
Bob Briton

Qantas CEO Alan Joyce is doing his best 
to present the latest attack on Australian 
workers as simply the expansion of the 
airline into the lively Asian marketplace. 
He dodges and weaves around the 1,000 job 
losses and keeps the discussion focussed on 
the establishment of Jetstar Japan. He’d like 
us to see last week’s bombshell announce-
ment as the equivalent of BHP Billiton and 
News Corporation moving onto the world 
stage. The comparisons are apt.

Those companies’ international reputations 
are tarnished, to put it mildly. Qantas – once 
the nationally owned overseas carrier with an 
enviable record – is now just another airline 
engaged in a globalised race to the bottom for 
wages, conditions and standards. Its local repu-
tation has taken a pounding and it is preparing 
for war on its current workforce.

Qantas will soon announce an underly-
ing profi t for 2010/11 before tax of around 
$500 million. Despite the healthy bottom 
line, airline management is talking down the 
profi tability of its international operations. A 
declining percentage of tourists in and out of 
Australia are choosing to travel aboard the 
fl ying kangaroo. People are less interested in 
London than they are in other European desti-
nations. Change must come or the airline will 
go down the tubes. Or so the story goes. What 
is not emphasised in the slick Qantas spiel is 
that the company is proposing to drop routes 

for its Qantas aircraft and replace them with 
ones offered by a new “premium, full-service” 
airline operating out of Singapore or Kuala 
Lumpur under a different name.

Alan Joyce denies claims that Australian 
workers getting Australian rates of pay and 
conditions are being dumped in favour of lower 
paid workers in other centres. Unfortunately 
for the Qantas CEO, other hard-nosed business 
leaders are speaking out of turn. Deutsche 
Bank’s Cameron McDonald reckons Qantas 
is taking on a big challenge. “But with that 
comes opportunity with an expanding market, 
you grow the top line faster and labour costs 
are lower,” he said. That’s the truth of the 
matter – you can cut wages quicker by mov-
ing offshore.

The company anticipated a reaction against 
the gutting and downgrading of the brand 
and has launched teaser ads for a campaign 
presenting Qantas’ “new spirit”. Joyce likes to 
be interviewed in front of the Sydney Harbour 
Bridge to demonstrate a “commitment” to 
Australia. The public is not buying it. Qantas 
workers are ropeable.

The company is making much of the 
fact that 90 percent of its aircraft heavy 
maintenance is carried out in Australia. That 
is because local engineers fought tooth and 
nail for that situation to prevail. The credit 
for that feather in the cap goes to the trade 
union movement. The outsourcing that has 
occurred is the major culprit in the decline in 
Qantas’ reputation for reliability with increased 

numbers of fl ights delayed and turned around 
due to mechanical failure.

Workers are not taking the current situa-
tion lying down. Engineers organised in the 
Australian Licensed Engineers Association will 
be starting a campaign of rolling stoppages this 
week. They are pressing for wage increases 
and guarantees of job security in their new 
Enterprise Agreement. Qantas management 
is sticking to the line that work practices in 
Australia are outmoded and restrictive. Despite 
their boast of support for local maintenance, 
management clearly prefers the cheaper, more 
“fl exible” arrangements available elsewhere.

The Australian and International Pilots 
Association notes that more than 16,000 
passengers have registered support for their 
campaign against the restructure since airline 
staff began making the following announce-
ment aboard Qantas aircraft last month:

“We are proud of our profession and our 
airline and trust you will support us in keeping 
Qantas pilots in Qantas aircraft.”

Qantas workers and the travelling public 
are not happy with the attack on the national 
carrier. A dismal situation has arisen where 
no-frills employer Virgin Australia can por-
tray itself as a Good Samaritan by promising 
to take on some of the pilots and cabin crew 
thrown off by Qantas. This indignity is the end 
result of the de-regulating, privatising mania 
of successive neo-liberal governments and it 
still has some way to play out.

The airline industry was one of the fi rst 

battlegrounds for neo-liberalism in the interna-
tional grab back of conditions won by workers 
during decades of struggle and the theft of 
public assets. The Hawke Labor government 
ushered in the effective privatisation of the 
airports in 1987. In 1989 the military was sent 
in to break the airline pilots’ strike. Australian 
Airlines (previously known as TAA – the state 
owned and run airline competing with Ansett 
Airlines in a regulated duopoly) was sold to 
Qantas in 1992. The following year, 25 per-
cent of Qantas was sold to privately owned 
British Airways and the rest of the airline was 
offl oaded with share offerings in 1995-96 and 
1996-97.

Competitors like Compass and Virgin Blue 
were enticed into the market. With the collapse 
of Ansett in 2001, Virgin took over second 
place for ticket sales and forced Qantas to 
establish its own budget carrier, Jetstar. Tiger 
Airways – part-owned by Singapore Airlines 
– made its entry in 2009.

Discount wars, periodic safety scandals, 
downward pressure on union pay claims have 
characterised the airline industry locally and 
internationally in the past period. The latest 
plans of Qantas management are a line in the 
sand. The Australian people and the trade union 
movement in particular cannot stand aside and 
let a once great name be trashed. The damage 
of the past decades of deregulation and priva-
tisation must be undone. An excellent place to 
start would be with the taking back of Qantas 
into public ownership and control. 
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PRESS FUND
Where is everybody? This week the list of contributors to the 
Fund seems like the deck of Captain Ahab’ s ship after Moby 
Dick had finished with it. But wait! The good ship Press Fund is 
actually still afloat, fully rigged and ready to go. It just needs a 
crew, and you can join up, just by sending in a contribution for 
the next edition. We really need your help, so please, all hands 
on deck! Many thanks to this week’s sole survivor, the enigmatic 
but ubiquitous “Round Figure”, for his contribution of $10.

The progressive total this week comes to $11,535.

History will judge harshly
Prime Minister Gillard was in fi ne form recently when an-

nouncing the government’s planned (and very fl awed) changes 
to the aged care arrangements in this country. She observed 
correctly that societies could be judged by the way they treat 
the elderly. She could have added that their claims to a humane 
reputation could be assessed by the way they treat all the weak 
and vulnerable. A society that mistreats children deserves the 
strongest condemnation and the shameful spectacle unfolding with 
the treatment of asylum seekers to this country is an indelible 
stain on the record of this federal government.

The Gillard government has pandered to the most reactionary 
segments of the Australian electorate in formulating its asylum 
seeker policy. To keep the more progressive majority onside it 
has gone to great lengths to appear different to the Howard 
government and the Abbott-led opposition on these issues. The 
differences are slight. Children are back behind razor wire. People 
are self-harming, attempting suicide and developing devastating 
mental health problems as a result of long, uncertain periods in 
detention.

Labor caved in to pressure created by the Coalition to “turn 
back the boats” regardless of the consequences. Visa process-
ing would take place offshore; fi rstly at detention centres on 
Christmas Island and then at some other very remote location or 
even in another country. A “regional response” was talked about. 
Timor was suggested as a location but that country’s government 
replied with a fi rm and principled “no”. It seems the new prime 
minister of Papua New Guinea has agreed to re-open the Howard 
era facility on Manus Island. The Australian government has 
tried hard to avoid taking up the offer from Nauru to reopen the 
fi rst facility created under Howard’s chillingly named “Pacifi c 
Solution”. The reopening of Manus Island will show what a farce 
the Gillard Government’s policy gyrations have been.

On the eve of the tenth anniversary of the Tampa incident, 
Australia is witnessing a truly disgraceful turn of events. The 
Australian government concluded an agreement with Malaysia 
to deliver 800 asylum seekers into the detention centres of that 
country in return for 4,000 processed refugees to Australia. 
Malaysia is not a signatory to the UN convention on refugees. 
Its detention centres are overcrowded and its reputation for the 
treatment of asylum seekers is poor. Malaysia’s judicial system 
allows for beatings and the detainees in its charge have had fl og-
gings administered.

The Australian government ignored all pleas for mercy from 
the community and the fi rst batch of 42 asylum seekers were 
due to be handed over to the Malaysian authorities by now had 
a group of human rights lawyers who obtained a High Court 
injunction against the move. Among the 42 people whose fate 
now hangs in the balance are six unaccompanied children.

How low has the Australian government sunk in its effort 
to go “small target” on the issue of boat arrivals? And why is 
it doing it? The hollow men advising the PM and her ministers 
would be saying that they can have a quieter political life if they 
placate Australia’s very active equivalent of the US Tea Party. 
Never mind that the “Malaysian Solution” is almost certainly 
in violation of the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child.

The majority of the Australian community have been ignored 
on these questions. A recent Age/Nielsen poll on questions relating 
to asylum seekers found that a majority favour the processing 
of asylum seekers on the Australian mainland. Only 15 percent 
support the Abbott policy of “turning the boats back” out to sea.

It is a perversion of the concept of “leadership” for the Gillard 
government to be defying the wishes of the community in order 
to deliver traumatised people – and especially children – into the 
dubious “care” of Malaysian detention centres. True leadership 
would have been to take government policy in a progressive and 
principled direction – for the humane treatment of asylum seekers. 
The interests of those children should have been the government’s 
top priority. History will judge the current actions of the Gillard 
government very harshly.

We are already in the 21st Century 
where the global village is the 
basic premise for international 
cooperation and enlightenment, 
and the arena in which to resolve 
issues peacefully for the common 
good. Jakarta however has adopted 
a double standard of conduct. 
It still practises the antagonism, 
bloody repression and divide and 
rule policies of the 19th and 20th 
centuries while at the same time 
it wants to be seen as a respect-
able member of the dynamic 21st 
Century: grow up Jakarta.

In response to the peaceful dem-
onstrations held throughout West 
Papua (West New Guinea) on July 
2, demanding a referendum on inde-
pendence, the High Command of the 
Indonesian military issued a warning 
that it would send in its armed forces 
if such demands continued.

Rex Rumakiek, the Secretary 
General of WPNCL (West Papua 
National Coalition for Liberation), 
said there is no need to remind the 
world community of this because 
violence has always been Indonesia’s 
policy regarding the land of Papua 
over the past 48 years. Being an occu-
pying power, violence is their only 
means of enforcing their authority in 
Papuan society.

“For almost half a century since 
Indonesia annexed West Papua, our 
people have been subjected to terror 
and trauma. It is precisely because of 
this that the civil society recognised 

that there is a dire need to replace 
violence with a culture of peace” 
he said.

During a peace conference held 
in Jayapura, the capital of Papua 
Province, from July 5-7, in addition 
to the Coordinating Minister for 
Political, Legal and Security Affairs, 
Djoko Suyanto, the regional com-
manders of the military and police 
also participated. “Will they maintain 
their integrity and promote peace as 
recommended by the conference? It 
would be very unfortunate if they 
renege. Current demonstrations 
involving thousands of people have 
been orderly and peaceful and do 
not deserve threats of violence from 
Jakarta,” Mr Rumakiek said.

Dr John Ondowame, Vice 
Chairman of WPNCL, pointed out 
that the international community is 
very much concerned about the West 
Papuan confl ict. There has been much 
encouragement aimed at Jakarta to 
resolve the issue peacefully. The 
Pacifi c Islands Forum meetings have 
made pleas for peaceful dialogue; the 
European Parliament made similar 
requests and so have some members 
of the US Congress and the Green 
Party of Australia. 

On July 19 David Howell, 
spokesman for UK Foreign Affairs, 
in his response to Senator Richard 
Harris’ question, stated, “The United 
Kingdom government has long-time 
encouraged a constructive dialogue 
to solve differences between the 

government of Indonesia and credible 
leaders of West Papua”. 

Similarly, US Secretary of 
State Hillary Clinton, remarked to 
the Minister of Foreign Affair of 
Indonesia, Marty Natalegawa dur-
ing the ASEAN meeting in Bali on 
July 23, “We, of course, believe in 
open dialogue between Papuan rep-
resentatives and the government of 
Indonesia.” There have been many 
more statements from the wider 
international community issued via 
many organisations, institutions and 
politicians.

The Indonesian government has 
already lost the trust of the people 
of West Papua after the total failure 
of the so-called special autonomy. 
Therefore, it should stop its divide and 
rule policies and end its meaningless 
and costly cut and paste autonomy. 
WPNCL calls on the governments 
who have assisted the so-called 
special autonomy to stop their aid 
because their assistance has only ben-
efi ted corrupt offi cials and prolonged 
the violence in the territory.

One very clear example is the 
training of Detachment 88 that sup-
posedly fi ghts terrorism; instead it 
is used as a tool of destruction for 
the annihilation of Papuans. It has 
become a Terrorist Detachment in 
West Papua. Please be straight with 
your conscience: do you want to be 
part of the problem, or are you pre-
pared to be part of the solution? 

Non-violent resolution 
needed in West Papua

URNG function in Perth 

Some of the people who attended the URNG in function in Perth who sent a big message of solidarity to the 
Frente Amplio and the People of Guatemala (URNG). The function raised around $375 to help to feed the 
volunteers on ballot day.

Photo: Alex Bainbridge

Sydney

Defend your rights and protect our services
Rally and March Thursday 8th September

Assemble at the Domain Sydney at 11.30am

Barry O’Farrell told us to trust him. But since his electi on he has taken away the rights of NSW 
Public Sector workers. He is now threatening to sack thousands of public sector workers across 

NSW. This will put pressure on our vital public services. We need to tell the O’Farrell Government 
that this is not good enough. NSW deserves Bett er. Make your voice heard and att end the rally!
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Peter Mac

On August 22 the full bench of the 
High Court began to consider an 
appeal against the Gillard govern-
ment’s decision to send 16 asylum 
seekers to detention in Malaysia. 
Under a deal made between the 
governments of Malaysia and 
Australia, the 16 were the fi rst of 
800 asylum seekers who would be 
sent to Malaysia,  in exchange for 
another 4,000, whose refugee status 
has already been confi rmed, and 
whom Australia would accept for 
resettlement over four years.

The case before the High Court is 
of major importance. It will not only 
test the validity of the Malaysian deal, 
but will also have profound impli-
cations for the policy of off-shore 
detention, to which both Labor and 
conservative coalition governments 
have adhered.

Two weeks ago a boat carrying 62 
asylum seekers, the fourth to arrive 
since the Malaysian agreement was 
signed, landed at Christmas Island. 
The departure of the fi rst 16 asylum 
seekers was dramatically prevented 
by a last-minute appeal to the Court 
by lawyers David Manne and Debbie 
Mortimer. The Court granted a 24 
hour injunction to allow it to deal with 
the appeal, but then decided that the 
matter required consideration by the 
full bench of the Court.

How to really 
annoy the judge

So far, the government has made 
three major blunders in its dealings 
with the appeal.

Firstly, the appeal against compul-
sory transportation of asylum seekers 
to Malaysia was foreshadowed weeks 
ago. Rather than waiting for proceed-
ings to begin, the government rushed 
to send off the fi rst group. That was 
bound to cause irritation. Courts 
don’t like being presented with a fait 
accompli.

Secondly, the government blus-
tered in public that its case was “rock 
solid”. But pride cometh before a 
fall! During the hearing of the appeal 
against the deportation of the fi rst 16 
detainees, the government’s excessive 

confi dence seems to have rubbed 
off onto the Crown solicitor, who 
neglected to provide certain docu-
ments essential for dealing with the 
case. Justice Kenneth Hayne’s com-
mented icily: “It is unsatisfactory that 
this matter proceed in this half-baked 
fashion. You have the whole resources 
of the Commonwealth behind you.”

Moreover, the courts don’t like 
litigants making loud public declara-
tions as to the appropriate fi nding of 
the Court. It is the Court that makes 
that decision, no one else.

Thirdly, during the initial hear-
ing the Crown solicitor repeated the 
government’s argument that the court 
injunction would cause the people 
smugglers to increase their activity.

However, the primary issue before 
the Court is not “smashing the people 
smugglers business model”, but the 
safety of the asylum seekers who are 
about to be deported. The safety of 
asylum seekers who reach Australian 
waters must be preserved under the 
UN Refugee Convention to which 
Australia is a signatory.

The government has attempted 
to provide a veneer of legality for 
the deportations, by reference to the 
Howard government’s immigration 
legislation, which it has retained. The 
wording requires the safety of asylum 
seekers to be preserved, but in order 
to achieve this merely requires the 
Minister for Immigration to declare 
that a country to which detainees are 
to be sent “provides protection for 
persons seeking asylum” and “meets 
human rights standards in providing 
that protection”.

However, the High Court may 
fi nd that the Minister’s assurances 
provide an inadequate guarantee of 
safety for the 16 detainees. Whether 
it does so or not, the government’s 
statement that the injunction would 
facilitate people smugglers’ activities 
was clearly an attempt to pressure the 
Court to rush through a decision in 
the government’s favour – in short, 
the application of political blackmail 
during the judicial process.

And the courts defi nitely don’t 
appreciate that.

Slow learners
The Gillard government does 

not seem to have understood why 
its actions have antagonised the 
judiciary. According to one report 
(Financial Review, August 9), Chris 
Bowen,  Minister for Immigration and 
Citizenship, has warned asylum seek-
ers that regardless of the High Court’s 
fi nding, the government intends to 
send them off to Malaysia if they try 
to come here by boat.

That’s at least refreshingly frank. 
It makes clear that the government 
is really threatening asylum seekers, 
not the people smugglers, in order 
to claim the title for “stopping the 
boats”. However, it’s surely also 
evidence of contempt of court.

For her part, Prime Minister 
Julia Gillard continues to insist 
that the injunction will hinder the 
government’s struggle to “smash the 
people smugglers’ business model”. 
Studiously ignoring the strength of 
public feeling about child welfare, 
she also continues to insist there 
will be no blanket exemptions to the 
Malaysian deal for unaccompanied 
minors.

The government’s adherence 
to the off-shore processing policy 
is remarkably cynical, callous and 

opportunistic. Its implementation of 
the policy has been rigidly dogmatic 
and stupid, and in the end will be 
self-defeating. 

The policy itself faces a major 
court challenge. The government 
wanted to cultivate the electoral 
support of those who oppose the 
admission of asylum seekers, but it 
is now facing the possibility of losing 
their support altogether, because of 
the admission of the 4,000 declared 
refugees under the Malaysian deal. It 
has already lost the support of most 
of those who want a more humane 
approach because of the treatment of 
the 800 new arrivals.

There have also been revela-
tions that the Department of Foreign 
Affairs and Trade warned the govern-
ment about Malaysia’s human rights 
record. The UN High Commission 

for Refugees has refused to endorse 
the Malaysia deal and is unlikely to 
endorse a move to reopen the Manus 
island detention centre, one of the two 
major elements of the former Howard 
government’s “Pacifi c solution”.

If the court allows the deporta-
tions to proceed, the government 
faces mass public protests and hunger 
strikes by the asylum seekers, and 
the possibility of a sit-down strike 
that would necessitate the horrifying 
sight of detainees being loaded onto 
transport aircraft by brute force.

But if the Court fi nds against the 
government, the government may 
be forced to accept at least a partial 
return to the Pacifi c solution, but it 
is also possible that the whole policy 
of off-shore processing will collapse 
altogether. And that would certainly 
be no bad thing. 

Australia

The court battle over 
the Malaysian deal

Pete’s Corner

Perth
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Sydney

Auburn public meeting
Why we need to welcome refugees

Speakers:
•  Najeeba Wazefadost (Hazara Women of Australia)

Refugee recently released from detention

• Mark Goudkamp (refugee activist who recently visited Malaysia)

3pm Sunday August 28
Australian Turkish and Kurdish Community Centre
50 Susan St, Auburn

Food served from sunset

A public meeting hosted by Refugee Action Coalition

Angelo Gavrielatos 

If you want to see what’s possible 
in education take a trip to western 
Sydney.

In my role as president of the 
Australian Education Union I did 
just that last week - visiting primary 
and secondary schools in some of the 
poorest communities in New South 
Wales. A particular focus was on 
the schools who have received fund-
ing under the federal government’s 
Literacy and Numeracy and Low SES 
National Partnerships.

What I saw inside those class-
rooms and heard from teachers, 
parents and principals was that the 
additional funding was having a real 
and measurable impact.

It wasn’t so much that schools 
were doing things they hadn’t done 
before, but that they were at last able 
to properly resource the strategies that 
they knew would make a difference 
for students and teachers.

I looked in classrooms and saw 

how specialist teachers were helping 
small groups of disengaged students 
rekindle their desire to learn.

In the library of James Busby 
High School I watched students come 
in after the school day was over to 
receive tutoring from teachers and 
take advantage of the study centre’s 
facilities.

At Mount Druitt Public School I 
had the opportunity to meet local par-
ents who were working in classrooms 
as learning support offi cers. That is 
part of a community engagement strat-
egy that the school recognises is an 
integral part of improving student per-
formance. I also heard from teachers 
how expert mentoring is improving 
their professional skills and allowing 
a greater sharing of knowledge and 
practice within schools.

Our members across Australia 
report similar success stories in their 
National Partnership schools. For 
me, this reaffi rms what we have long 
known: investing in our public schools 
gets results.

But if we are to get the maximum 
benefi t it must be a sustainable long 
term investment, not just one-off pro-
grams like the National Partnerships 
which end in the next few years.

That is what we are hoping will 
emerge in the recommendations of 
a major review of schools funding 
which is due to release an issues paper 
within days and report to the Gillard 
government in December.

That the current SES federal 
funding model that John Howard 
introduced in 2001 is failing public 
schools and our students is beyond 
question.

To describe it as needs-based, as 
its few remaining advocates do, is 
laughable. Half of all private schools 
get more than they are entitled to 
under the SES model and the exist-
ing wealth and income of private 
schools is not taken into account in 
calculating their funding. Even the 
Howard government’s own review of 
the funding arrangements found they 
were inequitable and unsustainable.

Of greatest concern is that every 
single private school, including the 
ones making $10 million a year or 
more in annual profi ts, is treated as 
being more needy than public schools.

This is despite public schools 
being the ones which are open to all 
in every community and the ones that 
educate the vast majority of students 
with higher educational needs such 
as those with disabilities (80 per 
cent), those from low income fami-
lies (77 per cent) and those who are 
Indigenous Australians (86 per cent).

Instead of reducing the resources 
gap between schools, the federal fund-
ing system is widening it.

Private schools recently affi rmed 
their opposition to making public on 
the MySchool website the full extent 
of their profi ts, income and assets - a 
sure sign they don’t want governments 
or the public to know how wealthy 
they are.

The resources gap is making it 
harder to achieve our shared goals in 
education of improving the outcomes 
of every child and improving equity 
in education.

The results of the international 
PISA test of secondary students show 
a statistically signifi cant decline in 
Australia’s overall performance in 
the last decade and the achievement 
gaps between students from wealthy 
areas and those from disadvantaged 
areas have widened.

The Australian PISA (Program 
of International Student Assessment) 
report warned the achievement gaps 

left “an unacceptable proportion of 
15-year-old students at serious risk 
of not achieving levels suffi cient 
for them to effectively participate 
in the 21st century workforce and to 
contribute to Australia as productive 
citizens”.

It also warned that “more must be 
done to address the level of resourc-
ing in the schools that the majority of 
Australian students attend”.

The fact is that only by overhaul-
ing the federal funding arrangements 
and investing more in our public 
schools can we tackle this inequity 
and ensure that every child has the 
opportunity to get a high quality 
education.

It is a fundamental change that 
we hope all Australians concerned 
about the future of our children and 
our country will support. 

Public schools funding: 
the gap is widening

Towards equal 
opportunity for blue-
collar women workers

Give WA kids a go

The fi ght for equal opportunity 
for women in the workplace must 
move beyond the narrow focus on 
company boards and extend to 
creating better jobs for women in 
blue collar industries, according 
to a report released this month 
by the Australian manufacturing 
Workers’ Union (AMWU).

The ‘Breaking the perspex ceil-
ing’ report says that in manufacturing 
and engineering industries, women 
workers are concentrated in low-
pay, low-skill jobs and are under-
represented in the ranks of skilled 
tradespeople.

A survey of AMWU women 
members in NSW found:
• 74% have never been promoted 

to a more senior or higher paying 
role

• 74% see no opportunity for a 
promotion in the next fi ve years

• 63% say they don’t receive 
workplace training

• 44% are the main income earner 
in their family and

• 35% struggle to meet weekly bills
“There are great jobs in manufac-

turing and engineering, but women 
are often excluded from them due 

to lack of opportunity,” said AMWU 
NSW secretary Tim Ayres.

“Some industries, particularly 
for professional women have made 
good progress in identifying and 
grappling with the barriers to their 
career advancement and fulfi lment.”

Mr Ayres said that the concept of 
the glass ceiling has shone a light on 
the practices that undermine women 
at a senior level and prompted action, 
but there is much more to do.

“In blue collar industries, there 
has been very little attention paid to 
dismantling the barriers to women’s 
advancement and satisfaction at work. 
In many workplaces, women struggle 
for the basics of a decent job: fair 
pay, respect in the workplace, oppor-
tunities for training and promotion 
and fl exibility to meet their caring 
responsibilities.

“Government, unions, employ-
ers and education providers need 
to work together to promote real 
equal opportunities in blue collar 
industries – by really working to 
understand the issues, by creating 
more opportunities for training and 
skills development and by offering 
fair, open workplaces.” 

WA kids are missing out on 
apprenticeship opportunities to 
overseas workers, a union claims, 
with the state government failing 
to comply with its own policy. 

The Construction, Forestry, 
Mining and Energy Union 
(CFMEU) says that contractors 
working on state government con-
tracts were “rorting” the tender 
system, by failing to adhere to gov-
ernment policy on apprenticeship 
numbers.

Last year, the government 
implemented a policy that would 
ensure contractors employed a fi xed 
quota of apprentices on all govern-
ment building contracts.

However, in an Auditor-
General’s report released last 
month, only three of the 58 con-
tracts that were reviewed showed 
compliance with the policy.

CFMEU state secretary Kevin 
Reynolds said the report showed 
there was “gross mismanagement” 
of the policy.

Meanwhile, fi gures released by 
the National Centre for Vocational 
Education Research (NCVER), 
show a serious decline in people 
undertaking apprentice and train-
eeships in WA, including in the 
crucial high demand areas of engi-
neering and construction trades, 
according to UnionsWA.

NCVER fi gures showed that 
between 2008 and 2010, the num-
bers training as apprentices or 
trainees in metal engineering and 
construction occupations declined 

by over 2,000 despite signifi cant 
employment growth in these sectors 
in the same period, and huge labour 
demands projected for these skills 
over the next decade.

“These fi gures back up what we 
have been saying for some time – 
what governments are doing to train 
up our workforce in the areas of 
high skill demand is just not work-
ing,” UnionsWA secretary Simone 
McGurk said.

“Employers no longer feel it is 
their obligation to take on appren-
tices and trainees. They are offered 
fi nancial incentives to take trainees 
on – but it’s obviously not enough.

“Time and again we hear about 
projected skilled labour shortages 
– in engineering, construction and 
electrical trades. The predictions for 
demand in these skills in WA alone 
extend out ten years and beyond.

“Yet the number of people 
we are training in these areas has 
actually declined in the last three 
years. It’s a disgrace, and it requires 
urgent action.”

Mr Reynolds added that it was 
particularly concerning given the 
push by the state government to 
have Perth reclassifi ed as a regional 
centre in order to fast track for-
eign workers, and the state’s high 
amount of foreign workers in rela-
tion to its share of the nation’s 
population.

“What really concerns us is that 
Western Australia is being fl ooded 
with 457 Visa labour contractors 
and very few opportunities for our 

own kids to get apprenticeships,” 
he said.

“We’re very, very concerned 
that the Barnett government seems 
to believe that the quick fi x to 
this problem is to bring in foreign 
labour rather than training up our 
kids.

“There have been hundreds of 
kids who have over the last year or 
so have been denied the opportu-
nity of getting apprenticeships and 
it just can’t continue. The union 
accepts there is going to be guest 
labour brought into the country, 
whether we like it or not, but what 
we want to see is our kids and our 
grandkids get a fair go.

“We call on the Barnett govern-
ment to ensure that contractors who 
have given undertakings that they 
would employ these apprentices 
when they won the projects that 
they’re currently working on don’t 
get future government contracts, 
and that the contractors who do get 
future government contracts, should 
be made to ensure that they do pro-
vide the opportunity for apprentices 
on the sites.”

Mr Reynolds added there were 
plenty of people already looking 
for jobs in the city, with the number 
expected to grow as current con-
struction projects like the new BHP 
Billiton tower wrap up.

He called on the government to 
get a move on with future projects 
like the waterfront redevelop-
ment, to ensure there were enough 
jobs. 
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Anna Pha

The Kyoto Protocol (KP) hangs 
by a thread in the lead-up to the 
Durban climate change summit 
at the end of November. So too, 
does the future of life as we know 
it on planet Earth. Carbon emis-
sions in 2010 were the highest in 
history, the International Energy 
Agency (IEA) reported in June, 
10 percent above their 2005 level. 
The Australian government has 
all but abandoned its legally bind-
ing obligations under the Kyoto 
Protocol and the UN Framework 
Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFC).

In Australia, the KP and 
Australia’s obligations have been 
swept under the carpet. The govern-
ment’s stated target of a fi ve percent 
reduction by 2020, compared with 
emission levels in 2000 is too little, 
too late, even if it were achieved, 
which is doubtful. Yet, the media 
remains silent, instead giving promi-
nence to climate change deniers and 
those who are relying on a market-
based approach – the carbon tax – as 
though the private sector which is 
behind the present crisis will save 
the planet.

The science is clear. The 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) stated that emissions 
need to be reduced by 25-40 percent 
by 2020 “to stave off the worst 
effects” of climate change based on 
the target of limiting global warming 
to 2˚C above pre-industrialisation lev-
els. This is an extremely conservative 
target. It has already reached 0.8˚C.

In a “wake-up call”, the IEA 
warned negotiators at the June climate 
change meeting in Bonn: “The world 
has edged incredibly close to the 
level of emissions that should not be 
reached until 2020 if the 2˚C target 
is to be attained.”

The Alliance of Small Island 
States, a grouping of 43 countries 
particularly vulnerable to the impacts 
of climate change, is calling for a 45 
percent reduction by 2020 and for a 
1.5˚C cap on temperature rises. Their 
slogan is “1.5˚C to stay alive”, one 
which refl ects the reality of millions 
around the world, not just small 
island states.

“We are already suffering greatly 
from the changing climate that brings 
us more extreme weather events, 
warming oceans, and rising seas, that 
threaten our limited land resources, in 
a context where we do not have the 
fi nancial or technological capacity to 
effectively respond.”

A number of third world coun-
tries are demanding a cap on carbon 
pollution of 350 parts per million to 
achieve a 1.5˚C temperature rise. The 
required cap for the 2˚C target is 450 
pm. Their voices are drowning in the 
oceans that will soon swallow them 
up if the KP is abandoned.

Kyoto Protocol
The KP is the only legally consti-

tuted and binding international instru-
ment for addressing climate change. It 
is based on the principle of “common 
but differentiated responsibilities” of 
developed and developing* nations, 
in recognition that the developed 
countries are principally responsible 
for the high levels of greenhouse gas 
emissions in the atmosphere.

It also recognises that the eco-
nomic and social development and 
poverty eradication are the fi rst and 

overriding priorities of developing 
countries. Their share of global emis-
sions will initially grow to meet social 
and development needs.

In accordance with this princi-
ple, developed nations gave legally 
binding commitments to reduce their 
greenhouse gas emissions and provide 
fi nancial and technological assistance 
to developing countries to enable them 
to plan and carry out mitigation and 
adaptation measures.

Developing nations were not sub-
jected to legally binding targets, but 
did make commitments to take other 
measures conditional on receipt of the 
fi nancial and technological assistance 
from developed countries. Needless 
to say the developed nations have not 
delivered on their assistance.

Science based
The KP process of setting targets 

is done on a scientifi c basis. For the 
fi rst commitment period of emissions 
reductions, a global aggregate reduc-
tion target of 5.2 percent was set over 
the fi ve years 2008-2012, compared 
with the base year 1990. Country 
specifi c, legally binding targets were 
negotiated and agreed for the devel-
oped countries and the EU. (The US 
has remained outside the KP.)

The KP does not expire at the 
end of 2012. The Copenhagen sum-
mit in 2009 had the task of fi nalising 
commitments for a second period of 
commitments commencing in 2013.

Regrettably, developed countries 
set about sabotaging the genuine 
attempts by poorer nations to nego-

tiate. The Australian government 
even went as far as claiming the KP 
expires in 2012 – simply not true. 
Some governments have been a lit-
tle more honest. Canada, Japan and 
Russia have categorically stated that 
they are not prepared to commit to a 
second period of emission cuts under 
the KP. The EU is very close to pull-
ing the plug on the Protocol, having 
warned it would not commit to any 
agreement that did not include the 
major economies – knowing the US 
has no intention of signing the KP.

The saboteurs aim to replace the 
KP with a “political agreement”. They 
have agreed to a 2˚C target, with a 
(don’t hold your breath) promise to 
consider lowering it at a later date. 
They refused to negotiate a global 
aggregate target for emission reduc-
tions, let alone negotiate individual 
national targets unless the developing 
countries agreed to commence reduc-
tions. This was aimed at China, India, 
Brazil and South Africa in particular, 
in total breach of the KP’s provisions 
prioritising development.

Irresponsible
Under the so-called “Copenhagen 

Accord” (never agreed to at 
Copenhagen) each country submits its 
target which is determined nationally, 
not through international negotiations. 
It is a voluntary, pledge system with 
no regard to the global aggregate 
required. It is a hit and miss affair, 
relying more on prayers and luck for 
individual targets to add up to cap 
rising temperatures to 2˚C.

At present the offers made by 
developed countries could result in a 
catastrophic temperature rise of 3˚C. 
They add up to a paltry 19 percent 
below 1990 emission levels by 2020.

The reductions promised by 
developing countries (who have no 
obligation to do so under the Protocol) 
are larger than those made by the 
industrialised rich nations! These 
include China, India and Brazil. (See 
Third World Resurgence, Issue 250, 
June 2011)

Profit priority
To the corporate sector in the 

US, Japan, Canada, Australia and 
the other nations attempting to kill 
off the KP, the key question is not 
halting climate change. Their aim is to 
exploit climate change to secure new 
markets, investments and sources of 
monopoly profi ts. Emissions trading 
schemes are a means of privatising 
and commodifying carbon emissions 
for profi t. They are a means by which 
the big polluters pay to pollute and 
poor third world countries, desperate 
for funds could fi nd their development 
hindered.

These are the same corporate vul-
tures that resist their obligations under 
the KP to freely share their knowledge 
and technology with the poor nations 
– whether it be green planet-saving 
or life-saving technology, research 
fi ndings, or for that matter anything 
of benefi t to humanity. They continue 
to demand exorbitant, unaffordable 
royalties for access to their “intel-
lectual property rights”.

Urgent action is required to save 
the KP, and the Australian government 
should take a strong stand in Durban, 
insisting on developed countries pro-
viding the fi nancial and technological 
assistance promised – and without 
strings.

The government should imme-
diately triple, at the very least, its 
target. The present target of a fi ve 
percent reduction is based on the level 
of emissions in 2000. The base year 
which is used under the KP for calcu-
lating global averages and comparing 
national commitments is 1990. When 
compared with 1990, the fi ve percent 
becomes a pathetic two percent! Even 
the US, which still refuses to sign onto 
the KP, is offering as much or more, 
New Zealand 10-20 percent, Japan 
25 percent and Norway and Russia 
up to 40 percent.

It also has a responsibility to plan, 
regulate and use the public sector for 
the development of the Australian 
economy on an environmentally 
sustainable basis.

There is only one way forward. 
Collective, scientifi cally based, glo-
bally co-ordinated action. Regardless 
of its imperfections, the KP is the only 
instrument available NOW that could 
deliver such an outcome.

The government has a responsibil-
ity to fi ght for the KP in the lead-up 
negotiations and at Durban. Time is 
running out.
* The UN uses the terms 
“developing” and “developed” 
which are used here in the 
context of the KP for clarity. 

Australia’s apple and pear growers have warned the Gillard gov-
ernment that allowing New Zealand to import apples here would 
leave the industry open to the crippling fi re blight disease. The 
disease has the potential to wipe out pear farming altogeth-
er.  Fire blight is a contagious disease caused by a plant-eating 
bacterium. The body responsible, Biosecurity Australia, claims 
that it has put measures in place but growers say there is no 
way to prevent fi re blight from imported fruit. Said pear grower 
Peter Hall: “There is no measurement they can use in a pack-
ing shed to see whether there is bacteria on it. If it comes in 
and produces an infection in Australia it’s game over for us.”

In classic capitalist mode, Google stepped up its move to 
monopoly in on the smartphone and tablet computer market 
last week, buying Motorola’s mobile phone division for $12.5 
billion. Said the editor of technology website CNET UK Jason 
Jenkins: “This purchase, and the patents that come with it, 
helps shore up its position in its war against Apple’s iPhone.”

Animal welfare group Animals Australia are pushing the feder-
al government to allow a conscience vote when Bills proposing 
an end to the live export trade are put before parliament. The 
group says that never before has public and political support 
for an end to live export been so strong. They point out that 
more than 200,000 Australians last week took to the streets 
calling for an end to an industry that has subjected 160 mil-
lion animals to cruel and brutal deaths over the past 30 years.

An Australian Council of Social Service report shows a big 
increase in demand for homelessness and housing assis-
tance around Australia. The report covers the fi nancial year 
2009/2010. It reveals that 50,000 eligible people were turned 
away from housing services, a 22 percent increase on the pre-
vious year. Said ACOSS chief executive Cassandra Goldie, 
“These fi ndings highlight the disconnect between the percep-
tion that Australia has fully recovered from the global fi nancial 
crisis and that most people are doing fi ne, with the stark reality 
that a growing group on the bottom simply are not doing well.”

In Victoria, local councils are standing fi rm against the Liberal 
Baillieu government’s new laws to allow developers of housing 
estates in Melbourne to dodge millions in infrastructure taxes by 
building roads and other public facilities themselves. Councils 
say that the work-in-kind arrangement will lock councils out of 
decision-making and give too much power to the planning min-
ister. Said Melton Shire mayor Justin Mammarella: “By excluding 
councils what you’re really doing is excluding the community.”

Kyoto Protocol 
hangs by a thread

Carbon emissions in 2010 
were the highest in history.
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Part 1

The problem with mainstream western 
journalists writing history is that they tend 
to think they “know what readers want” and 
therefore use dumb stereotypes to create 
“interest”. David Halberstam is no excep-
tion. The sub-title says it all: his focus is on 
American involvement and the heroics or 
otherwise of US troops and generals in what 
is often called the “forgotten war”: Korea. 
Stripping bare Halberstam’s agenda, the 
US empire counts most because it was the 
power supporting capitalism. The question 
begs throughout: what about the Koreans? 
What were they thinking? And why does this 
“forgotten war” continue to fray the nerves 
of us all, with confrontationist “incidents” 
threatening an end to armistice on the 
Peninsular every day?

Division at the 38th Parallel
One of the seminal events glossed over 

by Halberstam was the original division of 
North and South Korea in 1945. Arguably this 
was one of the most unnecessary carve-ups in 
world history.

The Truman administration was taken aback 
by two startling developments in August 1945. 
One was the entry of the Soviet Union into the 
war against Japan, on the very day (August 
9) promised at both the Teheran and Yalta 
Conferences i.e. exactly three months after the 
defeat of Hitlerite Germany. The second was 
the lack of immediate and total surrender by 
Emperor Hirohito after the dropping of two 
atomic bombs on Hiroshima (August 6) and 
Nagasaki (August 9), which the Americans 
thought would be automatic after the horror of 
atomic power was displayed.

The Japanese had sought “Terms for 
Surrender” on August 10, but this had happened 
before and was generally perceived as a stalling 
procedure to allay what was always on the table: 
unconditional surrender.

The fact was that the Japanese military 
junta still felt they could defend the Japanese 
mainland as long as the Kwangtung Army, over 
a million strong and stationed in Manchuria 
at the time, had the capacity to fi ght. This 
capacity rapidly diminished with a mightily 
successful Russian pincer attack and after a 
few days fi ghting it was clear that the Soviets 
were advancing far more rapidly than anyone 
had anticipated. What’s more, an airborne drop 
of Soviet troops in northern Korea to cut off 
any Japanese retreat into the peninsular meant 
that the communists were in a far better tactical 
position to occupy the whole of Korea before 
the Americans arrived.

Contrary to US propaganda in Wikipedia, 
there had never been any agreement at Potsdam 
to divide Korea. The whole matter of Korea 
was still up for discussion. Indeed, it was still 
quite feasible to have a joint occupation of the 
country, as in Austria, until an agreed timetable 
for independence was agreed.

Instead the US wanted, even at this early 
stage, to “contain communism” and to establish 
a “toehold” in Korea for purely strategic rea-
sons. The Joint Chiefs of Staff locked General 
Charles Bonesteel and Colonel Dean Rusk in 
a room on August 14 (the Emperor Hirohito 
would rather ambiguously call for peace and 
cessation of hostilities the next day, August 15) 
to fi nd a “border”, some “acceptable solution” 
to expanding Soviet power in the region. They 
unilaterally came up with the 38th Parallel, 
demanding US control of the south and simul-
taneously denying Stalin’s request for Russian 
troops in Hokkaido, to share the occupation of 
Japan. Stalin agreed, without argument. Why?

The Soviet position
Stalin’s cooperation in the Asian theatre at 

the end of World War II was generous, to say 
the least. On August 15, when the ceasefi re 
was called, (in reality, many Japanese units in 
Manchuria and Korea kept fi ghting), the nearest 
US troops were 600 miles away from Korea, in 
Okinawa. Stalin had the right to make a stand 
over Hokkaido, because this had been a Russian 
claim from the very start, from a powerful ally 
in the anti-fascist war.

There were several factors weighing down 
the Politburo’s thinking, however. One was 
the enormous rebuilding that was currently 
underway within the Soviet Union and Eastern 
Europe itself, enormously costly and demanding 
of manpower. There were also ticklish situations 
arising out of the chaos of Europe at the time, 
including the stand-offs over Greece and Poland 
and the occupation of Germany and Austria. 
Stalin’s preoccupation was in the establishment 
of states friendly or neutral towards the Soviet 
Union so that another Armageddon like the one 
just experienced would never happen again.

Politically, it must have been profoundly 
diffi cult to convince the Russian people, a peo-
ple who had just suffered the most horrendous 
loss of 20-30 million lives, to then send nearly 
two million soldiers across seven time zones to 
engage in yet another war against a remote and 
deadly enemy, and for minimal gain. Whereas 
the Americans had lost 100,000 men in the 
Pacifi c in the years since December 1941, the 
Soviets lost 12,000 in a single week.

Despite claims to the contrary, the use of 
atomic bombs on civilian targets by the US must 
have had a stunning effect upon the Politburo 
(indeed, the whole world). It would surely have 
caused the Soviet leaders to stop and consider 
their position and to act cautiously. On the other 
side, there is no doubt that the acquisition of 
nuclear power emboldened the bellicose stance 
of the Right in US politics, and urged Truman 
to play “hard ball” with their previous ally.

For their part, based upon the evidence, it 
is not hard to appreciate that both Roosevelt 
and Stalin had a genuine belief that there could 
be some form of “peaceful coexistence”, even 
productive cooperation, after World War II was 
over. In 1945, at least, Stalin still held the con-
viction that this was possible and even desirable.

Finally, the Soviets must have been san-
guine about a friendly state emerging from 
post-colonial Korea, no matter who occupied 
which portion of the country. The capitalist class 
were tainted by collaboration with the Japanese 
(don’t they always “act pragmatically”?), and 
a strong left-wing independence movement 
existed at the ground level.

The situation in Korea, 
1945-50

Prior to the arrival of US troops on 
September 8, steps had already been taken by 
Koreans to establish a transitional government 
towards national unity and independence. In 
the north of the country, Soviet commander 
General Chistiakov had moved swiftly to 
round up Japanese troops and police, dismiss 
the colonial administration, both Japanese and 
local collaborators, and replace them with loyal 
(usually socialist) Koreans. He also heralded 
wholesale land reform and the end of feudalism.

Below the 38th Parallel the incumbent 
Japanese Governor General, one General Abe, 
handed over the government in Seoul to Yo Un 
Hyong, in the hope that Yo could guarantee the 
safety of the 900,000 Japanese stranded on the 
peninsular. Yo was a leftist social democrat 
who immediately set up the “Committee for the 

Preparation of Korean Independence” (CPKI) 
as well as “Peoples’ Committees” to take over 
the administration and organise a transitional 
government.

By September 6 the CPKI could announce 
a new provisional government for the whole of 
Korea: it contained representatives from Left 
and Right including Syngman Rhee (Chairman), 
Yo Un Hyong (Vice Chairman) as well as 
a range of cabinet posts including Defence, 
fi lled by none other than Kim Il Sung. It was 
to be called the “Korean Peoples’ Republic”, 
and without doubt, it would have commanded 
the support and respect of the vast bulk of the 
Korean people had elections been held anytime 
in 1945. Unfortunately, many of those named 
as leaders of the KPR had not been consulted, 
and their cooperation could not be guaranteed.

Already the previous Japanese rulers were 
alarmed by the popularity and militancy of 
the CPKI, and they began to urge repression 
of the new movement and the rapid arrival of 
US power to “restore order”. When General 
Hodge arrived on September 8, he was already 
convinced that the CPKI was a communist con-
spiracy directed from Moscow. Supported by US 
troops, the Japanese colonial administration was 
restored, in the midst of loud Korean protests 
and outrage. From Japan, General Douglas 
Macarthur ordered Hodge to treat Koreans less 
like enemies and more like a “liberated people”. 
Subsequently the more obvious Japanese at the 
top were sacked, but most of the police remained 
as right-wing collaborationist thugs, and the 
Japanese were retained as “consultants”.

There followed a period of assassinations: 
practically all the leftists and communists 
associated with the CPKI were killed, including 
Yo Un Hyong himself. Massive protests, civil 
unrest and strikes ensued, culminating in the 
Autumn Uprising of 1946, in which police were 
attacked by angry mobs and killings occurred 
on both sides. The US administration responded 
by imposing martial law and banning strikes.

On April 3, 1948, a mass uprising of workers 
and leftist soldiers occurred in South Korea and 
was answered with brutal violence: an estimated 
60,000 protestors were massacred by South 
Korean police, called the “Jeju Massacre”. Less 
than six months later, the US installed an anti-
communist government, the Republic of Korea 
(ROK) in Seoul, headed by Syngman Rhee. As 
in Germany, it was the Americans who fi rst set 
up a separate state as a “buffer” against com-
munism. Weeks later, the Soviets supervised 
elections for the newly formed Democratic 
Peoples’ Republic of Korea (DPRK): it was to 
be based in Pyongyang and led by Kim Il Sung.

In his account of this period, Halberstam 
prefers to avoid the complexities of Korean 
politics and slate the blame for the poor situ-
ation in South Korea on the personality clash 
between Hodge and Macarthur. Macarthur was 
distracted by Japan (he rarely, if ever visited 
Korea), and Hodge really had little knowledge 
or experience of Asiatic culture – simple, really.

The two leaders
Halberstam defi nes the differences between 

North and South Korea through personality 
analysis. Signifi cant space is devoted to the 
biographies of Syngman Rhee and Kim Il Sung 
to explain their later political ideologies. 

When Syngman Rhee’s gentrifi ed parents 
moved to Seoul he ventured beyond a study 
of the classics to that of English. He was 
soon converted to Christianity (Methodism) 
and became an avid pro-Western “democrat/
moderniser”. The youth was imprisoned for 
his anti-government activities, but upon his 
release in 1905 he headed for Washington, 
where he became a “coat-tugger” for Korean 

independence. He was educated at Harvard 
and Princeton, was familiar with several 
US presidents, and was a protégé of China’s 
Guomindang leader, Chiang Kai-shek.

This last connection led to his sudden rise 
to prominence. Once the 38th parallel issue had 
been resolved, Macarthur needed someone to 
“…control those mobs” in Korea. He asked 
Chiang for a suitable candidate, and Chiang 
nominated Syngman Rhee: he was pro-Western, 
Christian, fanatically anti-communist and a rabid 
nationalist, and despite being out of Korea for 
most of his life, was still known locally. He 
was a typical American choice, and parachuted 
into the leadership above other more native 
candidates.

Kim Il Sung was born Kim Song Ju in a 
peasant village in northern Korea in 1912, two 
years after the Japanese had fully colonised 
the Korean peninsula. Their exploitation and 
repression of Korean culture was so onerous 
that hundreds of thousands of nationalistic 
Koreans, like the Kims, emigrated north into 
Manchuria. There, the boy was educated in 
Chinese and politicised, eventually joining a 

The Korean War: 1950 – 19
The Coldest Winter, America and the Kore
by David Halberstam

Book Review by Bob Treasure
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communist youth group and being imprisoned 
for his troubles. When the Japanese invaded 
Manchuria, he became a guerrilla fi ghter under 
the nom de guerre “Kim Il Sung” – a name that 
had Robin Hood connotations for most Korean 
patriots.

Halburstam is at least prepared to concede 
that the detractors who denied any guerrilla 
service by Kim, were wrong. He went with the 
evidence, which showed some ten years of con-
tinuous struggle, fi rst alongside the “Northeast 
Anti-Japanese United Army” under Chinese 
general, Yang Jingyu.

Kim proved himself an able commander of 
his unit of Korean troops, and even occupied a 
town in northern Korea and held it for several 
days – no mean feat in an area swarming with 
Japanese pursuers. The Imperial Army’s pursuit 
was thorough and relentless: they offered local 
peasants money for information, or death for 
non-cooperation. Guerrilla warfare at this time 
was diffi cult, fraught with danger, and offered 
little reward: victory seemed impossible.
This is the first of a three part review.
Next week: Into Soviet territory 

Magazine

953
ean War

Anna Pha: There is a great deal of disputa-
tion about what constitutes torture, and denial 
that torture is actually taking place. Can you 
please comment?

Jose Quiroga: The defi nition of torture is 
done by the Convention Against Torture. Article 
No 1 is a very long defi nition, but basically it 
has three or four concepts.

That the torture has to be severe, physical 
and psychological and with suffering. It has 
to be intentionally done with a purpose. The 
most important thing is that it has to be done 
by a member of the government – that means 
the police, the secret police, the military. This 
is the defi nition.

And then with this defi nition that is so 
clear, there is something that is not so clear. 
The fi rst is that the torture is severe, that there 
is real physical suffering that physically and 
psychologically, then governments use this part 
to manipulate the whole defi nition to use torture.

For example, take president Bush’s request 
to the Department of Justice to give a defi nition 
of what was severity for torture. The Department 
of Justice, through [Dr John Yoo, US Deputy 
Assistant Attorney General] defi ned torture as 
happening when the person is in organ failure.

There was a tremendous reaction around 
the world to this. Organ failure means that the 
person will die, that anything that you do before 
that is not torture. And then basically, that is 
what happens all the time. This is what Bush 
said all the time, we don’t torture. They were 
using this defi nition and people were alive after 
everything that they did.

Evidently, later they changed that. But any 
way they came up with something that they now 
call now, “special interrogation techniques”, 
they didn’t call it torture.

But if you analyse what was given out after 
the decision … there was torture. For example, 
water boarding was not defi ned as torture, but 
we know that water boarding is really torture. 
This is very important.

The government continued doing this and 
probably the most important of these four 

components of the defi nition is the intention, 
the intention that you have of doing that.

Now, in spite of the Convention, the coun-
tries that practise torture, most of them are coun-
tries that have signed the Convention. [The US 
signed but has not ratifi ed the Convention – Ed] 
Then implementation of the Convention is so 
diffi cult because all the governments that sign 
that are practising it. Torture in the democracies 
happens most of the time with police abuse and 
in the jails. These are the two most important 
parts where torture is happening now.

But in other countries, it is the minority 
groups. For example, in Mexico torture is hap-
pening very systematically – on émigré groups, 
the Indian population. The same thing is happen-
ing in Chile, they practise torture systematically 
with the Mapuche people.

AP: There is an argument being put forward 
by governments that torture or the “special inter-
rogation methods” are for the greater good, that 
they can prevent another 9/11 or Bali bombing. 
How do you respond to that?

JQ: No, I don’t think this is true because, 
evidently it means torture is a good method to 
get information.

We know that the method to get bad infor-
mation is to use torture. Because if you are being 
tortured you are going to talk. The only way to 
stop torture is to repeat what they want to know. 
Until now we don’t know of any circumstances 
where torture has given good information to 
save lives. Never has a government come out 
with any examples.

The few examples we know have been 
exactly the contrary. For example, the principal 

argument for beginning the war against Iraq 
was that Hussein had been giving arms of 
mass destruction to Al-Qaeda and we know 
that information was obtained by torture. This 
is the argument that was used.

Bush said at the time that it was a good 
source of information, and now we know there 
were not any weapons of mass destruction, no 
atomic bomb there. This is a good example that 
torture is no use, but can be used politically.

AP: What can people do, what do you 
suggest we do to try to change the attitude of 
governments towards torture?

JQ: It is very diffi cult because until now 
we have been unable to stop that. Probably one 
of the few things we can do is to really combat 
impunity, because if the person who tortures 
can do it with impunity, they know nothing can 
happen to them.

We need a campaign to really enforce that 
when a person tortures and the situation is 
known there has to be an expedited investiga-
tion. And the person who has tortured or ordered 
torture has to receive some kind of sanction.

This is the type of thing that is eventually 
going to happen, it is beginning to happen. For 
example, the fi rst example was when Pinochet 
was taken in to prison in London. There the 
law, the courts decided that you can judge 
the president, Pinochet, because he ordered 
torture. The importance of this is that for the 
fi rst time a president was made responsible 
for something that happened in their country.  
Several organisations in the United States are 
asking that something similar has to be done 
with Bush.

Eventually, a lot of these people [will be 
challenged], now they are very careful when 
they go out of the country because this type of 
thing could happen. Yoo’s defi nition laid the 
foundations for the “Torture Memos”, for the 
CIA and other US agencies as justifi cation for 
the “enhanced interrogation techniques” (torture) 
used in the so-called “war on terror”.
For Dr Quiroga’s description of events in 
La Moneda presidential palace and during 
the coup and Allende’s death, see last 
week’s Guardian, issue 1514. 

Of torture and tyrants

Dr Jose Quiroga.

Dr Jose Quiroga, a cardiologist and the former Chilean president Salvador Allende’s 
physician, was in the presidential palace at the time of the Allende’s death during the 
US-orchestrated coup. He is a survivor of torture, including water boarding, while in 
detention under the Pinochet dictatorship. Dr Quiroga has devoted much of his life 
since then to the treatment and development of rehabilitation programs for torture 
victims. He is the vice-president of the International Rehabilitation Council for Torture 
victims and treasurer of the Physicians for Social Responsibility. When in Sydney 
earlier this month as the guest of STARTTS (Service for Treatment and Rehabilitation of 
Torture and Trauma Survivors) he spoke to Anna Pha from The Guardian about 
the question of torture.

UN Convention Against Torture
Article 2.1
No exceptional circumstances whatsoever, whether a state of war 
or a threat or war, internal political instability or any other public 
emergency, may be invoked as a justification of torture.

Photo: Anna Pha
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Jack Straw, former foreign secre-
tary in Tony Blair’s government, 
was quick to his feet, following 
David Cameron’s speech on the 
UK riots in Parliament on August 
11. “We need more prisons,” Straw 
told Cameron and the House of 
Commons.

He may get his wish, looking 
at some of the sentences that have 
already been handed down in the 
hundreds of cases rushed through 
emergency courts – no doubt at the 
government’s bidding, to show that 
instant retribution will take prec-
edence over justice.

A mother of two, who was asleep 
at home during the riots, has been 
given a fi ve-month jail sentence for 
accepting running shorts stolen by 
someone else. 

A 23-year-old student got six 
months for stealing a £3.50 case of 
water from a supermarket.

A 43-year-old man is in jail pend-
ing sentence for stealing items worth 
£1 from a newsagent.

But, if Jack Straw is right and 
we need more prisons, he should be 
one of the fi rst inmates, alongside 
Tony Blair, who he served so loy-
ally throughout the 13 years of New 
Labour government.

Jack Straw was foreign secretary 
during the run up to the Iraq war in 
2002-3. He was, the Iraq Inquiry 
tells us, the only member of Tony 
Blair’s cabinet to be fully informed 
of the prime minister’s discussions, 
negotiations and plans. 

Straw knew that when George 

Bush and Tony Blair met at Bush’s 
Texas ranch in April 2002, they 
“signed in blood” a secret deal to 
invade Iraq, whatever the views of 
the United Nations or the people of 
the United States and Britain.

Just prior to that meeting, Straw 
told Blair in a secret memo that 
“legally there are two potential 
elephant traps”. Firstly, that “regime 
change per se is no justifi cation for 
military action”. And secondly, that 
“the weight of legal advice here is 
that a fresh mandate [from the United 
Nations] may well be required”.

And it was Straw who was central 
in the attempt to bounce the United 
Nations into that second resolution 
to give a fi g-leaf of legality to a war 
of unjustifi ed aggression. He was 
rarely off our screens in 2002 telling 
us how Iraq was not giving access to 
the UN weapons inspectors, know-
ing that this simply was not true, as 
Hans Blix the chief UN inspector has 
pointed out, noting Straw’s “incorrect 
answers” – better known as lies – to 
the Iraq Inquiry.

And Straw knew it was a lie when 
on February 11, 2003, a few days 
before the biggest anti-war demonstra-
tion in British history, he said: “We 
have to strain every sinew, even at 
this late stage, to avoid war.”

Straw had already told Blair in 
his March 2002 memo that the US 
was going to war regardless, and 
later he was left in no doubt by the 
US secretary of state Colin Powell in 
March 2003, who told him, “We are 
going to war whatever Saddam does.”

The only sinew Straw was strain-
ing was to fi nd a way to justify a war 

which was going to happen regardless 
of legality or whether most coun-
tries and most people in the world 
opposed it.

This is why he rejected the 
advice of his senior legal advisor 
at the Foreign and Commonwealth 
Offi ce (FCO), Sir Michael Wood, 
who told him in a memo that invad-
ing Iraq “would amount to the crime 
of aggression” and would be illegal 
under international law. It was the 
only time in Wood’s career, before 
or since, that his legal advice had not 
been accepted by a minister. 

And this is why Straw was dis-
missive of Sir Michael’s deputy FCO, 
Elizabeth Wilmshurst, who stated in 
her letter of resignation in March 
2003, “ I cannot agree that it is law-
ful to use force against Iraq without 
a second [UN] Security Council 
resolution.”

Yet, despite all this evidence 
to the contrary, Jack Straw told the 
Iraq Inquiry that he would never 
“have been a party” to a war of 
regime change, which he said would 
be “improper and self-evidently 
unlawful”.

Straw is clearly a congenital liar 
whose ability to speak untruths is 
limitless. But he knew what would be 
the consequences of the war on Iraq, 
legal or not, because he described 
them in February 2003:

“People will get killed and 
injured. That is the brutal and inevi-
table reality of war. Some of those 
killed will be innocent civilians; even 
those killed who are not innocent have 
souls, and wives, husbands, children 
who will suffer.”

Straw knew he had it in his power 
stop this illegal war. In a written state-
ment to the Iraq Inquiry in January 
2010, he said he was “fully aware” 
that, as foreign secretary, his support 
for military action would be “critical” 
if the UK join the invasion of Iraq. 
“If I had refused that, the UK’s par-
ticipation in the military action would 
not have been possible. There would 
almost certainly have been no major-
ity in cabinet or in the Commons.”

This is tantamount to a confession 
that he colluded in mass murder. Not 
only would Britain have been unable 
to march “shoulder to shoulder” into 
the illegal war, but the inevitable 
resignation of Tony Blair and the 
fall of his government would have 
put enormous political pressure on 
the United States for at the least a 
postponement of its war plans.

The blood on Straw’s hands is no 
less than that of Tony Blair, for a war 
in which over one million Iraqis died, 
four million were made homeless and 
the country so devastated that today 
there is acute rationing of electricity, 
many areas have no access to clean 
water and a health service that was 
once the most developed in the region 
is in tatters.

So next time we hear David 
Cameron talk about “criminality pure 
and simple” and he tells “the lawless 
minority ... you will pay for what you 
have done” we need to know if his 
defi nition of “criminality” extends 
beyond the crime of stealing a £3.50 
bottle of water or receiving a pair of 
stolen running shorts.

Does it include what the 
Nuremberg Tribunal, set up after 
World War II, following the trials 
of leading Nazis, called the supreme 
international crime: 

To initiate a war of aggression 
... is not only an international crime; 
it is the supreme international crime 
differing only from other war crimes 
in that it contains within itself the 
accumulated evil of the whole.

The Tribunal said individu-
als should be held accountable for 
“crimes against peace”, defi ned as the 
“planning, preparation, initiation or 
waging of a war of aggression”, which 
leaves little doubt about incrimination 
in the mass slaughter and devastation 
infl icted on Iraq by Jack Straw and his 
fellow conspirators – from Tony Blair, 
George Bush, and Colin Powell, to 
Dick Cheney, Condoleezza Rice and 
Donald Rumseld.

Jack Straw’s enthusiasm for jail-
ing people predates his call on David 
Cameron to build more prisons to 
lock up rioters. The Blair years were 
marked by a doubling of the prison 
population to over 80,000, giving 
Britain the dubious accolade of lock-
ing up more of its citizens than any 
other European country. When Jack 
Straw became home secretary, he was 
ever hungry for more prison places.

It tells us much about the quality 
of justice in this country that the per-
son in charge of building new prisons 
was someone who should have been 
incarcerated in one of the cells.
Stop the War Coalition 

The UK riots and 
the criminality of Jack Straw

Striking oil workers’ 
leader sentenced in 
Kazakhstan

Perth celebrates 
Hiroshima Day

Aqtau, Kazakhstan: A leader of 
the striking oil workers in western 
Kazakhstan has been sentenced to 
a one-year suspended jail term.

Aizhangul Amirova, a member of 
opposition People’s Front movement’s 
central council, said that Aqzhanat 
Aminov was found guilty on August 
17 by an Aqtau court of organising an 
unsanctioned mass gathering.

Aminov was arrested on June 30.
Thousands of oil workers have 

been on strike in the Manghystau 
region since May, demanding a wage 
increase, equal rights with foreign 
workers, the release of jailed union 
lawyer Natalya Sokolova, and the 
lifting of restrictions on the activities 

of independent labor unions in the 
region.

Some 416 striking workers have 
been fi red since May.

Several activists were brought 
to the courtroom and charged with 
organising unsanctioned mass gather-
ings since the strike started.

Sokolova was found guilty of 
“igniting social hatred” and sentenced 
to six years in prison last week.

Hundreds of the striking work-
ers quit the ruling Nur-Otan party of 
President Nursultan Nazarbaev, saying 
they had been pushed into joining it 
and that the party has ignored their 
demands for three months. 

Saturday August 6: Around 200 
people gathered at the Northbridge 
Piazza at 1pm to remember the 
genocide attacks by the United 
States on August 6 and 9, 1945; 
an unnecessary use of nuclear 
weaponry on a country who had 
already surrendered. Sixty six 
years after the events of Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki that killed 200,000 
the death toll from these actions 
continues to rise because of the 
terrible legacy using this weaponry 
leaves behind. 

Speakers included Greens 
Senator Scott Ludlam who called 
for the total end of the uranium 
industry; an atomic bomb survivor 
(hibakusha), who recounted her 
very personal detail of the suf-
fering of her family and, a young 
high school student who on learn-
ing about the signifi cance of the 
paper crane organised her friends to 
make 1,000 paper cranes to send to 
Hiroshima in a symbol of solidarity 
and an expression of the wish for 
peace for every person.

The documentary fi lm “Flashes 
of Hope” was publicly shown on a 
huge outdoor screen. The fi lm fol-
lows a group of 100 hibakusha as 
they travel around the world on a 
cruise ship called the Peace Boat 
sharing their testimonies about 
their experiences in Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki. During the cruise 
they delivered the call for a ban on 
all nuclear weapons to the United 
Nations.

The day fi nished with a work-
shop on paper crane folding. 

Jack Straw at the US military Air Base, Sather, Iraq.
Photo: US Air Force
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Franklin Lamb

Truth be told, some foreign 
observers, and certainly this one, 
having been based in Tripoli the 
past nearly eight weeks, have not 
taken very seriously occasional 
media predictions that Tripoli 
might soon be invaded by “NATO 
rebels” – though not by NATO 
country forces putting their boots 
on the ground.

The reasons include observations 
that the Libyan population is increas-
ingly expressing anger over members 
of their families and tribes being 
killed by NATO sorties claiming to 
be “protecting civilians”.

It is said by many here that tens of 
thousands are ready to repulse invad-
ers who try to enter Tripoli. Support 
for Colonel Gaddafi  appears to refl ect 
even Western polls such as the one 
referred to by the UK Guardian 
recently that Libya’s leader Colonel 
Gaddafi ’s popularity had perhaps 
doubled during the current confl ict.

Last week’s Rasmussen poll 
claims that support for NATO-US 
involvement has plummeted to just 20 
percent among the American public 
due to among other reasons, NATO 
killing of civilians. It is even lower in 
several other NATO countries.

Until quite recently, life appeared 
fairly normal except for the scarcity of 
benzene for vehicles and some luxury 
food items and also some necessities 
such as baby formula, some medicines 
and reliable phone services. 

Earlier piles of household trash 
that began accumulating at some 
street corners around Tripoli in early 
March when up to 400,000 foreign 
workers fl ed west to Tunisia and east 
to Egypt began being cleared a couple 
of weeks ago as the municipality of 
Tripoli reorganised its severely and 
instantly depleted work force.

Except for the recent increase in 
NATO bombing sorties Tripoli has 
been a fairly pleasant place to be.

On August 17 things abruptly 
changed and no one knows for sure 
in which direction daily life is now 

headed. Starting just before noon, 
much, if not most of Tripoli was 
without power.

At my hotel, one of only two in 
Tripoli with even sporadic internet 
these days (even though parts of 
Tripoli regularly experiences South 
Beirut, Lebanon type sudden cuts 
that can last for hours or days) the 
services abruptly stopped for all 
staff and guests. Initially some guests 
were stuck in the elevator and a few 
appeared to panic.

Our hotel rooms, which for 
security reasons have windows 
which don’t open, began to heat up 
fast, laptop batteries quickly died, 
the weak internet vanished, and this 
observer, like others, was faced with 
the prospect of walking down and up 
eighteen fl oors to keep appointments 
in the street level reception area.

Two of my Libyan friends, 
who work in one of the hotel res-
taurants, called my room to ask me 
if I wanted them to walk up some 
lunch. Profoundly touched by their 
thoughtfulness which seems typical 
of Libyans, I reminded them that I 
was fasting for Ramadan and in any 
case would not think of accepting 
their kind offer. 

Not long after the hotel emer-
gency generator kicked in and the 
elevator began working but no power 
anywhere else inside the hotel.

At nearby Green Square, crowds 
began to gather by two pm and rally 
against “NATO rebels” and I was 
told thousands of Libyan citizens 
were ready to move to the edges of 
town, man check points, and support 
army units and repulse any advances 
from Al Zawieh to the West, Gheryan 
and several villages from the South 
or Brega and closer villages from 
the East.

Prices at the local “Medina” 
(street market covering several blocks 
selling a large variety of goods and 
vegetables) adjacent to my hotel 
jumped up again according to two 
sisters who have become my friends 
and who shop with their mother every 
morning in preparation for cooking 

the daily “Iftar” meal which breaks 
the Ramadan fast at sunset. 

Over the past six months basic 
food prices have largely levelled 
off under government warnings to 
merchants not to even dream about 
trying to price gouge.

Some people are leaving Tripoli 
but it’s hard to estimate how many. 
Most people I have asked say they 
will stay and they do not think “NATO 
rebels” can enter this well-armed and 
apparently well-organised city of still 
around 1.5 million people.

A delayed UN fact fi nding delega-
tion, led by a Palestinian woman from 
Nazareth in occupied Palestine named 
“Juliette”, fi nally arrived by plane 
after the UN demanded NATO allow 
their plane to land at Tripoli airport. 

The UN group, staying at our 
hotel, had been blocked from the main 
road between Tripoli and Tunisia. As 
of the morning of August 18, people 
are trapped in Tripoli from depart-
ing to Tunisia and no one is entering 
from Tunisia.

Libyan students at Tripoli’s Al 
Fatah University and even some 
government offi cials have told this 
observer that they have vowed to dig 
in and wage a “Stalingrad Defence” of 
Tripoli against the advancing “NATO 

rebels”. Certainly the neighbourhoods 
are very heavily armed.

Some, including this observer, 
lack the heart to remind these dear 
students that at Stalingrad, the 
Russian citizens were holding out 
for the arrival of the Red Army that 
did indeed save many of them in the 
end. One does not sense that a Red 
Army is en route to lift the threatened 
siege of Tripoli. But maybe Tripoli’s 
defenders will not need a Red Army 
to lift a siege of Tripoli.

A Libyan law student who for 
weeks has been helping man a 
neighbourhood defence committee 
checkpoint near Airport Road left me 
the following note:

“Franklin, you asked me how 
we will defend our capitol Tripoli if 
NATO bombs a path so rebel forces 
can arrive here and try to enter our 
neighbourhoods. We discuss this 
often among ourselves during the 
night. This is what we have to say to 
answer your question.

“It is not private information that 
our defence will be from every build-
ing on every main street, square or 
roundabout. We can and will keep for 
as long as possible every metre that 
NATO forces try to take. Every apart-
ment building, factory, warehouse, 

street corner, intersection, home or 
offi ce building is waiting and supplied 
with guns of different types, RPGs 
and mortars. 

“Snipers and specially trained 
small 5-6 man units are ready. Our 
defence will be a house to house 
battle. From every fl oor and from 
hole in the fl oor we will fi ght NATO 
rebels. Also from the sewers we will 
fi ght and every basement. If NATO 
enters a front door we will fi ght them 
for every room in the house and from 
the piles of debris created from them 
bombing us.

“Dear friend Lamb. Libyans are 
a good and a proud people. You and I 
have spoken about Omar Muktar and 
our defeat of the Italians that cost us 
more than one-third of our relatives 
who fell in battle. 

“Do you know my friend that dur-
ing the Ottoman Empire’s centuries 
of colonisation which was the only 
Arab or Muslim country to rebel again 
them? It was Libya. Only Libya. Led 
by her tribes. We stood up against the 
Turks and fought two 20 year wars 
against them. 

“Do NATO and Obama believe 
they can defeat us? 

“Your friend, Mohammad.”
Information Clearing House 

Tripoli on the cusp

Ratings agency rotten with conflicts, 
corruption and greed
Henry Blodget

A former senior analyst at Moody’s 
has gone public with his story of 
how one of the country’s most 
important rating agencies is cor-
rupted to the core. 

The analyst, William J 
Harrington, worked for Moody’s 
for 11 years, from 1999 until his 
resignation last year.

From 2006 to 2010, Harrington 
was a Senior Vice President in 
the derivative products group, 
which was responsible for produc-
ing many of the disastrous ratings 
Moody’s issued during the housing 
bubble.

Harrington has made his story 
public in the form of a 78-page 
“comment” to the SEC’s (Security 
and Exchange Commission) pro-
posed rules about rating agency 
reform, which he submitted to the 
agency on August 8. The comment 
is a scathing indictment of Moody’s 
processes, confl icts of interests, 

and management, and it will likely 
make Harrington a star witness at 
any future litigation or hearings on 
this topic.

The primary confl ict of inter-
est at Moody’s is well known: The 
company is paid by the same “issu-
ers” (banks and companies) whose 
securities it is supposed to objec-
tively rate. This confl ict pervades 
every aspect of Moody’s operations, 
Harrington says. It incentivises 
everyone at the company, including 
analysts, to give Moody’s clients 
the ratings they want, lest the cli-
ents fi re Moody’s and take their 
business to other ratings agencies.

Moody’s analysts whose con-
clusions prevent Moody’s clients 
from getting what they want, 
Harrington says, are viewed as 
“impeding deals” and, thus, harm-
ing Moody’s business. These 
analysts are often transferred, disci-
plined, “harassed,” or fi red.

In short, Harrington describes 
a culture of confl ict that is so 

pervasive that it often renders 
Moody’s ratings useless at best and 
harmful at worst.

Harrington believes the SEC’s 
proposed rules will make the integ-
rity of Moody’s ratings worse, 
not better. He also believes that 
Moody’s recent attempts to reform 
itself are nothing more than a 
pretty-looking PR campaign.

Here are some key points of 
Harrington’s comment:

Moody’s ratings often do not 
refl ect its analysts’ private conclu-
sions. Instead, rating committees 
privately conclude that certain secu-
rities deserve certain ratings – and 
then vote with management to give 
the securities the higher ratings that 
issuer clients want.

Moody’s management and 
“compliance” offi cers do every-
thing possible to make issuer 
clients happy – and they view 
analysts who do not do the same 
as “troublesome”. Management 
employs a variety of tactics to 

transform these troublesome ana-
lysts into “pliant corporate citizens” 
who have Moody’s best interests at 
heart.

Moody’s product managers 
participate in – and vote on – 
ratings decisions. These product 
managers are the same people who 
are directly responsible for keeping 
clients happy and growing Moody’s 
business. 

At least one senior execu-
tive lied under oath at the hear-
ings into rating agency conduct. 
Another executive, who Harrington 
says exemplifi ed management’s 
emphasis on giving issuers what 
they wanted, skipped the hearings 
altogether.

Harrington’s story at times 
reads like score-settling: The con-
stant confl icts and pressures at 
Moody’s clearly grated on him, 
especially as it became ever clearer 
that his only incentive not to “cave” 
to an issuer’s every demand was his 
own self-respect.

But Harrington’s story also 
makes clear just how imperative it 
is that the ratings-agency problem 
be addressed and fi xed. The current 
system, in which the government 
anoints organisations as deeply con-
fl icted as Moody’s with the power 
to determine sanctioned bond rat-
ings is untenable. And the SEC’s 
proposed rule changes won’t fi x a 
thing.

Harrington’s story is startling, 
both in its allegations and spe-
cifi city. (He names many Moody’s 
executives and describes many 
instances that regulators and plain-
tiffs will probably want to take a 
closer look at.)

Given this, we expected 
Moody’s might want to share its 
side of the story – or denounce 
Harrington as a disgruntled ex-
employee. Instead, Moody’s did 
not return multiple calls seeking 
comment.
BI 

As The Guardian goes to press reports that Gaddafi's forces had been 
defeated, indeed that he and his sons had been captured, were very 
quickly shown to be false. The following is an analysis of conditions on 
the ground just prior to NATO-backed forces entering Tripoli.
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“Legal” and “illegal” 
capitalism

One word to describe capitalism 
is theft. Capitalism steals people’s 
time (labour, life), rights to decision 
making and the world’s resources 
(leaving the pollution for future 
generations) for itself. But when a 
percentage of disadvantage youth 
such as in Britain last week rose 
up and did the same thing, the 
capitalists cannot see the similar-
ity. They seem to have created in 
their own diatribe a differentiate 
between what they describe as 
“legal” capitalism and “illegal” 
capitalism.

The difference cannot be based 
on violence because we know that 
capitalist class kills also: it kills work-
ers weekly on work sites in Australia 
for example by refusing to pay for 
safer work environments, legally kills 
over 600 per year with products like 
asbestos which are not being removed. 
Or if their enforcers (police) are not 
bashing people to death such as in 
Palm Island they are shooting them, 
black or white, on average four a year.

They also murder people by refus-
ing to pay taxes and instead reduce 
the health budget which means that 
people who do not have private health 
cover and die waiting on surgery lists 

are just a “statistic” (how more than 
6,000 Victorians have died in the last 
nine years – 16-11-2010 Herald/Sun).

The list could go on and on, but 
to make sure they have the upper 
hand in their suppression for profi t 
they legislate so that only they have a 
monopoly on the means of violence so 
that any people suffi ciently alienated 
by their system and wishing to stand 
up to it will easily be dealt with by 
intimidation or by incarcerating them 
in the growing prison industry. So 
killing its “own” people is very much 
part of “legal” capitalism.

Legal and illegal capitalism are 
the same thing but the only difference 
is one class is suppressing another. 
There is maybe a fi gure of 20 percent 
of the population in the West who 
are so suppressed and hidden by the 
system that they understand it as 
their main enemy. They are right, but 
somehow we need to connect with and 
write their stories and inform them 
about communism because being at 
the hard edge of capitalism, if we do 
our job properly, they will be our next 
generation of party members.

H Patterson
Vic

Government’s thinly 
veiled sophism
The ability to discover the truth 
is outstripped by the ability to 
manifest deceit. Generally, I try 
to rely on the context of statistics 
and facts to hang on to the truth. 
In Malaysia, 29,759 foreigners were 
caned between 2005 to the end of 
2010. This refutes Immigration 
Minister Bowen’s claims that 
human rights, as we know them, 
will be protected.

It is often argued by the Australian 

government that they do not want to 
see children, or anyone drown at sea. 
Is it better that they die in their place 
of origin in greater numbers? Or in 
Malaysia where in the camps since 
2002 1,400 asylum seekers have died?

During the last ten years, 156 
children have drowned on their way 
to Australia or because of boats being 
turned back. In those same ten years 
1,250 children have died of starvation 
and preventable diseases every hour. 
Ninety million children, and yet we 
have barely increased foreign aid and 
have failed to live up to the minimum 
0.7 percent of our GDP as foreign aid, 
which would have prevented millions 
of deaths.

Historically, Australia brutalised 
500,000 children in various institu-
tions, and where thousands of “child 
slaves” were sent from Britain, where 
thousands of Aboriginal peoples’ chil-
dren were taken and lives destroyed, 
and where Aboriginal children and 
their families still live in unconscion-
able abject poverty. Nevertheless, 
our government uses the weakest 
sophisms to thinly veil its racism and 
discriminatory identity.

How many have considered the 
vulgarity of trading human beings – 
on this occasion fi ve for one in the 
Malaysia swap? The whole concept of 
human cargo is beyond ugly; it is evil. 
We look back on the various slave 
trades with judgement and shame, 
millions of Africans, and hundreds 
of thousand of Irish, were transported 
as human cargo to be slaves in the 
Americas. Today, an Australian gov-
ernment screams for its “right” to 
transport human cargo, and for its 
“right” to do human trade deals – to 
trade in human beings. Unbelievable.

Gerry Georgatos
WA

Letters to the Editor
The Guardian
74 Buckingham Street
Surry Hills NSW 2010

email:  tpearson@cpa.org.au

In UK riots, 
Conservative 
Party rewriting 
doesn’t wash

Iain Duncan Smith told BBC’s 
Panorama that our recent riots 
were nothing to do with unemploy-
ment. The Work and Pensions 
Secretary said that joblessness was 
not an issue, because “these riots 
were not riots like the ones in the 
’80s. These were intensely criminal 
activities”.

This made it sound like Duncan 
Smith was a bit of a fan of ’80s riots, 
disappointed with today’s version. 
Was the minister suggesting that 
Britain had better riots when he was 
a lad?

Iain Duncan Smith – IDS for short 
– implied that today’s riots were all 
about “street gangs” and “dysfunc-
tional families” using disorder to 
cover their looting, when in the 1980s 
they were plucky fellows protesting 
about unemployment.

To believe IDS now, you have 
to imagine he went through the ’80s 
chanting about “burning Babylon.” 
IDS is trying to dismiss the social 
causes of today’s riots by implying 
he and his kind accepted the social 
causes of yesterday’s riots.

But they didn’t.
IDS’s heroes did all they could to 

deny the economic and social roots 
of past riots as well. The only reason 
people look back to the riots of the 
’80s and think that unemployment was 
part of the problem is because nobody 
believed the Conservative Party then.

Nor should we now.
There is no mystery about the 

riots. The spark comes from percep-
tions of police injustice. The fuel 
comes from unemployment and bad 
conditions.

Believing that you don’t have 
much of a future makes some people 
reckless about the present.

A Tory government with a cuts 
agenda in the middle of an economic 
crisis is a recipe for riots. It was in 
1981, and it was in 2011. Denying that 
the riots are a response to economic 
conditions is what Tories do, then 
and now.

Riots can be thuggish, violent, 
bullying, self-destructive responses 
to economic conditions. Burning 
people’s houses or beating them, or 
bashing up your corner shop are all 
bad responses to bad conditions.

But the answer is about the 
economy and the state, not morality 
and the family.

History doesn’t repeat itself 
exactly, but it is easy to forget that 
the 1981 riots involved looting and 
burning. This was especially true 
in Toxteth, but shops were also ran-
sacked in Brixton and Wood Green. 
There were also vicious assaults in 
the 1981 and 1985 riots.

The balance between rioting and 
looting and the political atmosphere 
might be different, but the basic 
features were similar. The other com-
mon features were a Conservative 
government, an economic squeeze and 
aggressive policing. The fi nal feature 
is Tory politicians claiming otherwise.

Thatcher stood up in Parliament 
on July 9, 1981, after national dis-
order, particularly after Toxteth, 
and said that it “had nothing to do 
with problems of bad housing and 
unemployment. It was a spree of 
naked greed.”

She was asked about unemploy-
ment, but blamed lawless children.

Labour Party Member of 
Parliament Ron Leighton asked 
Thatcher, “if society rejects those 
young people and says that it has no 
use for them, they are likely to reject 
society and act in an anti-social way.”

The Iron Lady snapped back: “In 
the area where violence and rioting 
has occurred, a good deal of it has 
been carried out by children of school 
age, some of them aged between nine 
and 16. That has nothing whatever to 
do with the dole queue.”

For Thatcher the riots couldn’t 
be about bad conditions because they 
happened in “an area where a great 
deal of money has been poured in 
through urban programs.” Enraged 
Liverpool Labour MP Eric Heffer 
called out “stupid woman” twice, and 
was more or less physically restrained 
by the Labour whip.

Even Norman Tebbit’s “get on 
your bike” quip was an argument 
that riots were not fuelled by unem-
ployment. He said that his dad in the 
’30s was faced with unemployment 
but “he didn’t riot, he got on his bike 
and looked for work.”

There was plenty of blaming 
“criminal elements” in the ’80s as 

well, although more by police than 
politicians. According to the police, 
the 1985 Brixton Riot, sparked by the 
shooting of Cherry Groce, was about 
“criminal elements.”

West Midlands Chief Constable 
Geoffrey Dear blamed the 1985 
Handsworth riot on “the black 
criminal element.” He said that drug 
dealers were the “people who were 
behind this riot, acting in defence of 
enormous profi ts. There is a criminal 
element that is acting for its own ends. 
It is attempting to create a vacuum in 
which drug dealers can carry on, and 
so can others interested in robbery and 
other criminal activities.”

IDS’s other big idea is all about 
culture. He imported this idea from 
US Republicans. The 1992 Los 
Angeles riot involved looting, burn-
ing, inter-racial violence and attacks 
on small shopkeepers. Police beat 
and shot rioters, but rioters also beat, 
humiliated and killed ordinary citizens 
– 53 people were killed at the hands 
of rioters and police.

Even so, British papers includ-
ing the Mail and Times used words 
like “revolt” or even “uprising” and 
accepted police violence and poverty 
helped prompt the ugly riot.

B u t  o n e  m a n  d i d n ’ t . 

Vice-president Dan Quayle stepped 
forward and started making noises 
like IDS. Quayle said, “I believe the 
lawless social anarchy which we saw 
is directly related to the breakdown 
of family structure, personal respon-
sibility and social order in too many 
areas of our society.” He especially 
argued that welfare payments made 
poor black people into feckless riot-
ers. He spoke about a “culture of 
poverty,” an “underclass” where gangs 
are “like family.” Quayle called for 
“dismantling a welfare system that 
encourages dependency and subsidises 
broken families.”

People were wary of Quayle 
because of his general idiocy, includ-
ing an inability to spell the word 
“potato.” And this speech was seen 
as an embarrassment, especially as 
he argued in it that a TV comedy 
about a single mother was part of the 
moral breakdown leading to the riots. 
But now it seems that Dan Quayle’s 
daftness has been reborn, and made 
sensible, in the mouth of IDS.

So we either stick with the Tory 
formula, the IDS formula and the 
Quayle formula, or we start changing 
the social conditions behind the riots.
Morning Star 

Culture
&Lifeby

Solomon Hughes

URNG Representative 
Ovidio Orellana
Guatemalan Tour 2011

Melbourne
Sunday August 28
2-5pm
10 Hyde St Footscray
Donation: $5
Coffee, tea and food available

For more info contact 
Andrew Irving on 
03 9639 1550

Sponsors: 
URNG (Australia)
Communist Party of Australia

Supported by: 
Latin America Forum (Victoria)
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August 26
THE VOICE OF NOAM CHOMSKY: 
FOR FREEDOM, FOR CRITICISM, FOR HOPE
Stephen Craine, Prof, Macquarie Centre Cognitive Science, Macquarie Uni; 
Peter Slezak, A/Prof, School of History & Philosophy, UNSW

September 2
MURDOCH'S FALL FROM GRACE – 
NEED FOR A MEDIA ENQUIRY?
Jake Lynch, Dr, Director, Centre for Peace & Confl ict Studies, Sydney Uni;
Wendy Bacon, journalist, Prof of Journalism, Aust Centre for Independent 
Journalism

September 9
TROOPS OUT OF AFGHANISTAN – THE JUSTICE DILEMMA
Change of Venue – NOT at Gaelic Club – 
At the Marrickville Town Hall, cnr Marrickville & Petersham Rds.
Malalai Joya, Former Afghan MP, champion women's rights and key critic 
of Karzai Government. This will be a unique PinP event joining with other 
sponsors (Sydney Peace & Confl ict Studies, Sydney Peace Foundation, Stop 
the War Coalition)

September 16
JUSTICE FOR DAVID HICKS
Lizzie O'Shea, Head of Social Justice Practice, Maurice Blackburn Lawyers 
Melbourne; 
Ben Saul, Assoc. Prof. of Law, Sydney University

September 23
THE DEBT CRISIS OF US & EUROPE – WHAT WILL BE ITS 
EFFECTS GLOBALLY, INCLUDING AUSTRALIA?
Bill Dunn, Dr, Political Economy, Sydney University;
Michal Janda, ABC Business Online

September 30
ASSESSING THE UK RIOTS – COULD THEY HAPPEN HERE?
Annette Falahey Dr, and Craig Browne Dr, Department Sociology & Social 
Policy, Sydney University; 
Phillip Mar, Dr, Centre for Cultural Research, University of Western Sydney

POLITICSin the pub

Sydney

Every Friday 6pm ’til 7.45
Gaelic Club

64 Devonshire Street Surry Hills

Pat Toms 02 9358 4834
patandbrucetoms@gmail.com

www.politicsinthepub.org.au

Sun 28 August –
Sat 3 September

The Mary Rose, a warship of 
the English Tudor navy of 

King Henry VIII, ignominiously dis-
tinguished itself on July 19, 1545 by 
sinking with all hands while leading 
the attack on the galleys of a French 
invasion fl eet.

After having served for 33 years 
in several wars against France, 
Scotland, and Brittany she abruptly 
sank while turning to engage the 
enemy taking around 400 men with 
her. The wreck of the Mary Rose
was only rediscovered in 1971 and 
salvaged in 1982.

The wreck revealed that the gun 
ports down one side were wide open 
to the sea, suggesting that the disas-
ter was caused by poor seamanship 
(attempting to turn sharply while 
sailing too close to the wind) com-
pounded by the inherently clumsy 
design of the ships of the time.

However, The Ghosts Of The 
Mary Rose (SBS1 Sunday August 28 
at 7.30 pm) proposes an extra reason 
for the catastrophe: language failure. 
Forensic examination of skeletons 
from the wreck, which is a treasure 
house of Tudor artifacts, shows that a 
sizeable proportion of the crew were 
Spanish POW’s pressed into service 
on the British ship.

The ship’s commander, Vice-
Admiral George Carew, even wrote 
about the diffi culties of making them 
understand his orders. The fi lm sug-
gests that the orders to close the gun 
ports might not have been understood 
in time to prevent the fl ooding of the 
gun deck and the loss of the ship.

It’s an interesting theory, in an 
otherwise surprisingly dull fi lm.

The opening credits of the 
three-part drama series Carlos 

(ABC2 Mondays from August 29 
at 8.30 pm) are at pains to make 
clear that the series is fi ction, that 
conversations and discussions have 
been invented, in short, you should 
not take it as historical fact.

It then shamelessly proceeds to 
present itself as a historical recon-
struction, complete with inserted titles 
identifying signifi cant participants 
and locations. All very documentary-
looking, but fi ction all the same.

Why this charade? Because the 
series, although nominally about 
the notorious terrorist “Carlos The 
Jackal”, is really a thinly veiled con-
demnation of all left-wing activists as 
terrorists or supporters of terrorism.

Carlos and the other terrorists 
shown are classic petty bourgeois 
“revolutionists”, impatient of the 
mass movement, fi lled with romantic 
notions of changing the world through 
the barrel of a gun by some spectacu-
lar act that will make the bourgeois 
state sit up and take notice.

As Lenin pointed out many years 
ago, such notions are a sign of imma-
turity in the revolutionary movement. 
They estrange mass support while 
opening the way for agents provoca-
teurs to derail the people’s movement 
completely, a factor the FBI and the 
French DST have taken advantage of 
more than once.

The program allows these fi c-
tionalised petty bourgeois elements 

to speak for all revolutionaries and 
progressives, and since its sources 
cannot be checked, it is free to malign 
the Left from every angle, from the 
Popular Front for the Liberation 
of Palestine to the GDR’s security 
services.

Signifi cantly, there is no sign – at 
least in the fi rst episode – that any 
of these “revolutionaries” could be 
unwitting tools in the manipulative 
hands of capitalist intelligence serv-
ices playing for much bigger stakes 
than the odd assassination. In fact, the 
series panders to the image these self-
appointed “freedom fi ghters” have of 
themselves: doomed, romantic, sexy.

It is extremely subtle propaganda. 
To refute it could consume volumes. 
It is one of the benefi ts for the bour-
geoisie of simultaneously controlling 
the mass media and having no morals 
when they confl ict with your class 
interests.

In the early days of cinema, pro-
grams were varied, including 

one feature fi lm (sometimes two), plus 
several short subjects and episodes of 
serials. These last, with their thrilling 
stunts and chases, were popular with 
children and what Variety politely 
called “less discerning patrons”.

Film buffs in Adelaide have for 
years now been researching and 
rescuing the fi lms of an Australian, 
JP “Jack” McGowan, who stumbled 
into the US fi lm industry in 1912. For 
13 years he directed his wife Helen 
Holmes, actress and stunt-woman, in 
daredevil serials. But while the cin-
ema continued to evolve, McGowan 
continued with his action films, 
eventually graduating from serials to 
B-budget westerns.

Stunt Love (ABC1 Tuesday 
August 30 at 10.05pm) tells the story 
of McGowan and his fi lm output, but 
like so many fi lms about Australians, 
spoils its case by overstating it. 

McGowan was a minor cog in the 
Hollywood wheel, as was Helen 
Holmes.

A scene from one of the cheapjack 
serials they made is credited “1915”. 
We need to remember that that was 
the same year DW Griffi th made the 
classic The Birth Of A Nation. Let’s 
get some perspective into this account 
of an “Australian cinema pioneer”.

The giant Nomura Jellyfi sh 
can grow to over two meters 

in width and weigh 200 kilograms. 
The Japanese, who will eat almost 
anything that swims in the sea, despise 
the Nomura as inedible.

When the jellyfi sh swarm, the 
Japanese fi shing fl eets catch almost no 
fi sh, just net loads of Nomura. They 
are born in the mouth of the Yangtze, 
but the currents carry them along the 
coast of Japan.

Swarms used to occur only every 
40 years or so, but now they are 
almost an annual event. The fi shing 
industry is simply being killed off.

Monster Jellyfish (SBS1 
Saturday 3 September at 8.30pm) 
shows how Japanese scientists are 

taking two approaches to the prob-
lem. One, which seems to be their 
preferred option, is to convince the 
Japanese people to eat dried jellyfi sh 
fl esh. Problem gone.

Regrettably for the eager scientist 
advocating this approach, the public 
are uninterested in his new recipes 
for jellyfi sh. Other, perhaps more 
realistic, scientists are trying to fi nd 
out what has caused the upsurge in 
jellyfi sh numbers. 

The answer seems to be rising 
sea temperatures. Unless signifi cant 
action is taken to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions, these scientists see a 
bleak future in which our oceans are 
clogged with giant jellyfi sh – and 
little else.

Briefly, the new six-part 
drama series Monroe (ABC1 

Saturdays at 8.30 pm) is a typical 
hospital series, with the perennially 
unhappy looking James Nesbitt as 
the star neurosurgeon – brilliant, 
eccentric, with a private life that is 
falling apart.

Shades of House, do you 
think? 

Rob Gowland

previews
ABC & SBS

Public Television

Stunt Love (ABC1 Tuesday August 30 at 10.05 pm).
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One of the many books available at 
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Harvest Time – and other poems
by Vic Williams
$15 plus $6 p&p
A superb collection of well known communist poet 
Vic William’s writings including Harvest Time, 
Three Golden Giants, Forgotten Men, Speak for 
US, I Will Make a Bowl, Salute to the Cubans, Pablo 
Neruda, and My Baby Cries. Vic’s poems refl ect the 
struggles and aspirations of the working class. They 
deal with work, drought, economic crisis, war, 
internationalism, history, love and they offer hope 
and solutions. They are great working class poems, 
full of passion, strong imagery and confi dence in 
the working class. A must on every bookshelf and 
a great present for anyone interested in Australian 
literature or who just loves good poetry.

The following Sydney newsagents 
now regularly stock The Guardian

Cranes Newsagent
Cnr Illawarra & Marrickville Rds Marrickville, NSW

Enmore Newsagent
195 Enmore Rd (near Edgeware Rd) Enmore, NSW
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WT Whitney

Political prisoners in Colombia now number 
over 7,500, including 700 captured guerrilla 
insurgents. The government is accused of 
violating judicial norms by consigning 
opponents to prison. Recent public-
ity on prisoner deaths and hunger strikes 
highlighted prisoner abuse. This political 
prisoner catastrophe has contributed to 
making Colombia a human rights wasteland, 
as have tens of thousands of murder victims, 
displacement of millions from land, rampant 
poverty and witch-hunt built on supposed 
terrorist associations.

As of August 8, Liliany Obando was impris-
oned for three years at the high security Buen 
Pastor Women’s Prison in Bogotá. Her story 
epitomises that of other political prisoners. She 
is charged with rebellion and providing funds 
for the leftist Revolutionary Armed Forces of 
Colombia, or FARC, but has been convicted 
of nothing. Following the nine-month-long 
investigative phase of her detention, judicial 
proceedings have proceeded at a snail’s pace.

Class confl ict, rural-urban divisions, and 
impunity for criminals created circumstances 
putting Obando and other political activists at 
high risk. Murderous paramilitaries associated 
with the Colombian military, narco-traffi ckers, 
mega landowners and multinational corpora-
tions control rural areas. Originally fi ghting for 
agrarian rights, leftist guerrillas, the FARC in 
particular, have waged war for almost 50 years.

Alvaro Uribe, president from 2002 to 
2010, presided over common graves contain-
ing thousands of bodies, US takeovers of seven 
military bases and paramilitary insinuation 
into Colombian politics. Political resolution of 
the confl ict ran afoul of ongoing slaughter of 
leftists and former insurgents belonging to the 
disappeared Patriotic Union electoral coalition, 
anti-union violence that has taken 27,000 lives 
since 1986 and terrorist allegations levelled 
against advocates for a negotiated settlement. 
Colombia during the past decade has received 
some $7 billion in military, police, and prison 
assistance from the United States.

Courageously, Liliany Obando stepped into 
this maelstrom. She is a documentary fi lm-
maker, the single mother of two children, ages 
16 and six, and at the time of her arrest she was 
a sociology graduate student at the National 
University. A week before that, she published 
a report documenting the killing from 1976 on 
of 1,500 members of the Fensuagro agricultural 
workers’ union. Obando served as Fensuagro’s 
human rights director. She had recently toured 
Australia, Canada and Europe seeking support 
for Fensuagro’s educational and advocacy 
work. Along the way, she gained international 
recognition both as a spokesperson for the rights 
of women and rural families and as a critic of 
repression in Colombia.

Fensuagro, with 80,000 members, is the 
largest peasant and farm worker union in 
Colombia. Half its members are landless peas-
ants, 30 percent small landowners, 20 percent 
sharecroppers and 43 percent women. For dec-
ades, confl ict over land has been centre stage in 
Colombia. Industrial scale agriculture, mining, 
oil extraction and hydroelectric projects are well 
ensconced. Multinational mining corporations, 
for example, hold concessions applying to 40 
percent of Colombian land. Those in charge are 
on guard against the landless, small farmers and 
agricultural workers who fi ght for their rights, 
many of them African-descended or Indigenous. 
The 1928 massacre by the Colombian army 

of 3,000 banana workers near Santa Marta set 
the tone. Liliany Obando, unsurprisingly, was 
targeted.

Obando describes herself as a Communist 
and survivor of the Patriotic Union massacre. 
She told an interviewer: “My work has to do 
with bringing human rights tools and legal 
material to peasant communities ... That’s what 
disturbs governments, all of them: the fact that 
there are people out there defending the human 
rights of the most vulnerable populations.” In 
prison she advocates for fellow political pris-
oners, often protesting prisoner mistreatment.

The Colombian regime came across a tool 
for rounding up or intimidating enemies. On 
March 1, 2008, its military, relying on US 
intelligence, decimated a FARC encampment 
in Ecuador. In the process, troops seized com-
puters belonging to FARC leader Raul Reyes, 
killed in the attack. Within days, the government 
took information allegedly derived from Reyes’ 
email communications to intensify repression 
that ensnared Liliany Obando. A year later, 
police functionary Ronald Coy, who handled 
the seized computer fi les, testifi ed in court that 
the alleged material appeared in word docu-
ments, not emails, and was thus susceptible to 
manipulation.

In mid-May, 2011, the Colombian Supreme 
Judicial Court invalidated prosecution of ex-
parliamentarian Wilson Borja, ruling that the 
government failed to demonstrate a legally valid 
chain of custody for the disputed computers 
fi les. Later, that decision led to the release of 
political prisoner Miguel Angel Beltran and 
withdrawal of an extradition request aimed at 
Chilean communist Manuel Oblate, both charged 
with supporting the FARC. Liliany Obando and 
other witch-hunt victims remain in custody.

Judicial proceedings in her case are gla-
cially slow. Ever since prosecutors closed their 
investigation in April 2009, Obando’s trial has 
revolved around infrequent public hearings. 
Yet the legally authorised time period for such 
hearings elapsed in April 2011, and under 
Colombian law, Obando should have been 
released. Nevertheless the court, seconded by 

an appeals judge, ruled that prolongation of 
the public hearing phase of her trial was “just 
and reasonable.” A habeas corpus plea fi led on 
Obando’s behalf was denied in early August. 
The decision is being appealed.

Reportedly, hearings were delayed by the 
failure of court authorities to enable witnesses, 
particularly in Canada, to testify or submit evi-
dence on Obando’s behalf. Her lawyers count on 
such material to show that Fensuagro, not the 
FARC, was recipient of funds raised in Canada, 
also to clarify interviews she gave in Canada and 
emails she exchanged with her hosts. Failure of 
a prosecution witness to show up prompted the 
calling off of at least one hearing.

Meanwhile, repression continues in 
Colombia, unabated during the fi rst year of 
President Juan Manuel Santos’ presidency. 
In Putumayo, police recently arrested four 
Fensuagro members accused of “rebellion, 
narco-traffi cking and terrorism.” In Sucre, two 
Fensuagro unionists recently received death 
threats. Nationwide, one person has been killed 
every three days during Santos’ fi rst year, 
according to Justice for Colombia.org.

Organisations advocating for Liliany 
Obando and other political prisoners call for 
international support in the struggle for the 
prisoners’ release. “Each time the Colombian 
government is condemned on the international 
stage, a bit more breathing space is opened 
up for us as union and social movements,” 
Fensuagro spokesperson Parmenio Poveda last 
year told an Australian reporter. This campaign 
is part of a larger mobilisation of international 
support for struggle inside Colombia to achieve 
a negotiated resolution of confl ict there.

Among solidarity groups are those attending 
to popular struggle in Colombia generally and 
others focusing primarily on political prisoners. 
There are several avenues open to persons join-
ing the fi ght on behalf of Liliany Obando and 
other political prisoners: One, keep informed 
and, two, write to Liliany Obando. Letters tell 
her and her jailers that she is not alone. Prison 
authorities, however, only deliver to her letters 
written in Spanish. 

Her address is:
Liliany Patricia Obando Villota
TD 06550093, Patio 7
Reclusorio de mujeres el Buen Pastor
Carrera 47 # 84-25
Entre Rios, Bogota
Colombia 

Liliany Obando’s email address is
campaign4freedom@gmail.com. 

In addition, persons working in support of 
Liliany Obando are urged to call for her 
release in letters addressed to Colombian 
political leaders. 
Send your letters to: 

Juan Manuel Santos, 
Presidencia de la República, 
Carrera 8 No.7-26, 
Palacio de Nariño – Bogotá, D.C.

E-mail:
comunicacionesvp@presidencia.gov.co 

German Vargas Lleras, 
Ministerio del Interior y de Justicia, 
Carrera 9a. No. 14-10 – Bogotá, D.C.

E-mail: 
german.vargas@mij.gov.co 

Colombian Office of the 
United Nations High Commisioner for 
Human Rights (Officina en Colombia 
del Alto Comisionado de Naciones 
Unidas para los Derechos Humanos), 
Calle 114 No. 9-45 Torre B Oficina 
1101, Edificio Teleport Bussines Park, 
Bogotá, Colombia, 

E-mail: 
oacnudh@hchr.org.co.

This article was written for the 
International Network in Solidarity with 
Colombia’s Political Prisoners 
www.inspp.org

A plea for Liliany Obando, 
Colombian political prisoner

Liliany Obando.


