
IDEAS
THEORY

POLICIES
EXPERIENCE
DISCUSSION

AMR
Australian Marxist Review – Journal of the Communist Party of Australia

#58  June 2015� $5

ANZAC CENTENARY 
The myths revisited



4 issues are $25 including postage within Australia.

Please fill out the form below and send to:   
AMR Subscriptions, 74 Buckingham St, Surry Hills NSW 2010.

Subscription type:    New    Renewal    Gift

Commence subscription on:    Current Issue    Issue number: ____

Optional subscription to The Guardian, the CPA’s weekly newspaper:

  12 months: $100 ($80 conc / $150 solidarity)    6 months: $55 ($40 conc / $80 solidarity)

Your details
Name:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                                     

Postal address:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                               

Email address:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                               

Phone number:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                               

Gift to (if applicable)

Name:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                                     

Postal address:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                               

Email address:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                               

Phone number:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                               

Payment details
  Cheque / money order (made out to “Communist Party of Australia”) attached. 

Please debit my credit card        Mastercard    Visa          for the amount:  $ _____

Card number:                  Expiry date:   /  
Name on card (Please print) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                            Signature:. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .              

Payment details can also be phoned or emailed in:  Phone: + 61 2 9699 8844  Email: info@cpa.org.au

A
M

R
 S

U
B
S
C
R
IP

TIO
N

S



Contents

Printed and published by the Communist Party of Australia
Postal: 74 Buckingham Street, Surry Hills NSW 2010 Australia
Phone: + 61 2 9699 9844  Fax: + 61 2 9699 9833
Email: cpa@cpa.org.au
Website: www.cpa.org.au

ISSN: 0310-8252� Issue # 58 – June 2015

Editorial Board
Dr Hannah Middleton (editor)

Michael Hooper (assistant-editor)
David Matters

Bob Briton

Editorial notes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                            i

Gallipoli and forgetting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                   1

Charlie Hebdo and Crisis in Capitalism. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                        4

Greece: The revolution that wasn’t. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                            6

The secret country again wages war on its own people. . . . . . . . . . . . . .             9

Pacific Intervention on Demilitarisation of Indigenous Lands & Waters . . 13

Thoughts on Public Housing from the 1940s. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                    16

Dialectics of History. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                     19

German Communist Party – Guayaquil, Ecuador. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                23

More on Left Unity. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                      26



i

AMR

The centenary year of the Gallipoli landing has been a 
challenging one for progressive participants in the battle 
of ideas. The resources of all levels of government and 
the corporate media have been thrown behind the myth-
making and exploitation of the waste of Australian and 
other lives during that ill-conceived WW1 campaign. 
This issue of the AMR contains a contribution on the 
ANZAC centenary, by Nic Maclellan, that challenges 
the self-serving official commemorative themes of the 
“defence of our way of life” and the “birth of a nation”.

The year began with an upsurge in racism and xenopho-
bia fanned at the highest levels of government at home 
and abroad. The killing of the journalists at the extremely 
provocative French satirical magazine, Charlie Hebdo, 
unleashed a wave of hypocrisy regarding the superiority 
of “western” civilisation and freedom of expression. The 
contribution from Sepehr Samiei examines the murky 
origins of modern “political Islam” and its false promise 
of social justice outside of the struggle for socialism.

This year has also seen changes in the political land-
scape in Greece. Steve Mavrantonis questions the high 
hopes and claims of a dramatic challenge to the capitalist 
institutions of the EU arising from the election victory of 
SYRIZA. The sober assessment underscores the scale of 
the task before the workers of Europe to shed the capital-
ist yoke and move towards socialism.

A piece by renowned Australian ex-pat journalist John 
Pilger regarding the history of and current motivations 
for the dispossession of the Aboriginal people appears in 
this issue. An impressive movement is growing in oppo-
sition to the closure of remote Aboriginal communities 
and this article describes very well the reasons for the 
anger at the core of that movement.

The devastating impacts of capitalism and militarism 
on the global “south” are picked up in a contribution 

Guahan Coalition for Peace and Justice from the US 
Pacific island territory of Guam originally presented 
United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues.

Attacks on the right of Australians to housing are taken 
up in a thought-provoking contribution by Max Solling. 
The history of public housing since WW2 is a reminder 
of how much ground the capitalist class has made in the 
struggle to take back the hard-won gains of previous 
generations of the working class.

Developments in global capitalism are examined in 
articles by Lars Thomsen of the Communist Party 
of Denmark and in the contribution from the German 
Communist Party to the 19th annual International 
Meeting of Communist and Workers’ Parties. The de-
scription of the processes taking place across the capi-
talist world, the lack of international solidarity and the 
problem of social democratic illusions will resonate with 
Australian readers of the AMR.

Finally, we are proud to reproduce an AMR article from 
1987 by the late Alan Miller on the nature of left unity 
and the need for a Marxist-Leninist party. Comrade 
Alan was a member of the Communist Party for almost 
70 years. In that time he served as a functionary of the 
Party, it’s Deputy General Secretary, a member of its 
Central Committee Executive, the editor of its national 
newspaper, the Guardian and took on leading roles in 
the Victorian and South Australian organisations of the 
Party. He played a major part in re-establishing a Party 
in Australia on the basis of Marxism-Leninism in 1971. 
He was also a regular to the AMR. His flowing style and 
ideological clarity were greatly appreciated and we are 
sure readers will enjoy re-reading one of his many in-
sightful contributions.

AMR Editorial Board

Editorial notes
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More French soldiers died at Gallipoli than 
Australians, writes Nic Maclellan*, and many of 
the allied troops were African and Indian.

Australia’s “baptism of fire” has become a potent blend 
of memory and mythology. And for a few weeks recently, 
retailing also became part of that mix when Woolworths 
and other corporations tried to boost their profits on the 
back of the slaughter at Gallipoli. The fresh food people 
wanted us to keep the ANZAC soldiers “fresh in our 
memories” and celebrate ANZAC Day as “the birth 
of the ANZAC spirit that we now pass on to all young 
Australians.”

Commentators were quick to denounce this branding ex-
ercise. But any attempt to purify the Gallipoli centenary 
can also distort the way we remember the events of 1915 
by downplaying the multinational history of the conflict.

Among the forces serving in the Gallipoli campaign 
were thousands of British and French colonial troops 
– soldiers who fought and died on the peninsula but 
have largely been written out of the centenary his-
tory. Alongside Anglo-Celtic ANZAC soldiers were 
Indigenous Australians, Maoris, Senegalese, Zouaves, 
Sikhs, Gurkhas and Newfoundlanders, as well as a con-
tingent of Zionists from Palestine who formed the Zion 
Mule Corps.

Bruce Scates, who chaired the Military and Cultural 
History Group of the ANZAC Centenary Program, has 
argued that the Gallipoli commemorations often ignore 
the role of other nations. “We are in danger of return-
ing to a narrow, nationalistic and self-congratulatory 
account of that costly and ill-conceived campaign,” he 
writes. “In our rush to remember, we run the danger of 
forgetting.”

After the conflict on the Western Front became bogged 
down in trench warfare in early 1915, the First Lord 
of the Admiralty, Winston Churchill, began planning a 
second front. But his early vision of a naval campaign 
to capture the Dardanelles Straits was abandoned when 
the French battleship Bouvet sank on 18 March, with the 
loss of 600 men. Instead, the fateful land invasion was 
launched on 25 April.

Although the campaign was led by British command-
ers, an estimated 80,000 French nationals served in 
Gallipoli, and nearly 15,000 of them died there. As 
Britain’s Imperial War Museum points out, “vivid testa-
ment” to their presence can still be found on the penin-
sula, “where, in the French Cemetery above S Beach, 

there are over 2000 individual grave markers as well as 
five huge white ossuaries each containing the remains of 
up to 3,000 men.”

The French Corps Expéditionnaire d’Orient, initially a 
single infantry division, grew to two divisions for the 
Gallipoli campaign. The 1st division had originally 
been recruited in North Africa from French settlers, and 
Arab and African soldiers. By 1915, the Corps included 
an African Regiment of Zouave and Foreign Legion 
troops. (The Zouaves, originally recruited from the 
Berber population of Algeria, were augmented by troops 
from across North Africa and even prisoners of war and 
deserters from Alsace and Lorraine.) There were also 
two colonial regiments, each comprising a European 
battalion and two battalions of West African Senegalese 
Tirailleurs. From March to December 1915, Senegalese 
made up more than half the French expeditionary force.

On 25 April, to provide a diversion for the Gallipoli 
landings, the French 6th Colonial Regiment led an as-
sault near Kum Kale on the Asian side of the Straits. The 
seizure of Kum Kale was the only success that day, but 
the French troops were soon withdrawn, with 300 killed 
and nearly 500 wounded. “Till the first rays of dawn the 
next day, we are leaning over wounded in an atmosphere 
of blood, of groans, and of indescribable horrors,” re-
ported medical officer Joseph Vassal of the 6th Colonial 

Gallipoli and forgetting
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Regiment. “There is a Senegalese with his head torn, a 
foot missing, and three fingers on the hand gone. Another 
Black, waiting his turn on a chair, is asked, ‘Beaucoup 
malade?’ [Are you very ill?] The doctor looks. Both legs 
have been torn off by a shell.”

The next day, the French troops joined British forces 
on Cape Helles, in the south of the Gallipoli Peninsula. 
They held the eastern part of the Allied line on Cape 
Helles and took part in the First Battle of Krithia on 28 
April. The French troops were hammered by the Turkish 
forces, who halted their advance and caused massive 
casualties among the Senegalese and Zouave units. 
With many of them dressed in red trousers and white 
cork hats, the soldiers were an easy target for the Turkish 
machine gunners.

In early May, successive French attacks at Krithia were 
beaten off by the Turks. Snipers killed the French of-
ficers and Senegalese troops retreated in confusion. 
General Sir Ian Hamilton, British commander of the 
Mediterranean Expeditionary Force, dismissed the co-
lonial troops as “niggy wigs” and “golly wogs.” Over 
the next few weeks, the French advance on the right 
of the peninsula was blocked by Turkish deployments 
on Kereves Dere, a deep gully running inland from the 
Dardanelles coast.

By June, the stalemate had led to a collapse in morale 
among French troops. With limited medical evacuation, 
only a litre of water a day and trenches filled with rats 
and lice, they suffered alongside other nationalities. In 
September, much of the Corps Expéditionnaire d’Orient 
was redeployed to Salonika under French command 
– troops from Senegal, Martinique and other French 
colonies formed the bulk of the remaining troops. By 
year’s end, when the remaining 21,000 French troops 
were withdrawn, only one man in three from the corps 
was unscathed by injury or disease.

Overall, the French had sustained 14,340 dead or miss-
ing and an estimated 40,000 wounded, including 20,000 
medical evacuations. (Among the Australians, 8,709 
were killed in action or died of wounds or disease, and 
another 19,441 were wounded.)

The overwhelming silence in Australian commentary 
about the role of colonial troops at Gallipoli is mirrored 
in France, where the major focus of commemoration 
is the slaughter on the Western front. As British histo-
rian Matthew Hughes writes, “in France there is only 
one monument to the men who died at Gallipoli, on the 
Corniche in Marseilles, the harbour from which most of 
the troops left.”

More than 1.3 million South Asians served in the British 
Imperial Army during the first world war, and more than 
140,000 of them died. Some 15,000 Indian troops were 

deployed at Gallipoli, with Indian mountain gun batter-
ies operating in the ANZAC area from the landing on 25 
April until the August 1915 offensive. 

The Punjabi Muslim gunners among the 7th Indian 
Mountain Artillery Brigade were the only allied Muslim 
troops in action against the Turks on the peninsula.

“The Indian story, and it was a substantial one, must 
therefore be unravelled from amongst the larger official 
accounts of the war,” writes Indian historian Rana Tej 
Pratap Singh Chhina. “There are almost no records that 
preserve the subaltern voice of the Indian rank and file, 
apart from the fortuitous collection of letters passed 
down by the Indian censors in France.”

During the August offensive, the 6th Gurkhas participat-
ed in the climactic battle of Sari Bair alongside a Maori 
contingent from New Zealand. Around one-in-five of 
the 500 New Zealanders were killed or wounded. The 
surviving Nepalese soldiers seized the heights of Hill Q 
on Sari Bair ridge, the furthest Allied advance during the 
August offensive of the Gallipoli campaign, but were 
forced to retreat when they were mistakenly shelled by 
the Royal Navy.

The francophone West Africans serving at Gallipoli were 
not the only French colonial troops deployed during the 
war. After the massacre of French soldiers in Europe 
during the summer of 1914 -15, the French high com-
mand agreed to expand recruitment to France’s overseas 
colonies.
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In France’s Pacific dependencies – New Caledonia and 
the Etablissements Français d’Océanie – young men 
from both settler and Islander communities joined colo-
nial regiments. A quarter of the male population of New 
Caledonia enlisted or were conscripted, including 1,087 
French settlers and 1,010 Kanaks. Across the Pacific as 
a whole, 1,817 volunteers and 2,213 conscripts signed 
up for the French Pacific battalion. After two warships 
from the German Far East Flotilla attacked Tahiti in 
September 1,914, 1,115 men were recruited to fight in 
Europe between 1915 and June 1917.

In June 1916, the Bataillon de Tirailleurs du Pacifique, 
comprising companies of Kanak and Tahitian soldiers, 
deployed for France. New Caledonians serving with the 
5th Regiment of colonial infantry fought on the Somme, 
at Verdun and in other slaughterhouses. Some 575 
New Caledonians, including 382 Kanaks, died for “the 
motherland.”

Maori and islanders from New Zealand’s Pacific colonies 
also joined the war effort. On the tiny island of Niue, 150 
men joined the 1st Niue Regiment, sailing to Egypt and 
France in February 1916 as part of New Zealand’s 3rd 
Maori contingent. Margaret Pointer’s poignant history 
of the Niuean contingent, Tagi Tote e Loto Haaku: Niue 
Island Involvement in the Great War, documents how 
most of the islanders were struck down by influenza, 
pneumonia or dysentery and were repatriated without 
firing a shot.

Not everyone rushed to support the Empire. In New 
Zealand’s Taranaki and Waikato districts, where hun-
dreds of thousands of acres of land had been confiscated 
after the Maori wars, the Indigenous tangata whenua 
refused to join the colours. 

In New Caledonia, the 1917 revolt led by Chief Noel 
highlighted Kanak opposition to French colonial rule, 
with French soldiers declaring a new military front to 
crush the rebellion.

On their return to New Caledonia, Kanak soldiers who 
had survived the slaughter on the Western front were 
once again placed under the Indigénat, a native affairs 
administration that denied them the right to vote and 
restricted them to tribal reserves. Along with indentured 
labourers and French women, Kanaks only obtained the 
vote following the second world war, after communist 
activists had started agitating in the tribal reserves and 
Indigenous soldiers returning from European battlefields 
had begun petitioning for civil rights.

In Australia, the fate of the “Black diggers” and other 
returning soldiers – including Alexander McKinnon, 
an Aboriginal station hand from the Northern Territory 
who fought and died at Passchendaele in 1917 – has 
been captured by the moving memorial “One Hundred 
Stories.”

From Australia to New Zealand, from Niue to New 
Caledonia, the war is commemorated by memorials 
to the fallen. But, as Elizabeth Rechniewski writes, 
these statues can create new conflicts: “The landscapes 
of Australia and New Caledonia are crowded with 
monuments that we unproblematically refer to as ‘war 
memorials’ and yet nothing is less evident than what 
constitutes a ‘war’, or what distinguishes a soldier from 
a fighter. Nothing is more controversial than whose wars 
we should commemorate and why.”

Following the signing of New Caledonia’s Noumea 
Accord in 1998, Kanak independence activists began 
agitating for a proper accounting of the islanders who 
died for France. On the main Monument aux Morts in 
Noumea, each European soldier from New Caledonia 
who died during the first world war is listed by name. On 
the reverse side, however, the Kanak dead were name-
less – the memorial simply listed each village or island, 
with the number of casualties inscribed in the stone. In 
the northern town of Koné, a memorial with a statue of 
a first world war 

French soldier was damaged in 2010. The local Kanak 
mayor replaced it temporarily with a wooden statue 
of a Kanak warrior who had died defending his own 
land. Within days, the new statue had been daubed with 
red, white and blue paint. Then independence activists 
covered the colours of the French tricolour with the 
multicoloured flag of Kanaky. To end this outbreak of 
the history wars, the statue was removed, and the plinth 
remains empty today.

This year, the ANZAC centenary once again highlights 
the contested nature of military history and the silence 
of colonial narratives in Australia and across the region. 
As Bruce Scates suggests, “It is time to look beyond that 
narrow beachhead at ANZAC Cove, acknowledge the 
futility of war and mourn the suffering of nations other 
than our own.” 

* Nic Maclellan works as a journalist and researcher in the Pacific islands. He writes for Islands 
Business magazine (Fiji) and has contributed as a broadcaster and journalist to Radio Australia, 
ABC’s The Drum, Tahiti-Pacifique, The Contemporary Pacific. Nic works with the Pacific Concerns 
Resource Centre (PCRC) in Suva, Fiji. He has written widely on development and decolonisation 
issues in the Pacific as well as on labour mobility, human rights and uprooted peoples in the 
islands region.
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Sepehr Samiei

The year 2015 began with news of a violent and deadly 
strike carried out by terrorists on a French magazine 
headquarters in response to its publication of offensive 
material against believers of the Islamic faith. The 
shock-waves of this incident, now publicly known as 
the Charlie Hebdo massacre, provoked global reactions, 
spreading like shrapnel from a bomb. Mainstream media 
reported relentlessly on the incident, offering heedless 
radical statements of condemnation with possible racist 
and undemocratic interpretations.

Not that such mass killings, particularly by extremist ter-
rorists are unheard of, yet in the sea of silence surround-
ing the everyday murder of innocents by these self same 
terrorists throughout the Middle East and North Africa, 
the assassination of French journalists in Paris received 
unprecedented attention.

It did not even lose the media’s attention amid massa-
cres taking place in Ukraine and Eastern Europe. The 
unarmed American black teenager who was shot dead 
by a racist police officer did not set the media ablaze 
like this; nor did the other African American who was 
asphyxiated on camera or the American police killing of 
a minor who was playing with his toy gun.

Immediately after the Charlie Hebdo “massacre”, a 
number of heads of states and governments rushed to 
Paris in order to participate in the anti-extremism rally. 
Among them was the prime minister of the state of 
Israel, Benjamin Netanyahu. The Butcher of Gaza could 
not afford to lose this valuable opportunity to tell the 
world that his army has been cracking down on the same 
mischievous terrorists. 

The incident has also provided fresh fuel for the fire of 
racism and fascism. Foul minds utter foetid words while 
the pervasive fear of terrorism acts as a shroud, covering 
up damning evidence of the ties between the west and 
the very same forces that carried out this attack.

It is no secret that Al-Qaida was mobilized, armed and 
trained by the United States in Afghanistan, back in 80s, 
in order to confront the adoption of socialism and to 
thwart the efforts of the Soviet Union. Religious extrem-
ism was supported and enabled by Western governments. 
Today, footage is publicly available of George Bush Snr. 
giving a speech in front of Afghan Jihadists assuring 
them of US, as well as God’s, support for their cause.

The Cold War era and the 80s might already sound like 
ancient history, but the West’s open support of “anti-
Assad rebels” is not even as old as the last World Cup! 
It was not so long ago that the same extremists who are 
now purportedly the number one enemies of Western 
civilisation, i.e. ISIS/ISIL/IS, were so friendly with US 
politicians that they posed on camera and happily took 
photos together.

One might still argue that even Western support of these 
terrorists at that time, was a mistake which belongs to 
the past and we, instead of confining ourselves within 
the corrals of old news, should rather move forward 
and deal with the present situation. But even today, it 
is no secret that the United States and its Western al-
lies, including France, are openly arming and supporting 
“moderate rebels” in Syria against “a brutal dictator in 
Syria who oppresses its own people”. The US and its al-
lies are funnelling funds, arms and supplies to terrorists 
fighting against the Syrian government. These so called 
moderate rebels are again known to be allies with the 
other non-moderate terrorists with whom the US and 
its allies are ostensibly fighting. Evidently most of the 
arms, funds and supplies end up in the hands of the “evil 
terrorists”!

What is going on here? Western powers are funding 
and supporting the same terrorists who are their number 
one enemy? In other words, are we funding our own 
enemies?! How could this make any sense?

In his essay “Exiting the Crisis of Capitalism or 
Capitalism in Crisis?”, Samir Amin, a prominent con-
temporary figure in the science of Political Economy, 
boded a new era of wars and revolutions:

… Just as the first financialised globalisation 
had led to 1929, so the second produced 
2008. Today we have reached this crucial 
moment which announces the probability of 
a new wave of ‘wars and revolutions’. This is 
even more so since the ruling powers do not 
envisage anything other than the restoration 
of the system as it was before the financial 
meltdown. [1]

Therein, as well as in some of his other important works, 
Amin provides a detailed explanation of the roots and 
nature of current crisis in capitalism and how it leaves 
only one choice to its patrons – war. 

In their common publication The World We Wish to See; 
Revolutionary Objectives in the Twenty-First Century, 

Charlie Hebdo and Crisis in Capitalism
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Samir Amin and James Membrez provide a thorough 
analysis of “political Islam” and its role in strengthening 
capitalism. This is of the utmost importance today as we 
can already see an explanation for the above mentioned 
conundrum of why the US and its allies are funding their 
own enemies, i.e. Islamic extremists.

The following is taken from Wikipedia [2]:

According to Samir Amin, Islam leads its 
struggle on the terrain of culture, wherein 
“culture” is intended as “belongingness to one 
religion”. Islamist militants are not actually 
interested in the discussion of dogmas which 
form religion but on the contrary they’re 
concerned about the ritual assertion of 
membership in the community. Such a world 
view is therefore not only distressing as it 
conceals an immense poverty of thought, 
but it also justifies Imperialism’s strategy of 
substituting a “conflict of cultures” for a conflict 
between the liberal, imperialist centres and 
the backward, dominated peripheries. This 
importance attributed to culture allows political 
Islam to obscure from every sphere of life the 
realistic social dichotomy between the working 
classes and the global capitalist system which 
oppresses and exploits them.[3]

The militants of political Islam are only present 
in areas of conflict in order to furnish people 
with education and health care, through 
schools and health clinics. However, these 
are nothing more than works of charity and 
means of indoctrination, insofar as they are not 
means of support for the working class struggle 
against the system which is responsible for its 
misery.

Besides, beyond being reactionary on 
definite matters (see the status of women 
in Islam) and responsible for fanatical 
excesses against non-Muslim citizens (such 
as the Copts in Egypt), political Islam even 
defends the sacred character of property and 
legitimises inequality and all the prerequisites 
of capitalist reproduction. One example 
is the Muslim Brotherhood’s support in the 
Egyptian parliament for conservative and 
reactionary laws which empowers the rights 
of property owners, to the detriment of the 
small peasantry. Political Islam has also always 
found consent in the bourgeoisie of Saudi 
Arabia and Pakistan, as the latter abandoned 
an anti-imperialist perspective and substituted 
it for an anti-western stance, which only 
creates an acceptable impasse of cultures and 

therefore doesn’t represent any obstacle to the 
developing imperialist control over the world 
system.

Hence, political Islam aligns itself in general 
with capitalism and imperialism, without 
providing the working classes with an effective 
and non-reactionary method of struggle 
against their exploitation. [4]

According to this evidence, the Charlie Hebdo incident, 
along with the Sydney Siege, the war in Syria, the war 
in Libya, the war in Iraq and the war in Afghanistan (all 
Muslim countries),were not only not surprising but also 
anticipated well ahead of their occurrences. 

Amin sees the present crisis as a moment in the second 
long crisis of the capitalist system, dating from the early 
1970s. The first long crisis, he maintains, lasted from 
1873 until 1945. He sees no exit from repeated crises 
under capitalism except the descent into barbarism; that 
the challenge is not to escape from the crisis of capital-
ism – a hopeless project – but to escape from capitalism 
in crisis. Amin reasserts his historical optimism as to the 
socialist project, expecting a “second wave” of socialist 
attempts that will stem from the self-liberating efforts of 
the nations and peoples of the South that will lead to an 
awakening of the Northern popular classes to join the 
awakened global South. [5]

It is up to us to choose: “...either transition to Socialism 
or regression into Barbarism.” [6]

1.	 �http://www.forumdesalternatives.org/docs/bruselas/Bruselas%20-%20Samir%20
Amin%201.pdf

2.	 �https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Samir_Amin#Samir_Amin.27s_views_on_political_Islam

3.	 �The World We Wish to See; Revolutionary Objectives in the Twenty-First Century, Samir 
Amin and James Membrez, p83.

4.	 Ibid.
5.	 Samir Amin, The Law of Worldwide Value, 2010, ISBN-13: 978-1-58367-233-4.
6.	 Rosa Luxemburg, The Junius Pamphlet, www.marxists.org. Retrieved 2013-09-30
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New Government in Greece

The revolution that wasn’t

Steve Mavrantonis 

Since the election of the current government in Greece, 
there has been a lot of public debate, not only among 
Greeks but in the wider international community as well, 
about a “significant” change (according to Greek and 
international media) that has taken place in the political 
situation in Greece.

Before we start examining the current situation in 
Greece and put the above claims under careful, critical 
consideration, let us begin by giving some information 
about the formation, the composition and the historical 
development of the political party now in government, 
that is SYRIZA (Coalition of Radical Left).

Some AMR readers may remember that in 1968 there 
was a split in the Communist Party of Greece, with a 
small revisionist group splitting away and forming the 
so called “Communist Party of the Interior”. Their ex-
istence as a viable political force was very short. They 
could not muster enough forces to enter Parliament after 
the fall of the military junta in 1974 and they disinte-
grated and withered away by the end of the seventies. 

In the early ’80s, however, another group of the same 
revisionist, social democratic views broke away from 
the KKE and formed the so called “Coalition of Left and 
Progress”. Some time after their formation this group-
ing attracted votes from social democratic and centrist 
forces and managed to enter parliament.

They remained a small party of 3 - 3.5 percent for a 
while and then they merged with some middle of the 
road forces, some anarchist groups, the remnants of the 
Communist Party of the Interior and some nationalist 
groupings and changed their name to SYRIZA (Coalition 
of Radical Left). They remained small even after the 
merger mustering about 4 percent of the popular vote.

Things changed drastically at the 2009 elections when, 
after strong popular opposition to the government’s 
anti-people policies, PASOK, the main social demo-
cratic party which had governed Greece for almost 25 
years and was in government with the right wing New 
Democracy Party. This was at a time when the severe 
austerity measures demanded by the EU and the IMF 
were enforced upon the Greek people. PASOK was 

completely annihilated and its members dispersed into a 
number of other groupings.

At this point in time, more than half the members 
and cadres of PASOK moved over to SYRIZA. Thus 
SYRIZA suddenly became a mass party, its whole com-
position changed and its outlook and policies moved 
further to the right.

Therefore, the party now in government in Greece is 
not a break away group from the Communist Party of 
Greece that some people argue is trying to correct the 
allegedly narrow, sectarian attitudes of the KKE and win 
people over to socialism. SYRIZA is an amalgamation 
of political forces that have nothing in common with 
socialism and Communism. They govern together with 
“Independent Greeks” – a nationalist party, a break away 
group from the right wing New Democracy.

The basic policy of the new government is to remain 
within the European Union (EU), to manage capitalism 
better than its predecessors and to succeed in getting a 
better deal from the EU. 

The Prime Minister himself, Alexis Tsipras, stated in a 
TV interview on April 2014 that “Greece belongs to the 
West, to the EU and NATO”. In his victory speech after 
the election results were known, he stated that “we will 
not go for a catastrophic rift with the European Union”. 
It is therefore totally unrealistic for anyone to expect that 
this government and this Prime Minister will take the 
revolutionary steps required to put Greece on the road 
to socialism.

Some people are saying that the present government is 
putting up a fight within the EU, negotiating hard and 
trying to achieve things. The question here is: what 
are they negotiating for, and what are they trying to 
achieve? We must not forget that SYRIZA won the elec-
tions on the promise that it was to end the policies of the 
Memorandum, the policies of austerity, get rid off the 
supervision and control of the economy by Troika (the 
representatives of the EU, the European Central Bank 
and the International Monetary Fund) and improve the 
living standards of the people. The Greek people were 
frustrated and angry after so many years of poverty and 
were looking for a change, for a way out of the dark 
tunnel of depression and misery.
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Therefore, the new government must appear to be doing 
something in this direction. It must give the impression 
that it is putting up a fight and safeguarding the interests 
of the Greek people. If they did nothing, they would be 
driven out of government soon. So the show of talking 
tough in the Euro-group while at the same time being 
ready to compromise, was something imposed upon 
them by the realities of the Greek situation and their 
desire to remain an EU member.

What were the two main points the Greek government 
was asking the EU to agree to? The government had 
promised the Greek people that there would no longer 
be any Troika in Athens and no more “Memorandum of 
Understanding”. So they asked the EU for a six month 
extension – not of the Memorandum – but of the loans 
agreement, and no more supervision and financial con-
trol by the Troika.

As was expected, the EU, with Germany in the role 
of the uncompromising party, rejected these demands 
and insisted that there be no loans agreement without 
conditions and that the conditions were contained in the 
program set down in the Memorandum. Consequently, 
Greece could not receive any more money if the cur-
rent program was not fulfilled in its entirety. Greece was 

requested to forward within two weeks a list of reforms 
it would implement in the period of any extension of the 
program granted. The purpose of these reforms was to 
ensure the fulfilment of the conditions of the current pro-
gram. Eventually, the EU granted Greece an extension of 
four months (not six) and indicated it wasn’t prepared to 
dispense with inspections by the Troika.

The Greek government forwarded the list of proposed 
reforms and behind-the-scenes negotiations continued 
for a mutually accepted compromise that would en-
able the Greek government to save face and the EU to 
continue to keep in place its policies as described in the 
Memorandum.

The relevant resolution of the Euro-group is a product of 
such a compromise. It changes the name of certain things 
while the essence remains the same. The resolution ex-
tends for four months not the Loans agreement, not the 
“current program”, but the “Master Financial Assistance 
Facility Agreement”, which is the Memorandum with 
another name. It also specifies that inspection of the 
work of Greek ministries will continue by representa-
tives of the Institutions. The Troika has been thus re-
named as “Institutions”. So everybody is happy. The 
Greek government interprets the arrangement as having 

SYRIZA is an amalgamation of political forces that have nothing in common with socialism and 
Communism.
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won a battle and the EU knows that the capitalist order 
of things in Greece will remain intact. 

Not everyone in SYRIZA is happy with this arrange-
ment, though. The Government has been accused by 
leading members of SYRIZA, including two cabinet 
ministers, the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the Deputy Speaker of committing “unacceptable 
compromises”. Another leading member of SYRIZA, 
who is a European Parliament member, Manolis Glezos, 
said that the only thing we succeeded in was to name the 
fish, meat while everything is the same as before.

So great has been the outcry among the forces of SYRIZA 
about this arrangement, that in the Central Committee 
(CC) meeting called to discuss and ratify the Agreement, 
40 percent of the CC members voted against the arrange-
ment that the government calls a victory.

As for the Troika, a government spokesman when asked 
by a journalist what was going to happen with the in-
spections, he replied that the inspectors will no longer 
go to the ministries. “They will stay in their hotel and 
we will take to them the facts and figures they want,” he 
said. This is the extent of their great victory.

For Greece to be liberated from the present miserable 
situation capitalism has forced upon the people, what 
is needed is not a better management of capitalism but 
the overthrow of capitalism. The party in government 
in Greece now is not a party aiming at the overthrow of 
capitalism. On the contrary, it is a bourgeois party as-
piring to the continuation of capitalist rule and the con-
tinuation of the operation of the EU, NATO and global 
capitalist domination.

The current situation proves the correctness of the ba-
sic policy and strategic goal of the Communist Party 
of Greece (KKE), which maintains that the only way 
forward for the Greek people is the preparation of the 
forces of the working class movement for the election of 
a People’s Government of an anti-capitalist orientation, 
as the first step of establishing a socialist government, 
the nationalisation of the basic means of production, the 
utilisation of the country’s resources for satisfying the 
needs of the people, disengagement from the EU and 
cancelling the foreign debt.

The realisation of such a policy will be the real revolu-
tion that will put Greece on the road to people’s power 
and socialist development.
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The secret country again wages war 
on its own people

John Pilger

Australia has again declared war on its Indigenous peo-
ple, reminiscent of the brutality that brought universal 
condemnation on apartheid South Africa. Aboriginal 
people are to be driven from homelands where their com-
munities have lived for thousands of years. In Western 
Australia, where mining companies make billion dollar 
profits exploiting Aboriginal land, the state government 
says it can no longer afford to “support” the homelands.

Vulnerable populations, already denied the basic serv-
ices most Australians take for granted, are on notice 
of dispossession without consultation, and eviction at 
gunpoint. Yet again, Aboriginal leaders have warned of 
“a new generation of displaced people” and “cultural 
genocide”.

Genocide is a word Australians hate to hear. Genocide 
happens in other countries, not the “lucky” society that 
per capita is the second richest on earth. When “act 
of genocide” was used in the 1997 landmark report 
Bringing Them Home, which revealed that thousands of 
Indigenous children had been stolen from their commu-
nities by white institutions and systematically abused, a 
campaign of denial was launched by a far-right clique 

around the then prime minister John Howard. It included 
those who called themselves the Galatians Group, then 
Quadrant, then the Bennelong Society; the Murdoch 
press was their voice.

The Stolen Generation was exaggerated, they said, if 
it had happened at all. Colonial Australia was a benign 
place; there were no massacres. The First Australians 
were victims of their own cultural inferiority, or they were 
noble savages. Suitable euphemisms were deployed.

The government of the current prime minister, Tony 
Abbott, a conservative zealot, has revived this assault on 
a people who represent Australia’s singular uniqueness. 
Soon after coming to office, Abbott’s government cut 
$534 million in Indigenous social programmes, includ-
ing $160 million from the Indigenous health budget and 
$13.4 million from Indigenous legal aid.

In the 2014 report Overcoming Indigenous Disadvantage 
Key Indicators, the devastation is clear. The number of 
Aboriginal people hospitalised for self-harm has leapt, 
as have suicides among those as young as eleven. The 
indicators show a people impoverished, traumatised and 
abandoned. Read the classic expose of apartheid South 
Africa, The Discarded People by Cosmas Desmond, who 
told me he could write a similar account of Australia.
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Having insulted Indigenous Australians by declaring 
(at a G20 breakfast for David Cameron) that there was 
“nothing but bush” before the white man, Abbott an-
nounced that his government would no longer honour 
the longstanding commitment to Aboriginal homelands. 
He sneered, “It’s not the job of the taxpayers to subsidise 
lifestyle choices.”

The weapon used by Abbott and his redneck state and 
territorial counterparts is dispossession by abuse and 
propaganda, coercion and blackmail, such as his de-
mand for a 99-year leasehold of Indigenous land in the 
Northern Territory in return for basic services – a land 
grab in all but name. The Minister for Indigenous Affairs, 
Nigel Scullion, refutes this, claiming “this is about com-
munities and what communities want”. In fact, there has 
been no real consultation, only the co-option of a few.

Both conservative and Labor governments have already 
withdrawn the national jobs programme, CDEP, from 
the homelands, ending opportunities for employment, 
and prohibited investment in infrastructure: housing, 
generators, sanitation. The saving is peanuts.

The reason is an extreme doctrine that evokes the puni-
tive campaigns of the early 20th century “chief protector 
of Aborigines”, such as the fanatic A.O. Neville who de-
creed that the first Australians “assimilate” to extinction. 
Influenced by the same eugenics movement that inspired 
the Nazis, Queensland’s “protection acts” were a model 
for South African apartheid. Today, the same dogma and 
racism are threaded through anthropology, politics, the 
bureaucracy and the media. “We are civilised, they are 
not,” wrote the acclaimed Australian historian Russel 
Ward two generations ago. The spirit is unchanged.

Having reported on Aboriginal communities since the 
1960s, I have watched a seasonal routine whereby the 
Australian elite interrupts its “normal” mistreatment and 
neglect of the people of the First Nations, and attacks them 
outright. This happens when an election approaches, or a 
prime minister’s ratings are low. Kicking the blackfella 
is deemed popular, although grabbing minerals-rich land 
by stealth serves a more prosaic purpose. Driving people 
into the fringe slums of “economic hub towns” satisfies 
the social engineering urges of racists.

The last frontal attack was in 2007 when Prime Minister 
Howard sent the army into Aboriginal communities in 
the Northern Territory to “rescue children” who, said his 
minister for Aboriginal Affairs, Mal Brough, were being 
abused by paedophile gangs in “unthinkable numbers”.

Known as “the intervention”, the media played a vital 
role. In 2006, the national TV current affairs programme, 
the ABC’s Lateline, broadcast a sensational interview 
with a man whose face was concealed. Described as 
a “youth worker” who had lived in the Aboriginal 

community of Mutitjulu, he made a series of lurid al-
legations. Subsequently exposed as a senior government 
official who reported directly to the minister, his claims 
were discredited by the Australian Crime Commission, 
the Northern Territory Police and a damning report by 
child medical specialists. The community received no 
apology.

The 2007 “intervention” allowed the federal government 
to destroy many of the vestiges of self-determination in 
the Northern Territory, the only part of Australia where 
Aboriginal people had won federally-legislated land 
rights. Here, they had administered their homelands in 
ways with the dignity of self-determination and connec-
tion to land and culture and, as Amnesty reported, a 40 
per cent lower mortality rate.

It is this “traditional life” that is anathema to a parasitic 
white industry of civil servants, contractors, lawyers 
and consultants that controls and often profits from 
Aboriginal Australia, if indirectly through the corporate 
structures imposed on Indigenous organisations. The 
homelands are seen as a threat, for they express a com-
munalism at odds with the neo-conservatism that rules 
Australia. It is as if the enduring existence of a people 
who have survived and resisted more than two colonial 
centuries of massacre and theft remains a spectre on 
white Australia: a reminder of whose land this really is.

The current political attack was launched in the richest 
state, Western Australia. Last October, the state premier, 
Colin Barnett, announced that his government could 
not afford the $90 million budget for basic municipal 
services to 282 homelands: water, power, sanitation, 
schools, road maintenance, rubbish collection. It was the 
equivalent of informing the white suburbs of Perth that 
their lawn sprinklers would no longer sprinkle and their 
toilets no longer flush; and they had to move; and if they 
refused, the police would evict them.

Where would the dispossessed go? Where would they 
live? In six years, Barnett’s government has built few 
houses for Indigenous people in remote areas. In the 
Kimberley region, Indigenous homelessness – aside from 
natural disaster and civil strife – is one of the highest any
where, in a state renowned for its conspicuous wealth, 
golf courses and prisons overflowing with impoverished 
black people. Western Australia jails Aboriginal males at 
more than eight times the rate of apartheid South Africa. 
It has one of the highest incarceration rates of juveniles 
in the world, almost all of them Indigenous, including 
children kept in solitary confinement in adult prisons, 
with their mothers keeping vigil outside.

In 2013, the former prisons minister, Margaret Quirk, 
told me that the state was “racking and stacking” 
Aboriginal prisoners. When I asked what she meant, she 
said, “It’s warehousing.”
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In March, Barnett changed his story. There was “emerg-
ing evidence”, he said, “of appalling mistreatment of 
little kids” in the homelands. What evidence? Barnett 
claimed that gonorrhoea had been found in children 
younger than 14, then conceded he did not know if these 
were in the homelands. His police commissioner, Karl 
O’Callaghan, chimed in that child sexual abuse was 
“rife”. He quoted a 15-year-old study by the Australian 
Institute of Family Studies. What he failed to say was 
that the report highlighted poverty as the overwhelming 
cause of “neglect” and that sexual abuse accounted for 
less than 10 per cent.

The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, a federal 
agency, recently released a report on what it calls the 
“Fatal Burden” of Third World disease and trauma borne 
by Indigenous people “resulting in almost 100,000 years 
of life lost due to premature death”. This “fatal burden” 
is the product of extreme poverty imposed in Western 
Australia, as in the rest of Australia, by the denial of hu-
man rights.

In Barnett’s vast rich Western Australia, barely a fraction 
of mining, oil and gas revenue has benefited communi-
ties for which his government has a duty of care. In the 
town of Roeburne, in the midst of the booming minerals-
rich Pilbara, 80 per cent of the Indigenous children suf-
fer from an ear infection called otitis media that causes 
deafness.

In 2011, the Barnett government displayed a brutality 
in the community of Oombulgurri the other homelands 
can expect. “First, the government closed the services,” 
wrote Tammy Solonec of Amnesty International, “It 
closed the shop, so people could not buy food and es-
sentials. It closed the clinic, so the sick and the elderly 
had to move, and the school, so families with children 
had to leave, or face having their children taken away 
from them. The police station was the last service to 
close, then eventually the electricity and water were 
turned off. Finally, the ten residents who resolutely 
stayed to the end were forcibly evicted [leaving behind] 
personal possessions. [Then] the bulldozers rolled into 
Oombulgurri. The WA government has literally dug a 
hole and in it buried the rubble of people’s homes and 
personal belongings.”

In South Australia, the state and federal governments 
launched a similar attack on the 60 remote Indigenous 
communities. South Australia has a long-established 
Aboriginal Lands Trust, so people were able to defend 
their rights – up to a point. On 12 April, the federal gov-
ernment offered $15 million over five years. That such a 
miserly sum is considered enough to fund proper services 
in the great expanse of the state’s homelands is a measure 
of the value placed on Indigenous lives by white politi-
cians who unhesitatingly spend $28 billion annually on 
armaments and the military. Haydn Bromley, chair of 
the Aboriginal Lands Trust told me, “The $15 million 

Around Australia tens of thousands have come together to protest against the proposed closures of 
Aboriginal communities in Western Australia and other states.
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doesn’t include most of the homelands, and it will only 
cover bare essentials – power, water. Community devel-
opment? Infrastructure? Forget it.”

The current distraction from these national dirty secrets 
is the approaching “celebrations” of the centenary of an 
Edwardian military disaster at Gallipoli in 1915 when 
8,709 Australian and 2,779 New Zealand troops – the 
Anzacs – were sent to their death in a futile assault 
on a beach in Turkey. In recent years, governments in 
Canberra have promoted this imperial waste of life as 
an historical deity to mask the militarism that underpins 
Australia’s role as America’s “deputy sheriff” in the 
Pacific.

In bookshops, “Australian non-fiction” shelves are full 
of opportunistic tomes about wartime derring-do, heroes 
and jingoism. Suddenly, Aboriginal people who fought 
for the white man are fashionable, whereas those who 
fought against the white man in defence of their own 
country, Australia, are unfashionable. Indeed, they are 
officially non-people. The Australian War Memorial 
refuses to recognise their remarkable resistance to the 
British invasion. In a country littered with Anzac memo-
rials, not one official memorial stands for the thousands 
of native Australians who fought and fell defending their 
homeland.

This is part of the “great Australian silence”, as W E H 
Stanner in 1968 called his lecture in which he described 
a “cult of forgetfulness on a national scale”. He was 
referring to the Indigenous people. Today, the silence 
is ubiquitous. In Sydney, the Art Gallery of New South 
Wales currently has an exhibition, The Photograph and 
Australia, in which the timeline of this ancient country 
begins, incredibly, with Captain Cook.

The same silence covers another enduring, epic resist-
ance. Extraordinary demonstrations of Indigenous 
women protesting the removal of their children and 
grandchildren by the state, some of them at gunpoint, 
are ignored by journalists and patronised by politicians. 
More Indigenous children are being wrenched from 
their homes and communities today than during the 

worst years of the Stolen Generation. A record 15,000 
are presently detained “in care”; many are given to white 
families and will never return to their communities.

Last year, the West Australian Police Minister, Liza 
Harvey, attended a screening in Perth of my film, Utopia, 
which documented the racism and thuggery of police 
towards black Australians, and the multiple deaths of 
young Aboriginal men in custody. The minister cried.

On her watch, 50 City of Perth armed police raided an 
Indigenous homeless camp at Matagarup, and drove off 
mostly elderly women and young mothers with children. 
The people in the camp described themselves as “refu-
gees ... seeking safety in our own country”. They called 
for the help of the United Nations High Commissioner 
on Refugees.

Australian politicians are nervous of the United Nations. 
Abbott’s response has been abuse. When Professor 
James Anaya, the UN Special Rapporteur on Indigenous 
People, described the racism of the “intervention”, 
Abbott told him to, “get a life” and “not listen to the old 
victim brigade”.

The planned closure of Indigenous homelands breaches 
Article 5 of the International Convention for the 
Elimination of Racial Discrimination (ICERD) and 
the Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People 
(UNDRIP). Australia is committed to “provide effective 
mechanisms for prevention of, and redress for ... any 
action which has the aim of dispossessing [Indigenous 
people] of their lands, territories or resources”. The 
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights is 
blunt. “Forced evictions” are against the law.

An international momentum is building. In 2013, Pope 
Francis urged the world to act against racism and on be-
half of “Indigenous people who are increasingly isolated 
and abandoned”. It was South Africa’s defiance of such 
a basic principle of human rights that ignited the inter-
national opprobrium and campaign that brought down 
apartheid. Australia beware.
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Pacific Intervention on 
Demilitarisation of Indigenous Lands 
and Waters
Submission by: Guahan Coalition for Peace and Justice, 
Guam to the  United Nations Permanent Forum 
on Indigenous Issues

Presented by Dakota Alcantara-Camacho

Supported by: We are Guahan, Guam; 
National Association of Social Workers, Guam 
Chapter; GALA, Inc.; Our Islands are Sacred, 
Guam; Na Koa Ikaika Kalahui Hawai’i; Akali 
Tange Association Papua New Guinea; and the 
Pacific Caucus

Thank you Madame Chair,

According to Chamorro cosmology, in the beginning of 
the universe, Fo’na and Pontan, brother-sister spirits sac-
rificed their bodies to create the earth as we know it. We 
acknowledge that as we walk across the land, we walk 
over the bodies and bones of our ancestors. We honour 
our genealogies as our connection to the earth, and up-
hold our responsibility to our ancestors to maintain the 
sacred peace and balance gifted to us by the Creator.

I speak today on behalf of Pacific Caucus to call for an 
immediate halt to the militarisation of the planet rec-
ognising that the research and development of military 
technologies has exponentially increased the destruction 
of the earth and all our relatives. Theft of ancestral lands, 
environmental violence, and policies of cultural geno-
cide have all been key ingredients in a recipe designed 
to feed foreign and domestic military control of our 
homelands. Our ancestral teachings tell us that we are 
all related and that any harm we cause to other beings, 
we also cause to ourselves.

Militarisation of the Pacific
Indigenous peoples (IPs) of the Pacific have long suf-
fered the negative consequences of militarisation stem-
ming back to World War I, when settler governments 
established military bases in Australia, New Guinea, and 
Samoa. Countries like Guahan have been treated as tro-
phies of war, traded between foreign governments such 
as when Spain ceded the island to the United States in 
the Treaty of Paris in 1898. During World War II, foreign 

powers battled each other in Indigenous lands and in-
nocent people were tortured, raped, and held hostage in 
our own countries and forced to participate in wars we 
did not ask for.

This story resonates like the aftermath of a nuclear 
bomb across the waves of the Pacific in Hawai’i, 
Guahan (Guam), the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Marianas, the Republic of Belau, the Federated States of 
Micronesia, Wake Island, Midway Island, Australia, the 
Solomon Islands, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, 
and Timor Leste.

Due to domestic militarisation, state governments 
have forced the Indigenous to leave their homelands 
completely – as in the case of the peoples of Maluku 
who have been land dispossessed since 1951 and nearly 
four generations later are still displaced. IPs continue to 
struggle with the domestic and global repercussions of 
militarisation and war and the threat of militarisation is 
heightened in light of the United States announcement 
of its Pacific Pivot strategy in its efforts to maintain glo-
bal dominance.

Impact of Militarisation on 
Indigenous Peoples
Militarisation impacts Indigenous peoples in various 
ways leading to further infringements on our right to 
cultural and political self-determination.

Many Pacific IPs have lost access to lands and natural re-
sources of their homelands. Some have experienced land 
dispossession and displacement with the extreme viola-
tion of IP’s rights in the case of Maluku, wherein people 
were sent for a “temporary stay” to the Netherlands since 
1951 and remain dispossessed despite numerous actions 
with the intention of facilitating a return home. This phe-
nomenon has also been experienced by the peoples of 
Rongelap and Bikini Atoll in the Marshall Islands, who 
were removed from their native islands for United States 
nuclear testing from 1946 to 1958.
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Others have experienced land grabs and occupation 
by state military forces on IP lands in West Papua, 
Fiji, Hawai’i, and the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Marianas Islands, for example. On my homeland of 
Guahan (Guam), the US Department of Defense cur-
rently occupies one-third of my island and is seeking to 
increase their landholdings by an additional 2,200 acres 
on an island that is only 212 square miles.

In Guahan, the military hold behind their fence, our 
largest supply of fresh water that they now sell back to 
us, most recently issuing a proposal to increase prices 
by 800 percent. In the past month, the US Department 
of Defense released its Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement revealing its plan to dramatically intensify its 
presence in the Commonwealth of the Mariana Islands 
by increasing its footprint on the island of Tinian to two-
thirds and using the inhabited island of Pagan for a large 
firing range training complex.

The expansion of military training exercises would 
severely limit local people’s access to adequate health 
care, affordable foods, and restrict travel during train-
ing operations, not to mention bringing live-fire training 
and heavy artillery to the 3,000 residents that live there. 
These realities beg the question, “What impact will con-
tinued militarisation of our lands have on our people?”

Militarisation’s greatest threat to Indigenous peoples is 
the potential for death as a result of enlistment in mili-
tary service and civilian casualties of war. In the Pacific 

jurisdiction of West Papua, nearly 500,000 people 
have been killed in the process of West Papuans’ quest 
for self-determination and liberation from Indonesian 
military forces. Political activists have been tortured and 
murdered for nearly 50 years now.

West Papua is one the most militarised jurisdictions in 
the Pacific with nearly 45,000 Indonesian troops and of 
that number, almost 1,000 are stationed at the border 
with Papua New Guinea. Military police have reportedly 
burned many civilian homes and cars and engaged in 
bayoneting innocent civilians. Military troops continue 
to violate West Papuans’ human rights that include sex-
ual violence against women and girls. Disappearances, 
detentions, and executions continue today, threatening 
the very survival of the country’s Indigenous peoples.

We are well aware that militarisation ushers in land 
dispossession alongside environmental degradation and 
contamination. Military practices have zero regard for 
Mother Earth, as evidenced in the contamination of our 
lands, air, and water. The United States has multiple 
sites on its Superfund or CERCLA list that itemises the 
country’s most toxic sites. Military bases comprise a 
significant proportion of these sites. In addition, the US 
has identified Formerly Used Defense Sites that require 
clean-up.

On Guahan’s Andersen Air Force and naval bases 
alone, there were over 95 toxic sites that were identi-
fied through the FUDS program for clean-up. Toxic and 

USS Carl Vinson in Apra Harbor, Guam.
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contaminated homelands have impacted the physical 
health and well-being of Indigenous peoples.

IPs suffer from disproportionately higher rates of cancer 
and diabetes than non-Indigenous peoples. My peoples’ 
rate of nasopharengeal cancer, for example, is nearly 80 
times higher than the US national average for that type of 
cancer. In a study released by the Guam Department of 
Public Health and Social Services, the villages of Santa 
Rita and Yigo were found to have the highest incidence 
rates for cancer; the two villages where US military 
bases are located. In looking at our rates of diabetes, my 
island’s rate is five times the US national rate.

Pacific Pivot of Militarisation
In 2011, the US Obama Administration officially an-
nounced the “Pacific Pivot” strategy, a massive expansion 
of aggressive military posturing in the Pacific region. As 
part of this strategy, the US and its allies will increase 
their military presence on Guahan, Hawai’i, Australia, 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
and the Philippines. While the US has decrease its 
overall defence budget in recent years, it has conversely 
increased its spending on Pacific defence activities.

According to Captain Robert Lee, “We are seeing a 
realignment of forces away from Cold War theatres to 
Pacific theatres, and Guam is ideal for us because it is 
a US territory and therefore gives us maximum flex-
ibility.” The reason given for the hyper-militarisation of 
the Pacific region is the containment of China and North 
Korea. The Pivot involves bilateral agreements with 
Japan, which stipulates Guahan as the site of joint train-
ing exercises, without obtaining free, prior, or informed 
consent from the island’s Indigenous Chamorros.

In fact, when the US first announced its military build-
up, the local community submitted over 10,000 com-
ments largely denouncing the build-up unprecedented 
in US military history. Nonetheless, the US government 
has already allocated money for construction projects 
and is proceeding with its current plans.

Conclusion and 
Recommendations
The issue of militarisation has been presented to the 
United Nations Permanent Forum on many occasions in 
the past, however, there has been little progress in move-
ment towards a demilitarised world. Hence, the critical 
need to move forward to address and remedy the legacy 

of militarisation and its concomitant decolonisation 
remains. The Pacific Caucus offers the following recom-
mendations to realise a demilitarised world:

1. � That the United Nations Permanent Forum 
on Indigenous Issues works with member 
states towards the creation of human 
security for Indigenous peoples as opposed 
to the constrictions of “national” or “military” 
security. Former Secretary General of the 
United Nations Kofi Annan defined human 
security stating:

2. � That the Forum calls on member states 
to acknowledge their responsibility to 
ensure the UN Resolution on the Universal 
Realisation of the Right of Peoples to 
Self-Determination is implemented by 
demilitarising the lands and waters of 
Indigenous peoples immediately. The 
referenced resolution declares “....firm 
opposition to acts of foreign military 
intervention, aggression and occupation, 
since these have resulted in the suppression 
of the right of peoples to self-determination 
and other human rights in certain parts of 
the world [and] Calls upon those States 
responsible to cease immediately their 
military intervention in and occupation of 
foreign countries and territories and all acts 
of repression, discrimination, exploitation 
and maltreatment…” and

“We must also broaden our view of what is 
meant by peace and security. Peace means 
much more than the absence of war. Human 
security can no longer be understood in purely 
military terms. Rather, it must encompass 
economic development, social justice, 
environmental protection, democratisation, 
disarmament, and respect for human rights and 
the rule of law.” 

Hence, states should ensure that IPs have access to the 
basic necessities for life, as well as all that is needed to 
thrive and maximise their human potential. We recom-
mend shifting conceptualisations of security to that of 
genuine security, wherein the physical environment is 
able to sustain human and natural life; IP’s basic needs 
for food, clothing, shelter, health-care, and education are 
guaranteed; IP’s fundamental human dignity is honoured 
and our cultural identities are respected; and the natural 
environment is protected from avoidable harm.
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Thoughts on Public Housing from the 
1940s
Max Solling *

Affordable housing is a basic right for all Australians 
and an obligation of the Commonwealth Government 
to provide public housing to Australians who cannot af-
ford to buy a home. The impressive inclusive housing 
policy developed in the 1940s has been hijacked, and 
completely betrayed by the rise of neo-liberal ideologies 
and practices from the 1980s.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights recognises 
the right to adequate housing, and Australia in 2014 is 
the 10th richest country in the world based on GDP per 
capita. The right of every Australian citizen to decent 
shelter has fallen by the wayside in a much less caring 
society in the 21st century.

States take the lead in provision of public housing but 
the Commonwealth, which has no constitutional power 
for housing, makes direct payments to them for afford-
able housing. However, federal funds for public housing 
have dwindled during the last 30 years.

Responding to widespread misery of the Great 
Depression, social commentators and the broad commu-
nity endorsed a national obligation to meet the general 
housing needs of low income earners on a priority basis. 
The Commonwealth grasped the opportunity during the 
war to assume a strategic financial role in housing and 
urban policy.

The Curtin Labor Government established the 
Department of Post-War Reconstruction (DPWR) in 
1942 with its Director General H.C. “Nugget” Coombs 
(1906-1997) who pronounced a commitment “to a bet-
ter life after the war, especially for those who had been 
denied it by unemployment and poverty, would make it 
important to ensure a physical and social environment in 
which an adequate and fulfilling life would be possible”.

One of the early actions of the DPWR was to appoint 
a Commonwealth Housing Commission (CHC), which 
inquired into all aspects of post-war planning and set 
in train a joint agreement with the states to fund public 
housing through low interest grants (actually loans).

The challenge was seen as more than just building 
houses. The national obligation was to develop real 
communities, establishing a close nexus between hous-
ing and the then fledgling profession of town planning. 
The Commission’s imaginative final report in 1944 was 
a milestone in urban planning theory, with a vision for 

transforming inner city areas and “one of the most ad-
mired chapters in the history of Australian social welfare 
policy.” 

The CHC proclaimed “that a dwelling of a good stand-
ard and equipment is not only the need but the right of 
every citizen. Whether such a dwelling was to be rented 
or purchased, no tenant or purchaser should be exploited 
by excessive rent”.

Labor governments dominated the federal parliament in 
the 1940s, an enlightened time under Prime Ministers 
Curtin and Chifley of universal provision of social serv-
ices, and egalitarianism.

The NSW Housing Commission formulated plans for 
massive development during the war, and the proposed 
radial expressway networks through neighbourhoods 
close to the city to complement its urban scheme. 
Construction was to be the role of the NSW Housing 
Commission, but war intervened and the program did 
not begin till 1947. Over 200,000 low-cost rental homes 
for those who could not afford to buy a house were 
built by state governments with funds supplied by the 
Commonwealth.

The high-level commitment to high quality public hous-
ing in the broadest sense was set by John Curtin and Ben 
Chifley’s Federal Labor governments between 1941 and 
1949, but the Liberal-Country Party Coalition govern-
ment of RG Menzies, elected in December 1949, blind 
to the needs of low income earners, started the rot, fall-
ing a long way below Labor’s high standards. 

In his appeals to the “forgotten people”, Prime Minister 
R G Menzies, placed “homes material, homes human 
and homes spiritual” at the centre of his vision for the 
nation, but in power Menzies used public finance mainly 
to assist individuals to acquire homes of their own, 
through subsidised home finance and grants for first 
home buyers, rather than providing public housing for 
poor families, and in NSW since 1924 conservative par-
ties resisted and frustrated attempts at public housing, 
arguing that housing should be left to the market.

Federal financial support for public housing peaked 
during 1972-75 – the Whitlam Labor years – the first 
such government to produce explicit urban policies with 
a team of progressive bureaucrats. The Department of 
Urban & Regional Development (DURD) was estab-
lished under Minister Tom Uren, and among its many 
initiatives, DURD funded three urban rehabilitation 
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projects at Glebe and Woolloomooloo, and Emerald Hill 
in Melbourne. In 1978, the Fraser Coalition government 
sought to target public housing more effectively to those 
in most need by imposing a market rent policy. It meant 
household paid rents similar to those in the private 
market.

The defeat of the Fraser government in 1983 initiated 
a revolution in which both major parties were accused 
of the betrayal of core values. The neo-liberal agenda 
involved dismantling the Keynesian welfare state and 
the system of regulated capitalism and state supplied 
services that prevailed in the generation from 1945 to 
1980. Its agenda meant privileging managers, deregu-
lating capital and labour markets, opening the economy 
comprehensively to international capital, privatising or 
starving the public sector, and bloating private wealth.

The neo-liberal model of global capitalism serves to 
enrich powerful corporations at the expense of workers 
and ordinary citizens. Globalisation, the world as a sin-
gle unit of interconnected activities unhampered by local 
boundaries, and an uncontrolled global free market, has 
contributed to a dramatic growth in economic and social 
inequalities, both within Australia and internationally.

In the past three decades, there have been profound shifts 
in the geographical distribution of wealth and income in 
Australia. In NSW the five highest incomes postcodes 
in 1996/7 were in Sydney while the 12 lowest were in 
country areas.

Neo-liberalism is linked with Thatcher in Britain and 
Reagan in the USA, in Latin America with the names of 
Pinochet and the International Monetary Fund.

In Australia and New Zealand labour parties made 
that turn, meekly surrendering a commitment to even 
a moderate social democratic tradition in their shift to 
neo-liberalism. 

The ALP reversed its commitment to state ownership and 
became a party of privatisation under its architect Paul 
Keating, federal Treasurer from 1983 to 1991, riding the 
surf of market-driven change, selling off heavyweight 
public assets such as the national airline, Qantas, and the 
Commonwealth Bank.

Privatisation takes many forms, including the sale of 
public assets, deregulation, cutbacks in public services, 
and the contracting out of those services to for-profit and 
non-profit agencies. The privatisation of utilities (water, 
telecommunications, electricity, energy, transportation), 
the selling off of any publicly owned companies, repre-
sents a massive transference of wealth, a redistribution 
of assets that increasingly favours the wealthy.

For much of the 20th Century economic inequality fell in 
Australia, yet now it is returning to levels that prevailed 
in the 1920s. Distribution of wealth today is strikingly 
uneven, and yet prominent Labor leaders, both state and 
federal, have begun to reincarnate as millionaire busi-
nessmen, media moguls and financiers.



18

AMR

Today in true Orwellian doublespeak, privatisation is 
called “asset recycling”.

The trend to shorter working hours through the 19th and 
20th Centuries in industrialised economies has come to 
an abrupt halt under neo-liberalism.

In Australia neo-liberal globalisation has unleashed a 
“race to the bottom”, resulting in the unravelling of un-
ion and state protection of workers and their conditions, 
together with a trend towards longer working days, 
erosion of leave entitlements and declining security of 
employment, making it more difficult for workers to 
organise in a variety of national contexts.

An emphasis on labour market flexibility produces a 
growing workforce of part-time and casual and contract 
labour at the bottom of the organisations. The new world 
of neo-liberalism has meant for an increasing number 
short-term contracts and systemic insecurity.

Neo-liberals have been inventive, also, in finding ways 
to commodify public services. For instance, elite private 
schools are subsidised while the federal Abbott govern-
ment is currently seeking to deregulate the fees of pub-
lic universities to extraordinary levels. Public housing 
is being privatised and, until the neo-liberal agenda is 
rolled back, the right of every citizen in our country to 
decent affordable housing will remain a distant memory.

What is the prospect of neo-liberalism, which imposes 
market rule on all aspects of social life, being rolled 
back? 

Since 2000 it has been Latin America where the most 
powerful contestation of neo-liberalism has emerged. At 
the beginning of the 21st Century, a collection of diverse 
social movements arose in Latin America, culminat-
ing in massive anti-free market demonstrations. These 
events ushered in governments in Argentina, Bolivia, 
Ecuador and Venezuela that advocated socialisation and 
planning, challenging the consensus over neo-liberal 
hegemony.

Eduardo Silva in his book, Challenging Neo-liberalism, 
chronicles people developing practical alternatives to 
the global devastations of neo-liberalism on the local 
scale in Latin America, and predicts the dawning of an 
era more supportive of government intervention in the 
economy and society.

The future of public housing looks bleak. Most of the 
304,000 public housing stock in Australia at the 2006 
census was constructed between 1945 and 1980. This 
is out of a total housing stock of more than 7.1 million 
dwellings. 

There are over 105,000 homeless people in Australia, 
which includes 16,000 children. What can you say about 
an affluent country that cannot house its own people?

In such a prosperous country this is inexcusable and 
a national disgrace, prompting the St Vincent de Paul 
Society to call for a housing guarantee for all Australians.

From 1996 to 2007, the number of affordable public 
properties in Australia shrank by 32,000 while the popu-
lation grew by 2.8 million people, and in 2011 there were 
173,000 people on public housing waiting lists.

Since adoption of neo-liberal doctrines, governments 
have been less willing to build public housing. There 
is no longer a federal bipartisan constituency to signifi-
cantly enhance the low income stock nationally. There 
is no prospect of the Liberals seeing the light; they have 
been ideologically antagonistic beyond living memory. 
The chief architect of the right to every citizen to afford-
able housing in Australia was H C Coombs, but a sense 
of national obligation to meet general housing needs of 
its low income citizens seems to have been lost by the 
Labor Party.

Former Prime Minister and merchant banker with 
Lazards, Paul Keating, who led the Labor neo-liberal 
crusade, recently congratulated Premier Baird on his 
pledge to privatise half the electricity assets of NSW, 
described as “asset recycling” by Treasurer Hockey.

In plain English, privatisation is essentially the transfer 
of productive public assets from the state to private com-
panies, a process of barbaric dispossession on a scale 
that has no parallel in history. What a sad commentary. It 
seems clear the light on the hill was turned off years ago 
as Labor Party ideology has moved further to the right. 
The time has come for an alternative voice to re-ignite 
the light on the hill and roll back the blight of the neo-
liberal model of global capitalism.

Max Solling is an urban and sports historian. Born in Sydney, Max Solling has been a resident 
of Glebe since 1960. At the University of Sydney he was awarded a University Sporting Blue 
in boxing and was Australian Universities boxing champion. In 1972 he completed his MA on 
the development of 19th Century Glebe. He was a founding editor of the Leichhardt Historical 
Journal. He is also a qualified and practicing solicitor. His publications include Grandeur and 
Grit: A History of Glebe (2007), The Boatshed on Blackwattle Bay (1993), Leichhardt: On the 
Margins of the City (1997) and An Act of Bastardry – Rugby league axes its first club (2015) 
Max has been awarded the Australian Sports Medal as a local sporting historian (2000) 
and the Medal of the Order of Australia for service to the community, particularly through 
researching, recording and publishing the history of Glebe (2005) ] 
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Dialectics of History

Lars Ulrik Thomsen*

The world economic crisis in 2008 completely changed 
the political future for capitalism. It raised the ques-
tions of whether this was an existential crisis and how 
the ruling classes could manage it. To understand the 
new conditions for the Communist and labour move-
ment, it is necessary to look at the dialectics of history 
over a longer period, and the class roots of the various 
movements.

In The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, Marx 
describes the difference between bourgeois and proletar-
ian revolutions: 

“On the other hand, proletarian revolutions, 
like those of the nineteenth century, criticise 
themselves constantly, interrupt themselves 
continually in their own course, come back 
to the apparently accomplished, in order 
to begin it afresh, deride with unmerciful 
thoroughness the inadequacies, weaknesses, 
and paltrinesses of their first attempts, seem 
to throw down their adversary only in order 
that he may draw new strength from the earth 
and rise again, more gigantic, before them, 
and recoil again and again from the indefinite 
prodigiousness of their own aims, until a 
situation is created which makes all turning 
back impossible, and the conditions themselves 
call out: Hic Rhodus, hic salta! Here is the rose, 
here dance!”

These characteristics of the proletarian revolution can 
be extended to the 20th century and the first attempts at 
building socialism. But these changes in history are not 
accidental; they are the result of the laws of development 
of society.

The Class Roots of  
the “New Left”
The class roots of the “New Left” are to be found in 
the great changes which state-monopoly capitalism 
underwent in the 1960s and 70s. The scientific and 
technical revolution meant a shift in the composition of 
the working class, especially in the layer of technicians, 
managers, teachers, social workers and other groups, 
which grew substantially in those years. People in these 
groups did not have the same sense of organisation as 
those in manual trade unions, and thought of themselves 

more as individuals than as a collective. Consequently, 
the growth of these layers, and the conscious cultivation 
of specific perceptions and views by the big monopolies, 
became crucial to the outcome of the political battles of 
those years.

What were the ideas and trends that characterised this 
community? Their ideological influence ranged from 
bourgeois attitudes to socialist; but, in terms of the latter, 
it was not the version of Marxism which is associated 
with the labour movement. On the contrary, the social-
ist attitudes of this community, particularly those of the 
young leftists in this period, reflected the various schools 
within “academic Marxism”, in particular the so-called 
Frankfurt School around Max Horkheimer, Herbert 
Marcuse, Theodor Adorno and Walter Benjamin. 

In addition, during this period there was a substantial 
growth in the environmental and peace movements, 
currents which to some extent were associated with 
“Utopian socialism”. The dominant philosophy in these 
movements was that it was not necessary to overthrow 
capitalism in order to reverse the enormous damage 
caused to people and the environment. 

This intermediate layer clearly had a very complex 
ideological foundation and a philosophy which was not 
homogeneous, but rather eclectic and often contradic-
tory. These ideas were widely promoted by the bour-
geois media, publishers and others, who thus created a 
completely new situation for the labour movement and 
its parties. At the same time the various sectarian tenden-
cies all claimed their particular version of Marxism as 
the correct one. 

To understand the growth of these currents, we must put 
things into a wider context. In those years capitalism 
underwent some fundamental changes. The new tech-
nological and scientific opportunities had outstripped 
the framework of national governments and demanded 
supranational control in the interest of the monopolies.

There is a model for this development in the descrip-
tion and analysis that Karl Marx gives in The Eighteenth 
Brumaire. He describes how the essence of contempo-
rary class struggles focused on perfecting state power in 
the interests of the bourgeoisie, and how all other classes 
fell short. Something similar can be seen in the 1970s 
when the European Union consolidated itself and cre-
ated a host of new institutions and other bodies. 

The monopoly ruling classes knew very well who the 
real opponents of these changes were – namely the 
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Karl Heinrich Marx (1818 -1883).

working classes and the Communist parties. Therefore 
it was important for them to undermine the influence of 
the Communists and to prevent that opposition to the 
EU from developing into a force for changing society.  
As part of their strategy they consciously utilised the 
pseudo-revolutionaries. With great skill and finesse they 
supported anarchists, sectarians and other rebels against 
capital. The working class was said to have become 
“bourgeois” and to have lost its revolutionary potential, 
while the new currents had taken on this role. 

The effect was two-fold. On the one hand, the old so-
cial institutions were shaken, and formed the basis for 
the creation of new ones. This applies to research and 
education, as well as other government agencies. On the 
other hand, the representatives of monopoly capital also 
fostered an alliance with elements of the radical left, the 
latter being offered well-paid positions in a number of 
public or private institutions. 

The monopoly ruling classes have unlimited resources to 
buy just that expertise that in the most subtle and refined 
way can affect the public mood. This policy can broadly 
be described as successful until the economic crisis in 
2008, which changed the whole economic, social and 
political conditions in the capitalist world.

The Recent Economic Crises in 
Capitalism
An understanding of the current economic crisis requires 
examination of the development of capitalism over a 
longer period than just the last decade. The formation 
of the EU in the mid-1950s, and its expansion in stages, 
signified a major change in the manifestations of impe-
rialism in the 20th century. The aim of the EU was to 
resolve, in favour of the big monopolies, the fundamen-
tal contradictions that had accumulated in the individual 
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nation states, between the interests of the people and the 
monopolies, and internationally, in terms of competition 
for markets and resources with other imperialist centres. 
By the early 1970s those contradictions had become 
particularly clear. However, rather than resolve them, 
the EU, together with the whole finance capital-driven 
globalisation process, accentuated these contradictions 
many-fold.

Thus we also saw, with still shorter intervals, many crises 
of capitalism in the latter part of the 20th century and the 
beginning of the 21st. In particular, the IT-bubble that 
burst in 2000 was a serious setback for the apologists 
of capitalism, who had seen this new technology as a 
means to overcome these crises. In 2008 came the most 
serious world economic crisis of recent times. This was 
one of overproduction, but postponed by the massive ex-
pansion of credit, and including the creation of fictitious 
financial instruments. It was not the much-vaunted “free 
market forces” that resolved the crisis by themselves, 
but massive government purchases of notes and bonds 
that initially saved capitalism from a total collapse. 

The new crisis is not one of the regularly recurring cycli-
cal crises that characterise capitalism, but a much deeper 
and more serious one. It is a manifestation of what 
Marxists describe as the general crisis of capitalism, a 
crisis which is not only economic but extends to the po-
litical, social, cultural and environmental fields as well.

It was this development that Marx foresaw in his works. 
He considered overproduction crises as being inherent 
in capitalism, and he warned about the rise of monopoly 
and finance capital. But many saw his theories as out
dated and out of touch with reality. This also applies 
to the “New Left”, who rejected the leading role of 
the working class, and therefore Marxism, in practice, 
though not in theory.

Capitalism would not be capitalism if it did not under-
stood how to exploit the crisis for its own purposes. The 
big monopolies are gaining new momentum in mergers 
and acquisitions of weaker competitors. At the same 
time, however, there is an explosive growth in unem-
ployment, especially in southern Europe, due to auster-
ity budgets within the Eurozone rules, the inability of 
weaker economies to devalue, and the failure of finance 
capital to invest.

There are many economists who draw a parallel 
with the crisis of the 1930s, but the opportunities that 
capitalism had in those days to stimulate the economy 
(Keynesianism) are no longer available. It is significant 
that, despite record low interest rates, the capitalist econ-
omies have not been able to generate significant growth 
seven years after the crisis began. Furthermore, Japan 
shows some worrying signs of prolonged stagnation, 
the so-called stagflation which has been going on for 

decades. This development also seems to be spreading 
to the EU and other countries. 

New Features in State 
Monopoly Capitalism
The development of capitalism in recent times can be 
mainly summarised in nine points: 

1.	As described earlier, the superseding of the nation-
state framework. This means that state-monopoly 
capitalism controls a wide range of economic poli-
cies in the interest of imperialism.

2.	The expansion of the big monopolies into giant 
conglomerates, whose turnover even exceeds the 
budget of a medium-sized nation. 

3.	The role of the new sciences in production as a direct 
productive force. The scientific-technical revolution, 
which was particularly marked in the latter part of 
the 20th century, completely changed production 
conditions and the class issues. This was made 
possible by an extensive use of computers and the 
Internet. 

4.	Very importantly, the increased pressures on the state 
and municipal budgets in each country. This devel-
opment is particularly evident after the outbreak of 
the economic crisis in 2008, when the representa-
tives of finance capital succeeded in driving through 
harsh austerity policies, in the interests of boosting 
capital accumulation. 

5.	A separation between the direct value of production 
and speculative capitals. This creates tremendous 
pressure on taxpayers, when they are asked to cover 
the failure of speculation through an increased tax 
burden.

6.	An intensified scramble for resources, and with it the 
direct use of military force or of threats to use it, as 
for example in the USA’s ‘pivot to Asia’.

7.	Globalisation as a process of free movement of 
capital. 

8.	Continued reduction in the share of wages and 
salaries in Gross Domestic Product. 

9.	The worldwide drive to privatise public services as 
new sources of profit for finance capital.

Together, these changes in capitalism are a threat to peo-
ple’s living standards and social and democratic rights. 
Capitalism with its supranational governance brings its 
internal contradictions to the breaking point, as Marx 
foresaw it. These contradictions can only be overcome 
through the transition to a higher type of society. 
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Tasks for Communists
The growing aggressiveness of capitalism arises because 
it has no other way out of the crisis than to trigger new 
wars. The biggest challenge for the labour movement 
and the Communist parties in this century is to find new 
ways to strengthen internationalism and the peace move-
ments as a counterweight to the build-up imperialism. 

Here it is essential to draw on the experience of the 
Communist movement from, among other things, the 
First World War, by virtue of Lenin’s analysis of im-
perialism. Large parts of the labour movement and the 
left forces have taken over Kautsky’s theories of ultra-
imperialism and the policy of reconciliation towards 
capital. They form the very basis of the social-democrat-
ic parties’ policies. Therefore, a further development of 
Lenin’s work is an imperative if we are to succeed in 
stemming reformism in the labour movement.

The difficulties of the labour movement and its parties 
were fully exposed after the victory of the counter-
revolution in 1989. One of the most important tasks of 
Marxists is to regain the initiative and bring the labour 
movement into accordance with the developments in 
society. 

The “New Left” has been targeting the new middle lay-
ers and has rejected the application of the principle of 
unity, which is central to Marxism. They no longer view 
the working class as a force for changing society. Thus, 
they have made themselves vulnerable in the new politi-
cal and economic situation, where their Utopian social-
ism no longer has the same public impact. They are also 
unable to form and unite anti-monopoly alliances, which 
could provide a counterweight to austerity. 

The Communist movement has a wealth of experi-
ence from decades of work in building unity. We must 
re-analyse these experiences and learn from the pages 
of particular importance for today’s political struggles. 
United Front and Popular Front politics were created in 
a complicated period of world history, with as big a chal-
lenge as those we face today. 

The experience of the VII World Congress of the 
Comintern is an example of what the Communist move-
ment can accomplish. Its lessons are summarised in con-
gressional reports and debates, and they can be a great 
help in the tasks we face today. The deep insights into 
class characteristics represent a model for similar studies 
today. Only through a true picture of class relations in 
each country is it possible to establish a proper policy 
that ensures that Communists will come back onto the 
offensive.

Given the development of atomic and nuclear weapons, 
it is of particular interest to study Palmiro Togliatti’s re-
port on prevention of world war. At that time, of course, 
the struggle was unsuccessful, but that does not diminish 
the importance of the work that was done. And, as every-
one knows, a new and 3rd world war would irretrievably 
be the last. 

Although history at first glance appears accidental and 
incoherent, the opposite is in fact the case. History does 
not fulfil its task in a steady and evolutionary way, but 
through leaps that are often catastrophic, and in a shift 
between revolution and counter-revolution. The advan-
tage of Marxist theory is the ability to study the events 
scientifically, in order to predict coming changes in soci-
ety and to devise a suitable strategy for the transition to 
a higher, socialist, form.

Lars U Thomsen was born in 1946. After school days travels in Europe, Middle East and Africa 
he took up an apprenticeship as a mechanic, obtaining a certificate in 1973. He became 
a member of The Communist Party of Denmark in 1971 and undertook Party training in 
Czechoslovakia.

His first book was published in 1998. The Tree of the people – The Tree of Fighting dealt with 
Communist Party history in WW2. Then followed a series of books on Danish and international 
history of capitalism, philosophy and class analysis.

In 2015 he became a member of the editorial board of the Communist Review, Britain.
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Contribution of the German 
Communist Party to the 16th annual 
International Meeting of Communist 
and Workers’ Parties – Guayaquil, 
Ecuador

The capitalist crisis of 2007/08 had its repercussions in 
Europe, and in particular in the European Union member 
countries. But, foreseeably, those nations are suffering 
much worse, which since 2002 have been without the 
option to devaluate their currencies because they had 
adopted the common European currency, the Euro. 
Meanwhile, Germany has expanded its role as the prin-
cipal exporting nation. 

It left the crisis stronger than ever, both in terms of eco-
nomic and political power. Of course, Germany has not 
yet reached the growth rate from before the crisis, but 
it put itself in the pole position compared to its rival, 
France. 

On the one hand this has been gained by traditional sales 
of high quality machinery and cars, but on the other hand 
through a “class compromise”: for more than ten years 
– long before the crisis – the unions have accepted very 
low wage rises in order “not to jeopardize the German 
ability to export”, while in many European Union mem-
ber countries wages were rising. 

Another highly important determinant for understanding 
why the capitalist crisis affected Germany only partly, is 
the role of the so-called “European Commission” (which 
would better be named a council of Secretaries of the 
European Union, which has never been elected) Here, 
the German Minister of Finance – Schäuble – imposes 
aggressive means of shock and reduced spending on 
the countries in crisis whereas they are in need of state 
investment rather than austerity. 

At the same time, Germany lends money to countries 
such as Greece, Italy, and Portugal, so they can repay 
their debts to German companies, or the state guarantees 
payments to exporting companies. This serves the media 
to rant about a “debt crisis” in order to cover up that the 
crisis actually stems from overproduction. 

The German rulers secure the role of their capitalist 
class economically through the German economy’s tra-
ditional strength in export, and politically through their 

command in the EU. Inside the country, they secure it 
ideologically. The aforementioned compromise between 
unions and capital translates into a considerable lack of 
solidarity of our class with workers in other countries. 
This becomes very visible when transnational compa-
nies – such as Volkswagen – shut down factories, e.g. in 
Spain, and the unions, facing the loss of jobs, instead of 
solidarising practice NIMBYism. 

In a considerable share of the class, Hitlerism has rooted 
a sentiment of superiority to other peoples, and many 
workers believe what is good for “their company” is 
good for themselves. In addition, there are effective 
subjective reasons, because they are exploited by a capi-
talism, which on global level allows them to be among 
the beneficiaries of the exploitation. Creating class con-
sciousness is one of the tasks for a Communist Party in 
an imperialist and highly developed country. 

We are convinced that this class consciousness could 
contribute to overcome the rise of racism. Today, fascist 
parties are no longer excluded from the public dialogue. 
The media increasingly present them as a political op-
tion – it is about cleansing Germany’s image by look-
ing for the liability for WW1 among “all contemporary 
powers”. At the same time, there are discussions about 
the reasons for WW2. Actually, the reactionaries are 
advancing. 

For the first time after the liberation from fascism in 
1945, through the party “Alternative for Germany” 
(AfD), there exists a direct link between neo-fascism 
and bourgeoisie. They have already gained mandates in 
the European Union parliament. 

This party represents that part of capital which does not 
agree with the common currency. Their populist ideol-
ogy grants them votes with their tales about “us paying 
for the Greeks, Italians, etc.” Objectively, the opposite 
is true – it is the Euro which secures Germany’s pre-
dominance in Europe and the EU. Even more, the AfD 
advocates a EU of two velocities; one Union for the rich 
countries, another one for the peripheral ones. 
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Our party, small and in the process of regrouping our 
forces, is facing a relatively new problem. In Germany, 
the migrants’ share in the industrial working class con-
tinues to rise. The same is true for the service sector and 
generally in low-pay sectors. Although often having a 
class instinct, these immigrants tend not to organise. 
Under these circumstances, we ask the Communist 
Parties with militants living in Germany to consider an 
orientation to organise in the German Communist Party: 
One country, one class, one party! 

Most immigrants stay for the rest of their lives, although 
initially this might not have been their intention. The 
change in the composition of the population in Germany 
– almost 30 percent of which having foreign roots – re-
quires a more organised response from our parties. We 
imagine that there are similar circumstances in the US, 
Great Britain, France and other countries with labour 
immigration. 

Despite macro-economic data favourable for German 
capital, a considerable share of the working class remains 
unemployed and large parts are working poor. This is to 
say that the poorest are burdened with the crisis insofar 
as it affects Germany. 

It is already difficult to find housing at moderate prices, 
and poverty among youth increases considerably. The 
gap between those most in need and the richest becomes 
more evident. 

The government, of course, abuses the all-over media 
coverage – these days there is a debate on the alleged 
threat of deflation – to abolish certain social rights 
achieved by the unions over decades. Large parts of 
progress for the working class were owed to the exist-
ence of the German Democratic Republic. Its disappear-
ance 25 years ago was the initial point for an immense 
backward movement regarding social issues in both 
parts of Germany. 

The unions, which were used to achieving large parts 
of wage rises and co-management in companies without 
much effort, have only now taken up struggling again. 
Here it is important to point out that the most success-
ful unions are those of highly skilled specialists, such as 
pilots and engine drivers. They are powerful, because 
without their labour there is a standstill. On the other 
hand, in some cases there is a lack of solidary spirit, be-
cause they tend to defend their peculiar interests without 
considering the class’s general situation, which some of 
them believe they are not part of. 

To reach our goals, we pursue a policy of alliances which 
is inseparable from the unions. In general, in Germany the 
unions lack a more militant and class-oriented approach. 
It is urgently necessary that the unions’ headquarters join 
in with the militant unions’ protests in Southern Europe 

and France. We claim the right to political strikes, which 
is non-existent in Germany, and we defend the unions’ 
unity. 

In non-revolutionary times, it is important to struggle 
to improve the class’s situation. The defence against 
numerous capitalist attacks has a double character; it 
teaches that these attacks stem from the contradiction 
between capital and labour, and hence are inseparable 
from the existence of capitalism. And in addition it 
teaches how to struggle and to win. The major enemy in 
a highly developed and imperialist country is monopoly 
capital, which among others comprises the banks, the 
insurance companies and the industrial and energy cor-
porates. Therefore, in this period class conscience will 
stem from an anti-monopolist conscience. 

Beyond the necessary struggle for reforms – such as 
higher wages and the reduction of the weekly working 
hours to a maximum of 35 – the propaganda for social-
ism distinguishes us from other leftist forces. In the 
working class, the forces who defend our revolutionary 
ideology are not hegemonial. The hegemony will not be 
achieved when at the same time reformist illusions about 
the transformation of capitalism towards a better society 
dominate. We are sure – another world is possible, but 
not inside capitalism. 

Capitalism does not exist without war; it almost cannot 
exist without war. War is no exception, but normality. 
Those who believed in a “peace dividend” after the fall 
of the Soviet Union find themselves betrayed. Today, the 
aggressiveness through monopolist competition for the 
global markets has increased, and indicators are con-
spicuous that in the medium run the imperialist blocks 
will confront each other. The EU and US are increasing 
their aggressions against Russia and China. 

Nevertheless, the imperialist powers have congruent and 
adverse interests at the same time. The law of the differ-
ent economic and political development of the imperial-
ist countries applies. The different interests show a ten-
dency towards evolving into contradictions that express 
the economic contradictions between the monopolies. 

In Europe, the EU’s aggression in the case of Ukraine is 
of particular importance. Since their aggression against 
Yugoslavia – with Germany in the front lines – the EU 
have tried to impose their own interests against the US, 
but these have known how to defend their position. 
Sometimes they take action individually, sometimes 
with allies such as Great Britain, and sometimes with 
NATO’s tacit approval. 

The EU’s eclectic character helps them. Contrary in-
terests inside the EU, between Germany, France and 
Great Britain, often neutralise each other. France com-
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plains about Germany trying to transform its economic 
domination into a leadership in the EU’s external policy. 

We do not regard as equal Russia, the EU and the US 
as imperialist countries who share an interest to domi-
nate Ukraine. Being clear about Russia not being the 
Soviet Union, within the framework of international 
relations it today defends some progressive positions. 
In the aforementioned case it is defending peace in the 
world by attempting to keep Ukraine from joining the 
NATO. If, however, this happens, NATO troops would 
line up 1,500 km closer to Russia than before the crisis. 
Russia’s policy today is motivated by its objective na-
tional interests. 

With their offer of an association agreement, the EU was 
and is trying to draw Ukraine into their zone of influ-
ence. The US, within their scope of their politics of ag-
gression against Russia, are rather interested in a country 
which offers military bases. Germany sadly follows its 
historical tradition and allies with the Ukrainian fascists, 
denying their character and calling them “nationalists”. 

At the same time, Chancellor Merkel is trying not to 
totally break with Russia since this country supplies en-
ergy to the EU, could be an ally in the so-called “strug-
gle against terrorism” and might be a future ally when it 
comes to containing the US interests. 

These diverse interests became visible when the US 
enforced economic sanctions against Russia. These 
sanctions, however, affect EU countries far more than 
the US. As much as in the EU, there are interests for 
and against an alliance with the US, there is the same 
contradiction inside the German imperialism. 

They are “transatlantic” politicians – mostly in the 
conservative party – and there are those who emphasise 
the autonomy of the EU against the US. Currently, both 
parties agree in the idea that “Germany has to accept its 
responsibility in the world”. Germany increases both its 
political and military role in the world. 

Now a military reform is being put into practice to trans-
form the armed forces into an intervention army. For the 
first time since WW II, Germany delivers weapons into 
a region of tension to the Kobane (Ain Al-Arab) Kurds 
with the pretext of humanitarian need. Germany is in 
fact, through the export of weapons to Kuwait and Saudi 
Arabia, also arming the “Islamic State”. 

Generally, wars have an economic origin. And they 
objectively result from the development of monopoly 
capitalism – the manifestation of capitalism dominated 
by financial capital. This is why we need socialism. 
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More on Left Unity

Alan Miller 

Editorial note:

Comrade Alan Miller passed away on November 27, 2014. His contribution to his class over 
almost 70 years of Communist Party membership was immense. This included his time as 
Deputy General Secretary, member of the Central Committee and its Executive, editor of the 
Guardian, Secretary of the Party in Victoria and South Australia and his many insightful articles 
in the Australian Marxist Review.

The following article on Left unity from issue 16 of April 1987 has been reproduced in honour 
of Alan. At the time the Socialist Party of Australia (now called the CPA) had been invited 
to join the Socialist Workers' Party (the fore-runner of the Democratic Socialist Party and, 
ultimately, Socialist Alliance) in forming a multi-tendency, pluralistic party. Alan makes a 
convincing case for maintaining a strong, united Party based on Marxism-Leninism and for unity 
in action with others in the interests of the working class and other exploited people.

In an article entitled “Left Unity”, published in the March 
1986 (New Series No 14) issue of the Australian Marxist 
Review, I wrote: “It is becoming clearer to our Party that 
Left unity is a matter of profound political importance 
which requires more theoretical and practical attention”.

I therefore return to the subject and, to help present some 
further views, recall certain basic propositions advanced 
in the March 1986 article. 

The article put forward the Socialist Party of Australia’s 
approach to Left unity in an open and candid way for 
consideration by activists in the labour movement. 
Beginning with the understanding that, in the context of 
working class political life, the Left refers to those forces 
which are committed to class struggle in the workers’ 
interests and have a socialist-oriented approach to social 
change, the Party’s position is summarised as follows: 

1.	That ideological differences should not prevent Left 
unity;

2.	That the ideological struggle in the Left should 
be conducted in a principled way and should help 
strengthen a united Marxist-Leninist force; 

3.	That Left unity should be seen as an essential ele-
ment of the united front of the working class. Such 
a front being, in essence, an agreement between 
Marxist-Leninists and those holding to a different 
ideological position, including those not necessarily 
identified with the Left, designed to bring the work-
ing class into action around progressive aims; 

4.	That in the whole process of the united front, of 
which Left unity is a part, the Party which bases 

itself on Marxist-Leninist ideological unity must be 
the driving force. 

From these positions an important conclusion can be 
drawn, ie, that there is a significant difference between 
Party unity, based on Marxist-Leninist ideology, and 
united front unity based on agreement between po-
litical forces holding different ideological positions. 
Appreciation of this difference is of enormous practical 
advantage in tackling problems associated with Left 
unity and the united front. 

In its activities concerning Left unity, the Socialist Party 
of Australia has taken part in formal discussions with 
other Left parties. The SPA makes no secret of the fact 
that, in line with its attitude to Left unity work as a whole, 
it approached these talks having in mind both the ques-
tion of exploring areas of ideological agreement with 
a view of estimating the possibilities of organisational 
unity based on Marxism-Leninism and the question of 
united front agreement for common action. Not surpris-
ingly, the extent of ideological unity with other parties 
varies and, as yet, there is no basis for amalgamation 
with any of the parties. However, the discussions have 
been useful in defining areas of ideological agreement 
and disagreement. They certainly have helped consoli-
date unity on important aims and tasks associated with 
the development of the united front of the working class. 
The talks, in all cases, have been conducted in forthright, 
comradely terms. 

Along with formal party to party discussions there has 
been the joint activity by political forces of the Left, 
which resulted in a successful national Left Consultation 
in Melbourne in April 1986 and has brought about organ-
ised activity for the National Left Fightback Conference 
to be held in Melbourne during Easter this year. 

Party to party talks have involved political forces as-
sociated with the Broad Left Conference held Easter 
1986 and, in the activity for the National Left Fightback 
Conference, there has also been contact with some forces 
from the Broad Left. 

The SPA welcomes all the positive developments which 
have occurred. In its own work in the Left unity area, 
the Party has tried to measure up to the substantial and 
significant task it sets itself in the Left unity process and 
pledges to try and be even more effective in the work. 

Again the Party makes no secret of the fact that it sees 
Left unity in a deep and long-term sense. The Party 
sees the possibility and desirability of Left unity taking 
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on a more consolidated organisational form as part of 
a developed and organised working class united front. 
Further, the Party sees the united front as part of a wider 
organised expression of an alliance between the working 
class and the middle class and various strata also hit by 
state monopoly capitalism and interested in far reaching 
social change. 

However, the Party strongly contends that it is abso-
lutely vital that in the whole process of Left unity, united 
front and progressive alliance, there must be a powerful 
and influential Marxist-Leninist party giving leadership 
to the working class in the struggle for anti-imperialist 
democracy and for socialism. Such a party is necessary 
to bring scientific socialist consciousness into the whole 
process and, as part of this consciousness, the ensure 
working class leadership, ie, an understanding by the 
working class of its own leading role and acceptance of 
that role by the allies of the working class. 

These far reaching concepts and views are part of the 
SPA program for a New Democratic Economic System, 
opening the way for socialism. 

The Socialist Party is well aware that Left unity is not 
only a sound and necessary concept, but an extremely 
urgent matter. This view concerning urgency is now 
widely shared in the Left in the face of the activities 
of the Australian ruling class in supporting the US-led 
nuclear war drive, attacking the living standards and 
democratic rights of the working people, and in view of 
the way in which the Labor Party under Prime Minister 
Hawke’s leadership is opening the way for a dangerous 
shift to the extreme right in Australian politics. 

Having said all this, what are some of the particular mat-
ters which have cropped up and with which the Socialist 
Party must grapple in the area of Left unity? 

The first matter concerns how our Party should deal with 
the strong view held by a significant number of com-
rades from other organisations that the key to the Left’s 
advance lies in the formation of a new party. From what 
these comrades say, our Party can only conclude that, 
although the new party will be to the left of the ALP, 
it will be a multi-trend, loosely organised party with a 
general commitment to an idealistic form of socialism so 
often favoured by the petty bourgeoisie. Certainly it will 
not be based on Marxism-Leninism, the organisational 
principles of democratic centralism and the scientific 
socialist concepts which are essential to a truly revolu-
tionary party of the working class.

Our Party’s position, as outlined at the beginning of this 
article, shows that we have differences with the new 
party advocates. The Socialist Party maintains that the 
key to the Left’s advance lies in the building of Left 
unity between political organisations and, as part of that, 

the strengthening of a united Marxist-Leninist force. The 
SPA considers that the formation of a Left multitrend 
party is not the way to tackle either the question of Left 
unity or the question of Marxist-Leninist unity. 

In line with our Party’s approach to the way in which dif-
ferences should be handled, we certainly think the “new 
party” comrades have a responsibility to express their 
views openly just as the SPA has a duty to combat what it 
considers to be an incorrect approach. At the same time, 
we should seek to develop united activity around already 
agreed aims. 

Indeed, even if a new party is formed, the basic tasks as-
sociated with the development of Left unity will remain. 
The SPA, irrespective of ideological differences with 
the new party, would seek areas of principled agreement 
in order to advance the cause of Left unity and all that 
flows from it. 

In examining the views of the new party advocates, I will 
refer to the Socialist Workers’ Party statement Towards 
a new party. Although this is a statement of a particular 
party, it does reflect to a large extent the thinking of new 
party supporters from other sections of the Left. 

The SPA conclusion that the new party will be a multi-
trend loosely organised party is borne out by the follow-
ing which appears in the SWP statement: 

“A new party should aim to be as inclusive as 
possible ...”

“But our basic view is that it should be a 
new (SWP emphasis) party that attempts to 
reach out to the thousands of unorganised 
socialists, trade unionists, mass movement 
activists, disillusioned ALP members and 
former members who· genuinely want to 
build a democratic, non-sectarian, socialist 
organisation ...”.

The organisational concept put forward by the SWP 
naturally follows the multi-trend principle of the new 
party. The statement says: 

“Many of the problems facing the new party will no 
doubt be organisational. People from different traditions 
may have trouble aligning their views, reaching compro-
mises etc. 

“Clearly, these circumstances mean that a fairly loose 
organisation will result. Yet it can’t be so loose that there 
is no reality to the party at all. Finding the balance that 
allows maximum involvement will be a test of the politi-
cal skills of all who are involved”.

The SPA conclusion that the new party will be a party 
of petty bourgeois socialism is borne out by the SWP 
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statement when, dealing with the name of the new party, 
it says: 

“No doubt a new name will be the subject of much dis-
cussion, and once again flexibility will be necessary. But 
the concept we need to embody is the program of social 
justice abandoned by Labor. (My emphasis, AM) The 
more a name can reflect that outlook the better”.

It is true the statement refers to the new party as a “so-
cialist party or a party with a core of socialist ideology”. 
But the limited and idealistic concept of socialism is 
revealed in the enthusiasm for what amounts to a party 
of social reform. 

An insight into the kind of socialists the SWP would 
hope to attract into the new party is given by the state-
ment which says: 

“We feel, however, that we should explore the possibil-
ity of giving a new party a different sort of name. We 
think it may be more effective to choose a name other 
that the traditional Socialist, Communist, Workers or 
Revolutionary. 

“This would give us a chance to influence and win the 
many unconscious socialists who agree with the main 
planks of a socialist platform but have become confused 
by the defects of socialism and the difficulties of building 
socialist organisations in advanced capitalist countries”.

A party of “unconscious socialists” who have become 
overwhelmed at the difficulties of building real socialism 
and of fighting for socialism in countries like Australia 
will hardly be the best equipped party to provide inspira-
tion and leadership to the Left. 

It is clear from the SWP statement that the SPA is enti-
tled to draw the conclusion that the new party will in no 
way be Marxist-Leninist. 

The SPA can only conclude further that the SWP itself 
has never had serious intentions of building a Marxist-
Leninist party in view of the following which appears in 
the statement. 

“In fact, now is the time for the greatest effort on all 
levels, so that we can fully make our contribution to the 
creation of a new party, one more capable of fulfilling 
the goals for which we founded the Socialist Workers’ 
Party.” (My emphasis, AM) 

The statement says that with the formation of the new 
party, the SWP would be put into what is described as 
“idle mode” while members joined the new organisa-
tion, but not, it is said, to operate as a faction. 

The serious defects in the SWP’s “new party” approach 
can be summarised as follows: 

A multi-trend Left party, as outlined by the SWP, is bound 
to suffer from ideological disunity. This will result in the 
new party being unable to present a single and clear line 
of advance. Sooner or later the party will experience 
eruptions and splits. Furthermore, because of the multi-
trend character of the party, the brand of socialism put 
forward will inevitably fall short of scientific socialism. 
All this will eventually confuse and disappoint those 
workers who will, at first, be attracted by the new party. 

Although the formation of such a new party will not stop 
Left unity between political forces and the processes 
associated with this, it will unfortunately hinder such 
developments. 

The rejection of Marxism-Leninism, whether such re-
jection arises consciously or unconsciously, is the most 
serious defect in the “new party” approach. Because it 
is united on the basis of a scientific ideological position, 
a Marxist-Leninist party is not only able to play a key 
role in building Left unity, but is able to deal success-
fully with all the fundamental questions associated with 
changing society from capitalism to socialism. 

Apart from the fundamental weakness of a Left multi-
trend party, the time and energies spent on such a party, 
will be at the expense of attention to building a funda-
mentally sound unity between Left political parties. 

The “new party” approach all told has a negative effect 
on Left unity, the united front and the cause of Marxism-
Leninism. The struggle for socialism therefore suffers. 

Life may well throw up a situation when the formation 
of a progressive non Marxist-Leninist party could play a 
positive role in the overall political situation and would 
therefore be supported by a Marxist-Leninist party. But 
to put forward the concept of a Left multi-trend party 
which weakens the whole Left unity process and rejects 
a Marxist-Leninist party is an entirely different matter. 

There are other questions besides the “new party” view 
with which our Party must grapple. 

There is the question of how our Party is handling its 
relations with other parties within the Left unity process. 
Our basic approach is clear enough, but are we doing well 
enough in the circumstances? In the main, we are mak-
ing progress and learning all the time. However, we have 
to deal with two dangers associated with subjectivity. 

Firstly, there is the danger of exaggerating another 
party’s Marxist-Leninist development so that we move 
towards amalgamation in a premature way. Such a move 
would not be a fusion, but an arrangement which, for 
ideological reasons already dealt with would eventually 
fall apart. Secondly, there is the danger of wiping off 
another party simply because it doesn’t do as we would 
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like it to do. That approach will soon undermine the Left 
unity process. 

What should be the SPA attitude to those genuine social-
ist-minded forces in the ALP? Frankly, it would help the 
struggle for socialism if such comrades took a Marxist-
Leninist position and joined our Party. But if they are not 
prepared to take such a step and wish to remain in the 
ALP, our Party will continue to seek to strengthen a prin-
cipled and comradely relationship based on the concept 
of Left unity. In the case of those who decide to leave 
the ALP and continue their activity as individuals or as 
part of a new political organisation, our Party’s basic Left 
unity approach still applies. However, in the present cir-
cumstances, it would seem better than, where socialist-
oriented members of the ALP are not prepared as yet to 
join the SPA, they should continue their activities in the 
Labor Party. Of course, in the case of expulsions there’s 
no question of choice. 

The SPA has to tackle the problem of how to handle elec-
tions in the light of Left unity developments. The concept 
of a Left electoral alliance has merit in current conditions 
in Australia. There is need to put forward a Left alterna-
tive to both the conservative and rightwing ALP forces. 
There would naturally have to be agreement by the Left 
about candidates and platform, although Left parties 
would be entitled, and would be duty bound, to make 

their own assessment of the overall political situation, 
taking strict account of the electoral agreement reached. 

I am sure our Party could handle the situation so that both 
the cause of Left unity and the independent role of the 
SPA are well served. 

Certainly an electoral alliance would be a very complex 
process and all manner of questions would be involved – 
the position of the ALP Left forces, the consequences of 
the formation of a new party etc. 

Finally, there is the question of the Socialist Party of 
Australia’s own understanding of just what is involved 
in the Left unity process and the overall strength of the 
SPA as a Marxist-Leninist party. On both counts our 
Party needs to improve the position considerably. Much 
work has to be done ideologically in order for our Party 
as a whole to appreciate fully the profound character of 
the concept of Left unity, its dialectical connections with 
other matters associated with working class unity and the 
wider people’s movement and the role of the SPA in all 
this. Much work has to be done to strengthen the SPA 
ideologically and develop its connections, particularly 
with the industrial working class. 

A stronger Socialist Party is the key to the whole Left 
unity process. 

Alan Miller addressing the third party congress.
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