
Education 
privatisation 
agenda
Anna Pha

The $14.5 billion “Gonski” package for 
state and private (church and other) schools 
failed to gain one signatory at last week’s 
Council of Australian Governments (COAG) 
meeting. State and territory governments 
walked away from the table, seeking more 
time to consider and play politics. The plan is 
to cut university funding to help pay for the 
extra dollars for schools. The government is 
to contribute an extra $9.4 billion over six 
years, conditional on signifi cant reforms to 
public education and an extra $4.1 billion 
from the states.

If implemented, the “Gonski” reforms will 
lay the foundations for a voucher system and 
create the basis for privatisation of state schools 
and the entry of the for-profi t corporate sector.

“I am launching the biggest changes to 
school education in our nation for 40 years,” 
Gillard told a press conference. That is true. But 
what a contrast in philosophy and the nature of 
changes to those of the Whitlam Labor govern-
ment in the early to mid-1970s!

The Whitlam government increased educa-
tion funding at all levels on a massive scale with 
a focus on innovation, equality and need. The 
references to “equality” and “need” were not 
just fi ne-sounding rhetoric. University fees were 
abolished and the expansion of technical and 
further education (then given the name TAFE) 
provided gateways for the most disadvantaged, 
including non-English speaking migrants, 
Indigenous Australians, women, early school 
leavers, the unemployed and older workers to 
re-enter the education system.

There was a marked philosophical shift 
that focused on the broader development of the 
individual, not just producing narrowly skilled 
workers for employers. The public education 
system was free at all levels. While by no means 
perfect, it was about education in the full sense 
of the term, not just passing numeracy and 
literacy tests.

Since then successive governments have 
starved public education and the promise now 
of more funding and greater equity is, not 
surprisingly, very popular with parents, teach-
ers and the wider community. But not so well 
publicised or understood are the other elements 
of the package and their consequences.

The federal government’s extra $9.4 bil-
lion is to be phased in over six years – 2014 to 
2019 – plus annual indexation of 4.7 percent. 
This will be funded in part by $2.3 billion 
in cuts to tertiary education over and above 
the cuts announced in the mid-year fi nancial 
statement. The other cuts will be revealed in 
the May budgets.

Another $1 billion will be sourced from 
the non-continuation of some existing educa-
tion programs. Details of just how the addi-
tional spending will be phased in are still to be 
released. When considered on an annual basis, 
the amounts do not sound so impressive.

The states on their part must contribute 

one dollar for every two dollars from the 
government – a total of $4.1 billion over six 
years. They must commit to no further cuts 
to school funding, to an annual three percent 
indexation of the extra contribution, and sign 
a new National Education Reform Agreement 
which includes “national school improvement 
reforms.”

These reforms include:
• principals given greater powers and 

autonomy
• each school to have an improvement plan
• higher entry standards for teaching 

profession
• measures to improve teacher quality
• ongoing training and support
• annual performance assessment of teachers
• personalised learning plans for each student
• students to have access to Asian language 

classes.
There is no mention of paying all teachers a 

salary commensurate with their responsibilities 

as professionals and the complexities of their 
occupation.

The new system could see schools and 
teachers bogged down in anything but teach-
ing and much of the additional funding soaked 
up by a host of new requirements and struc-
tures including: Empowering Local Schools; 
Australian Curriculum; School Improvement 
Plans; Safe School Plans; National Assessment 
Program for Literacy and Numeracy; National 
School Improvement Assessment Tool; 
National Safe School Framework; Tertiary 
Education Quality and Standards Agency; 
Australian Institute of Teaching and School 
Leadership; Australian Curriculum, Assessment 
and Reporting Authority; Australian Teacher 
Performance and Development Framework; and 
Australian Professional Standards for Teachers.

And there is the MySchool website for par-
ents to shop around on the education market for 
the “best” product, fi nances permitting.

Continued on page 7
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PRESS FUND
Last week former federal Minister Amanda Vanstone published an 
article extolling the virtues of capitalism and denouncing socialism. 
Speaking of difficulties and shortages under socialist governments, 
she conveniently ignored the fact that so far all socialist revolutions 
have occurred in underdeveloped nations but that socialist 
governments nevertheless achieved rapid development, that western 
governments have exerted all their strength and cunning to crush 
or undermine socialist governments, that excellent health and 
education services developed under socialism are now broken or 
retarded in nations that have returned to capitalism, and that neo-
fascism and unemployment have reappeared in those nations. We 
intend to keep you informed on these matters, but we need your 
help, so we’d really appreciate your contribution for the next issue. 
Many thanks to the following for their support this week:
T Adcock $5, John Hale $20, Mark Mannion, $5, 
“Round Figure” $15
This week’s total: $45 Progressive total: $1,700

Maduro’s victory in Venezuela – 
lessons in social change

The victory of Nicolas Maduro in Venezuela’s presidential election 
on April 14 sticks like bone in the gullet of imperialism. For years, 
columnists in the monopoly press had been theorising that the 
Bolivarian Revolution led by Hugo Chávez would fall into confusion 
and die along with its leader. Venezuela could then go back to business 
as usual – the business of skimming off the oil wealth of the country 
and giving it to transnational corporations and local pro-US elites. 
Nobody expected imperialism to be a gracious loser as its candidate, 
Henrique Capriles, failed again to dislodge the Bolivarian incumbent 
but socialists and other progressive forces worldwide can learn much 
from events that are unfolding.

The formula for unsettling an opponent of imperialism is familiar. 
US-sponsored groups have been instructing local reactionaries on 
new ways to destabilise independent-minded governments since the 
days of the “colour revolutions” in Serbia, the Ukraine, Georgia 
and Kyrgyzstan during the last decade. Hold leaders up to ridicule, 
whip up an atmosphere of crisis with bogus reports, rally in mock 
anticipation that every election result will be “stolen”, create the 
impression basic rights are being trampled on, unite the more affl uent 
people who may feel themselves to be the losers out of the status quo.

The recipe was followed to the letter in Venezuela. The bulk of the 
media was given over completely to this project. It helped coordinate 
a coup against Chávez in 2002, supported the sabotage of the state-
run oil industry, a lock out by businesses and more during the term 
of President Chávez.

But they failed. The reason was the remarkable improvement 
in the standard of living of Venezuela’s poor (the vast majority of 
the population) since the triumph of the Revolution in 1998. People 
marginalised by rapacious, neo-liberal capitalism were empowered to 
change their lives dramatically for the better. They rallied to protect 
their revolution. Naive people would think that this reality would be 
enough to melt the hearts of the exploiters and make socialists out 
of them, but history tells a different story.

Henrique Capriles was not raised to love the poor. He was a 
member of an international fascistic organisation called Tradición, 
Familia and Propriedad (Tradition, Family and Property) and, despite 
his campaign rhetoric, is tasked with rolling back the gains of the 
Bolivarian Revolution. He refuses to recognise the authority of the 
country’s independent electoral commission despite its respected 
position internationally and despite its state of the art technology.

Maduro’s winning margin was narrow. The rightwing opposition 
has used its massive resources to polarise the country and now they 
are being directed toward de-legitimising the election result. The 
capitalist press worldwide is falling in behind demands for a recount 
and fresh hope for a counter-revolution. Meanwhile, violent anti-
government protests continue. Plots against government fi gures are 
uncovered and the activities of violent Colombian paramilitaries in 
Venezuela are exposed.

Nicolas Maduro won the April 14 poll with 50.8 percent of the vote 
to Capriles’ 49 percent or about 200,000 votes. The US is withholding 
recognition of the new government and supporting calls for a recount. 
It is instructive that a margin of 200,000 is deemed “too close to call” 
by a country whose 43rd President, George W Bush, was elected 
by a minority of the country’s voters after securing a controversial 
“victory” in the state of Florida by a mere handful of votes.

It appears that in the face of unrelenting violence, the government 
of Maduro has agreed to an audit of the vote. Its victory will be 
confi rmed but the campaign of destabilisation will not stop. However, 
the key to the survival of the Bolivarian Revolution does not rest on 
parliamentary elections alone. The elected government has set down 
roots deep inside working class communities and workplaces and 
established new forms of popular administration outside the old, 
decaying bourgeois system of capitalist rule. These forces are the 
backbone of the radical social change taking place in the country that 
will mobilise to defend their gains. When the time comes to establish 
a government of a new type committed ultimately to establishing 
socialism in Australia, this is precisely what will have to be done 
here. As we can see in Venezuela, the road won’t be easy but their 
achievements and example show us what can be done.

Obituary

Eddie Clynes
The CPA Central Committee 
deeply regrets to announce the 
death of Comrade Eddie Clynes 
on April 18 after a brave struggle 
with illness.

Eddie was born in Manchester, 
England on February 29, 1952.  
His parents, Joe and Blanche, were 
working class, and both came from 
East European immigrant families 
who were non-practising Jews and 
members of or sympathetic to the 
Communist Party.

His family was poor but Eddie’s 
grandparents opened their home 
to refugees from the Spanish Civil 
War who were housed in barracks in 
Manchester. Some of Eddie’s great 
aunts married Spanish exiles.

His parents opened the fi rst health 
food shop in Manchester and the 
family included many vegetarians. 
As well as politics the family was 
involved in other causes and Eddie 
and his family joined many Campaign 
for Nuclear Disarmament activities.

The family emigrated to Australia, 
disembarking in Melbourne on 
January 5, 1963, later moving to Perth 
and then to Sydney.

Comrade Eddie showed an early 
interest and excellence in mathematics 
and came 9th in the HSC in NSW. He 
went on to study maths and physics at 
the University of NSW and became a 
teacher on graduating.

He joined the Communist Party 
of Australia in his early 20s and soon 
gave up teaching to commit to life of 
hard work and low wages as a full-
time Party worker.

He was steadfast in the diffi cult 
years when the CPA gradually moved 
towards liquidation and gave his loy-
alty to the Socialist Party of Australia 
when it was formed to continue the 
tradition of a Marxist-Leninist revolu-
tion party in Australia.

He began running the Party’s 
printing press but soon took on 
many more responsibilities at Sydney 
District and then Central Committee 
level.

He was dedicated, tireless, con-
scientious and principled. Politically, 
he was astute, able to analyse issues 
as they developed, able to predict 
trends, a highly developed communist 
in his thinking.

He was crucial in the develop-
ment of the Party’s political education 
programs and was for many years on 
the Editorial Board and then Editor 
of the Party’s theoretical journal, the 
Australian Marxist Review.

He could make complex ideas 
understandable. He was a highly 
valued teacher, able to give clear and 
concise explanations and to engage 
and stimulate comrades.

His preparation was always metic-
ulous and copies of his class notes are 
treasured by many comrades.

Comrade Eddie was a superb 
organiser. His attention to detail and 
immense energy and practicality were 
combined with an ability to activate 
and inspire many inside and outside 
the CPA to get actively involved 
in campaigns. His contribution to 
Party events, peace movement dem-
onstrations and other activities was 
invaluable.

Eddie was a sweet and gentle 
man with a tough exterior. In schools 
he loved his students and very many 
returned the affection. He was val-
ued, respected and enjoyed as a CPA 
tutor. Many knew him as a caring 

and generous friend who would try to 
make sure you ate well and took care 
of your health. He adored music and 
played classical guitar and recorder.

He had high standards for himself 
and other Party members and could 
put people offside when he asked 
for a greater effort than they were 
prepared to give.

Comrade Eddie was one of the 
best communists of his generation. 
His death after a long, brave strug-
gle against a debilitating and painful 
disease is an appalling loss for the 
working class movement and the 
struggle for socialism, but his example 
and his writings live after him.

Based on the famous song for 
Joe Hill: “Where workers strike and 
organise, it’s there you’ll fi nd Eddie.”

The Communist Party sends 
its deepest sympathy to his partner 
Jackie, his family and his wide circle 
of friends and comrades.
A memorial meeting for 
Comrade Eddie Clynes will be 
held on Sunday, 19 May from 2 
– 4pm at the CFMEU, 12 Station 
Street, Lidcombe. Full details 
available soon. 

Melbourne

Pauline Mitchell
Memorial 

Ceremony

Join us in celebrating 

the life of Pauline Mitchell

Foundation member SPA, 

now the CPA

Long time organiser 

and former secretary 

of CICD

Saturday 27 April 2pm

Unitarian Church 

110 Grey St, 

East Melbourne

All welcome

See Guardian #1587, 27-03-2013 

for obituary

Melbourne

Sunday May 5

Assemble 1:00pm
Victoria Trades Hall

Corner of Victoria & Russell Streets
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Peter Mac

Last week right-wing think-tank 
Menzies House published an article 
suggesting that a “modest cull 
of the enormously poor” would 
enable the federal budget to get 
out of debt, and avoid the neces-
sity to impose special taxes on the 
super rich.

The article was described by 
its author, business lobbyist Toby 
Ralph, as a “satire”. However, not 
surprisingly it fell fl at on its face and 
aroused widespread public anger. 
Ralph dismissed all criticism with 
lofty contempt, remarking that “some 
people want to be offended.”

Not long ago an episode of the 
ABC Chaser program also crashed 
amid public condemnation, because 
it suggested that children who were 
seriously ill should be allowed to 
die, rather than being provided with 
expensive treatment. But there’s a 
fundamental difference between the 
article and the program.

An essential feature of satire is 
that the views expressed are actu-
ally opposed by the author. Despite 
its gross insensitivity, the Chaser 
program set out – albeit unsuccess-
fully – to oppose the callous “bean 
counting” mentality that values money 
more than human life.

This mentality is also evident in 
the views expressed in Ralph’s article, 
but unfortunately those views aren’t 
opposed by the author, they actually 
correspond closely to the mindset of 
the corporate managers for whom he 
acts as federal lobbyist.

An ambiguous 
message

The article declares “In contrast 
to the fabulously rich, the enormously 
poor make little useful contribution 
to society. They consume more than 
contribute, putting tremendous strain 
on the national budget. A modest cull 
would strike at the root of our fi scal 
dilemma. If the least productive 20 
percent of citizens were decommis-
sioned it would release a recurrent 
$25 billion.

“ ... This bold initiative would 
rid us of indolent students, hapless 
single mums, lower-order drug deal-
ers, social workers, performance art-
ists, Greenpeace supporters and the 
remaining processing personnel in 

our collapsing yet heavily subsidised 
manufacturing industries.”

The least offensive interpretation 
of this ambiguous message is that the 
people mentioned should be “culled” 
by removal from the welfare lists, 
and that subsidising certain industries 
should cease, even if this means they 
subsequently collapse and thousands 
are thrown out of work.

An opponent of these views could 
easily have satirised them. But the 
Menzies House article was written 
by an industrial lobbyist who, like 
his clients, undoubtedly supports the 
massive “culling” of welfare lists, 
as well as elimination of industrial 
subsidies and removal of special taxes 
on the super rich.

That’s also the position of the 
Liberal/National Coalition, and now 
business leaders and organisations 
are chipping in. Although the Gillard 
government cut welfare spending 
by transferring single parents from 
the parents support scheme to the 
miserly Newstart allowance, corporate 
businessman Don Argus says welfare 
spending is increasing, and that’s 
unsustainable.

Business Council of Australia 
President Tony Shepherd has now 
issued a list of demands for the federal 
government, doubtless in anticipation 
that the Liberal/National Coalition will 
win offi ce in the September elections.

Those demands include impos-
ing a cap on the size of government, 
dumping the Council of Australian 
Governments, “considering” the intro-
duction of nuclear power, increasing 
the foreign investment threshold from 
$248 million to $1.1 billion, opening 
up state-owned enterprises and sov-
ereign wealth funds to private invest-
ment, changing the revenue-sharing 
arrangements between the States and 
the Commonwealth, and altering the 
tax system so that “people will have 
to fund themselves a lot more, and 
cannot rely on the state for everything 
from cradle to grave ... .”

Other BCA objectives, to be 
outlined in full-page newspaper ads, 
include changing the Fair Work Act 
(doubtless for the benefi t of big busi-
ness), and introducing a new series of 
productivity payments similar to the 
old competition payments.

A chilling euphemism
Toby Ralph’s article did not actu-

ally use the term “killing” with regard 

to the poor, yet that is an entirely 
feasible interpretation of the words 
“culling” and “decommissioning”. 
And after all, the article bluntly dis-
cussed “ridding us” of the very poor, 
not just removing them from welfare.

The physical elimination of peo-
ple requiring welfare has been tried 
before. Bankrolled by the nation’s 
biggest corporations, Germany’s Nazi 
government executed disabled people, 
helped itself to national resources and 
fi nances in order to boost war pro-
duction, and imprisoned or executed 
anyone who resisted.

Of course it’s unlikely that 
Australia will become a fascist state 
if a Liberal/National Party govern-
ment takes office in September. 
Nevertheless, election of a Liberal/
National coalition government would 
be a disaster for working people, and 
the message embodied in Ralph’s 
article is highly disturbing.

Menzies House was established 
by extremely conservative Liberal 
Senator Cory Bernardi, who achieved 
infamy with his loathsome declaration 
that legalising same-sex marriage 
would lead to legalised bestiality. 
Hatred of homosexuals has always 
been a feature of extreme right-wing 
politics.

Bernardi’s former employee, 

Chris Browne, was editor-in-chief 
of the Menzies House publication 
when an anonymous article appeared 
on its website attacking Opposition 
shadow treasurer Joe Hockey for 
incompetence.

Browne subsequently resigned. 
The incident left the distinct impres-
sion that he is a member of Bernadi’s 
faction that wants to move the party 
into an even more extreme right-wing 
position than it now maintains under 
Tony Abbott’s leadership.

Tim Andrews, Browne’s suc-
cessor as editor, defended Ralph’s 
article with the statement that it was 
“a satire in the tradition of Jonathan 
Swift’s essay ‘A Modest Proposal’, 
and as such I don’t see any cause for 
persons to be offended.” 

Apart from its insufferable 

arrogance, this remark was par-
ticularly unfortunate, because Swift’s 
bitterly ironic essay suggested that 
poverty-stricken Irish citizens could 
solve their problems by selling their 
children to the rich for a nice meal. 
Plenty of people would fi nd that hor-
rifying idea highly offensive.

Moreover, at best Ralph’s article 
comes across as a pre-election wish 
list for the Liberal Party, and at worst 
as an appeal to neo-fascism. Either 
way, it’s not satire, it’s just a rant from 
the super rich.

Oh by the way, another aspect 
of satire is that it’s usually intended 
to be funny. It’s doubtful whether 
anyone, even those who support the 
grim views expressed in Ralph’s 
article, actually laughed when they 
read it. 

Australia

Not satire, just the 
rant of the super-rich
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Richard Titelius 

It was heartening as a member of 
the Australian Cuban Friendship 
Society to attend the annual 
Consultation with the Cuban 
Ambassador which this year was 
held in the lush green Queensland 
capital city of Brisbane at the 
Kurilpa Hall, West End.

The Cuban Ambassador Pedro 
Monzon on the Saturday morning 
gave the opening address to the 
Consultation. Mr Monzon reaffi rmed 
his country’s belief in being “Marxist 
and followers of our apostle Jose 
Marti.” 

The task of the Cuban people 
included, “The need to protect their 
country from a powerful and expan-
sionist neighbour to the west” which 
continues to make life diffi cult for 
the Cuban people through the harsh 
and cruel economic blockade, the 
presence of the illegal military base 
at Guantánamo Bay and the ongo-
ing imprisonment of its Five Cuban 
patriots now approaching their 15th 
year in captivity.

Monzon spoke at length about 
the changes to the Cuban economy, 
perhaps anticipating the vigorous 
discussion which would follow his 
address.

However, Monzon said there 
was a need to “make a more effi cient 
socialism” and that this “would not 
go towards a capitalist economy”.

He said with the changes they 
have made there will be some mis-
takes, but that Cuba had to continue 
its challenge to fi nd the way between 

social justice and effi ciency. It would 
only be with effi ciency that employ-
ment would be created which would 
in turn create value which gener-
ated income and fed and housed the 
people.

This meant, “increasing employ-
ment in the non-state sector through 
the “cuenta propia” system or the 
holding of one’s own accounts (small 
business).

This system of economic activity 
was continuing to be concentrated in 
the development of services and small 
business which he emphasised, “does 
not mean we are going to privatise 
the economy; the state sector will 
maintain production of the most vital 
sectors.”

In conclusion Pedro Monzon 
assured the Consultation that, “The 
(Cuban) economy will be run with 
greater effi ciency but still with social-
ist principles.”

This would be guided by “our 
democracy which will be participatory 
and not representative.”

Following Monzon’s address the 
fl oor was given over to questions of 
which most were related to the new 
economic direction of Cuba.

In regards to some of the diffi cul-
ties being encountered by people with 
“cuenta propia” he said that Cubans 
were not used to taxation but that the 
monthly fee of 80 Cuban pesos was 
not much considering the turnover of 
some businesses.

In regard to a question from 
Melbourne delegate Joan Coxsedge 
who was concerned that Cuba has tak-
en some measures that are capitalist 

in nature, Monzon replied that Cuba 
needed to make changes to stimulate 
production and that, “the law of value 
cannot be avoided even; if you close 
your eyes it will not go away.”

Another delegate remarked that, 
“increasingly people were question-
ing capitalism around the world and 
the shortcomings it produces,” to 
which the Ambassador responded by 
asserting, “A high level of socialism 
produces paternalism” but that Cuba 
wanted to “maintain our society with 
socialist characteristics.”

Another highlight was the 
presentation by a Cuban trained 
doctor from Timor Leste, Dr Merita 
Montera who was also President 
of the Australian Cuba-East Timor 
Friendship Association.

Dr Montera addressed the 
Consultation on how the concept 

was fi rst born when the then Cuban 
President Fidel Castro in 2003 met 
with then East Timorese President 
Xanana Gusmao to discuss the 
training of doctors and provision of 
medicine for East Timor.

This was brought about through 
people being selected in East Timor 
to be trained in Cuba for six years 
and then being returned to practice 
in all regions of the country includ-
ing some of its more remote areas 
where there were often no roads. As 
well as being trained as doctors they 
were also trained as social workers 
to facilitate measures of prevention 
which often saved more lives than 
medical intervention.

Dr Montera noted that there was 
also the ability of East Timorese to 
go to Indonesia to study medicine 
but that because this was expensive, 

when the medical interns came back 
to East Timor they preferred to stay in 
the urban areas to practice medicine 
as that was where they could make 
money.

Saturday night concluded with 
a dinner and cultural evening which 
included performances by the 
Combined Unions Choir, Jumping 
Fences, Venezuelan folk dancing by 
Vanessa Losada and the highlight 
of the evening being a performance 
of vocal harmonies by four related 
Guatemalan women led by Marina, 
Leonor, Amabilia and Elba Orellana 
who perform under the name Tikal.

The Communist Party of Australia 
expresses its solidarity with the Cuban 
revolution and support for the work 
of the Australia Cuba Friendship 
Societies around the country. 

Australia

Participants at the Cuban Consultation at Kurilpa Hall in Brisbane.

A more effi cient socialism
Australian Cuban Friendship Society Consultation

Legal action over 
Hakea detention
Liz Murray

Legal action is under way in 
Western Australia over the deten-
tion of juveniles at Hakea men’s 
prison. In the Supreme Court in 
Perth this month the parents of 
the detained children requested a 
judicial review of the state govern-
ment decision to declare parts of 
Hakea prison a juvenile detention 
centre.

George Newhouse, the head of 
Shine Lawyers’ social justice team, 
appeared on behalf of the parents, 
who he said should remain anony-
mous due to fears of retribution 
against their detained children.

The Noongar community, the 
Uniting Church, Deaths in Custody 
Watch Committee (WA) and Youth 
Affairs Council of WA supported 
the parents outside the court.

Noongar Elder Ben Taylor, who 
attended with justice campaigner 
Marianne Headland McKay, said 
the government had a responsibil-
ity to ensure juvenile detainees had 
appropriate access to education, bail 
services and diversionary programs.

“We have applied to the 
Supreme Court to have the deci-
sions of the minister to declare 
parts of Hakea a youth deten-
tion, and the decision of the 
Commissioner for Corrective 
Services to send young offenders 
to Haakea, overturned on the basis 
that the decisions do not conform 
with the Young Offenders Act,” Mr 
Newhouse said.

He said departmental failures to 
adequately maintain suitable alter-
natives to Hakea and diversionary 
accommodation for kids in remand 
had led to the crisis.

The juvenile detainees were 
“often manacled in the time they 
are outside of their room or when-
ever they are transported or make 
phone calls” he said.

They were also not receiving 
proper health or psychological care 
and there had been allegations of 
assaults and racist abuse, he added.

Media reports had claimed 
some detainees were as young as 
ten, Mr Newhouse said.

Why are ten-year-old boys 
being kept in an adult prison?” he 
asked.

Commissioner for Children and 
Young People fi gures at the time 
of the recent Banksia Hill deten-
tion centre riot, which sparked the 
Hakea moves, indicated 60 percent 
of Banksia Hill detainees were on 
remand, only 20 percent of them 
were likely to get custodial sen-
tence, and Aboriginal youths made 
up 67.5 percent of the centre’s 
population.

The day before the legal action 
was launched WA Premier Colin 
Barnett defended the government’s 
actions, in response to observa-
tions of Hakea’s conditions from 
Children’s Court judge Denis 
Reynolds.

Judge Reynolds last month 
requested submissions from law-
yers in his court regarding Hakea’s 

conditions, for consideration when 
sentencing young offenders.

Claims rejected
The Premier’s claim on ABC 

Radio that Hakea’s juvenile detain-
ees were “serial repeat offenders” 
was rejected by Mr Newhouse.

“I have spoken to mothers, one 
of whom told me that her child is in 
Hakea on remand for stealing cans 
of Coke, three times. Now, that is 
not a hardened criminal; that is not 
a child who should be kept in an 
adult prison at a cost of $624 per 
day,” Mr Newhouse said.

The Premier’s further com-
ments blamed juvenile detain-
ees now at Hakea prison for the 
January riot at Banksia Hill.

However, commenting on 
inmate muster fl uctuations, a WA 
Department of Corrective Services 
spokesperson said last month that 
some juvenile remandees were 
released in as little as two or three 
days. The juvenile detainee muster 
at Hakea has also increased from an 
initial 73 youths to 123, according 
to department statistics.

The causes of the riot are 
still yet to be determined by the 
Custodial Inspectorate inquiry.

Mr Newhouse said children 
who had never been convicted of 
any crime should be diverted out of 
the prison system.

Corrective services Minister Joe 
Francis was approached for com-
ment but did not respond.
Koori Mail 

CFMEU vindicated 
after Ballard 
appeal dismissed
The NSW Supreme Court last week 
threw out an attempt by former 
demolition company owner David 
Ballard to appeal the decision in 
his long-running conspiracy case 
against Multiplex and the CFMEU 
(Construction, Forestry, Mining 
and Energy Union).

Documents tendered to the 
court to support his bid for an 
appeal show that Ballard’s fi ght 
against Multiplex and the CFMEU 
was funded to the tune of $4.7 mil-
lion by Queensland property devel-
oper Roy Thompson.

The decision completes all 
legal action surrounding the case 
with former CFMEU secretary 
Andrew Ferguson recently reach-
ing a confi dential defamation set-
tlement with Channel Seven over 
its coverage of the Ballard claims.

CFMEU NSW president Rita 
Mallia said the judgment repre-
sented a “complete vindication of 
the CFMEU and Mr Ferguson”.

“We welcome the end of this 
long-running matter. At a time 
when safety is being undermined 
across NSW construction sites by 
cuts to WorkCover, this ongoing 
legal case has been an unwelcome 
distraction.”

Ballard, also known as Sharky 
Ramon, lost his original case 
in May last year when Justice 
McDougall comprehensively 

rejected the evidence of Ballard’s 
witnesses as “implausible”, “false” 
and “far fetched”. Documents 
reveal this latest bid to resurrect 
the case was also funded by Mr 
Thompson.

Ballard sought to set aside the 
order to pay security for costs on 
the grounds his former lawyers 
Sagacious Legal had withdrawn 
their services, despite an earlier 
legal agreement to “pay, and not 
charge the client for all expenses 
and disbursements connected with 
any appeal”.

He further claimed he had no 
money to pay the appeal and owed 
money to Thompson for which he 
had no equity in his properties to 
pay. Thompson gave evidence that 
he was prepared to fund the appeal 
for a further $80,000, but would 
not pay the security for costs – 
with the prospect of recouping the 
costs if the appeal was successful.

In her judgement to dismiss the 
appeal, Justice Julie Ward found 
this position to be unreasonable. 
Justice Ward also confi rmed her 
view the likely prospect of any 
appeal was “slim”, with “very sub-
stantial obstacles to be overcome 
in order for the appeal to succeed”, 
including the diffi culty of over-
turning the adverse credit fi ndings 
of his witnesses. 
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The path of reform during the 
Whitlam era was not smooth. 
The government was increasing 
spending at a rapid pace during 
a period of rampant infl ation, a 
stagnating economy and rising 
unemployment. The financial 
sector responded with a credit 
squeeze and there was the usual 
hostile capitalist media response.

Internal divisions mounted as the 
economic crisis deepened. Treasurer 
Bill Hayden and Treasury wanted to 
maintain a budget surplus and pursue 
contractionary policy (drive up unem-
ployment) with budgetary cuts to curb 
infl ation. Whitlam eventually replaced 
him with Jim Cairns who supported 
a more expansionary, job creation 
approach, with tax cuts.

Full force of system
Cairns, also deputy PM, came 

undone in what became known as the 
Morosi affair, after appointing Juni 
Morosi as his private secretary at the 
same time as allegedly having an affair 
with her. She also played a role in the 
undoing of Lionel Murphy as Attorney 
General, another key Labor fi gure on 
the ruling class’s hit list. Leaks to the 
Liberal Party about Murphy’s alleged 
offer of a government fl at, to which 
Morosi had no immediate entitlement 
and stories about Morosi and her 
husband’s fi nancial affairs saw the 
end of Murphy as Attorney General. 
(US Cable dated 06-12-1974)

The media had a fi eld day. The 
same cable released by WikiLeaks 
reveals that journalists were keep-
ing US diplomats well informed and 
priming Opposition leaders with a 
list of questions for Senator Murphy 
to ascertain information which they 
had not been able to print fearing libel 
laws. The exact role of the US and 
ASIO is not spelled out.

It was payback time for the ASIO 
raid, a warning to future Attorney 
Generals not to touch the spy body.

Rats in the ranks
From the Wikileak cables, it 

seems Whitlam’s own adviser Peter 
Wilenski was keeping the US well 
informed of internal tensions and the 
mood of the government. In August 
1974, he noted that Whitlam was “in 
a fatalistic mood, irritated by confl ict-
ing counsel, disposed to allow events 
to take their course and uncertain as 
to how to handle complex economic 
problems.”

Ministers and ministerial staff 
were leaking like sieves and senior 
public servants were undermining 
the government. Foreign Affairs 
secretary Alan Renouf reported to 
the US Embassy that he had called 
on ASIO to investigate the leaks by 
ministerial staff.

ACTU president Bob Hawke paid 
regular visits to the US Consulate in 
Melbourne. The right-wing, rabid 
Zionist had it in for Whitlam who 
pursued an “even-handed” Middle 
East policy and was willing to work 
with Arab countries.

According to the cables he 
described the PM as “politically 
crazy”, and his approach to Israel 
and Middle East issues as “beyond 

belief.” Hawke is quoted as referring 
to Whitlam’s “immoral, unethical and 
ungrateful” attitude towards Israel. 
Hawke claimed he could not approach 
the Jewish community for campaign 
funds because of “Whitlam’s ‘unprint-
able’ even-handed ‘unprintable’ Arab 
policy.” (US Cable dated 05-04-1974)

Whitlam’s policy was spelt out 
in the letter to the SPA quoted in 
part one of this article last week. The 
government supported the imple-
mentation of UN Security Council 
Resolution 242 of 1967, which calls 
for an Israeli withdrawal from the 
occupied territories. “It also supports 
the national rights and aspirations 
of the Palestinian people, includ-
ing their right to establish a State 
alongside Israel if they so choose,” 
Whitlam said.

Hawke was also highly critical of 
the Whitlam government’s “economic 
mismanagement” and said he bitterly 
resented having to deal with the prime 
minister’s “political inadequacy”. He 
was talking to the representatives of 
a foreign power, the US, not within 
his ALP right-wing faction or a circle 
of friends.

As far back as 1972, the US was 
eyeing Hawke as a prospective Labor 
PM and preferred replacement for 
Whitlam. Plans for him to become 
ALP leader were discussed with the 
US diplomats following the 1975 
elections, but he still needed a safe 
seat in Parliament – this he gained 
in the 1980 elections.

The cables reveal that Hawke 
had discussions with Whitlam over 
his succession to leadership and the 
question of fi nding a safe seat.

John Ducker, a Labor member 
of the NSW Legislative Council and 
later president of NSW ALP and 
vice-president of the ACTU, was 
another regular informant. He was a 
staunch anti-communist associated 
with Santamaria’s right-wing Catholic 
Action Group. Publicly he was seen 
as a staunch supporter of Whitlam in 
his battles with the Left.

When the new US Ambassador 
Green came to Australia in June 
1973, three NSW ALP leaders – 
John Ducker, Peter Westerway and 
Geoffrey Cahill – met at the resi-
dence of a US diplomat where they 
fully briefed Green and gave their 
assessment of the forthcoming ALP 
national conference. (US Cable dated 
28-06-1973)

Double dissolution
The government did not have 

a majority in the Senate and by 
early 1974 the Opposition parties had 
blocked close to 20 bills, seven of 
them on two occasions. This created 
the grounds for a double dissolution 
election in May 1974. Following the 
election the government still lacked 
a Senate majority and only succeeded 
in passing key bills with a joint sitting 
of both Houses.

These bills were for the establish-
ment of Medibank, the Petroleum 
and Minerals Authority (PMA) and 
electoral reform.

The electoral reforms sought 
to establish one-vote-one-value 
electorates through establishing a 
maximum 10 percent variation in 
voter numbers between electorates in 

the House of Representatives – there 
was a discrepancy of up to 40 percent 
favouring rural electorates. It also 
introduced Senate representation for 
the Australian Capital Territory and 
the Northern Territory.

The Opposition denied Supply in 
October 1975. The media mounted a 
huge campaign with accusations of 
economic mismanagement and run-
ning with the Morosi scandals.

There was a concerted attack on 
Labor attempting to raise funds from 
Arab sources. The attack was not 
just political – “Arab” money was 
portrayed as dirty. There were strong 
racist overtones that gained traction 
with some sections of the population.

Coup
The nation was stunned when the 

Queen’s representative, the Governor 
General Sir John Kerr, sacked the 
PM on November 11, 1975. Whitlam 
responded, “Well may we say ‘God 
save the Queen’ because nothing 
will save the Governor General! … 
Maintain your rage and enthusiasm for 
the campaign for the election now to 
be held and until polling day.”

Whitlam could have made a 
strong political statement regarding 
the monarchy, bourgeois democracy 
and the role of the Opposition parties, 
in particular their leader Malcolm 
Fraser. But he did not.

Instead of rallying people onto 
the streets in protest and mounting 
a campaign against the coup and 
the monarchy, Whitlam chose to run 
a standard election campaign and 
rely on bourgeois democracy to be 
returned to offi ce. This “leave it to the 
ballot box” approach was supported; 
by ACTU president Hawke. Labor 
copped a hammering, losing 30 seats 
in the Lower House.

Whitlam’s response, at a time of 
political crisis, revealed his serious 
social democratic limitations, being 
unwilling to risk rocking the capitalist 

system by bringing the people into 
mass actions. The mood was such that 
hundreds of thousands of trade union 
members would have been prepared 
to bring the nation to a halt and fi ll 
the streets. But mass struggle and the 
anger were replaced by a focus on 
the parliamentary system which was 
doomed to failure in the face of the 
mud the media was slinging.

Rupert Murdoch’s outlets ran 
with the “Iraqi money affair”, claims 
that the ALP had attempted to raise 
electoral campaign funds from the 
Baath Party in Iraq. The half million 
dollars had apparently been pocketed 
by an intermediary before reaching 
the ALP. Whitlam tried to distance 
himself from the accusations with 
little success. The Murdoch media 
appeared to operate hand in glove 
with US diplomats.

The US diplomatic cables are dis-
turbing – not because of their assess-
ments of the situation in Australia 
but for the role of senior Labor 
and trade union fi gures, and senior 
government department staff whose 
loyalty appears directed to a foreign 
power. The detail, the scheming, the 
leaks of information that not even all 
government members are privy to is 
beyond belief.

This lack of loyalty to the inter-
ests of the Australian people is seen 
strongly in neoliberal economic and 
social policies which have been 
pushed by successive governments 
since the mid-1980s and in Australia’s 
foreign policy.

Whitlam’s was the only Australian 
government since colonisation by 
the British to attempt to assert some 
semblance of independence and sov-
ereignty in foreign affairs. Prior to 
Australia’s subservience to US impe-
rialist interests, Australia was at the 
beck and call of “Mother England”, 
fi ghting British imperialism’s wars. 
No Australian PM has attempted to 
take such a stand since.

Struggle for 
real change

Whitlam’s policies are in strong 
contrast of those of Labor today in 
relation to foreign policy and foreign 
ownership of Australia’s resources and 
who might benefi t from them.

It is clear that the internal divi-
sions and disloyalty that was apparent 
in the 1970s within ALP and trade 
union leadership ranks continues to 
this day. As cables previously released 
by WikiLeaks revealed, the fl ow 
of informants in and out of the US 
embassy and consulates has not let up 
and the arm of the US “diplomacy” 
continues to wield its infl uence.

The Whitlam government’s 
attempts to implement a program of 
progressive reforms (by no means 
revolutionary in nature) and the strong 
opposition from ruling class circles 
and its agents to any challenge to their 
powers, demonstrate the importance 
of maintaining the struggle outside 
of Parliament.

Without a strong social base 
prepared to support a government on 
the ground it is bound to be defeated. 
Whitlam failed to place confi dence in 
the people and call for mass actions 
and a struggle against the forces of 
reaction that sacked his government.

Only a government of a new 
type, supported by a broad move-
ment of left and other progressive 
and democratic forces is capable of 
mounting the challenge inside and 
outside of Parliament that is required 
to defeat neo-liberalism and set about 
a program of pro-people reforms and 
an independent foreign policy.

The Communist Party of Australia 
sees such a step as capable of bring-
ing improvements for the working 
people of Australia, albeit always 
temporary gains under capitalism. Its 
ultimate aim is for the defeat of the 
capitalist system and its replacement 
by socialism. 

Australia

Prime Minister Gough Whitlam with his wife Margaret and Ambassador FitzGerald at the Australian Embassy in 
Beijing, October 1973.

Intrigue, connivance, 
the undermining of a gov’t

Part 2: Economic crisis
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Homes are for living in – so why are they 
sites of great insecurity? Dinyar Godrej 
makes the case against the scandal and 
delusion of the property marketplace.

Pity the anxious average-income mortgage- 
paying “homeowner”! The walls you would 
like to call your own close in. The mortgage, 
it would appear, extends beyond the grave. 
The small print reminding you that your 
home could be at risk if mortgage repay-
ments aren’t kept up, returns to haunt, 
hugely magnifi ed, in a time of fl ux and 
continuing crisis. And supposing you are 
forced out by circumstance – will the bloated 
price paid hold? Can anyone afford to buy? 
Or will it be the street?

Pity the even more anxious aspiring 
“homeowner”, earning an average salary but 
condemned to Generation Rent! 

The housing ladder remains tantalisingly out 
of reach. Landlords know this is the case and 
squeeze till you squeal. What the blankety-blank 
happened to “Home Sweet Home”?

Crazy as it may sound, it got sold to the 
idea of housing viewed solely as an asset, with 
notions of shelter and home left to the little 
people (read “losers”) who dared buy into them. 
When this vision is endorsed by our elected rul-
ers and their ruling deity “the market” (for which 
read Big Money), then notions of quality of 
life become completely, annoyingly, irrelevant.

Sites of insecurity
This is currently the nightmare of the “mid-

dle class” in many a “developed” country; those 
of more modest means circulate in an even 
lower orbit of housing hell (if they haven’t 
managed to secure a little bit of the constantly 
shrinking social housing provision). Yet, up 
until the 1980s, mortgages took 10 - 15 rather 
than 30 - odd years to pay off; house prices were 
high but affordable; a living space ultimately 
meant security rather than debt slavery for the 
foreseeable future.

But in the 1980s, capitalism went turbo. 
Whereas previously the profi t motive had been 
tempered by some emphasis on job creation 
and a notion of tithing to the common good in 
the belief that this was required for the wheels 
to turn smoothly, the 1980s ushered in an age 
where acquisition for its own sake ruled the 
roost. Neoliberalism – the name given to this 
ideology – was marked by state-endorsement 
of naked power. This took the form of tilt-
ing markets even more in favour of the big 
corporate players (the so-called free market), 
privatisation, deregulation and the rejection 
of everything communal or social. Safety nets 
were for sissies; the poor were just lazy, with 
only themselves to blame. Led by Reagan and 
Thatcher, and fi nancial institutions like the 
IMF and the World Bank, this credo of greed 
has created global havoc but retains adamant 
devotees in high places.

Dwellings began to be viewed in a differ-
ent light: rather than just places to play out our 
lives, they were promoted as “capital assets” to 
the poorer people who were encouraged to buy 
the social housing they were living in. With the 
promise of homeownership, the state could start 
washing its hands of affordable public provi-
sion. In Britain, this trend continued under New 
Labour from 1997 to 2010, under the guise of 
creating a classless society of homeowners. 
Oh, were it so!

Instead, the push to homeownership led 
to soaring property prices and consequent 
strangulation by mortgage, and a net reduction 
in the quality of life as ordinary households 
were left with smaller amounts of disposable 
income with which to get through the month. 

It meant increasing social exclusion for those 
left out or those who fell through – the safety 
net was in tatters.

The bubble inflates
With property prices outstripping infl a-

tion and wage rises several-fold, housing as 
an investment was outperforming other forms 
of speculative activity. So the property bubble 
infl ated, bearing little relation to ground reali-
ties; a tsunami of big money swept in to cash 
in on such returns.

But if the business of fl ipping properties 
until they fl opped (more on this in a minute) 
was a bit of a chore, fi nancial institutions had 
invented an option of investing in the housing 
free-for-all at the click of a mouse.

These were the notorious mortgage-backed 
securities (MBSs) that powered the sub-prime 
debacle in the US. With the housing market 
booming, banks began running out of potential 
mortgage clients as the century turned – those 
the banks considered solid had already taken out 
mortgages. So they took another look at those 
they had previously rejected, people with poor 
credit ratings called the sub-prime (yes, the 
term defi nitely has a whiff of the Untermensch 
about it), and started dangling no-questions-
asked loans of a pretty questionable nature in 
front of them.

Bearing in mind the high risk of default on 
such loans, the lenders promptly bundled them 
together and sold them on to investors hungry 
to get a slice of securities that had previously 
performed well. Once on the markets, these 
MBSs were swiftly turned into derivative 
fi nancial instruments that were traded further, 
often many times over – money spinning money.

And what of the hapless ‘homeowners’? 
When the period of fi xed interest on their mort-
gages ran out, they found the new interest rate 
was often double the old due to the economic 
bubble they themselves were unwittingly part 
of creating. Repayments zoomed up and the 
writing was on the wall. Meanwhile, the fi scal 
system was bloated with MBSs to the tune of 
US$3 trillion. As a wave of foreclosures rip-
pled across the US and the loans plummeted 
in value, these high-return darlings that were 
the stars of investment banks’ portfolios started 
performing badly. The wave crashed through the 
entire economy, washing out jobs and depressing 
investment. When the US tipped, much of the 
rich world followed, with the crisis eventually 
also affecting the Majority World countries that 
could not rely on their own resources to keep 
their economies in order.

The reaction of the authorities to the worst 
depression since the 1930s caused widespread 
outrage. Enormous sums of public money were 
funnelled into bailing out the same institutions 
that had played so fast and loose.

Status quo at all costs
Today, six years on, the approach to housing 

is still to view bubbles as the status quo and 
to try every means possible to maintain high 
property prices. This in a landscape where the 
ultra-rich have got vastly richer and the vast 
majority are facing austerity both personal 
(shrinking or static incomes and job insecurity) 
and public (cuts in public spending).

In the US, the Federal Reserve, the “govern-
ment bank” [privately owned - Ed], has com-
mitted to buying US$45 billion worth of MBSs 
per month to boost the housing market. And, 
sure enough, demand for housing has risen, but 
the number of people actually buying homes to 
live in dropped by 175,000 in 2012. So low-end 
new homes, intended for single families, are 
being sucked up by landlords. The number of 
rental units went up 1.32 million. Big money 

from overseas is also buying up property either 
to rent, fl ip, or as holiday homes in desirable 
locations such as Florida.

In Britain, the government is also likely 
creating a new housing bubble in its attempts 
to help fi rst-time homebuyers. The Bank of 
England is shovelling funding to banks to pro-
mote renewed lending. But this release of funds 
is not being matched by increased homebuild-
ing. Current rates of housing construction fall 
120,000 short of the housing need – so those 
infl ated house prices seem to be in no danger 
of coming down any time soon. Meanwhile, 
social housing continues its downward spiral 
and the intergenerational homeowning gap has 
widened, with the elderly having a far greater 
likelihood of owning than young people. Rent, 
meanwhile, has increased over the last eight 
years by an average of 50 percent.

In Australia, where housing prices have 
increased by 130 percent since 1996, shooting 
way ahead of wage increases, the government 
has given tax breaks worth billions each year to 
big investors without making the slightest dent 
in affordability or indeed bringing new rental 
accommodation on the market. Whereas the 
Australian economy has been in an enviable 
position during these crisis years, the number 
of households suffering housing stress is higher 
than ever.

Lunatic enclaves
The various housing crises in some of 

the wealthiest nations of the world paint the 
neoliberal project in its starkest colours: con-
centration of wealth, accumulation for its own 
sake rather than for any productive purpose, 
and the total relinquishing of conscience. The 
trillions of dollars of non-productive capital 
infl ating property bubbles constitute a social 
time bomb. Researchers from Citigroup, the 
US transnational fi nancial services corpora-
tion, are quite clear about who rules the roost: 
“The earth is being held by the muscular arms 
of its entrepreneur-plutocrats, like it or not.” 

And mass pauperisation would appear to be 
the plutocrats’ goal: it provides a dirt-cheap 
labour force. 

This is what the city of the future will look 
like: enclaves of obscene wealth, linked by 
sprawling slums. Many cities have this appear-
ance already. 

In Mumbai, with its 20.5 million population 
and its shortage of physical space (the city is an 
island), well-to-do families cram into a one-room 
fl at, the vast working class retreats to tiny rented 
cubicles in enormous slums, the less fortunate 
lay down their limbs on the pavements under 
the open sky, and the wealthy hire armed guards 
to protect their front doors.

Here, on a street where land prices are 
US$25,000 a square metre, towers Antilla, the 
27-storey home of Mukesh Ambani, India’s 
richest man. It is the world’s most expensive 
home, having cost over US$1 billion, some 
say up to US$2 billion. Were its ceilings not so 
high, it could have had 60 storeys. It has three 
helipads, six fl oors of parking, nine lifts and 
an army of 600 servants. All the trappings are 
there of wealth beyond measure: gymnasiums, 
ballrooms, a cinema.

A short fl ight away in Dubai, wealth of 
all dubious shades from all corners of the 
world seeks appropriate shelter in the fantastic 
properties that have become legion, like the 
constructed islands in the shape of a palm 
tree. Swimming pools here are refrigerated in 
the height of summer; there is an indoor ski 
slope. Dubai’s palaces have been built by South 
Asian labourers working 12-hour shifts in the 
baking sun, living in crowded, uncooled shacks 
out in the desert. Any sign of assertiveness 
on their part can result in instant deportation. 
They are banned from the marbled malls and 
fancy restaurants they build. They also die 
in their hundreds each year due to slapdash 
safety provision.

Hop across to the Central African Republic, 
where UN-HABITAT reports an incredible 95.9 
percent of the urban population lives in slums. 

Safe as houses?

South Asian labourers are banned from the 
marbled malls and fancy restaurants they 
build. They also die in their hundreds each 
year due to slapdash safety provision.
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How is this possible? The answer lies in the 
kind of abject poverty that makes basic build-
ing materials unattainable. Elsewhere in Africa, 
capitals like Nairobi and Lagos have enclaves 
with skylines that proclaim wealth.

Another vision of home
Housing, wherever you look, is either a 

site of insatiable appetite and consumption or 
one of endless insecurity. Increasingly, there is 
nothing simple about a roof over one’s head. 
The inequality that is the defi ning feature of 
our age has truly struck home.

If one views goods as a means of suste-
nance, then the drive by the very rich to acquire 
and consume beyond all reason or ability is a 
doomed attempt at immortality that deprives 
everyone else. The big-picture solution to vari-
ous housing crises must be to change our view 
of property as absolute, perpetual and exclusive, 
and to see it for what it is: a place to live in. That 
will only happen when we can loosen the grip of 
the twin pincers of acquisition and speculation, 
and restore some notion of fair shares.

As far back as Aristotle there was a notion 
that property should be seen as providing for 
basic needs – otherwise it could become an 
acquisitive battleground where the majority 
were losers. Many traditional African societies 
have a vision of land which is based on shar-
ing it for community benefi t. In rural African 
societies, land resources and tenure are or were 
often governed through a system of collective 
rights and responsibilities rather than one of 
absolute ownership. Benjamin Franklin, one 
of the founding fathers of the US, would prob-
ably not recognise the housing market of his 
country today. He argued for all property to 
be public, administered for the public good, 
except for a modest portion that would support 
an individual’s subsistence.

Just imagine a world where the price of 
housing refl ected in some way its real cost rather 
than the infl ations of the marketplace – what 
a great impulse of energy and resourcefulness 
that could free up for social wellbeing and, 
possibly, the economy.

Could it happen? Yes, if we prevented 
bubbles, which means stopping the hoarding 
of housing resources by elites. If governments 
saw social housing as a good which would allow 
citizens to participate more fully in society. If 
private rents were controlled to an acceptable 
level. If people were allowed to build their own 
modest homes to save on costs where land was 
available. In other words, if homes could be 
removed as far as possible from the manipula-
tions of the marketplace. Then we could get on 
with living in them and be less consumed by 
the struggle to possess them.
New Internationalist 

Education 
privatisation agenda
Continued from page 1

Voucher system
In line with the Gonski report, the govern-

ment has adopted the concept of a Schooling 
Resource Standard (SRS) which provides a base 
amount of funding per student. The SRS has 
been set at $9,271 for primary school students 
and $12,193 for secondary school students for 
2014, when the scheme is set to commence. It 
will be indexed by 3.6 percent annually.

There will be an additional loading attached 
to students from low socio-economic status 
backgrounds, Indigenous students, students 
with a disability, students with limited English 
profi ciency, small schools, and in relation to 
school location.

Public schools will receive the full SRS 
from governments. Non-government schools 
will receive a proportion of the amount per 
student which will be determined according to 
an estimated capacity of a school community 
to make private contributions.

The loadings will apply at all schools, which 
means that a private school would benefi t from 
the loading attached to an Indigenous student 
or a student with a disability or low profi ciency 
level in English. There are no obligations on 
schools to use that funding to benefi t the students 
it is attached to. It could be spent on anything 
– even a chaplain.

The money will be provided to school 
education authorities (Catholic, state, etc) who 
will then distribute it to schools.

The allocation of funding to a student, as 
against allocating the necessary funds to a school 
on the basis of its needs, has similarities with the 
neo-liberal casemix model for hospitals where 
a set amount is paid for each procedure. It is 
what is known as a voucher system.

Any additional funding is welcome by 
under-funded, under-resourced state schools, 
but the base rate, even with all the loadings, will 
do little to reduce the gross inequalities when 
compared with the rich private schools where 
$25,000 or more is spent per student.

The fact that the government will continue 
to give these richest schools millions in handouts 
every year and index those donations is criminal.

British model
The plan takes another step towards giv-

ing public schools greater autonomy to hire 
and fi re and undermine teaching conditions. 
It is creating the framework for the gradual 
unwinding and eventual destruction of the pub-
lic education system as we know it. There are 
strong parallels with the publicly funded “free 
schools” and transformation of public schools 
into “academies” in England.

Academies are semi-independent of state 
authorities with greater freedom over fi nances, 
curriculum and teachers’ pay and conditions.

“Free” schools can be set up by groups 
of parents, teachers, charities and voluntary 

non-profi t-making groups. They are publicly 
funded in the same way as academies and based 
on the charter school system in the US. About 
10 percent of all state schools in England are 
academies or “free” schools.

The National Union of Teachers (NUT) has 
strongly condemned the system of academies 
and “free” schools. Staff and parents are denied 
any say in the conversion of state schools 
into academies. The NUT says that the “new 
academies program has nothing to do with 
social justice, but rather it will entrench social 
divisions creating a school system of the ‘best 
and the rest’.”

This system, “coupled with the plan for new 
schools run by private providers, will undermine 
the structures of state education, including 
national pay and conditions”, the NUT warned.

Last year Britain’s Education Minister 
Michael Gove removed the requirement that 
teachers be qualifi ed. Already 10 percent of 
teachers in free schools are unqualifi ed.

Privatisation
In February this year, the government’s 

privatisation plans for the public education 
system in England were revealed in leaked 
Department of Education documents. “Free” 
schools and academies will be allowed to 
become profi t-making and completely detached 
from government control and academies even 
be sold to the private sector.

This is where Gillard’s “education revolu-
tion”, now rebadged as a “National Plan for 
School Improvement”, is headed. Right down 
the same privatisation path. The voucher model 
establishes government (state and fed) con-
tributions to funding which is attached to the 
individual student.

The conditions being placed on state and 
territory governments include greater school 
autonomy and devolution of the public educa-
tion system. A number of state governments, in 
particular the Victorian government, are well 
down this path. School autonomy over hiring 
and fi ring of teachers and their payment is a key 
element of the privatisation agenda.

The media have focused on the extra fund-
ing of schools and the cuts to universities to 
help fund the “Gonski” reforms. They serve as 
an effective smokescreen, diverting attention 
from the big picture of privatisation. It should 
not be forgotten that Gonski is a leading, pro-
privatisation business fi gure, not an educational-
ist or progressive.

Counter-productive cuts
That is not to suggest extra funding is not 

needed in state schools or that the cuts to uni-
versities should not be opposed. They should 
be; they are nothing short of criminal. In fact 
they expose how insincere the government is 
in its claims of equity and wanting to see more 
children go on to university.

The federal government has set the example 

of robbing one sector of education to pay for 
another with the savage cuts to higher education. 
If the states and territories come on board, then 
watch for more big cuts to TAFE, hospitals and 
other vital public services.

The National Tertiary Education Union 
(NTEU) is strongly opposed to the cuts which 
come on top of previously announced $2 billion 
in cuts. Some of the largest universities will 
lose over $50 million over a two-year period.

These cuts will hurt the most disadvantaged 
and affect the quality of education.

As the NTEU points out, the easiest way 
for universities to respond is to cut staff and 
courses, further casualise employment and 
increase class sizes. The proposed conversion 
of student Start-up Scholarships into HECS 
style loans will have a serious impact on the 
most disadvantaged students.

The union points out that for a student 
studying a three-year accounting degree, the 
measure will amount to a debt of $6,000 on top 
of a $30,000 HECS debt for tuition.

Mat Golding’s cartoon on the NTEU Dumb 
Cuts website sums it up with Tertiary Education 
Minister Craig Emerson saying, “We’re making 
drastic cuts to tertiary education to help give 
our kids the best chance of getting a tertiary 
education.”

Oppose the cuts
Visit the NTEU campaign website 

(dumbcuts.org.au), sign the petition and urge your 
friends, work colleagues and family to do 
likewise.

Contact your MP and state Senators, email 
the Prime Minister, Tertiary Education Minister 
Craig Emerson, Higher Education and Skills 
Minister Sharon Bird and School Education 
Minister Peter Garrett. This can be done through 
their websites, writing to them at Parliament 
in Canberra.

Let them know the cuts are not on. That 
tertiary education needs an increase in funding. 
Remind them of that Whitlam did 40 years ago, 
that Whitlam increased university funding and 
abolished fees. You might like to make a few 
suggestions as to where the money comes from:
• Cut funding to rich private schools
• Slash military spending by 10 percent
• Increase corporate taxation by one percent
• A genuine super profi ts tax on mining and 

fi nance sectors.

Defend public education
Finally, it is time to reassess the Gonski 

privatisation agenda, and demand additional 
funding for state schools without strings 
attached. TAFE and university fees should be 
abolished, additional support staff provided 
in schools, and teacher numbers and salaries 
increased. Funding to private schools should 
be gradually phased out. These simple reforms 
would go a long way to improving the quality 
of education in Australia. 

The plan takes another step 
towards giving public schools 

greater autonomy to hire 
and fire and undermine 

teaching conditions. 
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In testimony this month before 
the US Senate Armed Forces 
Committee, top US defence offi cials 
announced that they are deploying 
200 troops of the 1st Armoured 
Division to Jordan. They will 
establish headquarters near the 
Syrian-Jordanian border and plan 
for a rapid build-up, involving 
20,000 or more US troops, awaiting 
orders from the White House to 
invade Syria.

A US invasion force would 
reportedly include Special Forces 
troops and regular units preparing 
for operations inside Syria, as well 
as air defence units guarding against 
possible retaliatory Syrian air strikes 
on Jordan.

US Defence Secretary Chuck 
Hagel told the Senate Committee 
that these deployments are part of 
“robust military planning for a range 
of contingencies,” carried out by the 
United States and its European and 
Middle Eastern allies.

At the same time, Washington 
is carrying out an international dip-
lomatic offensive setting the stage 
for war with the Syrian regime of 
President Bashar al-Assad. The topic 
of US military operations against 
Syria will reportedly be on the agenda 
of US Secretary of State John Kerry’s 
discussions in Turkey, of General 
Martin Dempsey’s talks with Chinese 
offi cials, and of Hagel’s upcoming 
talks with military offi cials in Israel, 
Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and the 
United Arab Emirates.

As US offi cials admitted, invading 
Syria would likely involve the United 
States in a regional war throughout 
the Middle East. Hagel said that a 
US intervention in Syria “could have 
the unintended consequence of bring-
ing the United States into a broader 
regional confl ict or proxy war.” He 
noted that this “could embroil the US 
in a signifi cant, lengthy, and uncertain 
military commitment.”

He detailed the streams of cash 

Washington is pouring into the anti-
Assad opposition, including $117 mil-
lion for “communications and medical 
equipment” as well as undisclosed US 
State Department and US Agency for 
International Development funding. 
Hagel explained, “The goal is to 
strengthen those opposition groups 
that share the international commu-
nity’s vision for Syria’s future and 
minimize the infl uence of extremists.”

Hagel was apparently referring 
to Washington’s fears that ultra-
right Islamist terrorist groups active 
in the opposition and funded by 
the United States’ Middle Eastern 
allies could take over Syria, should 
the Assad regime collapse. The Al 
Nusra Front, the military spearhead 
of the US-backed opposition in Syria, 
recently swore loyalty to Al-Qaeda 
leader Ayman al-Zawahiri.

Though the US has been fi ghting 
a proxy war with Syria since 2011, 
Hagel’s comments were the fi rst 
public confi rmation that the Obama 
administration is preparing a direct 
US invasion of Syria. Launching 
such a neo-colonial war would be a 
historic crime against the population 
of the Middle East on the scale of the 
Bush administration’s unprovoked 
invasion of Iraq.

That such a war is being planned 
10 years after the unpopular US war 
in nearby Iraq – which cost over a 
million Iraqi lives, tens of thousands 
of US casualties, and trillions of dol-
lars – is a devastating exposure of the 
decay of American democracy.

The Obama administration and 
the Democratic Party, having come to 
power in 2008 with cynical and false 
appeals to popular opposition to the 
Iraq war, is pursuing similar policies, 
with total contempt for popular oppo-
sition to war in the US and Middle 
Eastern population.

In pursuing regime change in 
Syria, US imperialism is seeking to 
impose its hegemony on the entire 
Middle East. Besides Syria, it is 
targeting and trying to isolate Syria’s 
main regional ally, oil-rich Iran, 

which has emerged as the strongest 
regional power in the Persian Gulf. 
It also hopes that by eliminating 
Assad, it will cut off the fl ow of arms 
and money to forces and groups in 
Lebanon and the Occupied Territories 
opposed to Israel.

The Obama administration’s offi -
cial justifi cations for the war – that 
war is necessary to secure Syria’s 
chemical weapons, or to restrain 
terrorist forces operating inside the 
US-backed opposition but that are 
somehow opposed by Washington – 
are absurd lies. They are contradicted 
even by the testimony of US offi cials.

Speaking in a separate meeting of 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee, 
Kerry made clear that Washington is 
working very closely with the coun-
tries that are funding Al-Qaeda-linked 
forces in Syria. He said, “The United 
States policy right now is that we are 
not providing lethal aid, but we are 

coordinating very, very closely with 
those who are.”

As for Syria’s chemical weapons, 
General Dempsey told the Senate 
Committee that he was not confi dent 
that a US invasion of Syria would 
secure them, as the Assad regime has 
been moving them to prevent them 
from falling into the hands of hostile, 
Al-Qaeda-linked fi ghters. Dempsey 
explained, “They have been moving 
[the stockpiles], and the number of 
sites is quite numerous.”

Dempsey indicated that he was 
not sure that the US can “clearly 
identify the right people” to sup-
port inside the Islamist-dominated 
Syrian opposition. He added, “The 
introduction of military power right 
now certainly has the possibility of 
making the situation worse.”

The Senate Armed Forces 
Committee chairman, Democratic 
Senator Carl Levin, criticised Hagel 
and Dempsey’s testimony for not 
threatening Assad strongly enough. 
He told reporters that after the hear-
ing, he had asked Hagel and Dempsey 
if they wanted to send a “tough mes-
sage” to Assad, adding: “Their answer 
is yes. That’s not what came out in 
their testimony. We didn’t hear it.”

Levin recently co-wrote a let-
ter with Republican Senator John 
McCain to Obama, calling on him to 
establish a “safe zone” for US-backed 

opposition fi ghters in Syria. The let-
ter stated that “the time has come 
to intensify the military pressure on 
Assad.”

Last week on the anniversary of 
Syria’s independence from French 
colonial rule, Assad gave a televised 
address denouncing the US-led war 
in Syria. He hit the nail on the head 
when describing the imperialist forces 
arrayed against him. They are wag-
ing a military campaign to re-impose 
colonial shackles on the Middle East.

He said, “The truth is, what is 
happening is a war. It is not security 
problems. It is a war in every sense 
of the word. There are big powers, 
especially Western powers, who 
historically never accepted the idea 
of other nations having their inde-
pendence. They want those nations 
to submit to them.”

Asked about other Middle Eastern 
countries’ role in stoking the war on 
Syria, he said: “We mustn’t blame 
those countries, because they’re not 
independent. The decision is made by 
foreign countries.”

Assad tartly dismissed claims 
by the US and its European allies 
that they are waging “humanitarian” 
war in Syria, noting: “We saw their 
humanitarian intervention in Iraq, in 
Libya, and now we see it in Syria.”
globalresearch.ca 

Setting the stage for war

Washington march against 
US drone warfare
As Washington pushes to expand 
its drone warfare in Africa, 
hundreds have gathered in front 
of the White House to protest the 
“robotic killing machines” slaugh-
tering thousands across the globe.

Organised by the ANSWER 
coalition, the movement is calling 
on the administration to stop the 
use of drones on foreign soil. The 
coalition urges its members to stop 
the US government as it “func-
tions as a death squad government, 
permitting the president and mili-
tary leaders to create secret ‘kill 
lists’ of people who have been 
selected for assassination.”
Protesters on the ground have 
confi rmed the overall message of 
American frustration due to drone 
strikes worldwide.

“We’re saying to this presi-
dent, we don’t like these policies 
that turn America into a war-mon-
gering country, an assassination 
capital of the world,” a protester 
has told Russia Today (RT).

“I don’t want the government 
that takes my tax money and 
spends it murdering thousands of 
people around the world,” another 
protester concurred.

Brian Becker from the anti-
war coalition told the RT crew that 
“drones are being used to make 
sure that the American people are 
not part of the political equation,” 
allowing wars to be carried out in 
total secrecy.

“A war could be raged, a real 
war but all the bleeding is done on 
one side,” Becker said.

Many of the participants 
also voiced their anger over 
Washington’s recent move to 
expand its military involvement on 
the African continent.

“As an advocate against the 
re-colonization of Ivory Coast, I 
believe that drones will be used 
as war machines to re-colonise 
Africa. These war toys will surely 
target freedom fi ghters and activ-
ists opposing Western stooges in 
power in Africa,” said Leo Gnawa, 
Coordinator for CRI-Pan African.

The North and West Africa are 
rapidly becoming yet another fron-
tier of the United States’ war on ter-
ror. The US has set up a drone base 
in Djibouti, on the Horn of Africa, 
and fl ies unarmed Reaper drones 
from Ethiopia. Washington has also 
carried out surveillance fl ights over 

East Africa from the island nation 
of the Seychelles.

With the recent introduction 
of Predator drones in Niger, the 
Pentagon is set to secure a drone 
stronghold in West Africa as the 
country shares a long border with 
Mali, where Washington believes 
Islamist groups have taken root. 
Niger also borders Libya and 
Nigeria, two nations barely cop-
ing to contain armed extremist 
movements.

The Predator drones in Niger 
are unarmed and are conducting 
surveillance over Mali and Niger, 
but Washington has not ruled out 
arming them with missiles in the 
future.

Drone strikes were fi rst used 
after the 9/11 attacks from bases in 
Pakistan and Uzbekistan, in combat 
missions inside Afghanistan. More 
than a decade later, having killed 
almost 5,000 people, mostly civil-
ians including women and children, 
Washington has expanded the use 
of the remotely controlled aircraft 
into Yemen, Somalia and most of 
all, Pakistan.
Russia Today 

Sydney

Trans-Pacifi c Partnership 
Agreement (TPPA) Rally

Time to say Fair Deal or 
No Deal in TPPA

The TPPA is a free trade agreement  being negotiated 
between Australia, the US, New Zealand, Canada, Mexico, 
Peru, Chile, Singapore, Brunei, Malaysia  and Vietnam. US 

global corporations are driving the agenda to expand 
their rights at the expense of peoples’ rights. 

May 11 is International Fair Trade Day

Join the protest in Sydney

Saturday 11 May 12 noon
US Consulate, Martin Place (Corner Castleraegh St)
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The funeral for former British 
Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher 
that took place in London with full 
military honours. Not since Sir 
Winston Churchill has the British 
state bestowed such an honour on 
a deceased prime minister.

British monarch Queen Elizabeth 
II attended the funeral service at St 
Paul’s Cathedral for Thatcher who 
died this month at the age of 87. The 
last time the head of the British state 
attended such an occasion was nearly 
60 years ago, in 1965, for the funeral 
of Churchill. On that occasion, the 
British public was largely supportive 
of the farewell ceremony, as Winston 
Churchill was seen as the redoubtable 
leader of a national unity government 
during a period of great crisis.

But why such an honour being 
afforded to Lady Thatcher – a par-
tisan and bitterly divisive politician 
– is an infl ammatory issue. What’s 
more, despite the widespread public 
contempt for Thatcher, the British 
state is foisting a high-profi le day 
of mourning, at an estimated cost of 
US$16 million – exceeding that of 
the funerals for the Queen Mother 
and Princess Diana.

The forced mourning and the 
military trappings are, of course, an 
ideological, propaganda stunt by the 
British state. In the face of public 
opposition to the stately honouring 
of Thatcher, the proceedings smack 
of dictatorship by Britain’s ruling 
elite. The occasion – paid for by the 
austerity-clobbered British taxpayer 
– is also being seen as an indulgence 
in British jingoism and imperialism.

In that way, the late Baroness 
Thatcher received a funeral fi t for 
a dictator. Amid gun salutes and a 
horse-drawn carriage, her fl ag-draped 
coffi n will be given a full military 
guard of honour. Regiments and 
armed-service personnel were drawn 
from the ranks of the Royal Air Force, 
Navy and Army. Personnel from 
regiments and warships that featured 

prominently in Britain’s 1982 war 
with Argentina over Las Malvinas 
carried her coffi n up the steps of St 
Paul’s.

Other late British prime ministers 
of equal and more stature to Thatcher, 
such as Harold Wilson, James 
Callaghan and Edward Heath, were 
consigned to history without any of 
the pageantry on display at Thatcher’s 
funeral. Why was the so-called Iron 
Lady given such special privilege, 
especially when her public esteem 
is so low? It is all to do with British 
statecraft subtly elevating the pillars 
of the British state – class oppression 
and militarism.

In another symbol of state deifi ca-
tion of Thatcher, the iconic Big Ben 
clock tower at Westminster Palace 
was silenced during the funeral pro-
ceedings. Again, the last and only time 
Big Ben was silenced during its 155 
years was for the funeral of Winston 
Churchill.

Churchill was a drunk, a racist 
and a mass-murdering imperial-
ist, but at least he had a veneer of 
respect among the British public. 
Whereas Thatcher’s memory is one 
of an unvarnished demagogue who 
destroyed British industry and society 
more than German Luftwaffe bomb-
ers ever did, and yet the public was 
dragooned into paying fi nal respects. 
Her state-forced funeral is therefore a 
glaring insight into the unilateral rule 
of the British oligarchy.

The pomp and ceremony over 
Thatcher’s passing through the streets 
of the British capital, including tight 
security arrangements for hundreds 
of international dignitaries, will be 
nowhere afforded, and therefore 
staged, if it weren’t for the taxpayer 
stumping the bill. The irony of that 
is that Thatcher supposedly stood for 
private fi nancing and enterprise and 
against any form of state economic 
intervention. If her funeral were car-
ried out strictly in accord with her 
supposed ideological principles, the 
occasion would have passed off as a 
minor footnote. Instead, the British 

ruling class closed ranks to ensure that 
one of its dutiful political defenders is 
elevated to national and world stature 
– and, to boot, getting the oppressed 
working people of Britain to pay for 
the propaganda stunt.

As in life, so too in death, 
Margaret Thatcher continues to incite 
controversy and public outrage. 
Britain’s only female premier, she 
was elected three consecutive times 
between 1979-1990 before she was 
ousted from Downing Street by her 
own rat-like Conservative Party to 
appease growing public anger over 
her sinister policies.

Despite successive elections, her 
victories in the polls never command-
ed an outright majority among the 
British electorate, and her success was 
more to do with political weakness 
among Britain’s other main parties, 
Labor and the Liberals. Even mem-
bers among her own party referred 
to her rule as “elected dictatorships.”

More than 20 years after her 
ouster, millions of Britons detest her 
memory for the mass unemployment 
and poverty that Thatcher infl icted 
with her apocryphal ideology of 
unfettered capitalism. Millions, too, 
detested her militarism, which cyni-
cally used war over the remote British 
colonial possession in the South 
Atlantic – Las Malvinas Islands – as 
a re-election stunt. Her covert war in 
Ireland in which she sanctioned the 
use of death squads and shoot-to-kill 
policing to terrorise Irish citizens also 
remains a source of ignominy.

The South Atlantic connec-
tion is rather appropriate. During 
Thatcher’s war with Argentina over 
Las Malvinas, also known as the 
Falklands, Britain received crucial 
military assistance from Chile’s dic-
tator, Augusto Pinochet. Pinochet’s 
regime afforded Britain surveillance 
and territorial cover to defeat neigh-
bouring Argentine sea and air forces.

That is why Thatcher remained 
life-long friends with the Chilean 
dictator and ensured that his junta 
received British military contracts 
despite its appalling human rights 
record.

When Pinochet died in 2006, he 
was facing hundreds of indictments 
for human rights violations, murder 
and embezzlement of millions of 
dollars. During his 17-year reign of 

terror, which began as a US-backed 
military coup against elected President 
Salvadore Allende in 1973, more 
than 3,000 Chileans were murdered, 
thousands were disappeared, 30,000 
were imprisoned and tortured, and 
some 200,000 political opponents 
were forced into exile. Many of the 
latter, accused of being communist 
subversives, would be later hunted 
down and killed by Pinochet’s death 
squads in Operation Condor – with 
the help of the American Central 
Intelligence Agency.

That is the kind of person 
Thatcher associated with. Not those 
who aspired for democracy in soci-
ety, but those who aspired to crush 
democracy. As one Chilean woman 
living in Britain told media on the 
news of Thatcher’s death last week:

“The Thatcher government 
directly supported Pinochet’s murder-
ous regime, fi nancially, via military 
support, even military training. 
Members of my family were tortured 
and murdered under Pinochet, who 
was one of Thatcher’s closest allies 
and friend. Those of us celebrating 
are the ones who suffered deeply.”

Fittingly, among the hundreds 
of foreign dignitaries at Thatcher’s 
funeral was FW de Klerk, the last 
white leader of the apartheid South 
African state. Thatcher was an 
ardent supporter of the racist regime 
that for decades brutally suppressed 

democratic majority black rule. In her 
support, Thatcher defi ed international 
sanctions imposed on the regime 
and she denounced the black leader 
Nelson Mandela as a “terrorist.”

Also in attendance in St Paul’s 
Cathedral was former US vice presi-
dent Dick Cheney, who was one of 
the main architects of the American-
led wars on Afghanistan and Iraq, 
which have destroyed over 1.5 million 
civilian lives and have turned two 
sovereign nations into smouldering 
ruins. Henry Kissinger and James A 
Baker III, two other wanted US war 
criminals and fi gureheads of American 
imperialism, were among the mourn-
ers lending a touch of solemnity to 
the passing of Britain’s dictator prime 
minister.

Like her close friend Augusto 
Pinochet, Lady Thatcher’s bodily 
remains are to be cremated. Pinochet’s 
family said that procedure was taken 
in 2006 to avoid vandalism of his 
burial site – such was the hatred of 
the fascist dictator. Despite the pomp 
being afforded by the British state for 
Thatcher, perhaps the same concerns 
about public anger underlie the reason 
for her discreet disposal.

She once arrogantly and famously 
said of her own intransigent policies, 
“The Lady is not for turning”. But, 
the Lady is for burning.
Information Clearing House 

International

Thatcher gets funeral 
fi t for a dictator

Japanese workers fi ght 
Sony “downsizing room”
As a result of a union’s struggle, 
a Sony’s subsidiary company in 
Tagajo City, Miyagi Prefecture, 
gave new job assignments to all 14 
workers who had been transferred 
to a so-called “downsizing room.”

The Sony workers’ union 
Sendai branch stressed that their 
efforts fi nally resulted in action. 
However, the union branch points 
out that Sendai Technology Centre 
(Sendai TEC) has not given up its 
restructuring plan.

A so-called “downsizing room” 
is used by large corporations as 
a humiliating pressure tactic to 
force their employees to quit their 
jobs. Targeted workers who keep 
refusing to accept early retirement 
offers at individual meetings with 

management are transferred to a 
“downsizing room” where they sit 
without work to do.

The union stated that some of 
the new job assignments offered to 
the workers are hardly acceptable. 
For example, some were ordered 
to move to a distant offi ce, and a 
worker who had had a heart attack 
was told to work the night shift.

Big companies often give work-
ers such harsh job transfer offers 
as a way to press them to choose 
either the transfer or retirement. 
This is a well-known tactic to bully 
targeted employees into leaving 
their workplaces.

The union branch expressed 
its determination to fi ght until 
the Sony subsidiary abolishes the 

room and provides its workers with 
decent working conditions.

It is estimated that more than 
250 workers of the Sony Group are 
confi ned in “downsizing rooms” 
at group companies in Miyagi’s 
Tagajo City, Tokyo, and Atsugi 
City, Kanagawa Prefecture.

The “downsizing room” prob-
lem has provoked public attention 
as it tramples on workers’ rights. 
The Japanese Communist Party has 
repeatedly taken up the matter in 
the Diet (parliament) and urged the 
government to instruct large com-
panies to refrain from using such 
a cruel tactic in carrying out their 
retirement schemes.
Akahata 

Perth
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As I write this, the ruling class in Britain 
has just fi nished burying Margaret Thatcher 
at a cost to the public purse of a mere £10 
million. Apparently, Maggie had planned 
the funeral herself, presumably not trusting 
her former colleagues to do it with suffi cient 
pomp, certainly not enough to suit her 
enormous ego (see story page 9).

So, not too long after Daniel Gauntlett, 
a homeless man of 35 froze to death outside 
an empty but boarded up house in Aylesford, 
because the police had warned him not to try 
to sneak inside to get out of the cold, British 
authorities spent £10 million on putting Maggie 
Thatcher’s body in a nice big vault.

And why not? After all: he was nobody, 
but she was somebody. Another way of noting 
that distinction is to say that he was poor and 
she was not. And the poor don’t have any right 
to privileges, only to obligations, as was made 
clear last month by Britain’s Defence Secretary, 
Philip Hammond. He told London’s Daily 
Telegraph that poor people in Britain should do 
more to help the military kill more poor people 
in other countries. Now don’t laugh – the man 
was serious.

Alarmed apparently that certain people the 
Americans tend to call “bleeding hearts” might 
try to help widows, orphans and the unemployed 
by diverting funds from the country’s bloated 
defence budget into the welfare sector, the 
worthy Mr Hammond went for a pre-emptive 

strike, warning the Telegraph “we have to look 
at the welfare budget again”.

He explained government thinking thus: 
“We’re expecting the Armed Forces to go 
abroad and kill poor people with substandard 
weaponry, while our own poor people lord it 
over them with their enormous benefi ts and 
very low risk of being blown to smithereens in 
anti-terrorist raids. Is that the moral statement 
we wish to make? Is it?”

He has a curious idea of what constitutes 
a moral statement, it seems to me. At the same 
time, a lot of ultra reactionaries seem to think 
that fi nally their time has come, and they can 
now show their true colours in all their blood-
stained glory. So he readily admits that they 
“expect the Armed Forces to go abroad and 
kill poor people”. That doesn’t worry him, only 
the fact that the troops might be equipped with 
“substandard weaponry”, which fact would 
presumably restrict their ability to kill adequate 
numbers of poor people.

Meanwhile the British poor might derive 
some wry amusement from Hammond’s 
depiction of them using their “enormous 
benefi ts” to “lord it over” the poor of other lands. 
Like many Tories Hammond seems to live in 
some sort of fantasy world far removed from 
reality, although, to be fair, he seems to be on the 
ball when it comes to whom to blame for people 
being “blown to smithereens”. Unexpectedly 
perhaps he doesn’t blame terrorists for that but 

instead blames “anti terrorist raids”, in other 
words the US and British military. An odd 
position for the British Defence Secretary to 
adopt, although civilian casualties in Afghanistan 
would seem to support his position.

Meanwhile, Britain’s Justice Secretary, 
Chris Grayling, has suggested that a future Tory 
government – after they have dissolved their 
restrictive coalition with the Liberal Democrats 
of course – would try to scrap the Human Rights 
Act, which incorporates into British Law the 
European Convention on Human Rights and 
which the Lib-Dems are determined to retain.

The Tories, on the other hand, hate 
everything European, for reasons that seem to 
have more to do with racism and xenophobia 
than with political economy. In March, the Mail 
on Sunday reported that the Home Secretary, 
Theresa May, is planning to pull Britain out of 
the European Court of Human Rights, which is 
clearly another step along the same road.

Meanwhile, the Cameron government in 
Britain is trying to muster support from other 
European governments for overturning the 
EU ban on arms shipments to Syria, so that 
Britain and France can openly support the 
Sunni Muslim sectarian front that is trying 
to bring down the country’s government. The 
two imperialist powers are already supporting 
the rebels covertly, with everything from body 
armour to “volunteer advisers”, communications 
equipment and even armoured cars. But they 

want to bring in more fi repower.
The Baathist-led government of Syria is 

supported by a signifi cant Arab nationalist 
movement and two strong Communist parties in 
Syria, and by religious leaders from the Muslim 
and Christian communities who support the 
secular constitution and are bitterly opposed to 
the Sunni sectarians who head the rebel front.

Despite a seemingly limitless supply of 
small arms and money, the “rebels” have been 
unable to hold on to any part of the country for 
more than a few days before being driven out 
by the Syrian Army backed by civilian militia.

The Supreme Iftaa Council, the highest 
Islamic body in the country, has called on the 
people to “take up available arms and form 
committees of national defence whose mission 
is to defend the land with the help of the Army”.

The tragedy is that the Syrian “rebels” are 
really a proxy army for major imperialist powers 
with eyes on Middle East energy resources, 
supported by the feudal Arabian princedoms, 
which are securely in the pocket of the USA, and 
hate their modern, generally more democratic, 
Arab neighbours. Even if the Syrian people are 
victorious and defeat the imperialist-backed 
so-called “rebels”, the process will entail a lot 
of suffering and hardship for the Syrian people 
and it will impact very negatively on their 
national economy.

That will please only imperialism and its 
Middle East stooge, Israel. 
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Handouts to 
manufacturers
Most good citizens would share 
the anger of our current SA pre-
mier, Jay Weatherill, and former 
treasurer, Kevin Foley, about the 
way General Motors has treated 
Australian governments, workers 
and consumers by sacking 400 
auto workers in Victoria and South 
Australia.

However, one would have thought 
that our politicians would have 
learned about corporate behaviour 
before deciding to give huge handouts 
to them to induce them to stay. I have 
a concern that all too often, govern-
ments make decisions to give huge 
sums of money to foreign companies 
with very few or no strings attached 
in the hope that this will provide jobs 
for Australians. 

However, history has shown that 
we have no guarantee that these grants 

will be used to benefi t employment 
levels in Australia for long periods 
of time.

Despite huge state and fed-
eral government handouts to the 
Mitsubishi company in South 
Australia, this did not stop the com-
pany from closing its operations in 
South Australia in 2008 with the 
result that hundreds of workers lost 
their jobs.

In 2009, following General 
Motors-Holden’s successful applica-
tion for a multi-million government 
grant to build a localised version of 
the Chevrolet Cruze in Australia from 
2011, it announced that it would ini-
tially import the small car unchanged 
from South Korea.

Now, we are confronted with 
another betrayal by General Motors 
that will mean many more Australian 
workers will lose their jobs.

Of course it is not only recently 
that grants have been made to large 
corporations only for them to reduce 
their operations or close them down 
altogether.

Older Australians will remem-
ber that huge grants were made by 
federal governments to BHP for the 
purpose of maintaining the viability 
of its steel making operations. When 
BHP unilaterally decided to drasti-
cally scale back its steel production 
and concentrate more on oil drilling, 

none of that money was paid back and 
thousands of workers were thrown 
out of their jobs in the steel making 
industry.

The multinational corporation 
Rio Tinto established Mary Kathleen 
Uranium Ltd to mine uranium at 
Mary Kathleen in the early 1950s. 
Ten years later, when the Menzies 
government reminded Rio Tinto that 
the 10 year tax holiday it had been 
given to the company was over and 
it would have to start paying tax, it 
closed down its operation in Mary 
Kathleen and opened another uranium 
mine in Canada.

I only hope that the governments 
that were so generous to GM will 
demand that it refund the money 
that it was given and that it will be 
held fi nancially responsible for any 
pollution of water and soil that it has 
caused. We should learn from what 
has happened with the contamination 
of soil and water supplies that has 
been discovered at Clovelly Park fol-
lowing the closure of the Mitsubishi 
and Monroe plants there.

Of course, the real issue is how 
are we to provide jobs in sustainable 
industries for Australian and South 
Australian workers? It is not how we 
should prop up industries owned by 
the big corporations currently operat-
ing on our patch.

Years ago, in South Australia, we 

used to manufacture our own trams, 
trains and buses. Why cannot this 
happen again?

Governments could purchase 
the GM plants in Australia (minus 
the grant money GM has recently 
received from them) to manufacture 
the products that we need in an envi-
ronmentally responsible way.

Andrew (Andy) Alcock
SA

Post-war memories
The review of “The Spirit of ’45” 
(Guardian April 17) reminded me 
of part of my childhood in London.

I have always thought of myself 
as being part of a lucky generation. I 
was seven when World War II ended 
so I grew up in the welfare state cre-
ated by the Attlee government elected 
in 1945.

Life was good compared to the 
stories I heard from people who 
experienced the horrors of the 1930s 
Depression.

It wasn’t a complete bed of roses 
though. I know the sacrifi ces my 
parents made to give my sister and I 
good Christmases and good summer 
holidays. We also never know what it 
was to have a bath room. We had to 
ladle scalding hot water into a port-
able tin bath.

The Labour government carried 
through many progressive policies. 
Coal mines, public transport, gas and 
electricity were all nationalised. The 
jewel in the crown was the National 
Health Service that for a time was the 
envy of the capitalist world.

My father was an active trade 
unionist and member of the Labour 
Party. He was also close to the 
Socialist Party of Great Britain.

I was greatly influenced by 
hearing him talking about a new 
system called Socialism. He was later 
expelled from the Labour Party for 
holding radical views.

On the debit side the Labour gov-
ernment was embroiled in the hysteria 
of the Cold War. They brought in 
conscription in 1946 and supported 
wars in Korea and Malaya. They also 
allowed American military bases into 
Britain and were staunch supporters 
of NATO.

I was conscripted myself in 
1959 and was shocked to fi nd that 
my father supported conscription. 
This experience coloured my own 
political development after coming 
to Australia.

On the whole I am looking for-
ward to seeing Spirit of ’45. It will 
probably invoke even more memories.

Ron Barrett
Sydney, NSW
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Sunday 28 April –
Saturday 4 May

The three-part documentary 
series Treasures Of Ancient 

Rome (SBS ONE Sundays at 7.30pm 
from April 28) is written and present-
ed by British arts journalist Alastair 
Sooke. He takes issue with what he 
says is a “popular misconception”, 
namely that the art of the Roman 
Empire declined into worthlessness 
as the empire declined.

In fact, he says that some experts 
go so far as to dispute that there ever 
was such a thing as “Roman art”. That 
extreme he dismisses out of hand, 
and the examples he shows us in this 
series readily confi rm his view.

In the fi rst episode, he shows us 
how the early Roman artists began 
by literally stealing the art of other 
peoples, then moved on to copying 
other people’s art before eventually 
developing their own styles. The 
most prominent of the latter was what 
Sooke calls “warts ‘n’all realism”, by 
which he means the Roman fashion 
for unromanticised portraits, showing 
the sitter as he or she really looked, 
blemishes included.

This of course is not in fact 
realism at all, but naturalism. Realism 
is not concerned with whether the 
sitter has a disfi guring wart on his 
or her nose but with endeavouring 
to show the real character, the 
personality, of the sitter. However, 
the Roman artists did introduce a 
refreshing honesty into their portraits, 

which was not rediscovered by 
Western art until the Renaissance.

Later in the series, he visits 
Libya to look at the art of the Roman 
provinces, and reveals that he is 
totally in support of NATO’s invasion 
of Libya, to remove “the power-mad 
dictator Gaddafi ” whose main crime 
in his eyes seems to have been not 
that he redirected oil-revenue into 
public works and health care for 
ordinary Libyans (which is clearly 
what upset NATO), but that he did 
not spend enough of it on restoring 
ancient Roman art works in Libya.

My father died before I dis-
covered that his (and my) 

forebears in Australia included not 
one but two convicts. Dad would 
have been so chuffed, so proud had he 
known. One of them was transported 
for the heinous offence of stealing a 
ham from the big house of the district. 
That he did it primarily to satisfy 
hunger was shown by the fact that 
he was caught soon after the crime, 
while crossing fi eld on the estate, but 
was found to have “already consumed 
part of it [the ham]”.

He was sent to the penal colony 
of NSW for seven years for that 
foolhardy act. I mention this only 
because on this week’s episode of 
Who Do You Think You Are? (SBS 
ONE Tuesday April 30 at 7.30pm), 
the Australian actor Lex Marinos 
has to set aside his predominantly 
Greek background to check out the 
Anglo-Scottish antecedents of his 
grandmother Minnie and her convict 
connections.

As Lex Marinos puts it: “I think 
having a wog and convict background 
is interesting because for me it seems 
quintessentially what Australia is 
about.”

If there is one thing I loathe, it’s 
wildlife programs where the 

presenter thinks he’s the real subject 
and not the animals. They are on a 
par with that other detestable form, 
the wildlife program that talks all the 
time about how dangerous everything 
is, how deadly this snake or that insect 
is, clearly identifying their target 
audience as the kind of people whose 

interest needs to be tweaked every few 
minutes with an intimation of danger 
or else they will change channels.

In Animal Underworld with 
Henry Rollins (SBS2 Tuesdays from 
April 30 at 9.30pm) we have both 
forms combined. Oh goody!

The series purports to be a 
serious investigation of why some 
people choose to go head to head 
with dangerous animals. Why 
so-called “thrill seekers” choose to 
wrestle alligators, keep cobras at 
home, capture wild boars or become 
involved in illegal animal fi ghting is 
the same question people ask folk who 
jump off tall buildings into a damp 
rag, jump a motor bike over a fl eet of 
busses, or do any other silly unsafe 
stunt just for an adrenaline rush.

Except illegal animal fi ghting. 
That is just sick and cruel, and the 
people who indulge in it are doing 

it so they can win money gambling 
on the outcome. They are not thrill 
seekers, they are just despicable.

Henry Rollins, in his pose as 
macho investigator, naturally has to 
show us that he too can wrestle an 
alligator. There are few things more 
boring than watching someone dull 
showing off on television.

Not to be outdone, the ABC 
has its own celebrity TV 

journalist who thinks it’s him and not 
the subject that viewers have tuned in 
to see. The series is called Head First
(ABC2 Wednesdays from May 1 
at 9.30pm) and you know it will be 
hard-hitting and informative because 
its presenter/writer, Sabour Bradley, 
“has written and edited for some of 
Australia’s top rating dramas” such 
as Home And Away and Neighbours. 
So there!

The first episode deals with 

so-called love scammers, con-men 
(and women) who prey on lonely 
people looking for love on line. Fair 
enough, but why not make a genuine 
documentary on the subject? Why 
make it into an adventure for Sabour 
Bradley? Actually, I know why: TV 
producers are convinced that format 
sells better and whatever else they 
pretend, selling their series is their 
primary concern.

Later in the series, Bradley 
accompanies Australian “jihadists” 
(fancy name for bigots and 
mercenaries) who go into Syria to 
fight for Allah and freedom. He 
also goes to the Northern Territory 
to experience living under the 
Intervention (will he fi nd it’s a good 
thing or a bad thing, I wonder) and 
he also “discovers what it’s like to be 
born in the wrong body”.

Don’t expect too much. 

Rob Gowland
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James Corbett

The Boston Marathon bombing 
has provoked shock, grief and 
outrage from around the world. 
After decades of conditioning, the 
public automatically equates such 
terrorism with Muslim radicals. 
But the evidence shows that every 
major terror plot on American 
soil in the past 10 years has been 
fostered, funded and equipped by 
one organisation: the FBI.

People around the world watched 
in horror this week as explosions 
rocked the fi nish line of the Boston 
Marathon, turning a day of sportsman-
ship and celebration into one of shock, 
grief and outrage. As with all such 
events, the desire to discover who was 
behind this cowardly act has driven 
many into a speculative frenzy. And, 
in a sad reminder of the indoctrination 
that the Western world has been under 
for over a decade now in the mythical 
“war of terror,” it did not take long 
at all before the collective fi nger of 

the mob was pointed squarely in the 
direction of Muslim terrorists.

Within hours of the blast, fear 
spread throughout the international 
Muslim community that the bombing 
would be connected to an Islamist 
extremist. A Libyan Twitter user 
touched a nerve – and received 
thousands of retweets and worldwide 
media coverage – by tweeting “Please 
don’t be a ‘Muslim.’ ” The backlash 
began shortly thereafter, with the 
New York Post falsely implying that 
a Saudi national was being questioned 
for his possible role in the attack. The 
next day, a plane departing Boston 
Logan Airport returned to the gate and 
two passengers were forcibly removed 
because they had been overheard 
speaking Arabic before takeoff.

As data continues to pour in 
regarding the bombing and who may 
be behind it, it is instructive to take a 
moment to step back and consider this 
knee-jerk tendency to conclude that 
this is the work of Islamic radicals. In 
the minds of millions of Americans, 

bombs targeting innocents on US soil 
are inextricably linked with the image 
of the bearded, turban-wearing boog-
eyman that has become the shorthand 
for evil in this age of terror.

This association is not only 
incorrect, it is dangerously incorrect 
because it signally fails to identify 
the one unifying thread between all 
of the recent terror plots in the US. 
Lurking behind the shadowy armies 
of would-be jihadis in the popular 
imagination is the sober reality that 
every single major terror bust in the 
United States since 9/11 has sourced 
back to the same group, a single entity 
that has in every single case funded, 
equipped and even incited the would-
be terrorists into action: the FBI.

In 2005, federal prosecutors 
charged Michael Reynolds, a 47 year 
old drifter living with his elderly 
mother, of attempting to wage jihad 
on the US by blowing up fuel facili-
ties. In reality, his plan for jihad was 
little more than a series of conversa-
tions he had on a Yahoo! chat room 

with a US judge posing as a militant. 
He was arrested after agreeing to meet 
with an FBI informant who had prom-
ised him US$40,000 for his cause, 
and two months later the FBI quietly 
announced he was likely mentally 
ill. He was eventually convicted and 
is currently serving 25 years in jail.

In 2007 the so-called “Fort Dix 
Six” were nabbed in a much-hyped 
FBI terror bust after allegedly hatch-
ing a plan to attack a US military base 
and kill the soldiers there. At the time, 
a 26-page indictment revealed that 
the group had “no rigorous military 
training” and “did not appear close 
to being able to pull off an attack.” 
The next year it was revealed that the 
FBI informant who had infi ltrated the 
group had in fact offered to organise 
the members and lead the plot itself.

In 2009 the Newburgh Four 
were arrested for an alleged plot to 
blow up synagogues and shoot down 
military airplanes in Newburgh, New 
York. The group was a ragtag bunch 
of poor black men, at least one of 

whom was mentally unstable and 
stored his own urine in jars around his 
apartment. The group’s fi fth member, 
Shahad Hussein, turned out to be an 
FBI informant who had promised 
the members hundreds of thousands 
of dollars to carry out the plot. In 
sentencing the defendants, Federal 
Judge Colleen McMahon said:

“[The government] created acts 
of terrorism out of [the defendant’s] 
fantasies of bravado and bigotry, 
and then made those fantasies come 
true. The government did not have to 
infi ltrate and foil some nefarious plot 
– there was no nefarious plot to foil.”

In November 2010 the FBI busted 
the so-called Portland Christmas Tree 
Bomber, who was allegedly attempt-
ing to bomb the lighting ceremony at 
Portland’s Pioneer Courthouse Square. 
“The threat was very real,” the FBI 
intoned at the time. “Our investigation 
shows that Mohamud was absolutely 
committed to carrying out an attack 
on a very grand scale.” The alleged 
bomber, Arthur Balizan, turned out to 
be a teenager who bragged to under-
cover agents that he could get a gun 
because he was a “rapper” and wrote 
an article on workout tips for jihadis.

In 2011 the FBI arrested a man 
that they themselves had supplied 
with a remote controlled plane and C4 
explosives in a harebrained attempt 
to bomb the Pentagon. In 2012 they 
busted another would-be jihadi that 
they again had supplied with a fake 
gun and suicide vest. Also in 2012 
the FBI busted a group of fi ve “anar-
chists” who were allegedly going to 
bomb a bridge in the Cleveland area, 
although it was quietly admitted that 
the FBI informant who had infi ltrated 
the group had in fact initiated the 
contact with them and been present 
at the meetings where they developed 
the plan to blow up the bridge.

One of the most ridiculous 
examples of this pattern dates back to 
2006, when the Department of Justice 
attempted to make it seem as if they 
had just nabbed a group of dangerous 
jihadis who were preparing a full 
ground war against the United States.

The picture that is painted by 
these facts is as overwhelming as it 
is diffi cult for much of the public to 
comprehend. The conclusion, nev-
ertheless, is incontrovertible: that 
without the FBI, many of the so-called 
“terrorist cells” that have been hatch-
ing their inept, bumbling schemes 

against the United States for decades 
might never have existed at all.

Despite what many would believe, 
this conclusion is not even controver-
sial. Rather, it has been backed up 
time and again by evidence in the 
offi cial record and multiple attested 
to by FBI insiders and whistleblowers 
themselves.

Given all of this damning history 
and insider whistleblowing, it is vital 
that the Western public break out of 
their media-induced programming 
and question the core assumptions 
of the war on terror paradigm that 
we have been programmed with 
for decades now. If there is to be 
speculation at all over events like 
these, and if there is any group that 
has to present a thoroughgoing case 

for why it is not responsible for this 
atrocity, surely it is the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. Having been at the 
heart of so many terror plots in the 
past, both the hilariously inept and 
the chillingly successful, how could 
the public refuse to even interrogate 
the organization that has the most to 
answer for?

The simple fact of the matter is 
that the history of the modern age of 
terrorism has proven time and again 
that the FBI is the prime suspect in 
any terrorist atrocity that takes place 
on American soil. Let us all keep this 
in mind as the details of the investiga-
tions into this (and all other) American 
terrorist incidents begin to emerge.
globalresearch.ca 

The Boston 
bombings 
in context

The history of the modern 
age of terrorism has 
proven time and again 
that the FBI is the prime 
suspect in any terrorist 
atrocity that takes place 
on American soil.


