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The private health system is in crisis and 
the public system is stretched beyond its 
limits with long waiting lists for hospitals. 
With that equation in mind, the federal 
government continues its concerted push to 
privatise the public hospitals and Medicare.

Doctors continue to abandon bulkbilling or 
rush patients through their surgeries to make 
their practices viable after decades of frozen 
or below infl ation increases in the Medicare 
rebate.

The announcement in the 2017-18 budget 
last month that the freeze on rebates would be 
lifted made a great headline. But that is all it 
was – a headline with little relief in sight.

GP rebates will not be indexed for another 
12 months, and that will only be by a few cents, 
not dollars. Indexation for specialist and other 
medical services does not commence for three 
years.

Health a commodity
In the year to March 2017, 11 million 

people (46.5% of the population) had PHI 
coverage for hospital treatment and 6.6 mil-
lion had coverage for general treatment – also 
referred to as “extras” – which includes serv-
ices such as physiotherapy, dental, optical and 
other services.

The for-profit, private hospital system 
would have collapsed years ago if it were not 
for the billions of dollars of taxpayer subsidies 
handed out by the government every year via 
the private health insurance (PHI) rebate.

This rebate ranges up to 35 percent of the 
PHI premium, depending on age and income. 
The rebate presently costs the government $6.5 
billion per annum and is uncapped.

Fund members paid a total of more than 
$22.8 billion in premiums in 2016. The health 
funds paid out $19.5 billion in benefi ts. The 
funds spent $2.1 billion on expenses – claims 
handling, offi ces, advertising, CEO packag-
es, etc, none of which contributed to hospital 
treatment.

Their total pre-tax profi t was more than 
$1.76 billion – up 19 percent on the previous 
year! PHI is big business. So too are the pri-
vate hospital chains that feed off the patients 
and PHI.

Fund members not only paid a total of 
$22.8 billion in premiums but they were out of 
pocket by more than $290 million.

The industry is sitting on $13.6 billion in 
assets. It is required to hold assets, as are other 
types of insurance companies for prudential 
reasons. (Statistics from APRA Private Health 
Insurance Quarterly Statistics, March 2017)

PHI crisis
Premiums have been rising at an average 

of more than fi ve percent over recent years, 
with more than 40,000 different combinations 
of what services are covered by a total of 37 
funds. In addition, different funds have differ-
ent arrangements with different hospitals, den-
tists, etc, and then there is where the specialist 
your GP recommends operates.

The policies on offer also vary widely in 
price.

It is a minefi eld for anyone deciding to have 
PHI cover.

There is mounting dissatisfaction with pri-
vate health insurance. Rising costs and concerns 
about long waiting lists in the public hospital 
system are driving many people into what can 
only be described as “junk” PHI policies.

There are PHI policies, for example, that 
only offer cover in public hospitals! Offi cially 
you join the waiting list, limping around on 
your painful knee or with a gall bladder that 
keeps fl aring up, etc, just like everyone else. 
The difference is that you have a choice of 
doctor.

The public hospital system is increasingly 
taking private patients for which it is paid. In 
2014-15 it received around $1 billion from PHI 

companies. Each private patient is lengthening 
the queue, not easing pressure on the public 
hospital system.

There is a growing tendency for people 
with private cover, even comprehensive cover, 
to use public hospitals because of out-of-pocket 
expenses and stagnant or shrinking wages. Also 
the treatment is often superior.

Choosing a policy becomes a guessing 
game about what you might be needing into 
the future.

The former Howard government’s Lifetime 
Health Cover (LHC) loading has succeeded in 
driving a large number, when they reach the age 
of 30, into the PHI system.

Under the LHC loading, an extra two per-
cent is paid on PHI premiums for every year 
over 30 when joining, up to a maximum of a 
70 percent loading. The extra cost remains in 
place for 10 continuous years.

Big business
The public hospitals and health insurance 

funds are big business, highly monopolised 
and turning over billions of dollars a year. 
Their driving motive is profi ts not patient care. 
Medibank Private’s operating profi t rose by 
more than 50 percent to more than $510 mil-
lion last year.

BUPA, a global corporate, increased its 
health insurance profi ts in Australia by nine 
percent. It now has over four million members.

NIB, one of the other major players, lifted 
its fi rst half net profi t to December 2016, by 65 
percent to $71.1 million.

Privatisation
These parasites have their eyes on bigger 

profi ts through the privatisation of the public 
hospital system and Medicare.

The big debate within government ranks is 
not whether to privatise but how to go about pri-
vatising the public health system without pro-
viding the ammunition for another “Mediscare” 
campaign and possible defeat in the next fed-
eral elections.

Department of Health Secretary Martin 
Bowles and his deputy Mark Cormack are 
members of a secretive, “independent” task-
force formed to develop the policy around a 
“Commonwealth Hospital Benefi t” (CHB).

Bowles recently told the Senate Estimates 
Committee that he set up the “independent” 
taskforce and that the department paid $55,000 
for a contract with Global Access Partners 
(GAP).

Continued on page 2

Privatising Medicare

For-profit parasites
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Last week the Uluru Statement by representatives of Indigenous 
Australians gave expression in one voice to the demand for 
Recognition.

The statement said in part: “This sovereignty is a spiritual 
notion: the ancestral tie between the land, or ‘mother nature’, and 
the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples who were born 
therefrom, remain attached thereto, and must one day return thither 
to be united with our ancestors. This link is the basis of the owner-
ship of the soil, or better, of sovereignty. It has never been ceded 
or extinguished, and co-exists with the sovereignty of the Crown.”

With the election of the Rudd government in late 2007, a new 
sense of hope developed among Aboriginal people. Responding 
to an overwhelming demand, expressed in the intense and broad 
struggle which swept him and the Labor Party to offi ce, Prime 
Minister Rudd made a full apology to the Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander people in Federal Parliament on February 13, 2008.

However, there is a growing sense of disillusionment among 
many in the Aboriginal community about the effectiveness and 
intent of government policies with commitments that will remain 
empty promises without united people power to force real change.

Central to the fulfi lment of Aboriginal rights is the possession 
by Aboriginal communities of communal and inalienable title to 
their land, including the minerals and other natural resources on 
and within it and in adjacent seas.

Conservative forces, above all the big pastoral and mining 
concerns, refuse to recognise the Aborigines and Torres Strait 
Islanders as the original occupiers and owners of the land. For the 
ruling class of capitalist Australia private property is sacred, not 
concepts of justice or what is right. This is the central contradiction 
in the campaign to win recognition of the Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander peoples as the original occupiers and owners of 
Australian territory and their right to own and control their land 
and resources.

The Communist Party recognises that the issues confronting 
Indigenous Australia are complex, resulting from a long history 
of colonisation, dispossession and injustice and require long-term 
policy solutions.

This includes programs under Aboriginal control to upgrade 
Aboriginal health, employment, housing and educational standards.

More specifi cally the CPA supports:
• Communal and inalienable land rights for Aboriginal 

communities.
• An immediate review of the effectiveness of the Native 

Title legislation with a view to strengthening the powers of 
Aboriginal communities wishing to oppose developments such 
as the Kimberley’s natural gas project.

• The immediate rescinding of the Northern Territory 
Emergency Response Act and its discriminatory provisions 
for Aboriginal peoples and the reinstatement of the Racial 
Discrimination Act in the NT.

• The restoration of the Community Development and 
Employment Program (CDEP) program to all Indigenous com-
munities that request it.

• The establishment as soon as possible of a genuinely repre-
sentative national Aboriginal advisory body to be elected by 
registered Aboriginal voters at the same time as each federal 
election.

• The ongoing campaign for the restoration of unpaid wages to 
Aboriginal peoples as a result of previous protection policies.

• The establishment of a Federal Ombudsman with sole respon-
sibility for investigating complaints by indigenous people of 
their treatment by the criminal justice system of the states, 
territories and Australian governments.

• The abolition of the current celebration of Australia Day 
and its replacement by a more meaningful, respectful and 
relevant national day that can be celebrated by all Australians, 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous.

• The introduction of compulsory Aboriginal Studies programs 
in teacher training courses and in the school curriculula and 
the introduction of Aboriginal language programs in schools.

Many of the planks of this program would see the 
Commonwealth fi nally using the powers given to it in an over-
whelming vote by the people of Australia in the Referendum of 1967.

Action is needed now.
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QUOTE OF THE WEEK

Never, never and never again shall it be that this beautiful land will 
experience the oppression of one by another.

Nelson Mandela, presidential inaugural address, 1994
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Press Fund
Australia Post recently ignored specialist advice and secretly sold 
the Sydney Post Office, one of Australia’s grandest Victorian era 
buildings, to an overseas hotel group for a fraction of its current 
market value. The federal ministers for the environment and 
finance approved the deal, which demonstrates total contempt 
for Australian history and heritage, and places in jeopardy 
many of the nation’s places of significance. What’s next? Will 
old Parliament House in Canberra also be flogged off to overseas 
interests for a pittance? The Guardian would rather get rid of the 
current government, but to do that we need your help, so please 
send us a contribution for the next issue if you possibly can. Many 
thanks to this week’s contributors, as follows:
KM $20, T MacKinnen $10, Mark Mannion $10, “Rough Red” $5, 
“Round Figure” $10, E Seymour $25, G Spiers $100 
This week’s total $180 Progressive total: $3,200

One Voice
Seafarers murdered
The International Transport 
Workers’ Federation says 
Coronial fi ndings fi nally proved 
two seafarers were murdered 
on board the Panamanian reg-
istered Sage Sagittarius off the 
Australian coast. After a two-year 
investigation, the NSW Coroner 
found the ship’s chief cook and 
chief engineer met with foul play 
at the hand/s of other unidenti-
fi ed persons on board the Flag of 
Convenience (FOC) ship.

The Coroner recommended her 
fi ndings be sent to Japanese authori-
ties to investigate a third suspicious 
death on board. A company offi cial, 
sent by the owners to Australia to 
investigate, was found dead on the 
ship once it docked back in Japan.

“Three men were killed in just 
over fi ve weeks on board the MV 
Sage Sagittarius, which was cap-
tained by a gun running, stand-over-
man who was transferred to another 
FOC ship working exclusively on 
the Australian coast for a year after 

the 2012 deaths,” ITF Australian 
Coordinator, Dean Summers, said.

“Two families have been dev-
astated, four children have lost their 
fathers – they live in fear for their 
own lives after their loved ones 
were murdered while working in 
Australian waters.

“The federal government must 
act immediately to counter the 
national security threat posed by 
FOCs and which Australian Border 
Force has warned against in a senate 
inquiry.

The Coroner said: “This inquest 
has highlighted the fact there are very 
significant practical impediments 
created by a disappearance or death 
on board a foreign fl agged vessel.”

Summers said the inquest had 
highlighted the lawlessness on our 
coast, brought by the dodgy FOC 
system, which Australia now com-
pletely relies on for domestic trade 
including all fuel and 1 million 
tonnes of Ammonium Nitrate.

“Flag of Convenience ships are 

registered in countries prepared to 
prostitute their fl ags, like Panama and 
Mongolia – in return for tax avoid-
ance, minimum regulation and little 
or no responsibility, like what we 
have seen exposed here today,” Mr 
Summers said.

The triple unexplained deaths 
in 2012 on board the ship, trad-
ing between Newcastle and Japan, 
sparked a federal police investiga-
tion and subsequent Senate Inquiry.

“Earlier this month the federal 
government effectively dismissed all 
of the senate FOC inquiry’s recom-
mendations. This ignores the ABF’s 
warnings of national security vulner-
ability from terrorists and crime syn-
dicates and encourages exploitation 
of foreign workers like those on BP 
and Caltex coastal tankers working 
for $1.25 per hour.”

Last month’s senate’s estimates 
exposed the foreign maritime crew 
visa as an “Immigration process” and 
not a security check. 

Privatising Medicare

For-profi t parasites
Continued from page 1

When the Sydney Morning 
Herald revealed its existence and 
aims, Health Minister Greg Hunt 
moved quickly into damage control, 
denying the government would ever 
carry out such an overhaul. But the 
taskforce is reportedly still working 
on a CHB.

To pave the way for the public 
to accept the next round of regres-
sive changes and cuts to the public 
health system, the government and 
media are still peddling the lie about 
unsustainable, run-away spending on 
health services.

The numbers do not stack up to 
support the government’s claims. 
Health costs have risen and will 
continue to rise with an increase in 
the population and technological 
advances.

The government is not tackling 
the truly unsustainable, runaway 
spending on war preparations – $1 
trillion over 20 years – and the unsus-
tainable reliance on fossil fuels.

Whether or not Hunt would 
attempt such a plan, it is clear the 
government is committed to spend-
ing less on public hospitals and on 
privatising the health system.

The proposed CHB resembles a 
voucher system with a value attached 
to each procedure or service. The 
federal government would combine 
the present $20 billion or so it pro-
vides for public hospital funding, the 
$3 billion paid to doctors in private 
hospitals along with the $6.5 billion 
subsidising the PHI.

These funds would be used to 
pay a standard benefi t for services 
regardless of whether they were per-
formed in a public or private hospital 
or if the patient was being treated as 
public or private.

At present the government 

contributes 38 percent of the public 
hospital funding and the states 53 
percent with the remainder from pri-
vate sources such as insurance com-
panies. In the early 1990s the ratio 
was 50 percent each, but there has 
been a gradual erosion by successive 
federal governments, placing a great-
er burden on the states and the pock-
ets of individuals.

A leaked report from the task-
forces suggests that this federal fund-
ing would decline to 35 percent. At 
present federal funding towards the 
cost of public hospitals is conditional 
on there being no out-of-pocket costs 
for patients. It is unclear whether this 
would be maintained or there would 
be a co-payment, possibly means 
tested.

Parasitic
The PHI and private hospital sys-

tems are draining the public purse. 
The government and corporate media 
talk endlessly about an unsustainable 
public system, about run-away costs. 
That is nonsense.

The private system is unsustain-
able. It is ineffi cient, wasting bil-
lions of dollars that are drained from 
the public hospitals and other public 
health services.

Just look at the wastage of PHI:
• $6.5 billion PHI rebate paid by 

taxpayers
• $22.8 billion paid in PHI 

premiums
• $7 billion in PHI assets not 

contributing to health care
• $ $290 million members’ out-of-

pocket expenses
• $2.1 billion in PHI company 

expenses
• $1.76 billion in operating profi ts

To do a little more number-
crunching, those last two fi gures play 
no role in hospital treatment. That is 

almost $4 billion or 17 percent of the 
premiums could be put to better use 
– i.e. treating patients.

The wastage is even worse than 
that. The private hospital system 
creams off its profi ts and notoriously 
pays more than the public system for 
the same prosthetics, instruments and 
other products it uses in surgery and 
the care of patients.

In all the debate about cost-cut-
ting in the public system and driving 
more people into PHI, the key issue 
is not addressed: what will result in 
the best outcomes for patients.

The answer is simple: the public 
health system where the profi t motive 
is removed.

If the PHI rebate were phased out 
and the government made substan-
tial cuts to its military budget of $1 
trillion over 20 years there would be 
more than enough to fund state-of-
the-art public hospitals, to adequate-
ly equip and staff them and provide 
world-class care.

The Medicare levy should 
be abolished. It was never set up 
to fund Medicare. The use of it 
to fund the National Disability 
Insurance Scheme is insulting to its 
benefi ciaries.

The NDIS, like public health 
services, should be funded out of 
central revenue through a progres-
sive taxation system. That means 
ending the fossil fuel subsidies to 
the mining corporations who rip out 
our resources and increasing taxes 
on the profi ts of large corporations 
and the wealthy.

With universal access and uni-
versal bulk billing millions more dol-
lars could be saved without the costs 
of processing claims, managing offi c-
es, and layers of profi t that are built 
into the private system. 
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Last week US President Trump 
dumped the Paris climate agree-
ment, demonstrating ruthless 
contempt for the planet’s future, 
and implacable support for fossil 
fuel industries.

The decision also demonstrates 
the enormous power of those indus-
tries, particularly coal, the biggest 
single contributor to atmospheric 
carbon dioxide emissions and cli-
mate change.

The malignant infl uence of those 
industries is glaringly obvious here. 
Australia is now the world’s biggest 
exporter of thermal coal, and the 
Indian coal mining corporation Adani 
has proposed building the nation’s 
biggest coal mine at Carmichael, in 
central Queensland’s Galilee Basin.

The Turnbull government is seri-
ously considering granting Adani’s 
application for a $1 billion low-inter-
est loan from the federal Northern 
Australia Infrastructure Fund, for 
construction of a new coal terminal 
and rail line to transport coal from 
the mine to the coast.

Resources Minister Matt 
Canavan enthusiastically claims the 
Adani project would create 15,000 
jobs, even though the company says 
the mine would only have 1,464 
employees when fully operational.

The Turnbull government stu-
diously ignores the Indian govern-
ment’s refusal to offer funds for the 
project, and that government’s pur-
suit of Adani for outstanding debts.

The Queensland government 
has given Adani unlimited use of 
groundwater for the mine, and has 
granted all the companies involved 
in new Galilee Basin mining ven-
tures a reprieve from royalty pay-
ments during the fi rst four years of 
operation.

After that, the mines would have 
to pay an increased royalty rate, cal-
culated so the total royalties paid 
over the mine’s operating life would 
be the same as if paid at normal rates 
from commencement of operations.

However, coal will soon become 
uncompetitive with renewable 
energy as an energy source. Many 
coal mines have operated for 50 years 
or longer, but given the development 
of renewable power, the Adani mine 
could become unprofi table in less 
than 20 years.

Investment in renewable energy 
projects has increased six-fold over 
the last decade. Last week Jim Barry, 
head of an international electrical 
investment group, commented: “...
anyone who’s looking ... beyond a 

ten-year view on coal is gambling 
very signifi cantly.”

And that’s what the Queensland 
and federal governments are doing. 
Construction of the Adani mine 
would probably take fi ve years. It’s 
therefore likely that total royalties 
collected under the four-year royalty 
reprieve would amount to a fraction 
of those normally payable – or nil – 
and that the company would default 
on repayment of the $1 billion loan.

Capitalism fumbles 
and bickers

The Adani furore illustrates the 
unwillingness of big business to deal 
with climate change. Tourism and 
other industries directly threatened 
by climate change have expressed 
concern about the government’s 
environment policies. But others 
haven’t, even though the future of 
entire generations is at risk.

Mining corporation AGL has 
published full-page newspaper 
advertisements declaring proudly 
it’s “getting out of coal”. However, 
its prime motivation is to avoid get-
ting stuck with “stranded asset” coal 
mines that cannot compete economi-
cally with renewable energy.

Westpac Bank when recent-
ly announced it would not fund 
construction of the Adani mine, 
Canavan snarled: “Corporations 
unfortunately today are wimps in 
regard to standing up to those [anti-
coal] activists”. But Westpac’s deci-
sion wasn’t weak; it was carefully 
calculated to enhance its profi ts by 
taking advantage of mounting public 
concern over climate change and 
Adani’s activities.

There are no friends in busi-
ness. Big capital knows the game is 
up for coal, and sooner or later time 
will run out for other fossil fuels. But 
corporate tactics differ. AGL might 
be moving out of coal production, 
but Adani is likely to stay in opera-
tion as long as it can, stashing profi ts 
away in tax havens before winding 
up its operations and leaving behind 
mountains of unpaid debts, outstand-
ing royalties and rusting mining 
equipment.

Coal corporations operating in 
NSW have complained that coal from 
the huge Adani mine would fl ood the 
international market at a time of fall-
ing coal prices, forcing them to lower 
their prices or close their mines. But 
opportunity rules here, not princi-
ple. With the exception of AGL none 

seem to have made plans to phase out 
coal production or ensure the future 
welfare of their employees.

Rail corporation Aurizon has 
criticised the government for even 
considering the Adani loan appli-
cation. It says its own Queensland 
goods line, which it wants to extend 
with federal funding, could easily 
transport Adani’s coal to the coast.

Apparently, Adani does not want 
to pay Aurizon’s freight charges, and 
would rather build a new line for its 
own use, paid for by the Australian 
taxpayer.

If the Turnbull government lends 
Adani $1 billion it could lose most or 
all of the money. If the Queensland 
government grants the royalty 
reprieve it could end up with little or 
no royalties at all. And Queensland 
might even fi nd itself saddled with 
two redundant railway goods lines 
running roughly parallel and close, 
halfway across the state.

The biggest issues in the cli-
mate change struggle include time 
and vested interests. The fossil fuel 
corporations have a fi nancial inter-
est in prolonging their operations 
indefi nitely, but people everywhere – 
including the families of coal corpo-
ration executives and climate change 

deniers– have a vital interest in curb-
ing climate change by cutting emis-
sions as rapidly as possible.

Yet climate change did not get a 
mention in the federal budget, which 
provided $90 million for a feasibility 
study into constructing a multi-state 
gas pipeline, and retained tax loop-
holes for fossil fuel companies.

As one commentator observed: 
“When it comes to energy the big-
gest ticket items in [the] budget were 
still about providing advantage and 
assistance to fossil fuel companies”.

If Adani fails to get funding from 
the banks, the Turnbull government 
might even fund construction of the 
mine itself, as well as the rail line and 
port facilities.

The old song asks the question: 
“Which side are you on?” A non-
committal response, or worse, sup-
port for the prolonged use of fossil 
fuels, will betray this and future 
generations.

Australia is in a prime position 
to take positive action on climate 
change. We must elect new left and 
progressive governments, commit to 
the struggle to cut carbon emissions 
and prepare for the global challenges 
of the future. 

From the archives The Guardian, October 1987

King Coal’s death rattle

Treasurer, Scott Morrison, brings a lump of coal into a parliamentary question time. “This is coal – don’t be afraid, don’t be scared,” said Morrison.

Sydney

Solidarity Night
Support trade union organisers 

in the Philippines 
in the Export Processing Zones & 

in the Business Process Outsourcing 
(Call Centres)

6:00 pm Tuesday June 20
The Prophet – Upstairs

274 Cleveland Street Surry Hills

$40 – Lebanese dinner will be served

BYO – RSVP June 16

For bookings: Peter 0418 312 301

Organised by Philippines Australia Union Link
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My name is Julia, and I live about 
two kilometres from the world’s 
largest coal port, right here in 
NSW, Australia. Some days when 
I go to the clothesline to bring in 
the laundry, my clean clothes are 
covered in a fi lm of coal dust. If 
I don’t clean my bathroom for a 
few days, I can wipe a black fi lm 
off the sink with my fi nger. I can’t 
escape it. I know that I’m breath-
ing these fi ne, black particles into 
my lungs.

I’ve lived here in Newcastle for 
13 years, and I’ve seen more and 
more people suffer from asthma as 
coal exports doubled over the last ten 
years. That’s why today, I’ve joined 
people from across my community to 
hang dirty laundry on the fence of the 
coal terminal that was funded by the 
Commonwealth Bank.

We’re here to send a message 
to CommBank: the coal it bankrolls 
is hurting people, as well as the 
climate. The bank needs to know 
that when they sign away money 
to these projects, there are real 
people who suffer – here, across the 
Pacifi c, and beyond. But we won’t 
sit by silently. 

We are standing united, and I 
wanted to ask if you’ll stand with us 
in our fi ght to stop coal hurting our 
health and community. Can you send 

a message to support our community 
and tell CommBank to dump coal?

CommBank was the biggest 
fi nancial backer of fossil fuels in 
Australia last year, but it doesn’t 
see the impacts on people who live 
in communities like mine. So we’ve 
written personal messages on our 
clothes to CommBank’s CEO and 
Board.

Here’s what it looks like –
Right now, while we’re out 

here, there are determined commu-
nity members inside the coal termi-
nal: they’re putting a huge banner on 
top of giant coal piles to make sure 
CommBank gets the message.

Here’s what it looks like –
Burning coal is killing our Great 

Barrier Reef and our planet. But 
when you live in a coal corridor, 
you’re surrounded by it every day, 
too: the coal ports and ships, the coal 
trains, the endless stream of coal 
dust. Some houses are covered in 
coal dust inside and out. People get 
asthma and all sorts of respiratory 
problems. We don’t know how it’s 
going to affect our health in the long 
term, but we know that it will. All we 
want is a future for our children (and 
a healthy planet); it’s not right that 
they have to suffer.

Today  we’ re  expos ing 
CommBank’s dirty laundry, and 

showing the bank what our commu-
nity is made of. It’s time CommBank 
takes responsibility for its actions, 
and stops holding us back from 
our potential to be a renewable 
powerhouse.

In any struggle, it’s important to 
know there are people behind you. 
It’s just good for the heart. In our 
struggle for clean air and a safe cli-
mate, as we hang up our coal-smoth-
ered clothes, will you stand behind 
us?

This place is our home. 
Newcastle has a lot going for it – a 
vibrant and growing tourism indus-
try, and a great way of life – and a 
chorus of voices calling for a transi-
tion to clean and sustainable indus-
tries that don’t put our health at risk.

We shouldn’t have to suffer 
because of big business putting prof-
its over people and the planet: once 
your eyes are open to this injustice, 
you can’t close them again.

I’ve always believed you should 
never let a chance go by. This is our 
chance to fi ght for clean air and water 
for our kids, and your chance to stand 
with us.

Thanks for keeping your eyes 
open with us.

Julia, “Knitting Nanna”
disability worker 

and Newcastle resident

“My name 
is Julia”

In the 2017-18 Budget it was announced that there 
would be an energy assistance payment. But what 
was not said is that it must be applied for by the 
June 20, 2017 to receive a payment of $75 a single or 
$62.50 for each eligible member of a couple. 

People who lodge a claim for payments will start 
receiving payments on or after June 26, 2017.

AH (pensioner)
Western NSW Branch

Attention
All Those on Social Security Pensions

National Day of Action to 

BAN THE BOMB
17 June 2017

ICAN’s National Day of Action is to celebrate and draw media attention to the 

second meeting at the UN to agree on a treaty to ban nuclear weapons. The march 

to ban the bomb is an opportunity to stand up against Australia’s boycott of this 

historic process and to display the diversity and high level of public support for a 

ban nationwide.

Let’s join together as we continue to pressure the Australian Government to 

support a ban and demonstrate that there is political risk in boycotting the 

negotiations.

Australia has signed on to treaties banning chemical and biological weapons, anti-

personnel landmines and cluster munitions. Australia must now support a ban on 

the most catastrophic weapon ever invented.

Join one of the following events to show that you support a ban of nuclear 

weapons.

Sydney – Women’s March to Ban the Bomb!

Saturday 17 June from 12pm-3pm – 2-12 Macquarie St, Parramatta

In Sydney, we will begin at the office of Defence Minister, Senator Marise Payne, 

in Jesse Street House and march to the Parramatta River to finish with a picnic in 

Prince Alfred Square.

This March is women-led and inclusive of all genders, ages, sexualities, cultures 

and faiths. It is intended to build upon movements at the forefront of the resistance 

to weapons and war.

Contact Gem at gem@icanw.org or Margot at wilpf.nsw@wilpf.org.au

Canberra – Ban the Bomb… finally!

Saturday 17 June from 12pm-1pm – Rally at Garema Place, Canberra

Contact: Angela Chen at angela.chen@anu.edu.au

Melbourne – Women’s March to Ban the Bomb!

Saturday 17 June at 1pm

State Library, on the corner of Swanston and La Trobe Streets.

Women-led but inclusive of all.

Contact: Jessica Lawson at jessicashanae@gmail.com

Perth – US bases tour

Friday 16 June – Sunday 18th June

Join us on a whirlwind tour of the US bases close to Perth. We’ll leave on a Friday, 

head towards Geraldton and come back on Sunday evening. We’ll be camping in 

State Parks so bring a swag or a tent. $80 per person (includes food and fuel and 

no frills) – spaces are limited so book in fast!

For more info or to book your spot e-mail mia.peppper@ccwa.org.au

Brisbane – Women’s March and Rally to Ban the Bomb!

Saturday 17 June at 12pm-3pm – King George Square, Brisbane

This year, more than 130 nations are ending the decades-long disarmament 

deadlock and negotiating a treaty to ban nuclear weapons. The new ban will set 

a new global standard, placing nuclear weapons on the same legal footing as 

chemical and biological weapons, landmines and cluster munitions. The Australian 

Government is boycotting this historic negotiating conference; choosing instead to 

side with the bomb and those who wield these weapons of mass destruction.

The Women’s March to Ban the Bomb is a women-led initiative; inclusive of all 

genders, sexualities, races, ages, faiths, backgrounds and political affiliations.

Contact: communications@wilpf.org.au

Hobart – Women’s Ban the Bomb Vigil

Saturday 17 June from 11am-12pm

Parliament House Gardens, 11 Morrison St, Hobart.

A one-hour vigil. Bring your banners, families and friends to show our government 

you want an end to the threat of nuclear war.

Across the world people will be marching on 17 June to show their concern for 

the current situation concerning the failure of some nations, America in particular 

and Australia to work toward banning nuclear weapons; in spite of over 130 other 

nations in the UN working towards this result.

Contact: communications@wilpf.org.au

Darwin

Saturday 17 June

Banner drop to protest Australia’s boycott of the ban treaty negotiations

To help organise and get involved, contact Justin at justin@darwin.email
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Why are young people having to pay more for higher 
education and now cuts to their penalty rates for 
weekend work – TO BALANCE THE BUDGET – 
when government is not interested in collecting a 
mining tax – a very small tax on mineral production 
including wholesale exports of coal and gas benefi ting 
overseas investors while Australian taxpayers are 
also providing infrastructure payments and we are 
giving tax subsidies for the miners? Why was there 
no mention of a mining tax in the Budget, and only 
a tiny tax on the Big Banks introduced as a smoke-
screen, (and which the BIG 4 banks can easily pass 
on to their customers?)

Why do we allow the big miners to export $40 bil-
lion of coal a year with minimal taxes and subsidise them 
to export cheap gas overseas while we pay higher prices 
for gas and oil here at home? Why do we allow big busi-
nesses to take all their profi ts overseas and pay minimal 
tax in Australia, while young Australians are locked out of 
higher education and do not have the right to work or own 
their own house, and are forced to pay for expensive pri-
vate health insurance – because the government says they 
don’t have the money for public hospitals or Medicare?

Why is the Medicare levy being raised – TO HELP 
PAY FOR THE NDIS – when this will increase the TAX 
burden on PAYE and middle Australia almost exclusively, 
when Big Business and the wealthy are not paying any 
tax, and NO Medicare levy is charged to companies or 
big business? As real wages have been falling for some 
time, isn’t it fairer to extend the Medicare levy to compa-
nies and Big Business (after all, their workers are usually 
treated in a public hospital or on Medicare when sick or 
injured), rather than increasing it to poorer Australians 
who are seeing real wages decline?

Why don’t we simply extend the Medicare levy to 
Big Business and make sure that the wealthy pay their 
taxes (including the Medicare Levy) – and stop the over-
seas tax havens?

Why is the government giving $6.5 billion tax sup-
port every year to PRIVATE HEALTH INSURERS, when 
Medicare is on life support and the waiting list for public 
patients gets longer and longer because people with PHI 
are jumping the queue at the public hospitals?

Why are the private health insurers allowed to 
increase health insurance premiums by 5% or 6% every 
year, way above infl ation, when it is the privatisation of 
health care that is pushing up health care costs? And why 
do Australians have to subsidise 30% of those annual pre-
mium increases despite the private insurers building up 
billion dollar surpluses?

Why do we keep giving more and more negative 
gearing benefi ts to the wealthy and investors when we’re 
pricing young people out of the housing market? At a cost 
of $11 billion a year.

Why are young people forced to pay more for higher 
education fees and cuts to penalty rates for weekend work 
etc so that we can pay for the increased military spending 
of $1 trillion over next 20 years – the US government is 
demanding we pay 2% of our GDP on military spending 
as our share of the cost of ANZUS and the rolling US 
wars? Why is the future of young people being pushed 
aside in favour of spending on wars?

And why do we agree to this Budget to spend 2% of 
our GDP on US military junk and support for US wars – 
when the government says the priority is to balance the 

budget and for fi scal restraint and fi scal responsibility? 
Are they saying that money for wars is more important 
than the future of young people?

Why are we agreeing to support Adani and other 
overseas conglomerates to rip out $40 billion in dirty coal 
per year – or $800 billion over 20 years, – when we are 
going to throw away $1,000 billion over those same 20 
years on defence and military spending – which equates 
to wrecking the planet’s climate to pay for the wars and 
still being $200 billion short?

Why are the unemployed and welfare recipients 
being targeted to SAVE MONEY IN THE BUDGET, 
when they are locked out of the job market – only one 
job available for every 10 people looking for work. 
And why are we spending $1 trillion or $50 billion per 
year for next 20 years if we are strapped for cash? And 
why make the young and the unemployed pay for it all 
anyway? Why not the rich or the miners, especially as 
it is the wealthy and Big Business that creates unem-
ployment so that they have a vast pool of cheap labour 
at their disposal.

And why is the government infrastructure 
Grand Projects not going to start for 10 or 20 years – 
INFRASTRUCTURE ON THE “NEVER- NEVER”.

Why can’t we fast-track the infrastructure projects if 
they are genuine and really useful – (why do we need to 
spend 5 to 10 years researching them?) People need jobs 
now not in 5 to 10 years! Why was there no mining tax in 
this years Budget and why are the unemployed and wel-
fare recipients being targeted and why are young peoples’ 
needs and the future of young people bearing the cost 
of tax cuts for the wealthy and Australia’s agreement to 
spend 2% GDP on military and war every year!

A mining tax on mineral production and exports 
from Australia, and stopping off shore tax havens for the 
wealthy and making the Big end of town including the 
overseas monopolies pay their fair share of tax, includ-
ing extending the Medicare levy to Big Businesses, and 
not following the US into every one of their crazy wars, 
would mean a fairer Australia – with a future for our 
young people “with jobs and wealth for toil”. 

Australia

Total privatisation of everything seems to be the only constant 
in the policies of both federal and state governments. Time after 
time the results of these policies are disastrous and serve only 
the select few who profi t from them. An example, Australia used 
to have a sensible and working system of TAFE training – but not 
anymore. The system has been white-anted for years and shift-
ed into for-profi t training. The results are breathtakingly disastrous. 
The latest failed training organisation, Careers Australia, had to 
appoint administrators after the government refused to continue 
funding it through the student loans scheme. Thousands of stu-
dents were left in limbo but the directors of the failed company 
apparently had sent $40 million to the company’s private equity 
owners in 2015-16 (the last year for which accounts are availa-
ble). Some 15,000 students and 1,000 staff are yet to fi nd out what 
is going to happen. And the winners are … certainly not the tax-
payers, students or teachers but the scammers and privateers.

NSW seems to be particularly “blessed” with privateers. Former 
premier Mike Baird (now employed by National Australia Bank 
on around $2 million a year) privatised just about everything he 
possibly could. His successor is continuing on the same anti-
public path. Everybody who visited Sydney in the last 18 months 
would know that the city is in shambles – streets are closed off 
for construction, traffi c everywhere is absolutely chaotic. Bus 
drivers in the city practically run an obstacle course trying to navi-
gate the congested streets. Having created the mess, the NSW 
government is trying to blame bus drivers for delays. Citing “com-
plaints” from the public they are planning to privatise inner city 
buses. According to the union, more than 200 bus routes, the 
entire inner west fl eet, will be sold off in the biggest bus privati-
sation scam in inner Sydney. We all know what it will mean for 
the public – higher fares, fewer services and crowded buses. Bus 
drivers are fi ghting back and they need our support now – please 
join the campaign to support greater PUBLIC transport. Go to 
www.dontsellourbuses.org.au to sign a petition against privatisation.  

The Queensland government is taking action to regulate labour 
hire practices. “About 40 percent of workers are now in casual 
or contract employment. Cowboy labour operations are rife, and 
workers and their families miss out. We need new laws that pro-
tect these workers and afford them the same bargaining power 
that permanent employees have,” commented ACTU secretary 
Sally McManus. Dodgy labour hire companies routinely rip off 
workers and keep them in a state of fear for their jobs, making it 
practically impossible to raise safety issues or their rights at work.

Why?

Pertinent questions 
from a reader

Sydney

VIGIL DEMANDING VIGIL DEMANDING 
THAT THE USA STOP THAT THE USA STOP 

THE BLOCKADE ON CUBATHE BLOCKADE ON CUBA

12:30 pm Saturday June 17 – Sydney Town Hall

Also to stop the subversion of funds against Cuba and 
return Guantánamo to the Cuban people
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Germán Ferrás is Director of the Asia-
Pacific Section of the Department 
of international Relations of the 
Communist Party of Cuba. He recently 
visited Australia at the invitation of 
the Communist Party of Australia to 
strengthen the already well-established 
bonds between our two parties and to 
improve contact with other parties, trade 
unions and other organisations acting 
in solidarity with Cuba. In Adelaide, he 
took time out of his schedule to talk to 
Bob Briton from the Guardian.

Bob Briton: You’ve visited several centres 
in Australia. What’s the most common question 
that you’ve been asked about Cuba?

Germán Ferrás: The most common ques-
tion is “what’s happening in Cuba now?”. What 
is our economic project after the 7th Congress 
of the Communist Party of Cuba? We answered 
all these questions and, of course, we transmit-
ted the information that we discussed in our 
Congress. After the Congress, in our calcu-
lation, there was a project in which the most 
important consideration is human beings and 
continue with the old reforms of the Cuban 
Revolution – the public health, education, cul-
tural, sport, social security and others. 

And there is the principle for the continua-
tion the idea of the revolution because it’s a dif-
ferent moment, because the revolution occurred 
in a different time and state of the world, and 
now the world has changed. So it’s important 
to develop our economy according to the new 
circumstances in the world.

BB: Do you fi nd there is a good under-
standing in Australia of the relationship 
between Cuba and the United States with the 
so-called normalisation of relations between 
Cuba and the US?

GF: That was maybe the second question 
that people asked us. How is that process of 
normalisation of relationships between Cuba 
and USA going? As you know, we have estab-
lished our diplomatic relations in July 2016 
but the embargo continued, the occupation of 
Guantánamo Bay and the aggression against the 
Cuban Revolution continued. 

We, of course, talked with American par-
ties and pointed out that it’s important to fi nish 
with this policy to normalise our relations. We 
won’t renounce our position, our friendship 
with other countries in Latin America and the 
world. The idea of the Cuban Revolution con-
tinues. We want close relationships with the 
USA and other countries, but our ideology and 
political stance will continue as ever.

BB: This question has two aspects. Are 
Cubans aware of the solidarity coming from 
countries like Australia? And do you think there 
is the same need as for solidarity as in the past 
between the people of Australia and Cuba?

GF: At the time of the revolution, solidar-
ity was very important. In the beginning of the 
revolution we received solidarity from many 
countries, from many peoples. One of these 
countries was Australia. Australian people were 
coming to support the Cuban Revolution and, 
in Australia, there was very strong solidarity 
with Cuba. 

When the fi ve Cuban heroes were impris-
oned in the United States there was very 
strong solidarity and, in this moment, the 
solidarity continues because all the different 
groups in solidarity with Cuba are very active. 
Our friends know that our fi ght continues. This 
may be for many years. If this embargo is kept 
in place, if the occupation of Guantánamo 
Bay continues, aggression against Cuban 
Revolution continues, of course the solidar-
ity will solidify.

And, at the same time, our people have soli-
darity with other people in the world and we 

support the other social movements and revo-
lutions in Latin America, in Africa, Asia and 
Oceania. If we have the possibility to help other 
people, we do it. For example, we educate, we 
help many people to know how to read and 
to write. One of the forms of solidarity is that 
there are many students from many countries in 
the world who study in Cuba. 

For example, poor black people from the 
USA study in Cuba because in the US it’s very 
expensive to study and we come to their assist-
ance. One of the ideas of Cuban Revolution is 
to help others if possible; if we can we help 
other countries and other people. We think 
that the solidarity goes in both directions. We 
receive solidarity and we give solidarity. The 
Australian people are the same.

BB: Could you tell me, what’s the assess-
ment of the Communist Party of Cuba – is the 
world more dangerous now with the new US 
administration or less dangerous?

GF: We think one man at the head of the 
White House won’t change the policy, because 
it is the policy of an empire. The system decides 
who is the President of the United States. 
Maybe the policy changes marginally but the 
objective regarding the Cuban Revolution is 
the same. 

The government and the people of the USA 
are two different things. The government wants 
to crush the Cuban Revolution many times but 
the way is wrong and our revolution continues. 
They decide to change the way to crush our 
revolution, but we know our people are ready 
for different forms of aggression and the dif-
ferent ways the USA uses to fi nish the Cuban 
Revolution.

Our people, particularly our young gen-
eration, will continue this idea of revolution 
and the ideas of our people – the solidarity, 
the humanism and we hope, we are sure that 
the revolution will continue. Of course, for the 

Party it’s very hard work because now there’s 
a logical change in the generation. The histori-
cal generation that made the revolution, that 
helped in the confl ict, are stepping aside. But 
the other generations in the Cuban Revolution 
need to continue the idea of the revolution. It’s 
most important that we have our young people 
ready to continue with the revolution.

BB: Do you think that the new generation 
will be as revolutionary as the previous one?

GF: Fidel Castro said the new generation 
will be better because they are better prepared, 
steadier. When this new generation was born, 
the revolution was empowered and was doing 
many things for the Cuban people. And maybe 
the historical generation that made the revo-
lution, maybe there were some people who 
had studied but more were people with only 
low-level education. But these men and these 
women participated in the revolution. The 
new generation has a high level of education 
and high political preparation, which is very 
important, and is ideologically supportive of 
our social system, our ideas, our ideology.

At this time, the enemy is the same, because 
people are ready to defend revolution against 
this enemy.

BB: Going back to international relations, 
how does Cuba view the situation in Latin 
America? Do you think the situation is danger-
ous or volatile for Cuba?

GF: The situation is dangerous for all the 
left-moderate forces in Latin America because 
there have been many changes in Latin America 
as many countries decided to change their situa-
tion. It wasn’t the same for all countries. Many 
Latin American countries decided to change 
their situation and decided to work with the 
most progressive and democratic forces. Latin 
America was dominated by right-wing forces 
because of the confl ict brought about by US 
policy in our region.

After that, imperialism decided to change 
the situation and became aggressive in different 
forms. For example, in Brazil, in Paraguay, the 
parliamentary decision was against the consti-
tutional preference, Fernando Lugo in Paraguay 
and Michel Temer in Brazil. The close election 
in Argentina changed the president to the right-
wing candidate Macri. 

Now the Argentine people realise it was a 
wrong decision because Macri has been imple-
menting neo-liberal policies continuously 
against his own people. The right is protest-
ing in Venezuela and in other countries about 
Venezuela with the support of imperialism. 
They tried to change the situation and end the 
Bolivarian Revolution. 

Of course, it’s a very dangerous situation 
but we know, and the people in our country 
now know, what the right direction is, what is 
in the people’s interests. Of course, it’s not easy 
in this moment for many of these countries but 
we are sure that our ideas will prevail.

BB: How do you see the future relations 
between our Party, other left and progressive 
people in Australia and the Communist Party 
of Cuba?

GF: I think the future is our future. We 
have started to increase our links between both 
parties, between other forces that want the best 
for the people. Historically the Communist 
Party of Australia is our friend and we have 
always supported the links between our parties. 

We think it’s important for this visit to 
continue the exchange of experiences between 
both parties. Your party has experiences that are 
instructive to us, and our party can share our 
experiences with our friends here. 

The meetings are very important because 
it’s been our fi ght for a long time. We know 
it’s not easy but it’s important that we know 
we’re acting in the same direction for the best 
of humanity. 

Communist Party of Cuba

Strengthening ties 
to Australia

Germán Ferrás with Antonella of the Adelaide CPA Branch.
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Black money may be funnelled away 
in tax havens, but it is all controlled 
out of London, where Indian and other 
billionaires are happy to be based.

Kannan Srinivasan

Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi had 
campaigned on a promise that he would 
bring black money home from abroad and 
give each poor Indian Rs 1.5 million.

Taking the World Bank’s rosy projection of 
how Indian poverty has declined under liberali-
sation that would mean giving Rs 417 trillion to 
278 million people. That was an absurd prom-
ise. Since the Prime Minister is an intelligent 
man, he must have known that and perhaps had 
no intention of keeping the promise. Instead his 
government has chosen to infl ict untold misery 
on the poor by withdrawing from circulation 
the denominations in which they hold most of 
their wealth.

Were Modi to honour his original promise, 
if only in spirit, his government would search 
for Indian black money. Where might that be? 
A few years ago I had interviewed a scion of 
a Maratha princely family related by marriage 
to many important Rajputs who described to 
me how he used to help organise such transfers 
abroad by Indian princes for a long time, going 
back to 1947. Global Financial Integrity, led by 
Raymond Baker, had once published a study – 
which remains the most authoritative one on 
the subject – which estimated that “tax evasion, 
crime, and corruption had removed gross illicit 
assets from India worth US$462 billion.” That 
was a few years ago, and the numbers must 
have surely grown.

It is not possible to estimate reliably what 
proportion of Indian money is kept in any 
specifi c location. Yet we should consider the 
fact that rich Indians have a special affec-
tion for London. For those without French or 
German, it takes some effort to move, say, to 
Switzerland. London’s hotels, restaurants and 
entertainment are familiar to and beloved by 
the Indian rich. Houses they bought there have 
appreciated handsomely. And the offshore 
component of many Indian business deals has 
made London especially attractive. Liquor 
baron Vijay Mallya, the arms dealers Sanjay 
Bhandari, Sudhir Choudhrie, Ravi Shankaran 
and Abhishek Varma have all found safety and 
comfort there. A good deal of the Nanda family 
arms dealing was done through London.

Even the funds recycled back to India 
through Mauritius are connected to the UK. As 
India shows net infl ows from Mauritius, the UK 
consistently shows net outfl ows to it. The UK 
government, offi cial agencies and the City all 
see fl ows of returning fl ight to India from and 
through jurisdictions such as Cyprus, Mauritius 
or Jersey as essentially an extension of the City 
of London itself.

International deposits in banks in the UK 
and investment in securities there exceed-
ed those of any other country including 
Switzerland and the United States. A good deal 
of such investment goes to important fi nan-
cial markets located in London, including the 
Eurodollar market. London’s role as a fi nancial 
centre makes any dealings with banks and trusts 
there seem all the more innocuous. Because 
it is the premier fi nancial centre, it also offers 
competitive returns on investment which, say, 
Mauritius or Cyprus cannot match.

The important “private bankers” who solic-
it such secret funds may travel to Lagos and 

Moscow and Mumbai, but they are based in 
London, and that is where I have met sever-
al of them. The important private banks are in 
discreet mansions furnished like gentlemen’s 
clubs. Trusts may be incorporated in Guernsey 
or the British Virgin Islands, but, again, they are 
managed from London. Secret wealth-holders 
may move their funds in and out of Jersey or 
Panama or the Caymans, but rarely, if ever, live 
there; their transactions are postmarked to tax 
havens even if actually managed from London.

The UK controls some tax havens and is 
closely connected to many others. These are 
the premier destinations for international secret 
money. In such havens, trusts conceal the iden-
tities of benefi ciaries. It is in the second round 
that such money often ends up in the UK. 
Deposits in three UK-controlled tax havens, 
the Dependencies of Guernsey, the Isle of Man 
and Jersey, are directly “upstreamed” to the 
United Kingdom. That means they are actu-
ally treated as a part of the UK balance of pay-
ments. Just these three tax havens accounted for 
US$141.991 billion of US$157.669 billion of 
total outstanding net infl ows into the UK as of 
September 30, 2016.

Though a good deal of investment in these 
three havens is by corporate and fi nancial fi rms 
seeking legally to minimise taxation, it is also 
true that much of it is by international persons 
who wish to conceal their funds because they 
are evading taxes in the countries where they 
make their money. I shall describe a little of 
this.

In all three of these tax havens, a compa-
ny may be set up without even a physical resi-
dence. Businesses pay no tax, and trusts just 
10 percent. The identity of the true benefi cial 
owners of these fi rms is kept entirely secret. 

Absurdly enough, an offi cial report about 10 
years ago had shown that in the village of Sark 
in Guernsey, for instance, 575 people held 
15,000 corporate directorships. Three Sark resi-
dents alone “appeared to hold between 1,600 
and 3,000 directorships each.” They are straw 
owners, holding paper title to assets for fees on 
behalf of owners who prefer to keep their own-
ership secret. The same pattern of locals hold-
ing trust for secretive foreigners is common 
throughout these havens.

And a small number of closely knit clans 
regulate billions of pounds. In Jersey, a leg-
islator became a judge (Jurat), his own father 
having also been a legislator. His elder son has 
been a legislator, Solicitor General, Attorney 
General, Deputy Bailiff and Bailiff (the Bailiff 
is Chief Judge of the Royal Court as well as the 
Court of Appeal and concurrently President of 
the States or Speaker), then External Relations 
Minister, responsible for dealing with the UK 
as well as foreign countries. 

The Bailiff’s brother followed him as 
Attorney General when he became Bailiff (so 
prosecuted cases at the very time his broth-
er presided over Court), and thereafter also 
became Deputy Bailiff, acting for the Bailiff. 
Lord Carswell, Chairman of the Committee to 
look into the States of Jersey, asked whether 
the fact of the Bailiff or Deputy Bailiff acting 
as both president of the States as well as Chief 
Judge constituted a confl ict of interest. He was 
assured that it did not.

The OECD-promoted Financial Action 
Task Force has made no attempt to address 
such issues. Nor has the United States, which 
led a long campaign to investigate and limit 
the activities of private banks headquartered 
in Switzerland. This might be explained by the 

fact that about a third of overseas investment in 
securities and about 70 percent of deposits from 
overseas in the US is from the UK and its relat-
ed tax havens, much of it by persons unknown. 

In six Overseas Territories (Anguilla, 
Bermuda, British Virgin Islands, the Caymans, 
Gibraltar, and the Turks and Caicos), the 
Governor is appointed by and entirely account-
able to the UK government. Pretty much the 
same sort of business goes on there as in the 
Dependencies. The law fi rm of Maples and 
Calder had 18,857 companies at its offi ce in 
Ugland House, Georgetown, the Caymans.

Baker of Global Financial Integrity points 
out an important reason anonymous and secret 
money from any haven can be so easily fun-
nelled into Britain. UK law turns a blind eye to 
whether inward investment originates in over-
seas tax evasion, following Lord Mansfi eld’s 
famous 18th-century dictum that “no coun-
try ever takes notice of the revenue laws of 
another”.

An additional incentive to transferring 
funds, whether secret or otherwise, from over-
seas is that wealthy foreigners living in the UK 
may be free from paying income tax there. The 
law allows “non-doms”, as they are called, to 
declare an offi cial, even aspirational residence 
in another country. Such a person may have 
assets of £1 billion earning a return of at least 
4 percent (most conservatively) or £40 million. 
Yet she or he might be eligible to a fl at levy 
of £50,000 on all remitted foreign income and 
capital gains. So that income could be taxed 
less than 1 percent. This is a painless fee for a 
Russian oligarch or Indian billionaire.

Footloose plutocrats from overseas have 
found their London houses appreciating most 
handsomely. Property is often marketed to over-
seas buyers as the best place to keep money in 
fl ight. And that overseas market is highly spe-
cialised: Middle Eastern, North African (some 
reacting to the Arab Spring) and South Asian 
buyers are interested in Hampstead, Islington 
and Westminster. 

For all these reasons it might be said that 
London is the veritable mother of tax havens. 
Should Narendra Modi be serious about his 
promise to bring black money home, he might 
well begin by looking there.
Third World Resurgence 

Looking for 
hidden black money

An additional incentive to transferring funds, 
whether secret or otherwise, from overseas is 
that wealthy foreigners living in the UK may 
be free from paying income tax there.
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Chris Renwick

Here’s what I’m really struggling to understand. All I’ve 
ever heard from people, for years, is:

“bloody bankers and their bonuses”
“bloody rich and their offshore tax havens”
“bloody politicians with their lying and second homes”
“bloody corporations paying less tax than me”
“bloody Establishment, they’re all in it together”
“it’ll never change, there’s no point in voting”

And quite rightly so, I said all the same things.
But then someone comes along that’s different. He upsets 

the bankers and the rich. The Tory politicians hate him along 
with most of the labour politicians. The corporations throw more 
money at the politicians to keep him quiet. And the Establishment 
is visibly shaken. I’ve never seen the Establishment so genuinely 
scared of a single person.

So the media arm of the establishment gets involved. 
Theresa phones Rupert asking what he can do, and he tells her 
to keep her mouth shut, don’t do the live debate, he’ll sort this 
out. So the media goes into overdrive with:

“she’s strong and stable”
“he’s a clown”
“he’s not a leader”
“look he can’t even control his own party”
“he’ll ruin the economy”
“how’s he gonna pay for it all?!”
“ AND he’s a terrorist sympathiser, 
burn him, burn the terrorist sympathiser”
And what do we? We’ve waited forever for an honest poli-

tician to come along but instead of getting behind him we bow 
to the establishment like good little workers. They whistle and 
we do a little dance for them. We run around like hypnotised 
robots repeating headlines we’ve read, all nodding and agreeing. 
Feeling really proud of ourselves because we think we’ve came 
up with our very own fi rst political opinion. But we haven’t, we 
haven’t came up with anything. This is how you tell. No matter 
where someone lives in the country, they’re repeating the same 
headlines, word for word. From Cornwall to Newcastle people 
are saying:

“he’s a clown”
“he’s a threat to the country”
“she’s strong and stable”
“he’ll take us back to the ’70s”

And there’s nothing else, there’s no further opinion. There’s 
no evidence apart from one radio 5 interview that isn’t even con-
crete evidence, he actually condemns the violence of both sides 
in the interview. There’s no data or studies or offi cial reports to 
back anything up. Try and think really hard why you think he’s a 

clown, other than the fact he looks like a geography teacher (no 
offence geography teachers) because he hasn’t done anything 
clownish from what I’ve seen.

And you’re not on this planet if you think the establish-
ment and the media aren’t all in it together. You think Richard 
Branson, who’s quietly winning NHS contracts, wants Corbyn 
in?

You think Rupert Murdoch, who’s currently trying to widen 
his media monopoly by buying Sky outright, wants Jeremy in?

You think the Barclay brothers, with their offshore residen-
cies, want him in?

You think Philip Green, who stole all the pensions from BHS 
workers and claims his wife owns Top Shop because she lives 
in Monaco, wants Corbyn in?

You think the politicians, both Labour and Tory, with their 
second homes and alcohol paid for by us, want him in?

You think Starbucks, paying near zero tax, wants him in?
You think bankers, with their multi million pound bonuses, 

want him in?
And do you think they don’t have contact with May? Or 

with the media? You honestly think that these millionaires and 
billionaires are the sort of people that go “ah well, easy come 
easy go, it was nice while it lasted”? I wouldn’t be if my personal 

fortune was at risk, I’d be straight on the phone to Theresa May 
or Rupert Murdoch demanding this gets sorted immediately.

Because here’s a man, a politician that doesn’t lie – he can’t 
lie – he could have said whatever would get him votes anytime 
he wanted but he hasn’t. He lives in a normal house like us 
and uses the bus just like us. He’s fought for justice and peace 
for nearly 40 years. He has no career ambitions. And his seat 
is untouchable. That’s one of the greatest testimonies. No one 
comes close to removing him from his constituency, election 
after election.

His Manifesto is fully costed. It all adds up, yes there’s some 
borrowing but that’s just to renationalise the railway, you know 
we already subsidise them and they make profi t yeah? One more 
time… WE subsidise the railway companies and they walk away 
with a profi t, just try and grasp the level of piss-taking going 
on there.

Unlike the Tory manifesto with a £9 billion hole, their fi g-
ures don’t even add up.

And it benefi ts all of us, young, old, working, disabled, eve-
ryone. The only people it hurts are the establishment, the rich, 
the bankers, the top 5% highest earners.

Good, screw them. It’s long overdue.
Information Clearing House 

Establishment visibly shaken

Trump infl icts rural pain
Ben Lilliston

How we spend our money says 
a lot about what we value – and 
what we can do without. The 
Trump administration’s proposed 
budget, which it submitted to 
Congress in May, sends the alarm-
ing message that it can do without 
much of rural America.

The surprisingly harsh budget 
would eviscerate important programs 
that support rural America, including 
programs that support rural business-
es and cooperatives, housing, water 
infrastructure, and renewable energy. 
The size and scope of the cuts would 
be devastating.

These programs have real-life 
implications.

For example, the Rural Business-
Cooperative Service, which helps 
fund businesses and infrastructure 
projects, was responsible for over 
52,000 jobs in 2015. The Rural 
Utility Service helped over 7 million 
people get new and improved water, 
electric, and telecommunication serv-
ices. And the Rural Housing Service 
created over 140,000 opportunities 
for rural people to buy houses.

Those programs are on the chop-
ping block or facing severe cuts in 
the Trump budget. “I have worked 
in rural housing since 1973,” 
says Moises Loza of the Housing 
Assistance Council, “and I have 
never seen a budget proposal that is 

indifferent to the needs of the most 
vulnerable rural people. Until now.”

The Trump budget didn’t spare 
another sector at the heart of rural 
America – its farmers.

Farmers are now facing four 
straight years of declining income. 
Emergency farmer hotlines are being 
set up to help farmers deal with rising 
debt, as the price for many crops has 
dropped below the cost of production.

Yet the Trump budget proposes 
to slash farm support payments and 
crop insurance, which helps farmers 
recover from severe weather damage. 
The budget also chops programs to 
support farming practices that defend 
our waterways, strengthen the health 
of the soil, and protect wildlife.

No wonder National Farmers 
Union president Roger Johnson 
called the president’s budget “an 
assault on the programs and per-
sonnel that provide vital services” 
to “America’s family farmers, rural 
residents, and consumers.”

Perhaps the most severe and 
wide-reaching cuts in Trump’s budget 
would hit programs for the poor that 
will disproportionately affect rural 
residents. Though candidate Trump 
often alluded darkly to the plights 
of what he called “the inner city,” 
America’s rural areas have higher 
poverty rates for both adults and chil-
dren than urban communities.

Yet the Trump budget will cut 
Medicaid by 17 percent and food 

stamps by 29 percent over the next 
decade. It will cut the Children’s 
Health Insurance Program by nearly 
20 percent next year alone. Those 
cuts would get even deeper as the 
years go by, leading the National 
Rural Health Association’s Alan 
Morgan to call them “a fatal blow to 
the rural health care safety net.”

The Trump budget pro-
posal comes on the heels of an 
announcement earlier in the month 
of plans to eliminate the posi-
tion of the Undersecretary of 
Rural Development within the US 
Department of Agriculture.

If many rural residents feel like 
the rug has been pulled out from 
under them, it has. President Trump 
made a lot of promises during the 
campaign – but he never once dis-
cussed plans to eliminate or make 
massive cuts to programs that support 
rural communities, many of which 
supported him overwhelmingly.

Typically, the president accom-
panies a proposed budget announce-
ment with a series of high profi le 
events to advocate for his budget 
priorities. It’s perhaps telling that 
Trump was travelling abroad when 
this budget was released.

With every budget, we have to 
make choices. The choices made 
in the Trump budget leave rural 
America behind. Now it’s up to 
Congress to make a different choice.
People’s World 

Something to say? Write to the Editor!
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“Cuba supports the strengthening 
of systems geared toward achiev-
ing universal health coverage, 
recognising that health is a fun-
damental human right and at the 
centre of public policies for sus-
tainable development,” stated Dr 
Roberto Morales Ojeda, Cuban 
minister of Public Health, during 
the World Health Organisation’s 
70th World Assembly plenary ses-
sion, at the body’s headquarters in 
Geneva through May 31.

Morales Ojeda reported that 
by the end of 2016, life expect-
ancy at birth in Cuba was 78.45 
years, while the country also has 
an immunisation program which 
protects against 13 diseases, and is 
comprised of 11 vaccines; eight of 
which are produced on the island, 
providing for over 98 percent 
coverage.

He also noted that Cuba con-
tinues to maintain key indicators 
which, in 2015, saw the island 
become the fi rst country in the 
world to offi cially eliminate mother-
to-child transmission of HIV and 
syphilis.

“The foundations for the 
National Health System in Cuba 
were drawn up in 1959, the driving 
force behind which was the historic 
leader of the Cuban Revolution, 
Fidel Castro Ruz,” he stated.

The Cuban offi cial also com-
mented on the damage caused by 
the economic, commercial, and 
fi nancial blockade imposed by the 
United States on Cuba’s healthcare 
services, which in 2016 amounted 
to more than US$87 million dollars.

Morales Ojeda once again con-
demned policies, such as the “brain 
drain,” which encourage Cuban 

professionals – above all, those 
linked to the healthcare sector – to 
migrate. “Human capital is our most 
valuable resource. We have 493,000 
healthcare sector workers and over 
50,000 collaborators offering serv-
ices in 63 countries,” he added.

Among the challenges currently 
facing Cuba, he noted the country’s 
rapidly aging population, non-com-
municable chronic diseases, low 
birth rates, and the negative effects 
of climate change.

“The UN 2030 Sustainable 
Development agenda provides the 
opportunity to develop better health 
systems and improve the popu-
lation’s wellbeing in an unequal 
world,” stated Dr. Roberto Morales 
Ojeda, noting that political will 
and collaboration are vital to such 
efforts.
Granma 

Howard Lisnoff 

A little over a month ago a suicide car bomb 
blast hit a convoy of civilians outside of the 
towns of Fua and Kefraya west of Aleppo 
in Syria. It is unclear who is responsible 
for the deaths from the bombing of the 
buses carrying these refugees, among whom 
were 68 children. A total of 126 people were 
killed according to the Syrian Observatory 
for Human Rights (“‘Sixty-eight children 
among dead’ of suicide bombing attack in 
Syria,” UK Guardian, April 16, 2017).

Compare the latter to the horrifi c suicide 
bombing attack in Manchester, England, where 
22 people were ruthlessly killed. In the article 
“Who are the victims of the Manchester terror 
attack?” (UK Telegraph, May 25, 2017), the 
pictures and biographies of the victims of this 
attack are shown. Among the dead were 12 
children according to the Guardian (“Soldiers 
on British streets as threat level raised to criti-
cal-as it happened,” May 22, 2017).

In the case of the Syrian attacks, no pic-
tures or lengthy biographies accompanied the 
massacre of innocents. Granted, media cover-
age of horrifi c events are expected in the West, 
while documenting the horror of the murder of 
innocent civilians is often a much more diffi cult 
job of journalists and human rights organisa-
tions in the Middle East and elsewhere. If accu-
rate documentation does take place in remote 
places, then it is often months or longer when 
this reporting happens.

In Iraq, “The Pentagon has admitted that 
air strikes it carried out on a house in western 
Mosul killed at least 105 (the actual toll could 
be as high as 141) civilians” in March 2017 
(“US admits Mosul airstrikes killed over 100 
civilians during battle with Isis,” Guardian, 
May 25, 2017). No photos of civilians accom-
panied the article.

Now that the rules or laws of war have been 
cast aside in favour of expediency, Secretary 
of Defence James Mattis said that the US had 
“accelerated” its war against ISIS and war 
policy was moving from “attrition” to one of 
“annihilation.” He continued, “civilian casual-
ties are a fact of life in this sort of situation ... 
We’re not the perfect guys” (“Defence secre-
tary Mattis says US policy against Isis is now 
‘annihilation,’ ” Guardian, May 28, 2017).

Since World War I, and especially during 
and after World War II, civilian populations 
were viewed as fair game for war makers 
of all stripes from strategic planners of war 
down to individual soldiers in the fi eld and 
in the air. 

Collateral damage became the favoured 
cliché for the deaths of civilians in war, or as a 
result of war. Following World War II, Article 
IV of the Geneva Conventions Relative to 
the Protection of Civil Person in Time of War 

(1949) was written to protect civilians after 
the grotesque failure of humanity to protect 
the innocent. Of the 60 million people killed 
during World War II, between 50 to 55 mil-
lion were civilians (“World War II casual-
ties,” Wikipedia). It does not take a great deal 
of intuitive power to conclude that the 1949 
Convention was written to address this civilian 
catastrophe.

Donald Trump has delegated new war-mak-
ing power directly to the military. In “Is there a 
human toll of giving the military more latitude 
to strike terror targets” (PBS, March 31, 2017), 
a former State Department offi cial stated that 
this change of the role of commander-in-chief 
gives the military more power to use military 
force in nations when hostilities move from tar-
geted operations to general hostilities.

Following the Vietnam War, Congress abro-
gated its war making powers to the president. 
Now, this change in war making authority from 
the president to the military is the next step in 
the decline of civilian control over issues of war 

and peace as written in the US Constitution. 
More civilian deaths are a likely result of this 
transfer of power.

Military contractors must have salivated 
uncontrollably when Trump ordered the use 
of the Massive Ordinance Air Blast Bomb 
(nicknamed the “mother of all bombs”) in 
Afghanistan on April 13, 2017. These can only 
be good days for the bottom line of the war 
industry and a harbinger of doom for civilian 
populations in war zones.

Some critics may observe that while Syria 
is a nation at war with itself and involves others 
(proxy war), the horror of Manchester is not 
part of any war. In some ways that is true, but 
the idea of blowback brings theatres of war to 
places and times and with combatants and non-
combatants that no one would have anticipated 
when Article IV of the Convention was writ-
ten. Some argued during the Vietnam War that 
guerrilla war made the protection of innocent 
civilians unimportant. 

In my memoir, Against The Wall: Memoir 

Of A Vietnam-Era War Resister (2017), I coun-
ter that argument. Indeed, horrifi c atrocities 
such as the massacre at My Lai in Vietnam by 
the US on March 16, 1968, in which between 
347 and 504 unarmed civilians were killed, 
was a moving force driving my resistance to 
that war. 

The other massacre that fuelled my resist-
ance was the murder of four unarmed stu-
dents and the wounding of nine others by the 
Ohio National Guard during an antiwar dem-
onstration at Kent State University on May 
4, 1970. 

The murders and wounding of students at 
Jackson State also entered into that decision, 
but was not well known at the time. Jackson 
State was and is a historically black college 
(now a university).

Killing the innocent is a hallmark of where 
the world is as we move further into the 21st 
century. Al-Qaeda knew this in September 
2001. It’s as if almost nothing has been learned.
Counterpunch 

International

Whose children?

In the case of the Syrian attacks, no pictures or lengthy biographies accompanied the massacre of innocents. 

Cuba calls for 
universal health care

Adelaide

Andrew Stewart 
General Meeting of the Labour History Society

“The Right to Strike in Australia: 
A Brief History”
2:00 pm Sunday June 18
Box Factory – Regent Street Adelaide

Free event – no booking necessary
All welcome – Afternoon tea provided

Enquiries: Greg Stevens 0429 691 549

Professor Stewart will explain how the treatment of 
collective action in the nineteenth century gradually 
moved from repression to reluctant tolerance. 
The introduction of the conciliation and arbitration 
systems decisively changed the relationship between 
trade unions and the state. The Keating government 
legislated in 1993 to create the fi rst ever right to take 
industrial action. The question now is whether there is 
any future for the right to strike!
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Time for a treaty

The Aboriginal leaders who issued the 
Uluru Statement on May 26 have posed a 
challenge not only to Aboriginal Australia 
with their demands but also to white 
Australia.  For white Australians who put 
forward the Australian Constitution based 
on their view of the world as it existed at the 
end of the 19th Century, that view of how 
the world works has well and truly passed.

For Black and White Australians, we do 
not show ourselves to be a mature nation if we 
try to insert recognition of our First Australians 
into such a dated and limited document.

Let all Australians be bold and free and let 
us have a republic, a new constitution and a 
treaty with our First Australians. Anything less 
will fail to address the challenges which face 
not only Aboriginal Australians but Australia 
as a cohesive, egalitarian and united society.

Richard Titelius
WA

Blood, sweat and sacrifice
Wake up all workers, unions, unionists and 
those on social security. Since 1983 (elec-
tion of the Hawke government) both the 
major political parties have been in col-
lusion to brake down working conditions. 
If the union basic wage of 1983 was still 
in force, your wage packet would be over 
$190 better off. Since 1994 social security 
payments have stayed dormant.

With the coming of the Howard govern-
ment saw the worst case of segregation in this 
country since the forced attempt at assimilation 
of our Indigenous People.

Those on Social Security under the 
Social Security Act, were put on Welfare. An 
American term which ranked along with their 
slang like  White Trash and Trailer Trash. This 

was to split the Haves and the Have nots in 
our society. Indigenous People were the fi rst 
to suffer - once again - with work for the dole, 
before all are forced onto this hideous scheme.

What did they learn how to do! Cut grass, 
plant trees, work on beautifying the landed 
gentry’s bush race track gardens. This includ-
ed fully qualifi ed tradesmen, who had been 
retrenched from 1983 onwards when our gov-
ernments started selling off what our taxes paid 
for.

Gone our railways, public works, roads 
and traffi c works, Qantas, Australian National 
Shipping Line and national communications 
system, Telecom (later Telstra).

Gone with all of our major works was our 
indentured apprenticeship scheme which we are 
paying for now with 457 visas.

We also lost our State Lotteries which were 
started to pay for our public hospitals, roads and 
public housing to add to the cash cow of the 
TAB. We should have the best services in the 
world but we let jumped up politicians sell our 
country to the highest bidder. Who has gained 
out of our forefathers blood, sweat & sacrifi ce!

We are now on the slippery slope: we are 
the only ones who can change this. Like our 
fathers before us we must make a stand.

Allan Hamilton.
Western NSW

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

email:  tpearson@cpa.org.au

For the right-wing in America, 
universal health care is some sort 
of diabolical Communist plot, 
designed to sap the moral fi bre 
of the nation and open the way 
for the destruction of democracy 
itself. “Free enterprise” is their 
mantra, the answer to all the 
world’s problems. According to 
their philosophy, there is no dif-
fi culty that cannot be overcome by 
the simple expedient of fi nding a 
way to make a profi t from it.

Of all the developed capital-
ist countries, the USA has the most 
expensive health care system. 
Millions of Americans cannot afford 
to see the doctor or if they do they 
cannot afford to get their prescrip-
tions fi lled. In a country where a trip 
to hospital can land you with a bill 
running to tens of thousands of dol-
lars, health insurance is essential, and 
yet millions of Americans have none 
because they simply cannot afford it.

The people decry the lack of 
affordable health care and agitate 
for it at every opportunity. Ranged 
against them, however, is the well-
funded propaganda machine of the 
“health care industry”, committed 
to for-profi t health care and keen to 
improve its lucrative business oppor-
tunities. So what if millions cannot 
afford to get sick? As long as the bet-
ter-off can still afford the outrageous 

fees charged by private hospitals and 
specialists, the industry is happy.

President Obama’s very modest 
universal health insurance scheme 
(the so-called “Obama-care”) got off 
the ground despite a vigorous cam-
paign by the industry that portrayed 
it as that most hideous of anti-Amer-
ican things, “socialised medicine”. It 
has been drummed into Americans 
for many decades now that anything 
even resembling “socialised medi-
cine” must be a very bad thing and 
as a consequence many now simply 
accept it as incontrovertible fact. 
The industry campaigned against 
this Communist-type evil with such 
catchy devices as posters in which 
medical instruments morphed into a 
hammer and sickle.

Donald Trump, a billionaire 
property developer, is naturally 
opposed to anything that smacks of 
socialism, no matter how tenuous the 
connection. He denounced Obama-
care and declared that once-elected 
he would tear it up and replace it with 
a real health care scheme, by which 
he meant one that the industry would 
be happy with. This proved to be 
harder than they expected, as ordi-
nary people expressed concern over 
their future if they could not afford 
health care.

Trump and the Republican 
majority in Congress had to water 

down their original plan to simply 
“tear up” Obama-care when some 
of their own side got cold feet (or 
grew a conscience) but on May 4 
the House passed a bill to do just 
that. The American Health Care Act 
(AHCA), aimed at altering or erad-
icating provisions of Obama-care, 
“will devastate all but the richest of 
society with exorbitant medical costs 
that many cannot afford. Medicaid 
would be slashed by hundreds of bil-
lions. Twenty-four million would 
be left without health insurance.” 
– Michael Winship, Emmy Award-
winning writer, and the president of 
Writers Guild of America, East.

This attack on the poor in 
America will not do the Republicans 
any good at the next Congressional 
elections, but in the meantime it 
was so dear to their hearts that they 
rammed it through the House without 
even the pretence of public consulta-
tion. As Winship notes: “The fact is, 
few Republicans have even read the 
bill. They did not wait for a cost esti-
mate from the Congressional Budget 
Offi ce before ramming it through.

“No hearings were held; no 
group was given the opportunity to 
raise its objections in such a public 
forum: no American Cancer Society, 
AARP, the March of Dimes, the 
American Hospital Association – 
all of which, along with many other 

professional and advocacy organi-
sations, have made their opposi-
tion known. No American Medical 
Association, which announced, ‘mil-
lions of Americans will lose their 
health insurance as a direct result of 
this proposal.’ ”

That did not worry Trump and 
his team. On the contrary, they were 
ecstatic. “The Republicans celebrated 
this impending tragedy with cheers 
on Capitol Hill and then got on buses 
to the White House for some further 
revelry in the Rose Garden,” notes 
Winship.

And Ashley Parker observed in 
The Washington Post that “Trump 
basked in adulation as lawmakers 
heaped praise on him.” Trump shout-
ed, “How am I doing? I’m president. 
Hey, I’m president. Can you believe 
it?” In Winship’s opinion, “It all felt 
like a chintzy version of the victo-
ry party after a high school football 
championship. ... The whole thing 
was very classy, as if the Founders 
high-fi ved, fi st-bumped and burst into 
‘We Are the Champions’ after signing 
the Declaration of Independence.”

So why were Trump the populist 
and his Republican Congressional 
legislators ostentatiously celebrating 
their “achievement” in passing this 
legislation? 

Sister Carol Keehan, president 
of the Catholic Health Association of 

the United States, explains it thus: “It 
is critically important to look at this 
bill for what it is. It is not in any way 
a health care bill. Rather, it is legis-
lation whose aim is to take signifi -
cant funding allocated by Congress 
for health care for very low-income 
people and use that money for tax 
cuts for some of our wealthiest citi-
zens. This is contrary to the spirit of 
who we are as a nation, a giant step 
backward that should be resisted.”

On the other hand, it is very much 
in the spirit of who the American 
ruling class are. They built up the 
USA’s wealth by looting the resourc-
es of the less developed nations of 
the world and also siphoning off the 
profi ts of the developed countries. 
Now, with the US economy sliding 
downhill, they are desperately trying 
to boost their declining profi ts by cur-
tailing expenditure on social services, 
education, health care – anything that 
would divert to the poor funds which 
the US ruling class believes should 
go into their own capacious pockets.

However, since the shock of 
the election of Trump into the 
White House the watchword for the 
whole of the Left in America is now 
Resistance. This massive attack on 
the poor and vulnerable is unlike-
ly to be allowed to pass without a 
fi ght. 

US health 
care has 
a relapse

Culture
&Lifeby

Rob Gowland
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Bill Meyer

The rescue of Elián González, the 5-year-old Cuban 
boy found fl oating near-death in a life jacket off the 
coast of Miami in 1999, was one of the biggest stories 
of the decade, and its impact is still being felt today. 
However, once the boy was returned to Cuba, the 
story quickly dropped from the news. President Bill 
Clinton and Attorney General Janet Reno became 
enemies of the Miami Cubans. Most people today 
know little of what became of that little frightened 
child who was snatched from the grips of his Miami 
relatives to be returned to his family in Cuba.

A new documentary produced by the prolifi c fi lm-
maker Alex Gibney bears the simple title Elián. It was 
screened recently at the Tribeca Film Festival in New 
York City. It is a poignant and profound journey through 
the troubled waters of US-Cuban relations and the dra-
matic events that followed Elián from the time his mother 
chose to take him with her on a raft to America. Elián 
González became a major symbol of US-Cuban relations, 
pitting the rabid Miami anti-Castroites against Fidel and 
the entire country of Cuba who were fi ghting to return 
the boy to his father. He became “a boy caught between 
two worlds.”

But with Obama’s recent visit to the island causing 
a temporary thaw in relations, Gibney and the directors 
took advantage and gained unprecedented access to Elián 
and his family. What they discovered was a very soft-spo-
ken, unassuming but confi dent young man living a normal 
and active life. However, much to their obvious unspoken 
dismay, Elián has grown up to be a committed communist 
in total sync with his loving father. Both father and son 
held Fidel in the highest regard and became close friends 
with him before he died.

While Elián was held in Miami against his father’s 
wishes, he gained the love and support of the local anti-
Castro Cubans, including his cousin Maurilesis who 
developed a close bond to the young troubled child she 
could identify with. The over half-century economic 
blockade of the island and resultant ideological differ-
ences have created the tragic displacement and splitting 
of families, many coming to the States under extreme 
conditions. There is much passion in the Cuban commu-
nity, and Elián’s Cuban father, Miguel, still tears up when 
hearing of his son’s ordeals. It’s his brother’s family in 
Miami who wouldn’t return his son, and his divorced wife 
is the one who, without the father’s consent, chose to risk 
their son’s life to get to American dry land.

The movie’s strength and attraction lie in showing 
what happened to the young man once he left American 
shores. Most of the American footage was seen endless 
times during the real ordeal. But with easy access to the 
Miami Cubans who played major roles in this drama, in 
addition to leading political fi gures and media person-
alities, the fi lmmakers were able to present both sides 
of the story in a fairly objective manner. This is a story 
of family and the challenges of reconciliation; between 
divided relatives and two nations working toward heal-
ing old wounds.

But time has changed the Cuban American commu-
nity. They were outliers back then, as an overwhelm-
ing 75 percent of Americans wanted the boy returned 
to Cuba. They’ve gotten old, died off, and the younger 
Cuban-American generation and growing numbers of 
other Americans want to normalise relations.

Not surprisingly, though, the documentary goes only 
as far as expected in America – not recognising that 
Cuba is a sovereign nation rightfully choosing its own 
social system, and failing to accept the many accomplish-
ments of Fidelista socialism. The anti-communist bias 

is prevalent throughout, with the fi lmmakers constantly 
using such terms as the “Castro regime” and hoping the 
younger generation will help lead Cuba to a “democratic” 
system.

In a discussion following the screening, Irish co-
director Ross McDonnell and Pulitzer Prize-winning jour-
nalist Tim Golden seemed slightly at odds about their 
political analysis of Cuba, with McDonnell sounding 
more appeasing and fending off accusations that Elián 
might be “brainwashed.” By contrast, Golden suggested 
that although Elián appeared to be “a true believer,” he 
was living in a bubble! There was also a suggestion that 
Elián’s militancy was a little out of step with the younger 
generation in Cuba.

However, both directors felt this “young communist” 
understood his country’s history and the causes of the 
revolution, and could possibly run for offi ce in the near 
future. They said it took awhile to get access to Elián, 
but then relations warmed and he became easily avail-
able. The directors also mentioned that both Elián and 
his father seemed to enjoy the fi lm and felt it was bal-
anced and fair.

Elián said he would have liked to see more pictures 
of him and his father together, stressing the importance 
his father has played in his life. I would say that he is not 
featured enough in the movie, with most video focusing 
on the events in Miami. But even that little bit makes this 
an important and entertaining documentary about one of 
the most famous 5-year-old boys in history.
People’s World 

The Guardian
Editorial Offi ce

74 Buckingham St, Surry Hills, 2010
Ph: 02 9699 8844 Fax: 02 9699 9833

Email: guardian@cpa.org.au

Editor: Tom Pearson

Published by
Guardian Publications Australia Ltd
74 Buckingham St, Surry Hills, 2010

Printed by Spotpress
24-26 Lilian Fowler Pl Marrickville 2204

Responsibility for electoral comment
is taken by T Pearson,

74 Buckingham St, Surry Hills, 2010

Subscription to The Guardian
12 months: $100 ($80 conc / $150 solidarity) 6 months: $55 ($40 conc / $80 solidarity)
Special offer : 10 issues for $10 (new subscriptions only)
NAME:    ___________________________________________________
ADDRESS: ___________________________________________________

_______________________________________POSTCODE:____________

Pay by  Cheque Money order (Payable to “Guardian Publications”)
Phone in details on 02 9699 8844 or info@cpa.org.au
Or send to: Guardian Subscriptions
 74 Buckingham St, Surry Hills, NSW 2010
or by credit card:  Mastercard  Visa *$20 minimum on cards
Card # _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _
Amount: ________ Expiry Date: ____/____  Date: ________
Signature:________________________________________

Every Thursday 6:30 pm
GAELIC CLUB

1/64 Devonshire Street Surry Hills

Joe Nagy 02 9489 0530

jnagy@froggy.com.au

www.politicsinthepub.org.au

June 8
STOP WESTCONNEX & SOS GREEN SPACES: 
SAVING SYDNEY FROM BAD PLANNING
• Jeff Angel, Director, Total Environment Centre
• Wendy Bacon, Investigative journalist and activist

June 15
CORRECTING COLONIAL NARRATIVES: 
AUSTRALIA, ISRAEL & SOUTH AFRICA
• Cathy Peters, Freelance Radio Producer, Coalition for Justice & Peace 

in Palestine
• Paddy Gibson, Senior Researcher, Jumbunna, Indigenous House of 

Learning, UTS

June 22
10 YEARS OF SHAME: 
THE NORTHERN TERRITORY INTERVENTION
• Eve Cox, Adjunct Professor, Uni Technology, Sydney
• Josie Crawshaw, NT Gurindji elder and spokesperson

June 29
WAR IN SYRIA: WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?
• Dr Tim Anderson, Senior Lecturer, Political Economy, USYD
• Michael Karadjis, UWS Lecturer, writes for The New Arab, Links, 

Green Left Weekly

July 6
HUMAN RIGHTS PRIORITIES FOR 2017 & BEYOND
• Elaine Pearson, Director Human Rights Watch
• Emily Howie, Director, Human Rights Law Centre

POLITICSin the pub

Sydney

Support Support The GuardianThe Guardian by donating to Press Fund by donating to Press Fund

Cuban President Fidel Castro speaking to Elián.

Elian, son of Cuba



12  June 7, 2017 Guardian

German Chancellor Angela Merkel’s election cam-
paign speech over the weekend of May 27-28 con-
fi rmed that fractures have widened in the Western 
alliance of leading imperialist powers.

The G7 and NATO summits have exposed sig-
nifi cant differences of emphasis and perhaps even of 
perspective between, in particular, the US, Germany, 
France and Britain.

First of all, we had US President Donald Trump 
in Brussels ticking off those NATO member states – 
including Germany, France, Italy and Turkey – that are 
failing to meet their 2014 commitment to spend at least 
2 percent of their national GDP on the military.

Last year, NATO countries spent approximate-
ly £728 billion compared with China’s £215bn and 
Russia’s relatively puny £55bn.

Even more alarmingly, in his Brussels speech, 
Trump failed to explicitly confi rm his commitment 
to Article 5 of the NATO constitution, which obliges 
member states to come to the assistance of a fellow 
member under military attack.

This worried those right-wing governments in east-
ern Europe and the Baltic states who want US backing 
for their ongoing scaremongering among the elector-
ate about non-existent Russian plans to invade their 
territory.

During his presidential election campaign, Trump 
suggested that NATO members that didn’t pay their 
dues could not expect automatic assistance against 
aggression, while also referring to NATO as “obsolete.”

Since then, he has been pulled back into line by the 
US military-industrial complex, so Trump aides now 
insist that “of course, the US president backs NATO and 
its doctrine of collective defence.”

Other divisions within NATO include those over 
member state Turkey’s authoritarian government, 
its role in Syria and its growing rapprochement with 
Russia; the extent to which NATO should involve itself 
as a body in combating terrorism and cyber-crime; and 
whether NATO missions such as that in Afghanistan 
should be replicated elsewhere outside Europe.

Then, at the G7 summit in Sicily, Trump refused 
to sign a communiqué supporting the Paris Accord 
on climate change, having claimed in the past that 
“the concept of global warming was created by and 
for the Chinese in order to make US manufacturing 
non-competitive.”

He now tweets that he will decide “some time this 
week” whether or not to participate in the agreement 
at all.

Meanwhile, the drive by US ruling circles to prevent 
any Trump departure from their anti-Putin, anti-Assad 
line continues in the Congress, the Pentagon and the 
intelligence services.

Here in Europe, Chancellor Merkel declares after 
her experiences with Trump at the two recent summits 
that “the times in which we could completely depend 
on others are on the way out.”

She almost certainly had in mind Britain’s vote to 
leave the EU and the election of pro-EU Emmanuel 
Macron as French president when adding that “we 
Europeans have to take our destiny into our own 
hands.”

She shares the same vision with Macron and over-
bearing EU Commission president Jean-Claude Juncker 
of a thoroughly neo-liberal EU with its own integrated 
military structures, pursuing its own single common 
foreign policy.

While the trio would want to maintain alignment 
with NATO, as set out in the Treaty on the Functioning 
of the European Union and its protocols, notably 
to “contribute to the vitality of a renewed Atlantic 
Alliance,” Merkel understands that a Trump presiden-
cy might make this very diffi cult.

With NATO and the EU now in a period of unprec-
edented turbulence, Labour leader Jeremy Corbyn’s pro-
posal that Britain should follow an independent foreign 
policy based on co-operation, solidarity and the peaceful 
resolution of confl ict wherever possible appears more 
attractive by the day.
Morning Star 
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NATO feels new turbulence

Peter Frost

Theresa May has made more 
U-turns than the clown’s car in 
Billy Smart’s circus. And she has 
dropped promised policies and 
buried others too.

So many, in fact, that you might 
have missed her abandonment of 
Tory promises to ban the sale of ivory 
in Britain. One person who hasn’t is 
the second-in-line heir to the throne, 
William Windsor.

Along with conservation groups, 
environmental campaigners, politi-
cians and celebrities, he has said that 
the reversal in policy would lead to 
the illegal killing of thousands of 
elephants, and urged the government 
to implement a total ban on all ivory 
trade.

The Conservative manifesto 
at the last general election vowed 
that a Tory government, if elect-
ed, would press for a total ban on 
ivory sales. After the election, May 
and Environment Secretary Andrea 
Leadsom seemed to be ready to put 
the policy into law.

Then, as with so many Tory 
promises from May and her gang, 
it simply disappeared. There is no 

mention of the ban in the Tory 2017 
manifesto.

Sneakily, May, Leadsom and 
the Tories have decided to aban-
don their previous commitment to 
introducing a total ban on the ivory 
trade in Britain. They have done it 
after heavy lobbying from wealthy 
London antiques traders who have 
been pressing the Prime Minister 
hard to drop the ban.

The most powerful antique trad-
ers’ association is the British Antique 
Dealers’ Association. It’s president 
is Lady Victoria Borwick, Tory MP 
for Kensington and long-term pal and 
ally of May.

On average, an elephant is killed 
every 15 minutes for its ivory and 
their population has fallen by almost 
a third in Africa since 2007. As I have 
warned in these pages before, the 
African elephant population is hur-
tling towards extinction in the wild.

By far the biggest threat comes 
from poaching for ivory for the ille-
gal trade in objects and artefacts col-
lected by those with far more money 
than either good taste or environmen-
tal responsibility.

Interestingly, this ivory policy 
reversal puts May and her Tories in 

direct confl ict with Windsor, who has 
been a vocal supporter of a total ban 
on ivory sales. The Prince is patron 
of Tusk, one of the charities that have 
linked ivory sales in Britain to the 
slaughter of 30,000 elephants a year 
in Africa alone.

Will we see the Duke of 
Cambridge campaigning for Labour, 
which has pledged to introduce the 
total ban he has been lobbying for?

Environment Secretary Andrea 
Leadsom is under increasing pressure 
to make good on the Tory manifesto 
commitment to ban Britain’s ivory 
trade after China announced it would 
close down its domestic ivory market.

At the Convention on the 
International Trade in Endangered 
Species (CITES) meeting in 
Johannesburg last year, 182 nations 
gathered and agreed for the fi rst time 
in its history that national ivory mar-
kets should be closed rather than 
regulated.

Many countries, including 
Britain, have allowed antique and 
other ivory pieces to be bought and 
sold. But the CITES nations agreed 
unanimously that every state should 
take all necessary steps to close their 
domestic markets for commercial 

trade in raw and worked ivory as a 
matter of urgency.

“There is no legal market that 
doesn’t contribute to the illegal 
trade,” said Susan Lieberman of the 
Wildlife Conservation Society.

Conservation organisations, 
including a charity championed by 
Windsor, say that by allowing the 
trade to continue Britain is fuelling 
the annual slaughter of thousands of 
elephants. A recent study suggested 
that this country is now the third-
largest supplier of illegal ivory items 
to the US. The legal ivory trade here 
provides cover to criminals to laun-
der illegal ivory through Britain.

In theory, it is only legal to sell 
items made from elephant ivory if it 
can be proved to have been manu-
factured before June 1 1947. But 
more modern poached ivory can be 
distressed to look older and circum-
vent regulations. Provenance proving 
an ivory artefact is old and therefore 
legal can be all too easily forged.

Ivory can come from many animals 
as well as elephants — from the hippo-
potamus, walrus, some whales, hogs 
and boars and much still comes from 
the long extinct woolly mammoth. 
Mammoth ivory is found in melting 

glaciers, mostly in Siberia, and trade 
in it is legal. Tons of it was imported 
in the past and it was so common that 
many Victorian and Edwardian pianos 
had mammoth keys.

Today, many items made from 
recently poached elephant ivory 
change hands for huge amounts 
of money in London’s expensive 
antique emporiums and prestigious 
auction houses.

It is exported legally and illegally 
to the US and China, both of whom 
have many ivory collectors prepared 
to buy new ivory items despite the 
legal ban.

Boris Johnson, William Hague 
and former Defra secretary Owen 
Paterson all support a total ban on the 
sale of any ivory, while the Labour 
Party introduced a pledge for a total 
ban on ivory trading in its 2017 
manifesto.

There are many good reasons to 
vote Labour in next week’s election 
and one of them is to save the biggest 
land animal on the face of the Earth 
from extinction by poaching.

The other is that perhaps the 
man who would be king thinks you 
should.
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Elephant in the Tory room

“The times in which we 
could completely depend on 
others are on the way out.”

Chancellor Merkel


