the lessons of the past, as a basic right. At the same time, the
right to a standard of life from birth to death needs to be recog-
nised through a pension system that removes the reliance on in-
dividual investments. A modern system of housing would itself
be a factor in developing the economy, part of changing the di-
rection of the economy to a pro-social direction. It would provide
work and help rebalance the economy through the development
of industry, removing its dependence on house prices, and pro-
vide an impetus towards lifting the economy out of its current
quagmire in that new direction.
A look at the history of public housing in Britain reveals how

it developed between the 19th century and the middle of the 20th

century, to its heyday in the welfare state era following the Sec-
ond World War. The history also shows how it was abandoned,
particularly in the Thatcher era with the dismantling of the wel-
fare state arrangements and the launching of the anti-social offen-
sive, and how it went into crisis, with council housing becoming
run down. Council housing estates have become the new urban
slums in some cases, areas of deprivation and poverty. Both the
history and the experience of the present reveal the need for an
alternative.
This alternative is a modern public housing system, so that

public housing is brought to the levels required by society and
can become the new norm. This is in opposition to the ongoing
monopolisation of the housing system, which is creating havoc
in the economy and with people’s lives.
Now is the time for the working class to make its own inde-

pendent political intervention to ensure that the perspective on
this important election issue is that housing is a basic human
right. In order to recognise this right and provide it with a guar-
antee, the opening-up of the housing market and its plundering
by big business has to be brought to an end and reversed. In
building their opposition, workers need to elaborate the alterna-
tive of a modern public housing system, at the level required by
a new national standard of living, which can become the new
norm. Rather than being a cost, such a housing system, invested
in by the state, will be a huge asset to the socialised economy.

ne of the most important subjects that candidates should
take a stand on in the General Election is the Transat-
lantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP). We

think that it is important that electors in their constituencies
should examine the stand of the various candidates in order to de-
cide how to cast their vote. This is an important pointer in decid-
ing whether the candidates genuinely take a stand against the
fraudulent austerity agenda which seeks to offload all the ill ef-
fects of economic and other crises onto working people.
There are several political parties standing candidates in the

General Election opposed to TTIP. They include the following: 

National Health Action (NHA) Party 

The NHA Party opposes TTIP from the point of view of
restoring the NHS as a safe, comprehensive, publicly funded,
publicly delivered, and publicly accountable integrated health-
care system. It points out that TTIP threatens not only the NHS
but the health and well-being of the public. Its manifesto states:
“TTIP will leave the UK prey to being sued in secret courts under



the Investor-State Dispute Settlement (ISDS)
clause and the supposed economic benefits of
the treaty benefits are now being seriously ques-
tioned. If the EU does sign this treaty with the
United States, we believe the British Govern-
ment must exercise its right to a full opt out.” 
The Party also is opposed in principle to

monetary union, pointing out that the Eurozone
has been transformed into a two-tier system in
which richer nations have the power to impose
“austerity” policies on poorer ones. 

Socialist Labour Party 

The SLP points out that international monopolies put human
well-being at risk. Its manifesto states: “We vigorously oppose
any moves through secretive trading alliance such as the Transat-
lantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) to give added
power to Corporations to challenge governments and other dem-
ocratic agencies to secretive courts from preventing them profi-
teering from their harmful products and activities.” 

Green Party 

The Greens are opposing TTIP from the point of view of de-
cisions being made by private corporations and not by democrat-
ically elected governments. Its manifesto states: “TTIP is
globalisation in its worst form, designed to submit democrati-
cally elected governments to the will of private corporations.
Companies will be able to take legal action against governments
that they think threaten their profits. National policies in EU
countries for health, environmental, consumer and social protec-
tion could be challenged by companies from anywhere in the
world in private international tribunals, run by corporate
lawyers.” 
The manifesto points out that under TTIP, attempts to bring

the NHS and the railways back into public ownership could be
financially penalised or blocked; authorisations for GMOs could
be accelerated; and the regulations of banks and the financial in-
dustry would be harder, if not impossible. 

Plaid Cymru 

Plaid Cymru oppose TTIP in the context of supporting locally
produced food and ensuring food quality standards are not
breached. Their manifesto opposes “the lowering of quality
thresholds as part of the EU-US TTIP trade negotiations.” 

Trade Unionist and Socialist Coalition (TUSC) 

TUSC takes a stand for “public ownership, not private profit”.
Its manifesto states: “No to ... TTIP and all secret austerity
treaties.” 

Communist Party of Britain 

The CPB point out the extreme danger posed by TTIP, includ-
ing the danger to healthcare, education and workplace rights. 

Left Unity 

Left Unity oppose TTIP, both in terms of opening up the NHS to
the market, and in terms of opposing neo-liberal economic policies.
Its manifesto states that it supports “governments that stand up for
ordinary people against the corporations, speculators and invest-
ment bankers”. 

Scottish National Party 

The SNP states: “We will also seek an explicit exemption for the
NHS and Scottish Water, as part of a general public sector exemp-
tion, from the terms of the proposed TransAtlantic Trade and In-
vestment Partnership.” 
Of the other parties, the Conservative Party has taken every op-

portunity to try to justify TTIP. The Lib Dems have taken an enthu-
siastic position in TTIP’s support. 
And although there are Labour politicians who oppose TTIP, the

Labour Party manifesto states: “We support the principles behind
the negotiations on the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partner-
ship Treaty (TTIP). We will hold the European Commission to ac-
count on issues of concern, including the impact on public services
and the Investor to State Dispute Settlement Mechanism. And we
will ensure the NHS is protected from the TTIP treaty.” It should
also be pointed out that there are several trade unions who oppose
TTIP, and the TUC itself adopted a comprehensive resolution at the
2014 Congress opposing TTIP. In addition, local TUCs at their own
conferences opposed TTIP. 
Electors, therefore, must make up their own minds about

whether the Labour candidates oppose austerity or not. 
What is certain is that the campaign against TTIP will continue

irrespective of whichever party or parties eventually form the gov-
ernment. 
Perhaps as never before, the election campaign is showing that

people are in struggle and participating in the campaign on that
basis, rather than sitting back and merely putting a cross or abstain-
ing as the sum total of their political involvement. 
Nevertheless, the electorate must be wary of the establishment,

which is in favour of TTIP, staging an electoral coup against the
will of the electorate. The struggle against TTIP and the whole aus-
terity agenda must be seen through to the end.
(The Democrat is the paper of the Campaign against Euro-
federalism.)



ncluded in RCPB(ML)’s call for the May 7 General Elec-
tion is that the electorate should vote for candidates who
stand for the rights of all.
This is a very serious issue. Rights can not be given or

taken away. They belong to the holder by virtue of their being.
Does a government recognise these rights; does it provide
them with a guarantee? The debate is not being framed in
these words. Consequently it is of prime importance that the
electorate evaluate candidates who stand for the affirmation
and defence of the rights of all, as a component of the people’s
struggle to combat the violation of the rights of all.
The defence of rights is at the centre of the struggles of the

people, and the future and dignity of the working class and
people depends on the defence of the rights of all.
So far is the defence of rights off the agenda of the Coali-

tion government that they have been speaking of repealing
the Human Rights Act. Every struggle of the people to affirm
their rights is treated with contempt, diversion and outright
suppression. Anti-terrorism laws have been utilised to attempt
to deprive individuals of basic human rights under the guise
of a balance between the exercise of rights and the prevention
of terrorism and extremism. The rights of immigrants and
those seeking asylum have been likewise violated, and every
attempt has been made to pose immigration as a problem in
society.
Constant battles have been waged between Westminster

and the judiciary, so that it is almost impossible to enumerate
all the pieces of legislation on “counter-terrorism”, “the pre-
vention of terrorism” and “security”. The latest of these pieces
of legislation is the Counter-Terrorism and Security Act 2015,
which received the Royal Assent in February. Under the guise
of countering terrorism and extremism, it authorises retention
of communications data by the security services, amongst
other provisions. In other words, it legalises the violation of
rights which has been ongoing by the state authorities.
These regressive moves by Westminster, it may be said, are

in contrast to developments in Scotland, in which a National
Action Plan for Human Rights is in place.
The youth, women, workers and other sections of the peo-

ple are in motion to affirm and defend their rights, which in-
clude the right of the peoples of Scotland and Wales to their
nation-building projects. The right to health care, education,
food and shelter are being fought for in struggles which are
only intensifying as the election approaches.
It is essential that this fight intensifies and the rights of all,

and public right, are put front and centre of the election cam-
paign. The people have their right to their way of life, their
right to their culture, language, their right to participate in
politics and decision-making, their right to be. A modern gov-
ernment must give the rights of the people a guarantee.
Vote for Candidates Who Oppose Austerity and Stand for
the Rights of All!

he recently televised debate, which featured the leaders of
five of the major political parties contesting the forthcom-
ing general election, revealed a significant difference of

approach on several vital questions. 
One of the most important of these is what stand should a

modern political party take towards military, political, economic
and other forms of intervention and respect for the sovereignty
of other countries? This is perhaps particularly important at the
present time when the media is full of harrowing accounts of the
continual loss of life that is the consequence of previous interven-
tionist actions taken by governments and political parties in
Britain. However, not surprisingly it is an issue that has barely
featured in the stage-managed events organised by the three
major parties, nor in the coverage of the mass media.
In the televised debate the approach that has become charac-

teristic of the Westminster consensus was most evident in the
comments of Ed Miliband, the leader of the Labour Party. He
was eager to demonstrate that his party remains committed to an
interventionist and warmongering stance, particularly in North
Africa and western Asia, allegedly in response to the threat of

what is referred to as ISIS. At the same time, he was the most fer-
vent supporter of maintaining and modernising the country’s nu-
clear arsenal. The SNP, Plaid Cymru and the Green Party,
however, stood in clear opposition to the Westminster consensus
and all argued for the scrapping of Trident. In their manifestos
these parties not only demand an alternative to austerity but also,
in varying degrees, oppose the warmongering and interventionist
positions of the big parties. The Green Party for example ex-
presses its opposition to previous military intervention in
Afghanistan, Iraq and Libya, while Plaid Cymru makes clear its
stand in support of the rights of all peoples to determine and
make decisions about their own futures. Many of the other
smaller parties are taking similar stands. One of the features of
the election is therefore the emerging division between those that
stand for the austerity and the interests of the rich and those that
stand for the alternative and the rights of all. 
The global interventionist and warmongering policies pursued

by the current Coalition government and by the previous Labour
governments have created all the conditions for the instability
that currently grips the world. It is the fostering of civil strife,



the NATO bombing and enforced regime change in Libya carried
out by the government of Britain an its allies, with the support of
all the major political parties, that has led to the almost complete
collapse of what was once one of the most developed countries
in Africa. Anarchy in Libya created the conditions for the sav-
agery of ISIS, which the Westminster consensus claims it is op-
posed to. It also created the conditions for the rise in people
trafficking across the Mediterranean, which has led to the deaths
of so many. Even the mainstream press is now blaming the poli-
cies of Britain’s governments for these deaths. It is of note that
as well as many Africans, those making the hazardous Mediter-
ranean crossing also include many Syrians fleeing from another
conflict fuelled and encouraged by interventionist and warmon-
gering policies, which have also facilitated the emergence of the
sinister ISIS.
In these circumstances there is surely a need to for all candi-

dates in the
f o r t h c om i n g
election to take
a stand against
intervention and
warmongering

and in support
of the sovereign
rights of all countries. At the same time there is a need for the
electorate to support only those candidates who take such a stand
and make non-intervention and respect for sovereignty election
issues. Furthermore there is a need for all those concerned about
the continual loss of innocent lives and instability in the world to
condemn intervention and warmongering and make sure that the
election is used as a springboard to organise for an anti-war gov-
ernment which stands for the rights of all at home and abroad.

Electoral Anti-War Forum in South Tyneside: 

n Tuesday, March 24, South Tyneside Stop the War
Coalition (STWC) organised an anti-war forum in South
Shields as part of highlighting the necessity for an anti-

war government as an election issue and also of building the anti-
war movement to hold the new government to account after the
May election.
Opening the meeting, Chair Roger Nettleship thanked the par-

ticipants for taking part in the discussion organised by the
STSWC. He said that over the recent period the anti-war move-
ment has taken a stand against NATO and its interference in
Ukraine, the bombing of Iraq, the threat of Britain extending air
strikes to Syria, and against any further open and covert military
operations there, or in Ukraine, Africa and Asia with troops, or
other forces. 
However, tonight, he said, we would like to explore the vital

need for a lasting peace, the ending of all foreign military and
other interventions by Britain and an end to hostile actions by
NATO in which Britain is a leading member. He emphasised that
the need is for an anti-war government in Britain and all that
means for the people going into the General Election. 
He said that the STWC has invited South Tyneside anti-war

candidates to take part in this discussion. One is from South
Shields – Shirley Ford, the Green candidate – and two are from
Jarrow and Hebburn – Dave Herbert, the Green candidate, and
Norman Hall, candidate for the Trade Union Socialist Coalition
(TUSC). Nader Naderi, one of the founder members of South
Tyneside Stop the War Coalition, was also speaking on the neces-
sity for an anti-war government in Britain.
After the speakers made their contributions there was a ques-

tion and answer session. During the contributions and discussion,

issues were high-
lighted such as the
ending of the Tri-
dent nuclear pro-
gramme in Britain,
reforming the UN
so as to enhance its
role for peaceful so-
lution of conflicts
rather than a tool of
the US and other
big powers, the
withdrawal of British troops from foreign soil, and the ending of
Britain’s membership of NATO. Also discussed was the impor-
tance of opposing the attack on the Muslim community and de-
fending the rights of all from the attack on them by the ruling
circles in Britain. 
The speakers also elaborated some of their views on taking

this anti-war stand into the General Election and how to take for-
ward the anti-war movement post-election should they win their
seats. 
Whilst there were different views expressed, what charac-

terised the focus of the forum was a common theme of the need
to end the activities of the imperialist warmongers and their war
machines once and for all. As one speaker said, “The urgency
for an anti-war government in Britain has never been as great as
it is today.” The issue for the people was determining their right
to be, now and in the future, without the threat from the warmon-
gering elites that have unleashed such barbaric and devastating
wars against the peoples and countries all over the world.



harlotte Monro, who was a Unison rep at Whipps Cross
Hospital, sacked by the Barts Health Trust, is to be rein-
stated after a two-year battle.

Charlotte Monro was dismissed from her role at the hospital
in 2013 after 26 years, after Barts Health Trust said she failed to
disclose criminal convictions relating to historic political ac-
tivism. Ms Monro challenged the dismissal at an Employment
Tribunal, asserting that she was sacked after raising concerns
about care at the hospital. The Trust is now in special measures
after widespread failings in care standards and a culture of bul-
lying at Whipps were identified by Care Quality Commission in-
spectors. 
Barts Health Trust has now backed down ahead of the Tri-

bunal’s giving its ruling and Charlotte will now return to her role
as a moving and handling co-ordinator.
In a statement, Ms Monro said, “I am really happy to be re-

turning to work with my team and the rest of the staff at Whipps
Cross Hospital, and Barts Health NHS Trust, and I look forward
to being able to contribute to the work I understand is now under
way, in response to the CQC report, to bring about improvement
in our hospital. It’s vital that Whipps Cross becomes again a hos-
pital of choice for health staff to work in.”
Ms Monro insisted staff must feel free to raise concerns, say-

ing, “Health staff must be able to speak out for their patients and
services without fear. They must be free to organise themselves
in trade unions and stand as representatives knowing that their
rights as a union rep will be respected, and that the role of an in-
dependent union campaigning for the interests of the staff, their
patients and services is also respected.”
She continued, “These were issues at the heart of my case. Its

resolution will I hope contribute to building a climate of open-
ness and confidence so needed in our health service.”
Ms Monro thanked Unison and her legal team for their sup-

port, stating she had been “moved and inspired” by colleagues,
health campaigners and fellow trade unionists. 
In a statement, Barts Health Trust said, “Charlotte will be re-

turning in the very near future, working three days a week as a
moving and handling co-ordinator, following a period of re-train-
ing. The Trust and Charlotte have also reached confidential terms

of agreement in respect of her Employment Tribunal claim.
Charlotte deeply appreciates the thorough exploration of the is-
sues in an objective light that the Tribunal has enabled.”
Barts has also agreed to remove all disciplinary notes from

Ms Monro’s records.
“The Trust values Charlotte’s long professional contribution

over many years to standards of patient care and to patient and
staff safety,” the statement added. 
The Line of March adds its heartfelt congratulations to the

very many voices which are overjoyed that Charlotte Monro is
to be reinstated. The result has demonstrated that it is in the fight
for what is just, relying on the collective, that an outcome and a
way forward that favours working people is to be found. That
Charlotte Monro has taken this course and maintained a princi-
pled stand throughout, bringing the people’s forces into play and
leading by example, is a tremendous model which can be utilised
in the building of the Workers’ Opposition. It is a powerful blow
against the dictate and wrecking agenda of those in authority who
imagine the people’s forces and the rights of the working class
and people are of no consequence.
Congratulations to Charlotte Monro and to all who have
worked so hard for this result!

WORKERS’ FORUM

n Friday, March 20, the Tribunal of Charlotte Monro
came to an end and the presiding judge gave his final
comments. In these comments, he was quite scathing of

the treatment of Ms Monro by Barts Health NHS Trust and the
thinly veiled attempt to stifle or deflect her concerns regarding
the Trust’s quality of care at Whipps Cross Hospital and their in-
human treatment of the hospital workers. With the agreement be-
tween the Trust and Ms Monro, a judgment by the panel of the

judge and two lay members will not be given, but the content of
the proceedings of the Tribunal has been shown to be of signif-
icance. Its proceedings were conducted under the public gaze,
and who has justice on their side is open for all to see.
The Tribunal’s proceedings brought out that rather than deal-

ing with Ms Monro’s concerns, which she raised in her role as a
union representative for the hospital workers, the Trust sought
to discredit her by alleging that she was dismissed for giving “in-



accurate information”, and by alleging that Ms Monro’s
has failed to disclose “multiple convictions”. What the
Tribunal exposed was the hostility of the Trust towards
Ms Monro on the basis of her taking a stand against
threats to health care, and being accountable to the in-
terests of the health workers whom she represented. In
other words, the dismissal of Ms Monro came about be-
cause the Trust recognised only an alleged duty of “con-
fidentiality” and no duty of being accountable to the
staff, her members, including their concern for the future
direction of the health service. Thus the extreme hostility
of the Trust to Ms Monro was shown, in fact, to be in
their view because she was a “union activist”. The Trust
recognised no agenda but their own, no life but their own
dogmatic rendering of it.
During the Tribunal, the judge made it clear that the

circumstances of a person’s previous convictions are a
very important measure of whether their behaviour and
stand was just. In Ms Monro’s case, the circumstances were of
the political activism of the 1970s in defence of rights and justice
for all. Thus, the circumstances of her convictions convinced the
judge that Ms Monro’s actions had been a measure of her good
character and strength in defending her principles at the time.
But further, in the forty years since these convictions were given,
Ms Monro has been an example of excellence in her work at the
hospital and is a person of the highest standing among her fellow
colleagues and patients. It is also the case that the Trust, as a pub-
lic body, has a duty to uphold human rights, so a dismissal could
only be on the basis, not of “spent” convictions, but of an as-
sessed risk to patients which demand the pressing need of dis-
missal. This was clearly the opposite of being the case. The Trust
had no right to make a public statement defaming Ms Monro.
The Appeal Tribunal came at the time when the latest Francis

Report has exposed the culture of diktat and intimidation within
the health service. It also came at the time when Barts Health
Trust is clearly in disarray, being put in special measures and
with several resignations from its top echelons. The case of Char-
lotte Monro has assisted in clarifying and establishing what is
just and unjust, the importance of uniting all in action to take a
stand.
Whilst in a just society, where all its members have taken part

in establishing the laws of the state and willingly agree to uphold
them, there are circumstances, such as the clearly heinous laws
passed by the Nazi Party in Germany during the 1930s, where it
is important to stand up for the rights of those oppressed by such
unjust laws and to oppose all injustice and arbitrariness. 
So the question could be posed as to who was really in the

dock here regarding wrong-doing and injustice. The agenda com-
ing from the ruling elite is to criminalise dissent. Charlotte’s case
has contributed to putting a spanner in the works of this agenda.
In today’s Britain, laws are passed with increasing rapidity,

and often these laws are contradictory and quite arbitrary. In fact,
this state of arbitrariness exists all the time. There has developed
a quite Kafka-esque situation where the government brings laws
into being and the society is told it must simply carry these laws
out. For example, in all schools and public work places involving
children, all employees and adults who might come into contact
with children already must sign a DBS form, which includes get-

ting a police check and two references. In September, the govern-
ment introduced a new law requiring these same employees and
adults to sign a further enhanced DBS form asserting that they do
not share a dwelling with any persons with any criminal convic-
tions. This was supposed to have been carried out in full by De-
cember 31. However, by January, the issue was seemingly
dropped. 
The effect of the law has been to potentially criminalise by

association a section of people. More importantly, it was not dis-
cussed, nor openly introduced, and yet at the same time, it has
been enacted on people, requiring them to mindlessly obey yet
another diktat. This in itself is a form of fascism and encourages
people to simply follow and not to challenge.
As the judge in the Tribunal alluded to, there may be wider

context to the circumstances of the case which would involve or-
ganisers like Charlotte Monro once more taking to the streets. It
is a case of upholding the right to conscience and the right to be.
For justice to be done, there must prevail a climate of being able
to speak out and be taken seriously. And although employment
law does not present a level playing field for working people,
nevertheless against this grain the reinstatement of Charlotte
Monro is a major victory. And clearly, one thing that needs fur-
ther addressing is to overturn the law under which workers find
it almost impossible, because of the imposed cost and other fac-
tors, to go to an Employment Tribunal in the first place. The
number is reported to have dropped by 80% since costs were im-
posed.
What Ms Monro’s Tribunal also exposed is that it is important

to challenge the arbitrariness of decision-making from on high,
the issue of having to “do as you’re told”, or face the conse-
quences. It is necessary to break through the hopelessness and
powerlessness that this agenda represents for the people, and in
this fight the working class can advance with its heads held high.
In the final analysis, the fight is one for the empowerment of
people and for the democratic renewal of the society. Charlotte
Monro, like so many principled health workers and activists, rep-
resents the highroad of civilisation which defends the rights of all
and establishes that everyone has rights by virtue of being human
in a human society.
That Charlotte Monro has been reinstated can be of immense



inspiration to all who are seeking to unite the working class and
people in action for what is just and against what is unjust. Her
case was fought not on the basis of some exceptional, extreme or
extremely oppressed individual isolated from the class, but as
one who represents the social consciousness of human beings
who are the target of the wrecking activities of those in authority,
beginning with those in government. The victory of Charlotte’s
reinstatement would seem to sidestep a judgment being given
which would set a legal precedent. But it sets a precedent in
terms of the work of providing the working class with conscious-
ness and organisation, and showing the fight for what is just can
never be underestimated and imbues its participants with dignity
and optimism for the future despite the odds.

MAY 9, 70TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE VICTORY OVER
FASCISM

illiam Hague, when Leader of the House of Commons,
announced that the weekend of 8-10 May, 2015, has
been officially designated to commemorate the 70th

anniversary of Victory in Europe (VE) Day, which is marked on
May 8 in Britain. 
What is noteworthy about the planned celebrations and the

statement made by Hague is the fact that the government seems
less concerned about commemorating the 70th anniversaries of
VE Day, and of VJ Day in August, than it is about the centenary
of the First World War which has been marked by four years of
planned commemorative events. What is also evident is that the
government is intent on marking the end of the Second World
War in Europe by obscuring the nature of that war and the impor-
tant fact that it was concluded by a decisive victory over fascism.
The re-writing and falsification of history that followed this vic-
tory have also necessarily obscured the vital role of the Soviet
Union, which led the defeat of fascism in Europe in the course
of which over 20 million of its population gave their lives.
It is perhaps for this reason that there are attempts to present

the wartime Conservative Prime Minister as the embodiment of
Britain’s part in this victory and make much of the speech that he
delivered on VE Day in 1945. However, as history records, less
than two months later, the working class and people of Britain,
with their aspirations for a new society, one that was built on op-
position to all that imperialism, fascism and Nazism stood for,
threw Churchill out of power in the July 1945 general election. 
Churchill’s government had already indicated its predatory

and anti-people nature several months before VE Day with mil-
itary intervention in Greece in December 1944. That interven-
tion, planned for some time, had the aim not of ridding Greece
of the Nazi occupiers but of eliminating the heroic Communist-
led resistance movement, the National Liberation Front (EAM),
that had led the struggle against Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy

in Greece, and which had received arms from Britain during the
war. The British government intervened in order to prevent the
empowerment of the Greek people following the evacuation of
the occupiers and to restore a reactionary government and
monarch who were considered best suited to safeguard the route
to Britain’s wider imperial interests. The British army created
the conditions for a massacre of unarmed patriotic demonstrators
including children in Athens and conducted other military actions
against the resistance, having been instructed by Churchill not
to “hesitate to act as if you were in a conquered city where a local
rebellion is in progress”. 
The military intervention in Greece and attacks on anti-fas-

cists during the Second World War was widely condemned in
Britain, even most major newspapers including The Times join-
ing this condemnation. It was however supported by the leaders
of the Labour Party and the TUC, both before the 1945 General
Election and after when Atlee’s Labour government took office.



The TUC first sent a delegation to Greece at the request of
Churchill’s government shortly after military intervention. Sev-
eral others followed, all with the intention of splitting the Greek
trade union movement, preventing “free and fair elections” and
imposing leaders who would serve the interests of the British
government. Atlee’s Labour government both supported the re-
actionary Greek governments, which attacked the rights of work-
ing people in Greece, and simultaneously attacked the workers’
and patriotic movements that had led the struggle against fascism
during the Second World War.
Intervention in Greece by the British government and trade

union leaders created the conditions for the growing political cri-
sis in Greece, and paved the way for US intervention, not just in
Greece but elsewhere, justified under the openly anti-Communist
“Truman Doctrine” and supported by the so-called Marshall
Plan. It culminated in what is referred to as a civil war between
the reactionary Greek government, supported by Anglo-Ameri-
can imperialism, and the patriot forces led by the Greek Commu-
nist Party. This was a military conflict which the led to the
deaths, imprisonment and exile of many thousands who had

fought to defeat fascism dur-
ing the Second World War
and that left Greece politi-
cally unstable and dependent
on the US for many decades.
History shows that the

Second World War led to a
victory over fascism and cre-
ated the conditions for the liberation of many nations in Africa
and Asia and for the working people to advance their cause for
progress and social emancipation. The few years after the victory
over Nazi fascism were a time of great momentum, profound
changes and the creation of the socialist camp. However, history
also shows that these advances were not welcomed by all. They
were opposed by those that had nurtured, appeased and financed
fascism before the war, in the hope that it would destroy the So-
viet Union and the aspirations of the workers of all countries.
Once the victory over fascism seemed assured and VE Day beck-
oned, the struggle against communism and to prevent the peoples
empowering themselves recommenced.

BUILDING UNITY AND FRIENDSHIP WITH THE DPRK

n April, the Northern Region Society for Friendship with
Korea welcomed to north east England Thae Yongho, Minis-
ter at the DPRK Embassy, and Yu Kwang-Song, First Secre-

tary, DPRK Embassy. The purpose of the visit was to strengthen
the friendship between our two peoples and oppose the demon-
isation of the DPRK by the British government and media which
is being done to try and isolate the country internationally and
justify the hostile acts by the US and Britain that threaten the
sovereignty of the north Korean people and their choice of social
system. 
The Society arranged a meeting in Newcastle at which mem-

bers of the society and the Korean guests spoke. In particular the
society wants to highlight the dangerous situation created on the
Korean peninsula with the massive military presence of the US
which includes nuclear weapons and the carrying out of aggres-

sive military exer-
cises on the border
of the DPRK which
also has British
military involve-

ment. The meeting
also highlighted the
103rd anniversary
of the birth of Kim
Il Sung, legendary

revolutionary leader of the Korean people which is being cele-
brated in the DPRK.
Meetings were arranged by the Society in the North East with

trade union activists and representatives as well as visits to sig-
nificant sites that show the history of the working class and peo-
ple of the North East. The Society was extremely pleased to meet
with Dave Hopper, General Secretary of the Durham Miners’ As-
sociation (DMA), who gave the society’s guests an inspiring tour
of the DMA headquarters, Redhills, and in relating the history
of the miners of the Durham area. The international work of the
DMA is renowned in the working class and trade union move-
ment and the society is very pleased that this meeting will enable
contact between the DMA and the miners’ trade union in the
DPRK.
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