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Is there a more ludicrous sight than the 
prime minister of this wealthy, fi rst-world 
country on the campaign trail in the 21st 
century, promising people that their lights 
won’t go out this Summer? Australia is a 
sparsely-populated nation of only 22 mil-
lion people with an abundance of means 
to deliver power to the homes of every 
person. So, how does such a peculiar situ-
ation arise?

For a start, both major parties, Liberal and 
Labor, are owned by the big mining transna-
tionals; their subservience to the demands of 
fossil fuel purveyors have prevented the nec-
essary renewable energy delivery being put in 
place.

The recently announced Frydenberg/
Turnbull National Energy Guarantee (NEG) 
sets out to restrict the development and use 
of carbon neutral, renewable energy and pro-
mote coal-fi red power stations and guaran-
tee the future of coal and gas mining. NEG is 
yet another market-based approach based on 
private ownership of energy production and 
distribution.

Former Prime Minister Tony Abbott and 
his right-wing gang are also pushing uranium 
as a source of energy as they do the dirty work 
of the mining industry that is still in the driving 
seat on energy policy.

The clean energy target, supported by 
Chief Scientist Alan Finkel, will be dumped 
under the NEG, which the government claims 
will cut power bills and reduce emissions.

The government claims that the NEG will 
guarantee lower prices and no blackouts. It has 
whipped up a fear campaign fuelled by lies 
about the causes of South Australia’s recent 

blackouts, which were not due to renewables, 
and how it will keep the lights on.

Markets over science
Science is replaced by “market expertise”. 

Under the NEG the government would shed its 
responsibilities to provide affordable and reli-
able energy to domestic and other users. The 
NEG still relies on the profi t-based energy mar-
kets that created the crisis to deliver on prices 
and reliability.

The NEG would impose two obligations on 
energy retailers.

The fi rst is to buy a minimum percent-
age of their energy from what is referred to 
as “dispatchable sources”. These are sources 
that have the fl exibility to meet sudden chang-
es in demand. At present this is presented as 
baseload sources such as from coal-fi red power 
stations.

The aim is to prop up fossil fuels, ignor-
ing the renewables with their growing poten-
tial for storage in the coming years. It will 
also affect gas producers in that they may 
have to make some reduction in their exports 
to meet domestic needs or increase produc-
tion. While gas is not as large an emitter of 
greenhouse gases as dirty coal, it none-the-
less is a fossil fuel that contributes to climate 
change.

These could be baseload sources such as 
coal, gas or pumped hydro, but also potentially 
wind and solar power, traditionally sources of 
intermittent power only usable immediately but 
becoming dispatchable as storage technologies 
improve.

That guarantee would have to be legislated 
at the state level, requiring state governments’ 
support just as the existing national electricity 
market does.

The second part of the NEG is the emis-
sions guarantee, which would be imposed 
under federal legislation. Retailers would also 
have to ensure their overall energy mix from 
combined sources did not exceed a set level of 
emissions.

They would be required to supply energy at 
specifi ed emission levels with the aim of meet-
ing Australia’s Paris commitment to reduce 
overall emissions by 26-28 percent on 2005 
levels by 2030. This might be an international 
obligation, but it is an abysmally low target, 
reflecting the government’s pro-fossil fuel 
policies.

Peanuts at best
As for the “savings” the government 

keeps boasting about, don’t hold your breath! 
According to the Australian Energy Market 
Commission’s head John Pierce, the different 
modelling scenarios indicate that the savings 
for a typical household bill could be as low as 
$25. The government claims they would be 
between $110 and $115 a year over the 2020- 
2030 period.

The government is not even claiming that 
there will be any immediate relief for the thou-
sands of families already relying on charities 
to pay their bills. The source of those claimed 
savings is not clear.

Will it be from reduced usage as more 
people are forced to turn their heating or fans 
off? Will it be from lower prices? There is no 
evidence to suggest the latter while we contin-
ue to rely on fossil fuels.

Meanwhile, the COALition government is 
doing little to encourage or support a reduc-
tion in the usage of electricity. It plans to cut 
all subsidies to renewable energy schemes by 
2020. There is no talk of cutting the billions of 

dollars in subsidies and tax concessions to the 
fossil fuel industry.

Way forward
The government, instead of absolving itself 

of all responsibility for a green future, should 
be encouraging and subsidising the spread 
of solar panels, the installation of insulation 
in homes, factories and other businesses and 
carbon neutral renewable energy.

No private enterprise should have the 
power to arbitrarily shut down a plant.

Instead of handing responsibility over to 
the profi t-driven private sector to use as a cash 
cow, the government should be nationalising 
energy production and distribution.

Energy is a crucial national asset that 
should be planned, owned and managed by 
government, for the benefi t of all.

Carbon neutral, renewable energy is the 
only way forward. It will create many more 
jobs and provide a greater boost to the econo-
my. At the same time is vital to mitigating cli-
mate change and leaving future generations a 
planet fi t to inhabit.

This government must go and be replaced 
by a government that is not beholden to or pre-
pared to sell its soul to the mining corporations 
or fossil fuel energy producers.

The most important step in the climate 
change struggle is to replace the Turnbull 
regime as rapidly as possible with a new, bold 
and environmentally-inspired government that 
will impose rigid controls over the private 
energy corporations – towards direct control 
over the industry – and dramatically cut our 
emissions in the interests of the nation and the 
planet. 
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Organised labour is under attack around the world as the 
economic crisis bites deeper and the corporate class goes on the 
offensive against workers and their trade unions in pursuit of 
ever higher profi ts. In Australia, government offensives include 
the Heydon Royal Commission, Productivity Commission inquiry, 
anti-union legislation, increasing the powers of the Australian 
Building and Construction Commission (ABCC), as well as a 
massive smear campaign aimed at criminalising and demonising 
legitimate trade union activity and militant unionists.

The Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union 
(CFMEU) and the Maritime Union of Australia (MUA) have 
been singled out for particular attention but the offensive is not 
just coming from the Big End of town or government. Forces 
within the union movement, mostly, but not exclusively, from the 
Right factions of the Labor Party have jumped ship to support 
the destruction of the CFMEU and MUA.

Many of the attacks from within and outside the labour move-
ment are calling for the ALP to distance itself from the trade 
union movement. This misrepresents the situation. It is the trade 
unions that are in the grip of Labor: to become an offi cial in 
many unions, it is necessary to fi rst join the Labor Party.

The constant and pervasive barrage of anti-union propaganda, 
the repeated description of militant unionists as thugs, crimi-
nals and corrupt is having an impact. If the union movement is 
to survive the current offensive then it will require maximum 
unity of all trade unions and strong relations with and support 
from the community. The independence of trade unions is an 
important part of this struggle – by those who are on the side 
of the working class.

The Communist Party of Australia proposes the following 
rights as the basis of new industrial relations laws that would 
improve the position of working people:

The Right to Belong
• unrestricted right of workers to join unions
• unrestricted right of unions to recruit new members (ACTU to 

determine areas of coverage)
• workers to have the right to access union representatives at 

any time including during working hours
• legally binding guarantees against discrimination because of 

union membership or affi liation
• repeal of ABCC legislation

The Right to Organise
• the right of unions to exist and be legally recognised as repre-

sentatives of their membership
• union representatives to have the right to unlimited access to 

workplaces for recruitment and organising purposes
• paid union meetings and trade union training
• legislated rights for union and worker involvement in all 

industrial and OH&S issues in the workplace
• union-elected OH&S offi cers with power to stop work on a site

The Right to Protections
• the right to an adequate living wage and good working 

conditions of employment, with an immediate increase in the 
minimum wage

• the right for workers to industry-wide collective union-
negotiated agreements and comprehensive awards that apply to 
union and non-union members alike

• abolition of individual employment contracts or other forms 
of “agreement” that allow employers to undermine negotiated 
wages or conditions, including those made under common law

• guaranteed wage indexation to, as a minimum, keep up with 
the cost of living plus productivity increases without trade-off 
of conditions

• right to permanent full-time work
• a 35-hour week without loss of pay
• fi ve weeks annual leave, 15 days sick leave and carer’s leave to 

cater for family and childcare issues
• leave loadings and penalty rates to be restored and increased 

to the highest current levels for all workers
• equal pay for equal work
• twelve months paid maternity leave
• repeal of contractors legislation so that sub-contractors are 

employed with the same rights and benefi ts of other workers.
• no limit on conditions included in awards, EBAs, industry or 

pattern bargained agreements

The Right to Strike
• no legal barriers to strike and other legal action as the basis of 

new legislation
• repeal of all restrictions and penal provisions
• secondary boycotts to be legalised.

A change of government alone will not bring about the 
required changes. It will be the strength of the movement in 
workplaces, on the streets and in the education of workers and 
involvement of the wider community that will be decisive in 
delivering workers’ and trade union rights such as those listed 
above.
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QUOTE OF THE WEEK
The tree of liberty does not fl ourish 
unless moistened with the blood of kings.

Lawyer Bertrand Barere, voting on the fate of Louis XVI
The French Revolution

”“
PRESS FUND

The Turnbull government’s new National Energy Guarantee policy is blatantly intended to stunt the 
growth of the renewable energy industry and prolong the dominance of coal as the primary source of 
electrical energy. The government claims it wants to fulfil Australia’s commitment to the Paris Climate 
Agreement, but it will do the absolute minimum necessary to achieve that objective and will probably 
fail. The government should be planning to exceed our commitment but is ignoring other key emission 
areas – transport, industry and agriculture. European governments have set a 20-year deadline for the 
introduction of electric cars and are subsidising the installation of power-charging stations. That’s not 
even on our government’s radar!
It is well over time to pull the plug on the Turnbull government. If you agree, why not send a 
contribution to the Press Fund.  Many thanks to this week’s contributors, as follows:
“Round Figure” $10, M Smith $30, Dr G Dittura $5, SL $30, HN $50, NH $50, RR $5, 
Mark Mannion $10
This week’s total $190 Progressive total $5,720

Unity is the key

Commemorate the 
Russian Revolution
All over the world, people are preparing to cele-
brate the centenary of the Russian Revolution. The 
largely bloodless uprising took place on November 
7 (October 25 in the pre-revolutionary Julian calen-
dar) and changed the world forever. It inspired other 
socialist revolutions, national liberation struggles 
and spelled the end of the old colonial system. It gave 
fresh impetus to the many strike and other struggles 
in Australia, such as the rail strike of 1917, and even 
had an impact on the second plebiscite that defeated 
moves to impose conscription during WW1.

In Adelaide, local people are preparing to mark the 
momentous event. A committee of community activ-
ists is holding a celebration featuring singers, dancers 
and speakers from trade unions and political parties 
on Saturday October 28 between 4pm and 8pm at the 
Semaphore Workers’ Club, 93 the Esplanade, Semaphore.

Multicultural food and entertainment will be features 
of the event. ABC Radio personality Peter Goers will 
speak at the gathering.

“We felt the centenary of this epoch-making event 
had to be celebrated,” committee member Bob Briton 
said. “Workers in just about every country benefi tted 

from the breakthrough made by the workers and peas-
ants of Russia.”

“It showed people weren’t bound to suffer autocra-
cy, poverty and illiteracy. Many of the gains made by 
Australian workers over many decades, under threat 
again today, were possible because of the victory of the 
Great October Socialist Revolution,” fellow committee 
member Mike Williss said. “Our celebration on October 
28 will be a fi tting tribute.
Bob Briton for the 
October Revolution Centenary Preparatory Committee
Further info 0418 894 366 rbriton@internode.on.net
What: October Revolution Celebration
When: 4 - 8 pm Saturday October 28
Where:  Semaphore Workers’ Club, 

93 Esplanade, Semaphore
Photo opportunities: multicultural dancers, 
singers, exhibition and memorabilia
Speakers: 
Peter Goers – ABC Radio personality
Warren Smith – Federal Assistant Secretary MUA
Martin O’Malley – former Secretary CFMEU SA
Other community and party representatives

Sydney rally says 
“No War In Korea”
Denis Doherty

Peace activists rallied outside the 
Sydney offi ces of the Department 
of Defence on October 13 calling 
for the de-escalation of the drive 
to war over Korea. 

Members of Sydney’s Korean 
Community, organised in the 
Sydney Candlelight Alliance, joined 
other anti-war activists in the lunch-
time action. 

In a peace declaration read to 
the rally, the Alliance said that “War 
or military intervention must never 
be discussed as an option on the 
Korean Peninsula” and “all efforts 
must be made towards a peaceful 
negotiation and resolution”. The 
statement demanded that “Australia 
assume a responsible position and 
make all efforts to de-escalate the 
situation and pursue a policy of 
peaceful resolution in the region”.

Peace activists from the Anti-
Bases Campaign, IPAN-NSW and 
the Marrickville Peace Group con-
demned the actions of the Australian 
Government, Foreign Minister 
Julie Bishop and Defence Minister 

Senator Marise Payne who were at 
the time visiting South Korea. 

They were contributing to the 
tension on the Korean Peninsula by 
backing the Trump war drive and 
sending elements of the Australian 
Defence Force to the region.

Nick Deane of IPAN-NSW said  
“We make the following demands 
of our government: Support the 
Freeze on Freeze proposal advocat-
ed by China which means both the 
US and the DPRK (North Korea) 
have to make moves for peace. The 
US has to stop its military exercises 

and the DPRK has to stop its tests 
of missiles and nuclear devices. 
Secondly all elements of the ADF 
must be removed from the region 
and Australia should act to propel 
all parties to the Korean War to sign 
a peace treaty.”

The demonstration was organ-
ized as part of the CPA Sydney 
District and Maritime Branch cam-
paign to stop a war in Korea. Letters 
have been sent to the government, 
Opposition and the Greens, and 
paste-ups have been organised in 
parts of the Sydney District. 
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“Don’t kill us anymore”
More than 500 detainees at 
Manus Island have written to 
the PNG authorities (text below), 
calling for the PNG government 
to provide safe resettling third 
countries, an end to their impris-
onment. The letter comes as today 
(October 13) marks day 74 of 
protests on Manus Island, and as 
services – including medical serv-
ices – continue to be withdrawn.

Tensions are also mounting 
among Manusians as the closure 
of the detention centre looms, and 
asylum seekers and refugees are 
threatened with forced eviction from 
the detention centre and relocation to 
other areas of Manus Island.

Quoting their own safety con-
cerns, angry local meetings in ward 
one of the Lorengau settlement have 
rejected the Australia-PNG gov-
ernments’ move to transfer asylum 
seekers to “private properties in 
Lorengau Town”. They have called 
for their two members of parliament 
to face a public meeting and “address 
their grievances”. 

But pro-refugee protests are 
also being planned to oppose the 
forced relocation of the refugees and 
asylum seekers.

Manus detainees are being told 
they must move, although it is under-
stood that two areas touted as new 
accommodation for refugees and 
asylum seekers, Hillside Haus and 
West Lorengau Haus, are still under 
construction, with no provision for 
security or general health or mental 
health care.

Lorengau hospital is unable 
to provide even basic health care 
for the Manusian community, let 
alone cater for the special needs 

of 800 more people dumped on its 
doorstep.

“After holding people illegally 
for over four years, the Australian 
government has embarked on a dan-
gerous and reckless process of bru-
talising people who have been found 
to be refugees, needing internation-
al protection. People are dumped 
in a community that is ill-equipped 
and unable to support them,” said 
Ian Rintoul, spokesperson for the 
Refugee Action Coalition.

The letter
To the people in authority over 
the treatment of refugees,
To PNG Prime Minister, the 
Attorney General, Parliaments 
Members, Police, Royal PNG 
constabulary and Chief Justice 
of PNG.

We have been held in your coun-
try against our wishes and have been 
denied our liberty and have been tor-
tured in your country.

We came to Australia asking 
for asylum. Australia has signed 
the 1951 UN Refugee Convention: 
however they deliberately broke it 
and has had not offered us asylum. 
The UN, UNHCR, Amnesty 
International, Save the Children 
and many other organisations have 
rebuked Australia’s treatment of us 
here in Manus Detention Centre.

Please do not go along with this 
mistreatment of humans. We do not 
want to move into Manus. We do 
not feel safe. We cannot work or 
provide for our families, we cannot 
be respected by people in socie-
ty here. We don’t want to resettle 
in PNG. We came to Australia – 
Australia should offer us asylum, or 

give us to a safe country like New 
Zealand that has already offered to 
take us. We will happily start our 
new life there.

Your own constitution says that 
we are illegal here. PNG High Court 
said last year that Lombrum deten-
tion is illegal and now in the end of 
October, Australia government said 
“we are closing it”. But they have 
built another three centres in town. 
Where they will dump us in there for 
years.

How is this not illegal also? 
What words and phrases have been 
changed to make it not illegal?

The constitution says that detain-
ing of innocent people in PNG is ille-
gal. It doesn’t say that detaining of 
innocent people in Lombrum is ille-
gal and legal in other parts of PNG.

Yet the situation remains the 
same. The semantics may have 
changed, yet the conditions have not. 
This is not right. For how long will 

you keep us on this island against 
our will?

We are refugees and that means 
going home to our homeland is not 
an option we can take. Yet staying 
in PNG is not giving us our liberty 
back either.

And we are dying by the policies 
that you implement. Please don’t kill 
us anymore. Our six friends have 
already died by this cruel policy that 
you have a hand in and support. 

Australia, and PNG both have 
killed refugees who were unarmed 
and defenceless. 

PNG please show some com-
passion and humanity. You claim to 
be a Christian country. Yet the way 
you are treating vulnerable people is 
against how the Bible says to treat 
people. Is this how you love your 
neighbours? Is this showing justice 
and compassion to those in need? 
That’s what Jesus told you to do. 
Instead you are helping Australia 

harm and torture innocent people and 
put them in detention for years. You 
are helping those who are torturing 
us and want to kill us.

Please consider our plea.
We are defenceless.
We will not fi ght.
But we plead and ask you to help 

us have our freedom.
We all are asking, all of PNG 

authorities that don’t force us to 
resettle in your country. We have 
much respect for your people and 
your country and your law.

If something happens to us, PNG 
you will be responsible, because you 
are supporting this cruel policy with 
Australia.

From now on if ANY of us found 
dead or hanged outside of detention 
centre in PNG, it would mean that he 
has been killed. Because we will not 
kill ourselves.

Thank you.

Congress Appeal 
From December 1-3 this year, elected delegates representing Communist Party organisations from 
all over Australia will gather in Sydney for the 13th National Congress of the Party. There will be an 
opening on the Friday night, December 1, to which all Guardian readers, their families and friends are 
invited. (Details will be provided in a future issue of the Guardian.)

Over three days, delegates will discuss the work of the Party, make any amendments to and adopt a 
Political Resolution. In the lead-up to the Congress, Party members have been discussing and sub-
mitting amendments to the Political Resolution. At its meeting over the weekend of October 20-21 the 
Central Committee considered these amendments and fi nalised the draft to be put to Congress.

Congress will elect a new Central Committee to lead the work of the Party until the next National 
Congress. As the highest body of the Party it can also amend the Party’s Program and Constitution 
and adopt other resolutions as its delegates may determine.

The CPA has launched a Special Appeal to help defray the costs associated with holding a National 
Congress. These are considerable with delegates coming from as far away as Perth, the printing of 
documents, etc.

We are appealing to Party members and organisations and all friends and supporters of the Party and 
Guardian readers to help fulfi ll our $10,000 target as soon as possible. 

To contribute, please fi ll in the form below or write your details on a separate piece of paper to send 
with your contribution. Payment by credit card can also be phoned in on 02 9699 8844.

All contributions will be acknowledged in the Guardian, with the names of contributors unless other-
wise requested. We look forward to your support for this important occasion.

13th CPA Congress $10,000 Financial Appeal 

I, (Name) ...............................................................................................................................

Address ............................................... wish to contribute $ ............... to the above Appeal. 
I enclose a Cheque/Money Order/Cash for that amount (made out to “CPA”). Payment 
may also be made by Credit Card by fi lling the information below: 
Credit Card minimum $20   □ Visa    □ Mastercard

Name on the card .................................... Signature: ......................................... 

Card Number _________ _________ _________ _________ Expiry Date __ __ / __ __

I □ agree/ □ disagree to having my name published in the Guardian in acknowledgement of my contribution. 
Send to 74 Buckingham St, Surry Hills, 2010 or phone through on 02 9699 8844.

Sydney

Refugee solidarity
Film-screening & discussion

Tuesday December 5 – 6 pm
Edmund Rice Centre 15 Henley Road Homebush

2 minute walk via Flemington station

Noam Chomsky has called Australia’s treatment of refugees “an indescribable disgrace” 
(personal communication). Come and see the remarkable 2008 fi lm, A Well-Founded 

Fear, followed by a discussion of where to now for justice. Phil Glendenning of the 
Edmund Rice Centre, narrator of the fi lm, will be taking part. 

Free entrance, and refreshments provided

RSVP please by Thursday 30th November. Phone 02 8762 4200


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Some of the giants of Australian 
fi lm and TV last week descend-
ed upon Parliament House in 
Canberra to directly lobby poli-
ticians to support the industry’s 
future.

Actors Bryan Brown, Sigrid 
Thornton, Sean Keenan, and Matt 
Day, actor-director-writer Leah 
Purcell, directors Gillian Armstrong 
and Peter Duncan, writer Katherine 
Thomson, Oscar-winning cinematog-
rapher John Seale and sound techni-
cians Ben Osmo and David White, 
special effects guru Dan Oliver and 
producers Penny Chapman and 
Michael Tear are among a high-
profi le delegation from the Make It 
Australian campaign.

The campaign has brought 
together the Australian Directors’ 
Guild, Australian Writers’ Guild, 
Media, Entertainment & Arts 
Alliance and Screen Producers 
Australia as well as members of the 
Australian Screen Industry Group 
to push for reforms and govern-
ment support to ensure the sector’s 
sustainability into the future. It was 
launched nationally last month and 
nearly a thousand Australians attend-
ed launch events.

The four organisations have 
combined forces to fi ght for:
• reform of local content rules to 

include the burgeoning digital 
platforms, including streaming 
video on demand;

• the restoration of funding to 
public broadcasters and Screen 
Australia, who commission a 
signifi cant proportion of local 
comedy and drama; and

• the modernisation of our 
production incentives to make 
them globally competitive at all 
levels.

The four groups are also deter-
mined to fight any attempts by 
free-to-air commercial networks to 
reduce drama production and walk 
away from original children’s pro-
gramming altogether.

The new campaign comes as the 
House of Representatives and the 
Department of Communications, 
Screen Australia and the Australian 
Communications and Media 
Authority are conducting reviews 
which could have far-reaching impli-
cations for the industry.

“We are at a watershed in the 
history of the screen industry with 
the government looking at sweep-
ing changes that could effectively 
wipe away Australian content on 
our screens and take us back to the 
1960s,” said Kingston Anderson, 
chief executive officer of the 
Australian Directors’ Guild.

“The screen industry wants a 
constructive dialogue with the gov-
ernment on changes that will bene-
fi t all Australians with an increase in 
Australian content on our screens not 
a decrease.”

“Without a new regime of quotas 
and content regulations there will be 
no scripted drama, no kids’ televi-
sion, and no stories or culture of our 
own to pass on to future generations 
whose screens, as well as their hearts 
and minds, will be fi lled instead with 
foreign content and reality shows.” 
said Jan Sardi, president of the 
Australian Writers’ Guild.

“The aim of today’s delegation is 
for politicians to hear directly from 
people working in fi lm and television 
about the importance of supporting 
an industry that is of immeasura-
ble cultural signifi cance,” said Paul 
Murphy, chief executive offi cer of 
the Media, Entertainment & Arts 
Alliance, the union which represents 
performers and screen crew. 

“Without real leadership from 
government to recognise how view-
ing patterns are changing and to 
properly support local production, 
our screens, both big and small, 
we are in danger of being fl ooded 
with voices in American and British 
accents.”

“Our $3.5 billion industry is 
at the intersection of culture and 
commerce. The tensions that arise 
between these complementary 
and competing objectives ener-
gise the industry and the nearly 
20,000 Australians that work in it,” 
said Matthew Deaner, chief execu-
tive officer of Screen Producers 
Australia. 

“But to grow our industry so we 
can make more and better Australian 
stories, we need the right attention 
given to the policy settings. That’s 
why we’re here today – to bring our 
positive message to Canberra so our 
industry can continue to grow make 
and take our stories to Australia and 
the world.”

Throughout today, the delegation 
has met face-to-face with key politi-
cians and tonight it will host a panel 
discussion in Parliament about the 
future of the screen industry. 

Communist 
tagging
“President Duterte is bark-
ing like a mad dog again. This 
time, following the line of previ-
ous administrations in brand-
ing progressive organisations 
as communist fronts, Duterte is 
replicating the same dangerous 
environment that makes human 
rights defenders vulnerable to 
all kinds of rights violations and 
fascist attacks imaginable,” said 
Karapatan* secretary general 
Cristina Palabay.

Karapatan said this in reaction 
to Duterte’s statements that rights 
groups Piston, Kilusang Mayo Uno 
and Karapatan are legal fronts of the 
Communist Party of the Philippines.

“His statement is not new; it is a 
tired, unoriginal label that attempts 
to subvert the public attention from 
the legitimate campaigns forwarded 
by these organisations. Tagging pro-
gressive legal organisations as fronts 
of the CPP has always been part of 
government’s counter-insurgency 
programs, with their ultimate objec-
tive of stifl ing people’s dissent,” 
Palabay said.

According to Palabay, red-
tagging, throughout regimes has 
claimed the lives of human rights 
workers, activists and ordinary 
people. “Duterte is nothing but sec-
ond-rate trying hard to copycat pre-
vious regimes. He is a sad, rambling, 
delusional and disappointing replica 
of past fascists and plunderers who 
all have bloody records of human 
rights violations,” she stated.

Forty-one human rights work-
ers and activists of Karapatan have 
been killed since 2001, in line with 
Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo’s Oplan 
Bantay Laya. Among them were 
Eden Marcellana and Benjaline 
Hernandez, previously tagged as 
NPAs or communists. The kill-
ings and illegal arrests continued 
during the Aquino regime which 
subsequently implemented Oplan 
Bayanihan. Such red-tagging has 
resulted in a number of attacks 
against human rights workers. Are 
you warning us, Mr President, of 
things to come?” asked Palabay.

Extrajudicial killings, enforced 
disappearances, illegal arrests and 
detention, trumped up charges, 
among others, have been the con-
tent of the many counter-insurgency 
programs which aims to dilute any 
distinction between the armed revo-
lutionary movement and the progres-
sive legal organisations, justifying 
rights violations against the latter.

“That very thinking is fascist. 
Instead of heeding the people’s cla-
mour for genuine change, Duterte 
carries on with rights abuses and 

blatantly rewards military offi cials 
responsible for these attacks. Their 
dangling medals and badges are 
smeared with the blood of farmers, 
workers, national minorities who 
have stood fi rm in fi ghting for their 
civil, political, social, economic and 
cultural rights” said Palabay.

On the other hand, Palabay said 
that Duterte’s statements saying 
organisations like Piston and KMU 
are committing rebellion is tanta-
mount to acknowledgement of the 
people’s clamour for failed change 
under his administration. “Mr 
President, this is us making you 
accountable for all the promises you 
have uttered. This is us making your 
government, as we have likewise 
done in previous regimes, account-
able to the Filipino people,” she 
added.

“This president resorts to red-
tagging, when he cannot keep up 
with his promises of change. Change 
does not equate to the perpetuation 
of labour contractualisation, and 
change is not stripping of the poor of 
their livelihood, and lives,” Palabay 
said.

Palabay also pointed out that 
Duterte’s invectives are now increas-
ingly against the Filipino people, 
especially the poor. “Now, he’s 
wishing them all to die. Aren’t you 
already killing them Mr President, 
with that failed change of yours?” 
she said.

The group defended the legiti-
mate transport strike of Piston and 
KMU.

Piston and KMU are pursuing 
the interests of the poor and margin-
alised, the workers whom Duterte 
failed. They protest because the gov-
ernment has refused to end contrac-
tualisation and has failed to heed the 
plight of the workers. Piston is repre-
senting the jeepney drivers who will 
lose their livelihood when Duterte 
continues to push for this fake mod-
ernisation which will rake in profi t 
for a few while increasing the burden 
of the majority, including the every-
day commuter. This is not the mod-
ernisation, the change that we want,” 
concluded Palabay.
Alliance for the Advancement of 
People’s Rights www.karapatan.org
* Karapatan is an alliance of human 
rights organisations and programs, 
human rights desks and committees 
of people’s organisations, and 
individual advocates committed to the 
defence and promotion of people’s 
rights and civil liberties. It monitors 
and documents cases of human rights 
violations, assists and defends victims 
and conducts education, training and 
campaign. 
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“Our” Nobel Peace Prize
Council for Peace with Justice with Sydney Peace Foundation
Australia should be proud of our 
association with the 2017 Nobel 
Peace Prize but so far Prime 
Minister Malcolm Turnbull and 
Foreign Minister Julie Bishop 
have made no comment.

The 2017 Nobel Peace Prize 
has been awarded to ICAN, the 
International Campaign for the 
Abolition of Nuclear Weapons.

ICAN is now an internation-
al organisation but it started with 
a group of Melbourne peace cam-
paigners in 2005. The Prize was 
announced on October 6. The Greens 
and Labor have offered their con-
gratulations but so far there’s been 
no comment from the government.

ICAN has worked with the 
United Nations and other agen-
cies on developing a Treaty on the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons. 
Many nations support this treaty, but 
so far Australia is not among them.

“I think that the government 
must be deeply embarrassed by ‘our’ 
Nobel Peace Prize,” said Professor 
Stuart Rees, veteran peace activist, 

founder of the Sydney Peace Prize 
and member of the Council for Peace 
with Justice.

“The government’s support for 
nuclear disarmament has been luke-
warm to say the least. Julie Bishop 
did not even attend the signing cer-
emony of the Prohibition Treaty 
at the United Nations last month. 
Australians like to regard themselves 
as good world citizens, but with our 
current cruel policy on refugees and 
the vacuum in our policy on climate 
change, at present we do not rank 
highly on the international scale as 
humanitarians.

“The fact that there has been 
no offi cial celebration of the Nobel 
Peace Prize must only further reduce 
our status.

“Most Australians want to see 
the end of the nuclear threat. We 
should not be embarrassed, but rather 
be proud of the Australians who have 
achieved so much in working to 
abolish nuclear weapons” Professor 
Rees noted.

The Treaty on the Prohibition of 

Nuclear Weapons was endorsed by 
122 countries at the United Nations 
headquarters in New York in July 
earlier this year despite strong oppo-
sition from nuclear-armed states and 
their allies (including Australia).

Under the treaty, signatory states 
must agree not to develop, test, man-
ufacture or possess nuclear weapons, 
or threaten to use them, or allow any 
nuclear arms to be stationed on their 
territory.

Once the treaty has been rati-
fi ed by 50 states it passes into inter-
national law. The international law 
banning landmines did not have uni-
versal support when fi rst enacted but 
has since proved highly effective.

The Council for Peace with 
Justice and the Sydney Peace 
Foundation have urged the Australian 
government to immediately reverse 
its decision to oppose the prohibi-
tion treaty. The treaty does not (as 
argued by the government) under-
mine the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty but reinforces it and makes it 
meaningful. 

Rachael Taylor as Nancy in Red Dog. (Photo: Scotch)
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The Australian security agencies have 
asked again for further powers to enable 
them to prevent terrorist attacks. Among 
the requests made are for extended deten-
tion powers, increasing the time a “terror 
suspect” can be detained without charge 
from 14 to 28 days.

A meeting shortly after the announce-
ment between the federal government and the 
Premiers of the six States and two Territories 
rapidly agreed to the request. The Victorian 
Premier was quoted in local media. “We are 
going to have to curtail the rights and freedoms 
of a small number of people in order to keep 
the vast majority of Australians safe”.

The Prime Minister solemnly intoned, not 
for the fi rst time, that the government’s primary 
duty is to keep Australians safe. This claim has 
a long history. Cicero, the fi rst century Roman 
politician and writer, is attributed with the 
maxim salus populi suprema est lex (the safety 
of the people is the supreme law). It has been 
repeated in various forms ever since, up to 
and including Turnbull. John Selden, the 16 th 
- 17 th Century English jurist was correct in 
observing, “there is not anything in the world 
more abused than this sentence.”

Australian politicians would be better to 
prefer the view attributed to the American 
statesman Benjamin Franklin when he 
observed, “He who would put security before 
liberty deserves neither.” It is a sentiment 
seldom if ever uttered in Australia, and cer-
tainly not by any politician.

In the rush to further restrict what few pro-
tections that exist for Australians a number 
of questions are never asked. The onslaught 
of restrictive legislation began following the 
events of September 11, 2001 (“9/11”) in the 
United States. On that seminal day, 19 alleged 
Muslim hijackers were said to have hijacked 
four aeroplanes, crashing three of them into 
buildings and a fourth into a Pennsylvania 
fi eld.

That event sparked at least two wars 
(Afghanistan and Iraq both ongoing) and a tsu-
nami of legislation eroding fundamental rights 
previously enjoyed in most societies founded 
on notions of individual rights and the rule 
of law. More than 16 years later, 9/11 is still 
quoted as the reason for the “war on terror” 
that can only be pursued through progressively 
harsher legislative measures and it would seem 
by attacking more and more countries.

Those who question the offi cial govern-
ment conspiracy theory about 9/11, which is 
what by defi nition it is, are denounced as “con-
spiracy theorists” or worse. That has had an 
inhibiting effect on rational debate about the 
events of 9/11, notwithstanding the fact that the 
offi cial conspiracy theory itself is riddled with 
inconsistencies, illogicalities, unlikely coinci-
dences and downright scientifi c impossibili-
ties. By refusing to allow rational debate about 
9/11 a person is by extension precluded from 
questioning the whole rationale for the “war 
on terror”.

The war on terror that has raged since 9/11 
has had substantive consequences quite apart 
from the destruction of the societies attacked 
for their alleged involvement in the events of 

9/11. Instead of treating terrorist plots or acts 
within the rubric of the criminal law, which is 
where they properly belong, they are instead 
regarded as acts of war. Even under this 
strained extension, the law of war itself has not 
been properly applied.

One illustration of this was the creation 
of a curious legal fi ction of “unlawful enemy 
combatants”, designed explicitly to deny its 
participants the protections of, for example, 
the Geneva Conventions. The accused are held 
in arbitrary detention, deprived of the right to 
know the details of their alleged transgres-
sions, denied the right to have the validity of 
the allegations determined by an impartial 
judge, and denied the right to a fair trial. The 
experiences of Australian citizens David Hicks 
and Mamdoub Habib should have inspired 
Australian government intervention, but their 
indifference remains an enduring disgrace.

In the United States, where the “war on 
terror” had its genesis, those who were its vic-
tims have waged some important battles in the 
Courts. In Rasul v Bush; Hamdan v Rumsfeld; 
and Boumedienne v Bush the full power of the 
US government was taken on and defeated. In 
the last of those three cases, Justice Kennedy, 
citing Alexander Hamilton, noted, “the practice 
of arbitrary imprisonment has been in all ages a 
formidable instrument of tyranny.”

The fundamental difference between 
those three litigants and anyone falling foul 
of Australia’s draconian anti-terror legislation 
is that they could all point to the protection 
afforded litigants of the fi rst ten amendments 
to the US constitution, popularly referred to as 
the Bill of Rights.

Australia is unique among the west-
ern nations in not having a Bill or Charter 
of Rights. Even where, as is the case with 
Australia, it regularly signs up to international 
instruments such as the International Covenant 
on Civil and Political Rights (1976) (ICCPR) 
those rights are not binding in Australia unless 
incorporated into Australian legislation.

The ICCPR has not been incorporated 
into Australian law and therefore fundamental 
rights, such as those in Article 9 of the ICCPR 
can be, and are, regularly fl outed. Those mis-
treated because of the breaches of Article 9 
which are inherent in Australia’s anti-terror 
legislation have no legal redress, itself a fun-
damental principle of human rights law.

I referred above to the tsunami of anti-ter-
ror legislation and that is precisely what it has 
been. Since 9/11 Australia has passed more 
than 60 pieces of legislation of a restrictive 
nature, more than any other country. Many of 
those enactments have no place in a modern 
democratic society. Australia is not even one of 
the countries most at risk of a terrorist attack. 
What few attacks that have been planned or 
carried out can in nearly all cases be traced to 
Australia’s involvement in a series of illegal 
wars (Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria) and support for 
the US attacks upon or threats against a range 
of other countries.

The common denominator of nearly all of 
these countries is that they are predominantly 
Muslim; have valuable resources coveted by 
western powers; are central to the geopolitical 

contest between Russia, China and the US; are 
remote from any truly Australian national inter-
est; and wars against them are all justifi ed on 
the basis of lies, obfuscations and violations of 
international law.

Even when the legislation proves ineffec-
tive, or counterproductive, as the British found 
with their control orders, which they promptly 
modifi ed, Australia not only maintains them, 
but as in the case of detention without charge, 
actually increases the restrictions. The recent-
ly agreed to extension of detention without 
charge is a retrograde step in a framework of 
overwhelmingly oppressive and undemocratic 
legislation.

Although the initial onslaught occurred in 
the Howard government years, and particular-
ly 2001-2008, when more than 40 Acts were 
passed violating fundamental human rights 
principles, the attack upon civil liberties has 
essentially been a bipartisan affair.

It is not as if there have not been reports, 
recommendations and examples of egregious 
abuses, as in the case of Mohammad Haneef, 
to spur successive governments into reversing 
the destruction of the human rights fabric. All 
have been ignored. That cannot be by chance 
and points to a fundamental fl aw in the politi-
cal character, regardless of party affi liation.

The International Commission of Jurists in 
their Berlin Declaration (August 28, 2004) set 
out what should serve as a practical and con-
ceptual framework for the balance between the 
safety and the rights of citizens. They said:

“In adopting measures aimed at suppress-
ing acts of terrorism, States must adhere strictly 
to the rule of law, including the core principles 
of criminal and international law and the spe-
cifi c standards and obligations of internation-
al human rights law, refugee law and, where 
applicable, humanitarian law. These principles, 
standards and obligations defi ne the bounda-
ries of permissible and legitimate State action 
against terrorism. The odious nature of terrorist 

acts cannot serve as a basis or pretext for states 
to disregard their international obligations, 
in particular in the protection of fundamental 
human rights.”

In Australia’s case the only hope of achiev-
ing those objectives is through enacting an 
Australian Charter of Rights. Again, this has 
been proposed by reputable sources for many 
years. Successive governments have reject-
ed this minimum step. No one has ever been 
able to explain how the Australian system is 
so superior to every other western nation that 
its citizens do not require a Charter of Rights. 
Every other western nation, albeit sometimes 
imperfectly, sees such a Charter as an essential 
component of its democratic armoury.

There is no rational basis for Australian 
politicians to not want their citizens to enjoy 
the rights enjoyed by every other western 
nation. One indication of the government’s 
attitude to basic human rights principles was 
demonstrated by a senior government Minister 
describing lawyers who defended asylum seek-
ers (another area of enduring disgrace) as being 
“un-Australian.” While his comments were 
deplored, he not only retained his portfolio, but 
also seems likely to be given further expanded 
powers in precisely the areas where sensitive 
civil rights issues are most likely to arise.

There has therefore been a 16-year history 
of expanding powers in a manner that would 
not be out of place in a Police state. When this 
is accompanied by a series of egregious exam-
ples of abuse, the wilful disregarding of inter-
national instruments to which Australia is a 
party, the lack of any meaningful parliamenta-
ry opposition, and a systematic disregarding of 
critical UN reports of Australia’s human rights 
record, one has to doubt whether Australia still 
qualifi es as a genuine democratic State.
The author is a Barrister at Law 
and may be contacted at 
joneill@qldbar.asn.au 
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Neil Clark

Last weekend’s Austrian gen-
eral election result maintained 
a steady trend we’ve seen across 
Europe in recent years, namely 
signifi cant gains for right-lean-
ing parties and reverses for the 
established parties of the left and 
centre-left.

In Austria, the 31-year-old 
“Wunderwuzzi” Sebastian Kurz is 
poised to become the world’s young-
est leader, having led his conserva-
tive People’s Party (OVP) to a clear 
lead in the election with 31.5 percent 
of the vote.

The radical nationalist group-
ing, the FPO (Freedom Party) nearly 
defeated the Social Democrats 
(SPO), which received 26.9 percent 
to FPO’s 26 percent.

The SPO collapse is all the more 
striking when you consider just how 
dominant the party was in the 1970s 
and ’80s. In three elections, 1971, 
1975 and 1979 it achieved 50 per-
cent or more of the vote. It was in 
power continually between 1970 and 
1999. But since 2008, its support in 
elections hasn’t reached 30 percent.

It’s a similar story of decline for 
most other leading European parties 
of the left/centre-left. In Germany, 
the SPD slumped to its lowest share 
of the vote since World War II in 
last month’s elections, registering a 
measly 20.5 percent. In this year’s 
French Presidential elections, the 
Socialist candidate, Benoit Hamon, 
pulled just 6.2 percent in the fi rst 
round – the fi rst time the party’s can-
didate hadn’t come in the fi rst three.

In Spain, the Socialists slumped 
to just 22.0 percent in the 2015 elec-
tions – their worst showing since 
democracy returned to the country 
after General Franco. In last year’s 
poll, they did improve on that, but 
only by 0.6 percent. Compare that to 
the 48.1 percent they registered back 
in 1982, or even the 43.9 percent 
they got as late as March 2008.

In Hungary, Viktor Orban has 
been in power since 2010. Bulgaria 
is governed by the centre-right 
GERB party in coalition with a 
nationalist alliance. In Poland, the 
national-conservative Law and 
Justice Party rule the roost.

In Spain, the conservative 
People’s Party has held offi ce since 
2011. Belgium has been ruled by a 
centre-right coalition since 2014, in 
The Netherlands, the centre-right 
has led an alliance since 2010 (and 
in this year‘s election Geert Wilder’s 
ultra-nationalist Party of Freedom 
made gains to finish second). In 
Britain, the Conservatives have 
been in power for over seven years. 
In Norway, previously a bastion of 
social democracy, the centre-right 
coalition won a historic re-election 
last month.

The trend has even gone 
Transatlantic with the victory of 
Donald Trump.

How to explain right-
wing resurgence?

If we go back in time to around 
the Millennium, things looked very 
different. Then it was the parties of 
the left/centre-left who were in the 
ascendancy and right-wingers who 
were in the doldrums.

Speaking at the Labour Party 
conference in 1999, Prime Minister 
Tony Blair – the grinning poster 
boy of the “modernised” centre-left, 
looked ahead to a new century of 
“progressive politics” liberated from 
“the forces of conservatism.”

Mainstream parties like Labour, 
the “experts” told us, had done the 
right thing by jettisoning “old-fash-
ioned” socialism and accepting 
neo-liberal globalisation and sup-
port for US-led wars. By learning 
to love Goldman Sachs, hedge fund 
magnates, and Starbucksification, 
and promoting liberal social poli-
cies instead of left-wing economic 
policies, they would be assured of a 
bright electoral future.

But it was all balderdash. The 
good electoral showing of New 
Labour and its continental clones in 
the early noughties was deceptive.

New Labour won elections on 
historically low turnouts. In 2001, 
for instance, the turnout in the 

general election was just 59.4 per-
cent – the lowest since 1918.

People may have regarded these 
“reformed” capital-friendly, cen-
tre-left parties as the lesser of two 
evils while the economy seemed to 
be performing satisfactorily, but the 
fi nancial crash of 2008, and the rela-
tively large spike in migration across 
Europe (caused by people fl eeing 
Middle Eastern/North African neo-
con wars and free movement within 
an enlarged EU), totally changed 
the dynamic. The immigration issue 
became a godsend for the parties of 
the right (and particularly the radical 
right), allowing them to play on peo-
ple‘s fears that migrants were taking 
their jobs.

There was also a more pro-
found unease which helped the right, 
namely the pace of change in recent 
years had been too great for many 
people.

Ruling parties of the centre-left 
failed to respond adequately to the 
change in the public mood. The crash 
of 2008, brought about by the greed 
of a section of the fi nancial elite, 
should have seen a socialist resur-
gence, but instead mainstream par-
ties of the left, wedded to Blairite 
solutions, were increasingly seen by 
ordinary voters as out-of-touch, and 
in some cases, utterly mendacious.

In Hungary, people took to 
the streets after “Socialist” Prime 
Minister Ferenc Gyurcsany, a dis-
ciple of Tony Blair, was overheard 

on a leaked tape admitting that his 
government had “lied in the morn-
ing, lied in the evening” to win the 
election.

Gyurcsany refused to resign, but 
for the MSZP the damage was done. 
The party slumped to just 19.30 
percent in the 2010 election from 
a 43.21 percent share of the vote 
in 2006. Working-class voters in 
deprived areas deserted the pro-aus-
terity, pro-privatisation “Socialists” 
in droves, with many ending up 
voting for the radical national-
ist grouping Jobbik, which is now, 
according to the polls, Hungary’s 
second most popular party.

When people did turn to the left 
wing and nominally socialist can-
didates to end austerity, post-2008, 
they’ve tended to be let down, fur-
ther damaging the left’s long-term 
prospects. In France, in 2012 voters 
gave Francois Hollande the benefi t 
of the doubt, but, as I highlighted 
in a previous OpEdge, just a year 
after his election the man who had 
pledged to end austerity was push-
ing through a fresh round of cuts. 
While in Greece, SYRIZA’s popular-
ity ratings have slumped to around 
20 percent.

A rare example of a leftist gov-
ernment managing to cut the defi cit 
while maintaining public support has 
been in Portugal, where a minority 
centre-left government, supported 
by the radical left, has been in power 
since 2015.

Overall though, the left is in a 
very bad place, prompting the ques-
tion: is there any way back?

The 2008 financial crash, 
brought about mainly by the greed 
and recklessness of very wealthy 
bankers, ought to have been a great 
opportunity for the political left. 
But ...

British academics Simon 
Winlow, Steve Hall and James 
Treadwell argue the genuine left 
must break with the liberal-left. It 
was the liberalisation of the left and 
the focus turning away from bread 
and butter economic issues and onto 
cultural ones that led to the rise of 
the right. To regain electoral support, 
the left “must work tirelessly to reat-
tach itself to its roots in the working-
class”, and stop indulging in identity 
politics and futile culture wars which 
don’t interest people struggling to 
make ends meet.

The Greek writer Takis 
Fotopoulos says that right-wing 
nationalist parties have often 
appeared to be more concerned with 
people’s everyday concerns than 
so-called “progressives”. Too often 
these have been seen as siding with 
the establishment, featherbedded 
Eurocrats and the unelected global 
elites, and not with the people they 
were meant to represent.
RT – Russia Today 

Austria and the onward 
march of the far-right

In Austria 31-year-old Sebastian Kurz is poised to become the world’s youngest leader.

To regain electoral support, the left 
“must work tirelessly to reattach itself 
to its roots in the working-class”.
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Solomon Hughes fears MI5 and Special 
Branch can’t and won’t put an end to their 
ineffectual, irritating and life-destroying 
tactics

Are Britain’s security services going 
to play daft games when Jeremy Corbyn 
becomes prime minister? The signs suggest 
they will.

Former MI5 boss Stella Rimington gave 
the Daily Mail, the Times and the Telegraph 
a thrill last week, telling the Cheltenham 
Literary Festival that members of “various 
subversive organisations” she monitored in 
the 1980s are “familiar names” who “are now 
grown up and advising our would-be prime 
minister Mr Corbyn as to how to prepare him-
self for power.”

The right-wing press had a little reds-
under-the-beds frisson. But to do so it had 
to pretend to forget the “subversive organi-
sations” Rimington and the security forces 
“monitored” back then weren’t “subversive” 
at all. They were democratic campaigns 
which rightly challenged the Establishment.

Rimington’s spy targets from the ’80s 
included the Anti-Apartheid Movement, the 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament and any 
number of trade unions.

A member of the Cheltenham audience 
questioned Rimington’s assertion that she 
only spied on “subversives.” But our national 
newspapers are less critical than the average 
punter at a literary festival.

Rimington’s admission refl ects badly on 
MI5, not Corbyn.

The security services have an embarrass-
ing record of spying in the ’70s, ’80s and 
’90s.

MI5 – which does the posh bits of spying 
– and the police Special Branch – which did 
the bulk of monitoring – wasted time that 
should have been dedicated to chasing terror-
ists or criminals by spying on legitimate pro-
test movements.

In the 1970s MI5 even spent time spying 
on that well-known subversive John Lennon. 
Much of the time the “radicals” who were 
spied on by the security services were proved 
right in the longer term.

The campaigners who wanted to fi ght 
apartheid or show that the Birmingham Six 
were innocent or cut nuclear weapons were all 
on the right side of history. The telephone tap-
pers, mail openers, bugging enthusiasts and 
infi ltrators were in the wrong.

Most of what MI5 and Special Branch did 
was ineffectual. They built up fi les on “sub-
versives.” Some of it was, and is, irritating: 
they used their fi les to spread nasty rumours 
and fake stories through friends in the press.

Some of it really hurt individuals. Both 
MI5 and Special Branch worked with the 
Economic League to draw up “blacklists” of 
trade unionists that kept good people out of 
work. These blacklists often picked out good 
safety reps, so they made some workplaces 
more dangerous.

In the dirtiest trick, Special Branch’s 
“special demonstration squad” sent undercov-
er offi cers into many political campaigns, and 
encouraged offi cers to form long-term sexual 
relationships with activists as their cover. 
They even fathered children in their false 
alter-egos.

This was disgraceful and damaging for 
the women. But the campaigns they targeted, 
like those fi ghting against the many miscar-
riages of justice, were often vital grassroots 
groups.

At the same time, both MI5 and Special 
Branch helped to cover up sexual abuse of 
children by Cyril Smith MP, so their record 
from these years is pretty grim.

In the run-up to the last election, we had a 
few leaks from ex-MI5 or ex-Special Branch 
offi cers about how they monitored people 
around the Labour leader – or even Corbyn 
and shadow chancellor John McDonnell 
themselves.

Each time The Telegraph or The Times or 
the Daily Mail went through contortions to 
avoid saying this was part of wider scandal-
ous behaviour by the security services in the 
’80s and ’90s. I expect more of these stories 
will fl oat up.

The bigger question is will the security 
services also actively spy on and leak against 
a newly elected Labour government? I think it 
is likely they will.

Scotland’s Sunday Herald reports that 
Eleanor Jones, a British artist based in Berlin, 
was arrested and questioned by police before 
she could board a fl ight from Edinburgh back 
to Germany.

Jones had taken part in the G20 protests 
in Hamburg in July. However, Police Scotland 
detained her at Edinburgh Airport under 
Section Seven of the Terrorism Act.

Jones is clearly no terrorist. But the 
police used the Act to interrogate her about 
her political views and get access to her 
laptop and phone before releasing her without 
charge. Eleanor Jones is twin sister of Labour-
supporting UK Guardian columnist Owen 
Jones.

To me, this looks like opportunism on the 
part of the “political police,” a fi shing expe-
dition aimed at those connected to Labour’s 
leadership. It suggests to me that the security 
services are going to pick and poke at Labour 
now, as well as reviving old tales of the ’80s 
and ’90s.

This isn’t going to stop Labour get-
ting into power. But a new set of leaks and 
rumours and small disruptive acts by the secu-
rity services will be an irritation.

The inquiry into the really dirty tricks 
of the undercover “spy cops” may well be 
unearthing old tales of security service misbe-
haviour just when the security services misbe-
have again.

Ultimately, this discredits the security 
services themselves. But I fear they just can’t 
stop themselves.

Meanwhile in related developments, will 
Philip Hammond launch a “big, bold Budget” 
with a major Tories offer to the young? Or 
will it feature continued cuts, with a half-
arsed attempt to cover them with a small 
squeak of giveaways and gimmicks?

The pressure is on, because the 
Conservatives are having a collective nervous 

breakdown about their continuing loss of pop-
ularity to Corbyn.

My guess is Hammond will fail to turn the 
Tories around. Not least because they’ve got 
the wrong analysis.

They think that “the young” – by which 
they mean young professionals – are losing 
faith with capitalism because they don’t have 
the chance to get the houses and security 
of their parents. So they will try and juggle 
resources between the young and old.

But what is really happening is that, as the 
2008 fi nancial crisis showed, capitalism has 
become more exploitative and less productive.

By bailing out the banks without reform-
ing the fi nancial system, we’ve allowed a 
deeply extractive capitalism to limp on. It’s 
chasing us all and biting who it can.

This means it catches the weakest mem-
bers of the herd fi rst, including the young.

But the lack of social housing, rent rises, 
the bedroom tax, wage stagnation, job casual-
isation, welfare cuts are painful for everyone 
who is not cushioned by owning property or 
other capital.

Capitalism hasn’t just turned on the 
young, it has turned on all the vulnerable 
groups, including the low-paid, middle-aged, 
the poorer pensioner, etc.

A “big, bold Budget” would transfer 
wealth and power from the rich to the rest, not 
the old to the young. But it isn’t something 
Phil Hammond can see on his spreadsheet.
Morning Star 

Britain’s “subversives” 
were proved right by history

Will the security services also 
actively spy on and leak against

 a newly elected Labour government?

Would-be prime minister Jeremy Corbyn.
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If offi cial media reports are to 
be believed, Xi Jinping, General 
Secretary of the Communist Party 
of China (CPC) and President of 
the People’s Republic, recently 
told the Politburo that a profound 
understanding of Marxism on the 
part of the country’s leadership 
was essential. He warned his col-
leagues that any abandonment of 
Marxism would cause the CPC 
“to lose its soul and direction.”

As the CPC approached its 19th 
national congress, which opened in 
Beijing last week, he also suggest-
ed that the Chinese people, largely 
because of the profound social and 
economic changes their society has 
undergone in recent decades, are in 
a unique position to further devel-
op those theories first elaborated 
by the authors of The Communist 
Manifesto.

I confess to being puzzled by 
academics, pundits, and ordinary 
followers of the global scene who 
casually affi rm, as though it were a 
given, that Beijing has abandoned 
Marxism and socialism. Perhaps this 
is an unreasonable reaction to such 
affirmations, since the reasoning 
behind them isn’t obscure. China’s 
is a market economy; there is no 
doubt about it. The private sector 
is large and fl ourishing, generating 
the bulk of new employment. The 
country now boasts a vigorous cap-
italist class, often fabulously rich 
(and notoriously vulgar in its con-
sumption habits). Inequality, both 
between regions and social strata, 
can be striking.

Yet, it is undoubtedly worthwhile 
to listen to what the Communist 
Party itself says, to consider its own 
elaborations on the “Chinese road 
to socialism,” and to study what is 
actually occurring here. Party think-
ers put matters quite simply and 
in terms that strike me as notably 
Marxist: the rapid and comprehen-
sive development of the productive 
forces remains the primary task and 
the condition for present and future 
prosperity. The relative equality of 

pauperism, part of Mao’s legacy, 
is not a communist vision; rather, 
decent remuneration according to 
work and, increasingly, services sup-
plied on the basis of need, require a 
highly developed material base. And 
accelerated development is most 
effectively accomplished through 
a thorough integration in the world 
economy, which means wholeheart-
ed participation in markets – even as 
the state drives the process.

The results have been far from 
trauma-free, of course. But these 
results include, over the past three 
decades, the greatest poverty allevi-
ation program in the history of the 
world, an initiative that has seen per-
haps half a billion people rise from 
destitution. Last year alone, more 
than 12 million rural citizens of 
China stepped over the poverty line, 
according to government statistics.

Even as the party encourag-
es private enterprise and initiatives 
from civil society (in the shadow 
of such slogans as “Small State, 
Big Society”) the Chinese public 
sector remains far from modest. At 
its apex, and under the direction of 
the State-owned Assets Supervision 
and Administration Commission 
(SASAC), there are just over 100 
publicly-owned, central-level, non-
fi nancial enterprises. Then there are 
numerous players in banking and 
fi nance ultimately held by the China 
Investment Corporation. Add to this 
the myriad subsidiaries of these just-
mentioned entities, along with many 
thousands of more fi rms controlled 
by regional and municipal SASACs 
and governments, and one begins 
to get a general idea of the public 
sector’s reach. And then consider 
the fact that of 1,624 listed private 
companies in the country, some 23 
percent name state entities as top, 
though not controlling, sharehold-
ers. (Indeed, this mixed ownership 
model cuts both ways, as a majority 
of publicly traded entities effective-
ly controlled by the state also list at 
least one individual among their top 
ten shareholders.)

So-called productive sectors 
where the Chinese state remains 

dominant or prominent include 
fi nance, telecommunications, energy, 
aviation, engineering and construc-
tion, and even vehicles and auto 
parts. And then of course there is 
the terrain of social service provi-
sion – healthcare, education, and 
related fi elds – in which public enti-
ties are leading if not monopolistic 
providers.

Clearly, what can be expected in 
coming years is more of the same: 
continued state and party control of 
key sectors alongside an ongoing 
effort to attract international capi-
tal; subsidies for public and domes-
tic private players alike that appear 
capable of innovating and creating 
employment; and a well-publicised 
fight against corruption designed 
to shore up party legitimacy and 
improve economic effi ciency. The 

model is mixed ownership, with the 
state holding a decisive place in deci-
sive spheres.

Meanwhile, looking beyond its 
borders, Beijing is placing enor-
mous emphasis on its Belt and Road 
project, an international infrastruc-
ture initiative designed to link the 
country with markets along the his-
toric “Silk Road.” The plan also 
involves boosting capacity within the 
borders of neighbouring and more 
distant states in which China invests 
and with whom it trades.

Of course, any discussion of 
state and party control over socio-
economic life in China leads to 
additional questions. Most notable 
is this one: if markets prevail, and 
if reforms in China have indubita-
bly allowed a capitalist class to re-
emerge (not to mention a state-linked 

elite with considerable income and 
privilege), what about the work-
ers? Specifi cally, if socialism and 
communism are to remain on the 
agenda, must the working class not 
have its own self-defence organisa-
tions, whose effectiveness depends 
precisely on their democracy and 
autonomy?

This is a theme partially rec-
ognised in theory, by the way, by 
the All-China Federation of Trade 
Unions – and even to some extent in 
practice. But it is a work in progress, 
to say the least. Suffi ce at this point 
to note two things: Chinese work-
ers are often not shy about taking 
action if they are ripped off; and 
when ripped off, they are often dis-
inclined to rely on their official 
representatives.
People’s Voice 

China

Still a work in progress

Students pose with red stars during an event to mark the 70th anniversary of the Victory of Chinese People's War 

of Resistance Against Japanese Aggression and the World Anti-Fascist War, at a primary school in Handan, Hebei 

province, China.

France

Millions take to the streets
For the fi rst time since 2007, all 
nine public-sector unions – which 
represent around 5.4 million 
workers – called their members 
out to protest against new labour 
laws eroding working condi-
tions, as well as plans to slash 
the number of civil servants by 
120,000 over the next fi ve years.

“We are going to remind 
[Emmanuel Macron] that there’s the 
bubble he lives in and there’s the 
real world,” said union federation 
CGT leader Philippe Martinez.

The Education Ministry claimed 
that 17 percent of teachers were on 
strike, though news reports sug-
gested up to 50 percent may have 
walked out.

And several schools in Paris and 
around the country were shut down 
by students blocking the entrances 
in solidarity with the unions.

“They unravel all the social 
protections supposed to protect 
the weakest and the workers,” said 

Sandrine Amoud, a teacher on strike 
in Paris.

Nurse Beatrice Vieval said her 
Paris hospital has seen three recent 
suicides among staff, and she fears 
that government plans to cut public 
servant jobs and to freeze wages 
“will make the situation worse.”

She said she already feels 
squeezed by increasing cutbacks 
– “wages are frozen, hospital con-
ditions are deteriorated, staff are 
depleted by reorganising services.”

Philosophy student Amado 
Lebaube said the attack on working 
conditions had already hurt consum-
ers of public services, and could 
threaten his ability to stay in school. 
He expressed thanks for teachers, 
student housing aid and government 
scholarships, adding: “I can study 
today because there are public serv-
ices in this country.”

And union federation FO gen-
eral secretary Jean-Claude Mailly 
called on the president to stop 

“austerity” policies toward public 
servants during a protest in the city 
of Lyon, one of 130 mobilisations 
across the country.

Police clashed with protesters 
in the Place de la Nation in eastern 
Paris, using tear gas and batons. 
Several people could be seen with 
injuries.

Flagship carrier Air France says 
about 25 percent of domestic fl ights 
would be cancelled due to a walkout 
by air traffi c controllers.

Despite Macron’s axe falling 
on private-sector workers too, the 
CFDT, largest union federation in 
the sector with historic ties to the 
Socialist Party, has been reluctant to 
join CGT protests against the law.

CFDT deputy secretary-general 
Veronique Descacq said the unions 
plan to meet again on October 24 to 
try to agree a strategy.
Morning Star 
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Candidates allied with the left-
wing government of President 
Nicolas Maduro won in 17 of 
Venezuela’s 23 states in regional 
elections on Sunday, October 15. 
Results in one state (Bolivar) have 
not been announced yet at writ-
ing. The turnout of eligible voters 
was 61.1 percent.

The results indicate a recupera-
tion of support for the government 
since its heavy loss in the legisla-
tive election of December 6, 2015. 
A recent poll had indicated that 
President Maduro’s approval rating, 
which had been low, had been 
improving. However, the size of 
the victory for his PSUV’S (United 
Socialist Party of Venezuela’s) can-
didates for governor took many 
observers by surprise.

The PSUV candidates won in the 
states of Amazonas, Apure, Aragua, 
Barinas, Carabobo, Cojedes, Falcon, 
Guarico, Lara, Miranda, Monagas, 
Sucre, Trujillo, Yaracuy, Delta 
Amacuro and Vargas.

The right wing opposition 
MUD coalition (Democratic Unity 
Roundtable) won in the states of 
Anzoátegui, Merida, Tachira, and 
Nueva Esparta. The extreme right 
wing First Justice Party, whose can-
didate ran separately from the main 
right wing MUD coalition, won in 
Zulia.

The overall result with 95 per-
cent of votes counted was 54 percent 
of the vote for PSUV candidates and 
43.7 percent for MUD candidates. 
MUD lost three governorships it was 
expected to win, including Miranda 
state which had been considered an 
opposition bastion, and whose gov-
ernor, Henrique Capriles Rodonski, 
is a major opposition leader. 
Predictably, MUD claimed that the 
election was not fair and demanded 
an audit of the election results, a pro-
cedure which is routine in Venezuela 
and which President Maduro had 
already announced would be done.

Also predictably, the Trump 
administration and other right wing 
governments worldwide, includ-
ing President Macron of France, 
denounced the election results. US 
Ambassador to the United Nations 
Nikki Haley tweeted that “dicta-
tor” Maduro had used manipulation 
and intimidation to rig the election. 
Whether Trump will now take new 
actions against Venezuela as a result 
of this election outcome will soon 
become known. 

Meanwhile, the Venezuelan 
government angrily rejected the 
US statements, accusing the Trump 
administration of encouraging desta-
bilising violence in this country of 30 
million inhabitants.

We might recall that Trump was 
elected President of the United States 
in November 2016 after having got 
nearly 3 million votes fewer than his 
main rival, Clinton, in an election 
featuring gerrymandering, vote sup-
pression and the ability of wealthy 
interests to spend lavishly to guar-
antee results favourable to their 
interests.

The election was monitored by 
many Venezuelan and international 
observers. After the vote, Nicanor 
Moscoso, President of CEELA, the 
Latin American Council of Electoral 
Experts, pronounced the vote as 
refl ecting the will of the Venezuelan 
people. The Venezuelan opposition 
and its international allies are likely 
to discount this evaluation as having 
a left-wing bias.

Venezuela has been undergoing 
great diffi culties over the past couple 
of years, due mostly to the precipi-
tous drop in the price of oil, by far its 
major export, on world markets. The 
country has suffered very high infl a-
tion, scarcity of the many consumer 
products that have to be imported, 
and public safety challenges. The 
Venezuelan right, supported by the 
country’s big business interests, 
has taken advantage of this state of 
affairs to destabilise and discredit the 
government.

There are credible accusations, 
for example, that business interests 
have been hoarding commodities to 
drive prices up. The opposition has 
also organised often violent pro-
tests, in which public buildings and 
supplies of food have been burned. 
Since April, 143 people have been 
killed in these protests, the major-
ity of them either supporters of the 
government, security personnel or 
bystanders, though some protest-
ers have also been killed by security 
forces.

On July 30, eight million 
Venezuelans turned out to vote for 
candidates for National Constituent 
Assembly, a body authorised by the 
Venezuelan constitution and empow-
ered to make radical changes to the 
country’s laws. The United States, 
supporting the right wing opposition, 
had demanded that this vote not go 
forward, and when the Venezuelan 
government went ahead with the 
election anyway, imposed strong 
sanctions on the country, designed to 

cut off Venezuela’s access to foreign 
loans.

In a situation that all agree is 
very difficult for the Venezuelan 
people, what caused a vote swing, 
as compared to the 2015 legislative 
elections, of such size? The jury is 
still out, but a few ideas are circu-
lating that might help explain the 
development.

One is that after months of vio-
lent protests, many Venezuelans may 
be turned off on the MUD opposi-
tion. Although there have been sharp 
criticisms of the Maduro govern-
ment, that does not necessarily mean 
that voters have a high opinion of the 
political right either.

Perhaps the ostentatious alliance 
of the right wing opposition with the 
Trump administration is backfi ring 
on them. Trump and his people make 
clear that they don’t think that Latin 
American countries like Venezuela 
are fully sovereign and independ-
ent, and such an attitude is likely 
to antagonise many people who 

otherwise might have been persuad-
ed to support the opposition. So the 
government may have gotten a boost 
from patriotic sentiments.

While Trump is threatening to 
attack Venezuela, it is probably not 
a good plan for the Venezuelan right 
to be identifying itself with the US 
government, as it opens them up to 
accusations of “traición de la patria” 
(“treason against the homeland”).

The fact that the Constituent 
Assembly has begun its work and 
has become a mechanism for ordi-
nary people to raise complaints 
about state institutions may be giving 
people a greater sense of participa-
tion and also of hope for the future.

And fi nally, the opposition boy-
cotted the Constituent Assembly 
elections, but decided, for the most 
part, to participate in the regional 
elections on Sunday. Some opposi-
tion stalwarts disagreed with this and 
their supporters may have disagreed 
with this and stayed home.
People’s World 
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Gains in state elections

US backed 
Indonesian slaughter
Declassifi ed fi les have exposed just 
how much the US knew about and 
supported the massacre of mil-
lions of Indonesians in the 1965 
anti-communist purges.

The non-governmental National 
Security Archive research group 
published 39 documents last week, 
out of thousands of pages of newly 
declassifi ed fi les from the US 
embassy in Jakarta.

They cover the period from 
1963-66, documenting offi cial 
knowledge and approval of the 
army’s death-squad operations to 
wipe out the three million-strong 
Communist Party of Indonesia 
(PKI) and its supporters.

Up to three million people were 
rounded up across the country, exe-
cuted, and dumped in mass graves.

The fi les show that the US pro-
vided the Indonesian army with lists 
of senior Communist Party offi cials, 
equipment, and money during the 
massacres.

The purges led to the overthrow 
of communist-backed nationalist 

president Sukarno and the 31-year 
dictatorship of General Suharto that 
followed.

The documents show US offi -
cials had credible evidence that 
contradicted the army’s claim that 
a supposed September 30, 1965 
coup attempt by junior offi cers was 
ordered by the PKI – a claim used 
by the army as justifi cation for the 
massacres.

A December 21, 1965 diplo-
matic cable from the embassy’s 
fi rst secretary Mary Vance Trent 
to Washington noted the “fantas-
tic switch which has occurred over 
10 short weeks.” Trent estimated 
100,000 had already been slaugh-
tered by then.

A previously released April 
1966 embassy cable said: “We 
frankly do not know whether the 
real fi gure is closer to 100,000 
or 1,000,000” – and even the 
Indonesian government had only a 
“vague idea.”

A report covering November 
1965 by embassy political affairs 

offi cer Edward Masters addressed 
the “problem” of holding and feed-
ing suspected PKI prisoners.

“Many provinces appear to be 
successfully meeting this problem 
by executing their PKI prisoners, 
or killing them before they are cap-
tured, a task in which Moslem [sic] 
youth groups are providing assist-
ance,” he wrote.

A month later, the US consu-
late in Medan, the capital of North 
Sumatra province in Indonesia, 
wrote that imams from the 
Muhammadiyah Muslim organisa-
tion were preaching that all commu-
nists should be killed, calling them 
the “lowest order of infi del, the 
shedding of whose blood is compa-
rable to killing chicken.”

Today, anti-communism appears 
to again be on the rise in Indonesia, 
with right-wingers trying to shut 
down a meeting focused on the 
massacres just last month.
Morning Star 
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Che!

You are one of the greatest revolu-
tionaries of the 20th Century. You 
inspired tens of millions of people 
throughout the world to fi ght for 
justice, for their freedom and civil 
rights. You have left a vision of 
hope, of never giving up – a legacy 
of solidarity and of Venceremos! – 
we shall overcome.

You have been murdered by 
the most criminal organisation of 

the most evil empire, the CIA of 
the United States of America – but 
your spirit lives on in Latin America, 
Africa, Asia and even in vassal 
Europe, inspiring generation after 
generation for class struggle, that 
there is universal justice that must 
be fought for and will be won. Che – 
you are a true Hero – an icon for the 
poor and powerless!

As Fidel put it: “His inerasable 
mark is now in history, and his lumi-
nous gaze of a prophet has become 
a symbol for all the poor of this 
world.”

Fidel’s words still keep ringing 
through the ether of the universe. 
Undoubtedly, Che, Fidel and Hugo 
Chávez were among the most infl u-
ential revolutionaries of the Western 
Hemisphere in the 20th Century. 
Their legacy keeps emitting signals 
of peace and justice throughout the 
world.

T Southern
Brisbane

The next step?
Under the pretence of protecting 
us from terrorists our govern-
ments (both Labor and Liberal) 
continue to demolish its citizens’ 
basic rights and civil liberties. 
Proposals such as holding citizens 
for up to 14 days without charge 
are unconscionable. What’s hap-
pened to “innocent until proved 
guilty”? Many, many years ago 
a debate raged about CCTV 
cameras invading our privacy 
but people are now so thoroughly 
brainwashed they actually believe 
them to be a necessary evil.

Today in Victoria, the suggestion 
has been made that facial recognition 
surveillance is set up using images 
from citizens’ driving licences to put 
into a national data-base. What’s the 
next step? Microchip everyone as we 
do our pets?

Government interference in our 
lives is getting out of hand. Another 

instance is the blatant attempt at 
silencing unions with draconian leg-
islation removing workers’ rights to 
organise and withdraw labour in pro-
test against employer exploitation. 
Then the next step will be to outlaw 
protests about the way our society 
is being governed: all the things our 
grandparents fought for.

To quote Jean-Jacques Rousseau 

– “Man is born free, and everywhere 
he is in chains”. Truly a comment on 
today’s society. 

Benjamin Franklin tops this by 
warning in 1759 that if citizens “give 
up essential liberty to obtain a little 
temporary safety [they] deserve nei-
ther liberty nor safety”.

Eileen Whitehead
Perth

Letters to the Editor
The Guardian
74 Buckingham Street
Surry Hills NSW 2010
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When I was a child in the late 
1940s, one of the comic books in 
my collection was set after nuclear 
war had devastated Earth (a hot 
topic in the ’40s and ’50s when 
America’s leaders were belliger-
ently threatening to “nuke” any 
country that defi ed their diktat). 
I remember, the main health con-
sequence of the “atomic war” in 
the comic was blindness caused by 
“the fl ash”. 

Since then, of course, we have 
had an enormous number of dystopi-
an novels, plays, radio plays (remem-
ber them?), films and television 
programs. Some have been basical-
ly pessimistic, refl ecting the writer’s 
fears for the future of the human 
race. Not surprising given the cata-
strophic nature of the subject. Others 
however, in fact the majority, choose 
a dystopian subject as a warning to 
the rest of us, showing what could 
happen – or would happen – if vital 
lessons are not learned.

The Handmaid’s Tale, recently 
on television, falls into that category. 
Written in 1985 by Canadian author 
Margaret Atwood, it is concerned 
with fascism as a social phenome-
non rather than as a cause of nuclear 
war, but its depiction of a dystopian 
future is grim indeed. And extremely 
topical.

Speaking in Frankfurt, where 
she received this year’s Peace Prize 

of the German Book Trade, Atwood 
declared that “it’s a moment of tur-
moil everywhere” and that with the 
election of Donald Trump, “It feels 
the closest to the 1930s of anything 
that we have had since that time.

“People in Europe saw the 
United States as a beacon of democ-
racy, freedom, openness, and they 
did not want to believe that anything 
like that could ever happen there,” 
she said. “But now”, she continued, 
“times have changed, and, unfortu-
nately it becomes more possible to 
think in those terms.”

The head of the German Book 
Trade, Heinrich Riethmueller, said 
the 77-year-old Canadian was receiv-
ing the accolade for “political intui-
tion and clairvoyance when it comes 
to dangerous underlying trends and 
currents.”

Elisabeth Moss, the star of the 
television adaptation, said the work 
had “always been timely. It’s just 
that now there are actual things hap-
pening with women’s reproductive 
rights in our own country that make 
me feel like this book is bleeding 
over into reality.”

The television adaptation, which 
was awarded eight Emmys, was 
dubbed by Rolling Stone as “TV’s 
Most Chilling Trump-Era Series.” 
And Cecile Richards, the president 
of Planned Parenthood USA, said, 
“It’s fi tting that the author of The 

Handmaid’s Tale is being honoured 
at a time when women’s rights are 
under attack like never before.”

Trump, of course, has constant-
ly shown that he couldn’t care tup-
pence for women’s rights. Talking 
of Trump, have you noticed how his 
debacles have succeeded in making 
George W Bush look Presidential, a 
task we once would have said was 
impossible?

Apparently under the impression 
that the USA can single-handedly get 
rid of any international agreements 
he personally doesn’t like, Trump 
announced that he will not recerti-
fy the agreement that denuclearised 
Iran in return for international guar-
antees and economic concessions. 
But that agreement was signed not 
only with Iran but with Britain, 
France and Germany, all of whom, in 
Bernie Sanders’ words, “continue to 
support the agreement and have con-
sistently said that it is in their own 
national security interests.” Even 
Trump’s own national security team 
said the Iran deal was working and 
should be upheld.

“Breaking the Iran agreement 
would not only free Iran from the 
limits placed on its nuclear pro-
gram,” declared Sanders in a state-
ment, “it would irreparably harm 
America’s ability to negotiate future 
non-proliferation agreements. Why 
would any country in the world sign 

such an agreement with the United 
States if they knew that a reckless 
president might simply discard that 
agreement a few years later?

“It’s up to us to stop this drift 
toward war. We should listen to what 
virtually the entire national security 
community is saying – that this deal 
is working – and protect it.”

The Trump administration’s 
debacles continue to pile up, how-
ever: their attempt to disman-
tle Obamacare, thereby denying 
affordable health care to millions 
of Americans, was too much even 
for arch Republican John McCain 
who publicly refused to support it. 
Trump’s overtly racist immigration 
policy combined with his pointed 
refusal to condemn racist cops kill-
ing Black Americans and his very 
public acceptance of endorsement by 
the Ku Klux Klan is taking the USA 
back to the worst days of Jim Crow, 
to the days before the Civil Rights 
movement.

His administration’s grossly 
inadequate response to the hurricane 
that devastated the US territory of 
Puerto Rico, even while he boasted 
of his administration’s success, and 
his war of words with Puerto Rico’s 
mayor when she had the temerity 
to take him up on his false claims 
exposed him as ill-informed at best 
and a liar at worst. His clownish per-
formance tossing paper towels to 

hurricane survivors and attempting 
to pass off their catastrophe as “not a 
real” crisis exposed him as a global 
oaf.

And, as indicated above, his atti-
tude to women’s rights is generally 
recognised as abysmal. He entered 
the Presidential race not because he 
had a serious political agenda, but 
because he knew it would enhance 
his business profi le and enable him 
to boost the profi ts of his assorted 
resorts, property deals, etc.

No wonder that, as the deba-
cles pile up, a group of US mental 
health experts recently hosted a 
dozen “town hall meetings” to pub-
licly canvass the question of whether 
Trump is merely a moron, or whether 
he is in fact mentally ill? Claiming 
that they had a “duty to warn” about 
the danger Trump poses to the USA, 
the health professionals were only 
one more example of the breadth of 
the appalled reaction to letting a fas-
cist loose in the White House.

On everything from war and 
peace to protecting the environ-
ment or moving the American econ-
omy (and hence the world) towards 
a green, renewable future, Donald 
Trump is a dangerous, reactionary 
aberration who is putting us all at 
risk. 

A dystopian future?
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Picture the year 1973: The sexual 
revolution was in full swing 
thanks to pioneering women such 
as the late Kate Millett, Betty 
Friedan, Gloria Steinem, con-
sciousness-raising groups, and the 
rise of the women’s movement. 
The Stonewall Rebellion four 
years earlier focused on LGBTQ 
liberation. The Equal Rights 
Amendment was being hotly 
debated. Those were heady days, 
when historic cultural norms for 
the behaviour and position of men 
and women in society came under 
intense questioning. Virtually 
every family and social institution 
in the country underwent some 
re-evaluation as to the expecta-
tions assumed for girls and boys, 
women and men.

The 1973 tennis match between 
women’s champion Billie Jean King 
and former men’s champion Bobby 
Riggs was billed as the “Battle of the 
Sexes,” among the most watched tel-
evised sports events of all time, with 
some 90 million viewers worldwide.

The new feature fi lm Battle of 
the Sexes, co-directed by Jonathan 
Dayton and Valerie Faris, recounts 
the great match in almost documen-
tary form. As a standard Hollywood 
movie, it does not set out to make 
fi lmmaking history, but it tells an 
important story in a most engag-
ing way. It was written by Simon 
Beaufoy, the 2009 Academy Award 
winner for Best Adapted Screenplay 
for Slumdog Millionaire, similarly a 
suspenseful “contest” fi lm. Starring 
some of the best talent in the busi-
ness, this is one not to miss.

The competition didn’t start out 
as “Libbers vs. Lobbers,” but only 
evolved into that. It began when 
Billie Jean King (Emma Stone) and 
tennis promoter Gladys Heldman 
(Sarah Silverman) start chafi ng at the 
much smaller prize purse for women 
than for men – about one-eighth 
the size for men – even though the 
tournaments were held at the same 
venues with the same ticket prices 
and with equally sold-out crowds. 
King did not set out to prove wom-
en’s superiority, but principally to 
establish equity of treatment between 
men and women. It was still a male 
chauvinist world in those days long 
ago (thankfully we’re way past 
that now, right?), where CEO Jack 
Kramer (Bill Pullman) of the United 
States Lawn Tennis Association 
(USLTA) felt he could accepta-
bly say things about the sport like, 
“Women are not in the same league,” 
and “It’s a man’s game.”

It’s almost a textbook defi nition 
of the theory of super-exploitation: 

Yes, all workers are exploited, but 
if you can pit white against black, 
native-born against immigrant, 
men against women, etc, hey, you 
can pick up that extra percentage 
of profi t owing to racism, low con-
sciousness, and lack of solidarity.

In refusing to negotiate a better 
deal with women players, Kramer 
virtually forced King and other play-
ers out of the USLTA. They formed 
the Women’s Tennis Association and 
pretty soon garnered backing from 
Virginia Slims cigarettes. The Slims 
championship included 12 months 
of funding, with a winner’s prize of 
$7,000. Catch being, of course, that 
the players were expected to pose 
for photos with “Slims” in hand. The 
tobacco line’s motto became a well-
known gloss on the “women’s lib” 
movement, though it was often heard 
ironically: “You’ve come a long way, 
baby.”

The slogan is, of course, chock 
full of conflicting meanings and 
subtexts: How far have you come? 
How much farther is there to go? 
In coming this far, whom have you 
left behind? And you are “baby” to 
whom exactly? Are cancer, emphy-
sema, heart disease, and addiction 
the inevitable cost of progress for 
women?

Bobby Riggs (Steve Carell) is 
more or less kept on as a retainer in 
the USLTA, thanks to his marriage 
to Jack Kramer’s daughter Priscilla 
(Elizabeth Shue). He’s portrayed as 
a kind of pathetic clown and addic-
tive gambler living off his earned 
reputation as a master tennis player, 
but a profound embarrassment to 
family members who know him all 
too intimately.

Behind the scenes, in the lead-
up to the big match, we see that both 
King and Riggs had other battles 
to fi ght. King is portrayed as mar-
ried to her husband Larry (Austin 
Stowell) – not the TV host Larry 
King – but clearly the fi zzle had long 
dissipated. Early on in the fi lm, the 
women’s team hairdresser Marilyn 
Barnett (Andrea Riseborough) shares 
a sexual frisson with King, which not 
too many minutes later is delicate-
ly captured by the bedside camera. 
Riggs had marital problems as well, 
Priscilla fi nally coming to terms with 
her husband’s buffoonery and betting 
problem.

Before the King-Riggs matchup, 
Riggs challenged the then top wom-
en’s player Margaret Court (Jessica 
McNamee) to a game. Court, mar-
ried with an infant child, conserva-
tive, religious, is a stand-in for those 
women who lacked the courage to 
embrace the egalitarian movement. 

The fi lm almost makes it appear as 
though it was her failure of will to 
combat male chauvinism that fl ubbed 
her game against Bobby Riggs.

To its great credit, the fi lm does 
not shy away from King’s lesbian-
ism, which only emerged at this time 
in her career. Imagine the howls of 
protest if that had been glossed over 
or left out! Over time, Billie Jean 
King became one of the world’s 
most recognised public lesbian fi g-
ures, much admired as a role model 
for all women.

At the time, however, gay and 
lesbian liberation had hardly seeped 
into the fabric of American culture; 
indeed, despite all the advances it is 
still and again contested turf. It was 
risky in many professions then, and 
in families and social groups, to be 
“out.” As her dresser/coach/con-
sigliere Ted Tinling (Alan Cumming, 
himself a very out actor) warns her, 
“Best be careful. The world is not 
always a forgiving place.” But King 
quickly used her fame to make a dif-
ference for everyone. Credit Tinling 
with designing fresh-looking out-
fi ts for the players: Colour on tennis 
togs!

In the fi lm’s “third act,” the big 
game is on. Emboldened by his win 
over Margaret Court, Riggs publicly 
challenges any woman to play him. 
“I’m going to put the show back in 

chauvinism,” he boasts, making the 
contest more than one between two 
players of equally matched skills, 
but an openly male versus female 
battle of the sexes. While dismissing 
the possibility of a loss to a woman, 
he seemed to ignore the fact that in 
1973 he was 55 years old, and Billie 
Jean King 29.

In the cordial, taunting exchange 
of gifts between King and Riggs for 
the benefi t of the rolling cameras 
before the game starts, a certain pig 
makes his cameo appearance.

The game itself is of course what 
the whole fi lm points toward, and 

though we know in advance what 
the result will be, it is nevertheless 
a thrill to watch, interspersed with 
reaction shots from other leading 
characters. (In those scenes, tennis 
players Kaitlyn Christian and Vince 
Spadea play the body doubles of 
Stone and Carell.)

Friend Tinling sums up the fi lm, 
telling King, “The world is changing. 
You just changed it,” predicting that 
one day we’ll be freer to love whom 
we want – perhaps a bit treacly, but, 
yes, true. It did get better.
People’s World 
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November 7, 2017 marks the 
100th anniversary of the Russian 
Revolution and the establishment 
of the world’s fi rst socialist state.

In the mainstream media, few 
look at whether the “Ten Days that 
Shook the World,” when Lenin led 
the fi rst successful socialist revolu-
tion, have helped shape the planet we 
live on today, or whether they retain 
the power to shake the world again in 
years to come.

The revolution is being pre-
sented as history – and socialist and 
communist ideas as done and dusted, 
dead and buried. How many of us 
have heard that socialism “doesn’t 
work,” that it was tried in Russia and 
it failed?

Of course, the revolution is part 
of history and it did shape the 20th 
century. In his book, The Age of 
Extremes, the great Marxist histori-
an Eric Hobsbawm even defi ned his 
“short 20th century” as 1914-1991, a 
period almost coterminous with the 
existence of the Soviet state.

The great events of the century 
all took place in the context of the 

global struggle between socialism 
and capitalism.

The rise of fascism was a ruling-
class response to the threat of social 
revolution and the defeat of the 
Nazis would not have been possible 
without the heroic sacrifi ces made by 
communists – many of them soldiers 
in the Red Army, which “tore the 
guts out of the Nazi war machine,” 
to quote Winston Churchill – but 
also partisans and resistance fi ghters 
in every corner of occupied Europe.

The latter part of the century is 
held up in the text books as domi-
nated by the “Cold War,” supposedly 
between the democratic West and the 
wicked and sinister communists.

A wider view, encompassing the 
titanic Third World battles against 
colonialism, paints a more complex 
picture.

The contributions of communists 
were again key, as fi ghters in the 
front line of national liberation strug-
gles in China, Vietnam, Cuba, South 
Africa, and many other countries. 
And the Soviet-led socialist camp 
was also a supporter of anti-coloni-
al movements the world over, pro-
viding everything from diplomatic 

backing at the United Nations to cash 
and arms when needed.

To many Africans, Asians, and 
Latin Americans, the Soviet Union 
was a friend and ally against domina-
tion and exploitation by the so-called 
“free world.”

Much of this history is hidden. 
Children in our schools are not 
taught about the millions of vic-
tims of British imperialism during 
the Bengal famine of 1770, the 
“Malayan emergency,” or the sup-
pression of the Mau Mau uprising in 
Kenya.

To do so would undermine the 
myth of a benevolent, enlightened 
West playing the role of history’s 
good guys, standing up to the nefari-
ous Reds.

Communists, liberals charge to 
this day, were guilty of terrible atroc-
ities in Russia, China, and elsewhere. 
And there is of course no point in 
seeking to defend the indefensible 
when revolutionary governments had 
innocent blood on their hands.

But that is not the whole story of 
the later revolutions inspired by that 
of 1917, which also won tremendous 
achievements in lifting hundreds of 
millions out of poverty, spreading 
education and literacy to popula-
tions that were previously illiterate, 
and massively extending life expect-
ancy through modern sanitation and 
free healthcare.

That’s not even mentioning the 
extraordinary cultural and scientifi c 
advances made in the Soviet Union, 
which sent the fi rst human being into 
space.

The impact of the revolution was 
felt way beyond the socialist coun-
tries, who helped found the United 
Nations and defi ne human rights by 
pushing for recognition of a uni-
versal right to shelter and food, for 
example, against opposition from the 
capitalist West.

Britain’s National Health Service 
(NHS), offering healthcare to all free 
at the point of use, owes much to the 
inspiration of free healthcare in the 
Soviet Union, as does the welfare 
safety net put in place by the Labour 
government of 1945-51.

Since the triumph of neo-liberal 

ideologies in Britain and the United 
States in the 1980s, we have seen a 
mammoth effort to undermine and 
dismantle our social security system, 
one which continues in the privatisa-
tion of our NHS.

The social democratic compro-
mise of the post-war period was 
always vulnerable; the interests of 
working people and the super-rich 
few who own the banks and the big 
businesses are simply not compat-
ible. The collapse of socialism in 
eastern Europe removed the constant 
leftward pressure that kept social 
democracy in western Europe alive.

We have since seen a ruthless 
drive to marketise every service and 
exploit every natural, human, and 
social resource beyond remotely 
sustainable levels – capitalism, as 
Karl Marx once put it, weeping from 
every pore with blood and dirt.

If we don’t like the poverty 
and war that are synonymous with 
modern capitalism, we might think 
again whether those who say the 
Russian Revolution “failed” are 
right.

Certainly socialism came to an 
end in the Soviet Union and the east-
ern European countries in 1989-91, 
and there was a capitalist restoration. 
Yet, though the kings returned to 
Britain and France after their revolu-
tions of the 17th and 18th centuries, 
the liberating ideas those upheav-
als unleashed were not defeated but 
have borne fruit around the world 
ever since.

The overwhelming rejection of 
a tired, corrupt, and out-of-touch 
establishment we are seeing now in 
this country, across Europe, and in 
the United States, suggests that cap-
italism is not delivering and that it 
can again be challenged.

Revolutions don’t proceed 
according to instruction manuals, 
and the events of that October night 
in Russia a hundred years ago are not 
going to be replicated in London or 
Washington. But the experiences of 
the world’s fi rst socialist country are 
of huge and continuing relevance.
Morning Star 
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