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Corruption, fraud and other criminal activ-
ity is endemic in banks, insurance compa-
nies and fi nancial institutions providing 
investment advice and managing invest-
ments for clients. It is endemic to capital-
ism, to a system based on the pursuit of 
private profi t regardless of the human and 
environmental toll. As long as the fi nan-
cial system is privately-owned and run for 
profi t, these issues will persist.

The Communist Party of Australia is call-
ing for the creation of a completely independ-
ent, publicly owned and democratically-run 
People’s Bank as a fi rst step towards a fully 
nationalised system.

This could provide genuine competition 
with the other banks that all by some strange 
coincidence adjust interest rates at the same 
time while denying that they operate as a cartel.

There has always been corruption and 
fraud in the fi nance sector but matters were 
made much worse by the privatisation and 
deregulation that were commenced by a Labor 
government.

Deregulation and 
privatisation

The “world’s greatest treasurer”, Paul 
Keating, deregulated the financial system 
including fl oating the Australian dollar and 
letting foreign banks operate in Australia. 
He commenced process of privatising the 
Commonwealth Bank of Australia (CBA) in 
1983. The various government-owned state 
banks were also privatised around that period.

The Turnbull government, including 
Treasurer Scott Morrison, is in the pocket of 
these all powerful and wealthy fi nancial con-
glomerates. So, do not expect any radical 
changes to result the Royal Commission. They 
won’t happen.

The Big Four are not only “too big to fail” 
but “too big to touch”.

The Royal Commission was forced on 
Prime Minister Turnbull by MPs in the govern-
ment’s own ranks and the swell of public opin-
ion which he thought might harm the image 
and, hence, fi nancial stability of the banks.

Treasurer Scott Morrison would now like 
us to believe that he is “surprised” by the rev-
elations coming out in the Royal Commission 
and is attempting to distance himself and 
the government. He is even going further by 
attempting to blame the two watchdogs for 

not enforcing the regulations, not that they 
don’t also deserve criticism for taking seri-
ous action.

The Australian Prudential Regulatory 
Authority (APRA) released a report from 
its own inquiry into the governance, culture 
and accountability within the CBA on May 
1. APRA is the governance and prudential 
watchdog for the fi nance sector. The recom-
mendations in this report are centred on gov-
ernance, internal accountability, risk due to 
a poor public image and senior executives’ 
remuneration.

While the evidence heard examples of 
some of the CBA’s crimes and the suffering 
and losses they caused people and small busi-
nesses, the report makes no serious attempt to 
deal with these. Apparently the solution lies in 
some internal restructuring.

As more and more stories of corruption 
and fraud, of how people lost their life’s sav-
ings and their homes and small businesses 
were bankrupted as a result of criminal conduct 
have been told, the banks are already lobbying 
against tougher advice laws.

These revelations are not new. In 2013, 
a Senate inquiry exposed the failure of 
the Australian Securities and Investments 
Commission (ASIC) to act on allegations of 
fraud and corruption at the CBA. Then in 2014 
the ABC’s 4 Corners program took up the 
question.

ASIC was missing in action following that 
program. So was the government. At best cos-
metic changes have been made and institutions 
that lied about their practices believed without 
questions being asked.

CEOs have been forced by sharehold-
ers and public opinion to take a few shavings 
off their multi-million dollar pay packages of 
senior management. This hardly addresses the 
issue. They should be charged and punished 
accordingly.

People’s Bank
Real change is required that challenges 

the power of banks and other fi nancial institu-
tions. It should be publicly-owned and dem-
ocratically run. It should have strong social 
charter based on serving the needs of people, 

small businesses, small farmers and commu-
nity organisations.

The board should comprise representa-
tives from trade unions and various commu-
nity groups. Training should be provided and 
additional expertise sought as required.

Investments by the People’s Bank should 
be ethical and driven by community needs. For 
example, it would go without saying, that the 
bank would not invest in logging of rain forests 
or coal mines.

It could, on the other hand, provide fund-
ing for the construction of affordable public 
housing, new schools, public transport and 
other infrastructure. This can be done offering 
reasonable interest rates. Housing loans are 
another area where the People’s Bank could be 
of great benefi t.

Unlike the CBA’s obscene profi t gouging, 
with a return in 2017 of 16 percent of share 
value, the People’s Bank’s profi ts would be 
modest and used to boost government revenue.

Its role would be different to that of the 
Reserve Bank of Australia, which has prime 
responsibility for interest rates and monetary 
policy along with fi nancial advice to the gov-
ernment; its board is loaded with representa-
tives from the corporate sector.

Such a bank, with ethical practices, not 
driven by a profi ts-fi rst motive, would provide 
a serious challenge to the private, robber banks. 
In the present climate, people would fl ock to 
such an alternative where they know they will 
not be fl eeced and at the same time are putting 
something back into the community. 
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The primary purpose of French President Emmanuel Macron’s 
recent visit to Australia was not to commemorate the victories of 
Australian troops in France during the First World War.

Nor was it to discuss climate change. In a speech obviously 
directed at Turnbull, Macron suggested that fi rm leadership was 
critical in dealing with the issue of climate change. Australia is 
already failing in its commitment to cut its carbon emissions by a 
pathetic 26 to 28 percent of 2005 levels by 2030. But other matters 
were on the agenda.

The primary reason for Macron’s visit was to discuss trade 
agreements and military cooperation, particularly regarding the 
rise of China, a major trading nation and military power.

China is Australia’s biggest trading partner, but it has also 
been strengthening its ties to Pacifi c states, offering them technical 
and fi nancial assistance, including low-interest loans, to assist 
their national development.

That has rung alarm bells in the US and the European Union. 
France has a particular interest in the outcome. New Caledonia, 
French Polynesia and the Wallis and Futuna Islands are still, 
in effect, French colonies, even though the French government 
describes them as part of metropolitan France.

The Kanak people of New Caledonia have struggled for inde-
pendence from France for years. In 1988 a tragic battle between 
protesters and French special force police brought about an agree-
ment that a referendum on independence would be held by 2018. 
After 30 years of procrastination by successive French govern-
ments, the referendum will fi nally be held on November 4 this year.

Last week Macron declared that his fi rst priority is protecting 
French interests in the Pacifi c, particularly New Caledonia, which 
is a major tourist destination and has signifi cant nickel deposits. 
France and Australia are discussing closer military cooperation, 
including joint force training exercises in the Pacifi c.

But France isn’t the only country wanting to retain the Pacifi c 
status quo. Macron’s visit coincided with the Turnbull govern-
ment’s announcement that the Australian Navy will join US Navy 
ships in “show of force” visits to several Pacifi c Island states later 
this year. To emphasise the point, the US ships will be carrying 
army marines.

Trade follows the fl ag
Last week, Paris and other French cities were rocked by dem-

onstrations and riots over Macron’s industrial relations policies.
Nevertheless, Macron wants to assume the role of leader of the 

European Union and his discussions with the Turnbull government 
included the establishment of a “free trade” agreement between 
the EU and Australia. Britain retains special trading relationships 
with Australia, but after Brexit the EU will be competing with 
Britain for trade with us.

French Ambassador, Christophe Penot, has declared that any 
trade agreement between France and Australia should include 
provisions regarding public health and climate change. But that 
doesn’t square with the terms of trade of other agreements cur-
rently being negotiated.

For example, under the Investor-State Dispute Settlement provi-
sions of the proposed Trans Pacifi c Partnership (TPP) national 
governments can be sued by any corporation for fi nancial damages 
incurred as a result of a government initiative, even if it’s in the 
public interest.

A corporation producing sugar and soft drinks could sue 
the government for any restrictions a government placed on the 
amount of sugar included in beverages, even if doing so would 
improve public health by reducing Australia’s appallingly high 
level of diabetes.

A coal mining transnational could also sue the government for 
lost profi ts if the government restricted mining activities, even 
if that was entirely in accord with the objectives of the Paris 
Agreement on climate change. And the TPP is exactly the sort of 
trade agreement that Macron wants with Australia.

He also wants our military help in protecting France’s Pacifi c 
assets. But Australia’s military forces are already deployed over-
seas in US theatres of apparently never-ending warfare, and we’re 
paying $50 billion for a fl eet of long range French submarines for 
operations well beyond our shores.

It’s well over time for Australia to cut trade and military agree-
ments that are intended to protect the fi nancial interests of others 
at our expense. And above all, we must not enter into agreements 
that could commit us to the terrible prospect of military confl ict 
with China for the benefi t of the EEU and/or the United States.
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Believe it or not, there have been calls for US President Trump to receive the Nobel Peace Prize because 
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Behind Macron’s visit to Australia

Keep the fl ag fl ying
May Day, Fremantle, WA
The main speaker was ACTU secretary, Sally 
McManus who delivered an impassioned speech on 
the Change the Rules campaign and why workers 
need to be organised to resist these attacks, which 
are oppressing workers and eroding our living stand-
ards while the big end of town is making record 
profi ts and receiving tax cuts from the Liberal gov-
ernment of Malcolm Turnbull. 

Unions WA secretary, Meredith Hammat, also 
addressed the rally to talk about the legacy of recent-
ly deceased former Unions WA secretary Tony Cooke, 

who led the union movement in this state through two of 
its most notorious struggles: the Third Wave legislation 
of Liberal IR Minister Graham Kierath in 1997 and the 
Patricks dispute of 1998, which was an attempt to break 
the resolve of one of this nation’s strongest and most mil-
itant unions, the MUA. 

It was a cool, windy and rainy day with around 4,000 
participants giving expression to their class commitment. 

The Communist Party of Australia (WA Branch) had 
a good turnout attending our stall and keeping our banner 
and fl ags fl ying in the march. 
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Darren Coyne

Anti-fracking campaigners are 
planning to target the Northern 
Territory Labor conference on 
May 12 following the decision 
by the government to lift an 
18-month old moratorium on 
fracking.

Fracking – or hydraulic frac-
turing – is a controversial mining 
practice where toxic chemicals are 
blasted into a rock seam to release 
gas.

Chief Minister Michael Gunner 
said all 135 recommendations of an 
inquiry headed by Justice Rachel 
Pepper would be fully implemented 
prior to fracking, beginning as early 
as next year.

The decision has been widely 
condemned by environmental groups 
and Aboriginal people, who fear the 
unconventional gas industry could 
contaminate water supplies through-
out the Territory.

Under the rules laid out by 
Justice Pepper, fracking would be 
able to take place in 51 percent of the 
Territory, with a number of “no-go” 
zones in place.

Those zones include Indigenous 
protected areas, areas of environ-
mental, cultural or agricultural sig-
nifi cance and residential areas.

Many Territorians are not con-
vinced, however, with hundreds 
turning out at rallies in Darwin, 
Katherine and Alice Springs fol-
lowing Mr Gunner’s announce-
ment. At the Darwin gathering last 
week, Garawa man Scott McDinny 
described the decision as a disgrace.

“The United Nations Declaration 
of Indigenous Peoples Rights states 
that all Indigenous peoples have 
the right to self-determination and 
autonomy, to clean water, to healthy 
lives,” he said. “We demand clean 
water, and together with united 
Territorians we will ensure that 
fracking does not take place in our 
homelands or anywhere in the NT.

“Water is precious, water is life. 
We will not allow any more water to 
become poison.”

An area expected to be tar-
geted early by the gas industry is 
the Beetaloo Basin, which is locat-
ed between the remote towns of 
Mataranka and Elliott. Roper Gulf 
mayor and Mataranka resident Judy 
MacFarlane said the decision to 
allow fracking was “highly concern-
ing for the majority of people who 
live within the area and surrounding 
districts”.

Ms MacFarlane said many locals 
had strong doubts about how frack-
ing would impact the region, par-
ticularly the water and existing 
industries.

“I understand there are mixed 
views about fracking locally because 
the industry could deliver signifi cant 
economic benefi ts to our communi-
ties. But at what cost will those ben-
efi ts come?”

The Seed Indigenous Youth 
Climate Network also slammed Mr 
Gunner’s decision to allow fracking.

Seed national director Amelia 
Telford said Territorians would not 
stand down until the government 
banned fracking for good.

“The Gunner government has 

betrayed the people of the Northern 
Territory and Aboriginal communi-
ties by allowing fracking companies 
to poison our water, land and cli-
mate,” she said.

“What this decision shows us is 
that the NT government is willing 
to risk the health, climate and cul-
ture of Aboriginal communities and 
Territorians who are the most threat-
ened by fracking.

“There is not one place in the 
world where fracking hasn’t ended 
badly. The Gunner government has 
made a grossly irresponsible deci-
sion today in allowing gas compa-
nies to act on plans for polluting 

fracking gas fi elds across the NT. 
No regulations can stop the danger-
ous greenhouse gas pollution that 
will warm our climate and make the 
Northern Territory virtually unlive-
able in decades to come.”

What the frack?
• Creation and enhancement of 

fractures in rock using a gas or 
fl uid injected at high pressure.

• Increases the ability of water and 
gas to fl ow through a coal seam, 
enhancing extraction of gas.

• Accesses gas deposits that can’t 
be recovered using conventional 
techniques.

• Controversial mining process 
with exploration companies 
believing it can be employed 
safely.

• Opposition from environmental 
and Indigenous groups because 
of potential for subsurface and 
groundwater contamination.

• Concerns it can also lead to 
increased seismic activity, though 
any events are usually small.

(Source: Australian Department of 
the Environment)
Koori Mail 
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National security laws are being 
used by the Australian parliament 
to increase jail terms for journal-
ists in order to stifl e the public’s 
right to know what governments 
are doing in our name, writes 
Media, Entertainment and Arts 
Alliance (MEAA) chief executive 
Paul Murphy.

There’s almost universal accept-
ance of the maxim “Journalism 
is not a crime”. One exception is 
Australia’s parliament – it begs to 
differ.

Legislating for Australia’s 
national security has drifted a long 
way from the fi ght against terrorism. 
Increasingly, the Parliament passes 
laws that are about suppressing the 
public’s right to know and criminal-
ising anyone who reveals informa-
tion the government would prefer 
was locked up.

How else can you explain how 
a draft law could be introduced into 
the Parliament that would allow for 
journalists to be locked up for 20 
years for reporting information in 
the public interest? In the name of 
keeping the people safe, the govern-
ment now wants to keep informa-
tion hidden from view, and punish 
the whistleblowers who disclose the 
information and the journalists who 
work with them.

In an even more egregious 

example of legislative overreach, 
under the guise of combating “espi-
onage” and “foreign interference”, 
journalists, editorial production staff, 
media outlets’ legal advisers and 
even the offi ce receptionist could be 
locked up for merely handling that 
information.

The draft law that herald-
ed this appalling new assault on 
press freedom in Australia, the 
National Security Legislation 
Amendment (Espionage and Foreign 
Interference) Bill 2017 and the 
Foreign Influence Transparency 
Scheme Bill 2017, was rightly met 
with a storm of protest, not least from 
MEAA but also from media outlets, 
the Law Council of Australia and 
human rights organisations. Even the 
Commonwealth Ombudsman and the 
Inspector-General of Intelligence and 
Security were quick to identify and 
condemn adverse consequences of 
the legislation.

When four United Nations’ spe-
cial rapporteurs (privacy; human 
rights defenders; freedom of opin-
ion and expression; and protecting 
human rights while countering ter-
rorism) made submissions protest-
ing aspects of the Bills it was clear 
the government had stepped far 
beyond Australia’s obligations under 
international law and human rights 
standards.

In the face of such a spectacu-
lar own goal, it is reasonable to ask 
how the government could draft 
laws that could attract such oppro-
brium. After all, the Bills were over-
seen by the then Attorney-General 
George Brandis, approved by the 
Cabinet, and introduced to the House 
of Representatives by the Prime 
Minister Malcolm Turnbull, himself 
a former journalist.

The pushback against the Bills 
has culminated in journalists and 
media groups insisting on a media 
exemption – a move supported by the 
chair of Transparency International 
Australia, former NSW Supreme 
Court judge Anthony Whealy QC.

Sadly, the head of ASIO 
(Australian Secret Intelligence 
Organisation) Duncan Lewis rejected 
the idea, saying exemptions would 
leave the door wide open for foreign 
spies to exploit, adding that it may 
also increase “the threat to journal-
ists” – a startling claim from the spy-
master, given that the Bill seeks to 
allow the Australian government to 
be the one that imprisons journalists, 
muzzle their journalism and hound 
their sources.

It is also concerning that the new 
Attorney-General Christian Porter 
insisted that the government never 
intended to jail journalists for simply 
“receiving documents” – even 
though that is precisely what the Bill 
said. Porter added prosecutions of 
journalists would not proceed with-
out his sign-off. But we’ve heard 
such an offer before – his predeces-
sor George Brandis said he wouldn’t 
lock up journalists convicted under 
the Brandis-designed section 35P 
of the ASIO Act. And yet, 35P and 
its penalty of up to 10 years in jail, 
remains on the statute books.

It must be remembered that these 
latest “national security amend-
ments” that criminalise legitimate 
public interest journalism are simply 
the most recent of an emerging pat-
tern of government attacks on press 
freedom and freedom of expres-
sion, attacks that were initially trig-
gered by 9/11 but which dramatically 
escalated with the WikiLeaks and 
Edward Snowden revelations about 
the levels of government surveil-
lance and scrutiny of their citizens’ 
telecommunications data.

With governments around the 
world having been embarrassed by 
these disclosures about what they 
secretly get up to in the name of their 
citizens, there has come a response 
to keep these activities hidden and 
to tighten control over government 
information. Simply by declaring 
something is “secret”, government 
can hide from legitimate scrutiny, 
intimidate whistleblowers, punish 
disclosure and muzzle legitimate 
public interest journalism.

With legislation being drafted 
offering 20 years jail for journalists, 
Australia has consciously wandered 
into the arena populated by serial 
press freedom abusers. Countries 
like Egypt, Turkey, China, Myanmar 
and Cambodia that lock-up journal-
ists who disclose what their govern-
ments are up to.

Australia has done so, in part, 
because media organisations and 
the community have let it happen. 

Governments have used the “war on 
terror” as an excuse to fashion a leg-
islative muzzle on the fourth estate in 
an effort to fend off legitimate scru-
tiny. Media organisations have been 
weakened by digital disruption and 
have, at times, put up an ineffective 
opposition to laws that curtail press 
freedom.

Indeed, this year, in the first 
press freedom survey MEAA has 
conducted, it appears that journalists 
are also more relaxed about assaults 
on press freedom than the commu-
nity at large. The survey, which was 
completed by working journalists as 
well as members of the public, high-
lighted a division between journalists 
and their audience about press free-
dom problems.

From just shy of 1,300 com-
pleted surveys, almost 21 percent 
came from working journalists with 
the balance from members of the 
public or non-working retired/unem-
ployed journalists or journalism stu-
dents. While 72 percent of the public 
rated the health of press freedom in 
Australia as poor or very poor, only 
60 percent of journalists thought so – 
even though 90 percent thought press 
freedom had worsened over the past 
decade.

Indeed, national security laws 
ranked fi rst as the most important 
press freedom issue for journalists 
(21 percent) and non-journalists 
(20 percent); followed by funding 
for public broadcasting, govern-
ment secrecy, freedom of informa-
tion and defamation. It may be a sign 
that journalists and their employers 
have been too complacent about the 
steady drip of assaults on press free-
dom, distracted by the other issues 
besetting the media industry.

Thankfully though, in the past 
12 months there has been some good 
news on the press freedom front.

The Northern Terr i tory 
Parliament passed shield laws rec-
ognising journalist privilege, with 
the new South Australian govern-
ment to follow. That will leave just 
Queensland as the only jurisdiction 
still demanding journalists diso-
bey their ethical obligation to never 
reveal the identity of a confi dential 
source thus facing the threat of a jail 
term or fi ne or both for contempt 
if they fail to do so. There has also 
been a recognition that the courts, 
particularly those in Victoria, need 
to address the use of suppression and 
non-publication orders if the judi-
cial system is to operate openly and 
transparently.

National broadcaster
Sadly, the highly politicised 

attacks unleashed on the ABC have 
continued. The ABC has been fi s-
cally hurt to the extent that it is 
now struggling to meet its char-
ter obligations, particularly in rural 
and regional Australia. But in the 
past 12 months, the political attacks 
have become more desperate and 
unhinged, resulting in lengthy 
inquiries that waste public money 
that could be spent on adequately 
funding the increasingly crucial role 
being played by public broadcast-
ers in providing vital public interest 
journalism.

Crucial because, as we have also 
seen, the heavy round of redundan-
cies have continued at the leading 
media houses – not least at Fairfax 
which triggered a snap seven-
day strike by its journalists when 
it slashed 125 jobs – that’s one in 
four editorial staff – from its metro 
newsroom on UNESCO World Press 
Freedom Day in 2017.

But looking at the long-term, 
there is still plenty more to be done. 
A Senate Select Committee inquired 
into the future of public interest jour-
nalism and adopted most of MEAA’s 
recommendations, including the need 
for reform of Australia’s uniform 
national defamation law regime.

The digital platforms, whose 
power has done much to cripple 
media outlets while riding the coat-
tails of latter’s editorial content, 
needs to be addressed. So too the 
other MEAA recommendations for 
government support for the media 
industry. There is much work to be 
done to ensure the media can meet 
the challenges ahead but, at last, gov-
ernment being forced to listen.

Encouragingly, the combined 
response by media organisations 
including MEAA to the govern-
ment’s unjust national security laws 
has demonstrated that vital press 
freedom principles are important and 
must be championed.

Slowly, political leaders may be 
realising that the fourth estate must 
be allowed to continue to scrutinise 
the powerful if we are to continue as 
a healthy, functioning democracy. To 
do otherwise would mean Australia 
drifts into the ranks of a rogues’ gal-
lery of press freedom abusers.
The Media, Entertainment and 
Arts Alliance is the union and 
industry advocate for Australia’s 
journalists. 

Australia 
criminalises 
journalism
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Darius Shahtahmasebi 

In early April, reports began 
emerging that China was seek-
ing to build a military base in the 
Pacifi c. Are these reports “fake 
news,” or are we witnessing the 
early stages of a regional show-
down between Western powers 
and China?

The unsubstantiated rumour of a 
Chinese military base in the Pacifi c 
was first reported on by Fairfax 
media last month, which cited 
unnamed sources while affirming 
that no formal proposal had yet been 
made. However, the report stated 
that the prospect of a Chinese mili-
tary post close to Australia had been 
discussed at the “highest levels in 
Canberra and Washington.”

According to the report, a “base 
less than 2,000 kilometres from the 
Australian coast would allow China 
to project military power into the 
Pacifi c Ocean and upend the long-
standing strategic balance in the 
region, potentially increasing the risk 
of confrontation between China and 
the United States.”

The prospective Pacifi c island 
nation in question is Vanuatu, a 
country with a noticeably close rela-
tionship with China. Vanuatu has 
been one of the very few countries 
who have openly supported Beijing’s 
island-building program. China has 
also donated military vehicles to 
Vanuatu, invested millions of dol-
lars in infrastructure, and reportedly 
accounts for nearly half of Vanuatu’s 
$440 million foreign debt.

As one can imagine, the report of 
a looming Chinese military base was 
not welcomed at all by US allies in 
the region, particularly New Zealand 
and Australia.

Australian Prime Minister 
Malcolm Turnbull said at the time 
that he viewed “with great concern 
the establishment of any foreign mil-
itary bases in those Pacifi c Island 
countries and neighbours of ours.

“The maintenance of peace and 
stability in the Pacifi c is of utmost 

importance to us, to Australia – it’s 
one of the key priorities of the for-
eign policy white paper,” the prime 
minister also said.

In other words, Australia may 
seek to use this threat to justi-
fy a renewed militaristic foreign 
policy strategy of its own. After all, 
Australia has been sending warships 
to the South China Sea for military 
exercises even as recently as last 
year, and even felt it necessary to 
openly consider sending more ves-
sels to confront China’s expanding 
influence just a few months ago. 
Australia also facilitated the pro-
posal for a British warship, the HMS 
Sutherland, to depart Australia and 
voyage to the South China Sea to 
assert its so-called “freedom of navi-
gation rights.” The US, for its part, 
sent warships to the South China 
Sea just this past month, as well as 
in January of this year, sabre-rattling 
China in the process.

In solidarity with Australia, New 
Zealand’s prime minister, Jacinda 
Ardern, also voiced her opposition 
to what she termed the “militarisa-
tion” of the Pacifi c, even though she 
hadn’t even been formally briefed on 
the issue at the time.

According to a prominent 
New Zealand outlet, the country’s 
government was seeking further 
information on the report and con-
sidering ways to respond. Deputy 
Prime Minister Winston Peters, a 
notorious anti-Chinese politician 
who just about rattles Chinese people 
any chance he gets, also said there 
are a “number of players doing cer-
tain things in the Pacifi c that are not 
good for the peace and security” of 
the Pacifi c. He also believed that it 
was time for New Zealand to “step 
up” and “do a whole lot more in the 
Pacifi c.”

In March of this year, Peters 
spoke about the Pacifi c becoming 
a “contested strategic space” which 
was “creating a degree of strategic 
anxiety.” He also vowed to pour 
more money and resources in the 
Pacific region, further indicating 

that New Zealand would back away 
from supporting China’s monu-
mental Silk Road project even after 
New Zealand’s former government 
had already signed a memorandum 
of understanding in support of the 
project.

All this being said, both Vanuatu 
and China have already heavily 
denied the veracity of the report, 
rejecting the claim that China will be 
building a military base in Vanuatu.

“No one in the Vanuatu govern-
ment has ever talked about a Chinese 
military base in Vanuatu of any sort,” 
Vanuatu’s foreign minister, Ralph 
Regenvanu, told Australian media. 
“We are a non-aligned country. We 
are not interested in militarisation.”

By way of confi rmation, China 
also referred to the statements from 
the Vanuatu Foreign Ministry, which 
China believed had “cleared the 
record.” China even referred to the 
report as “fake news.”

Some of you may be wonder-
ing, if both Vanuatu and China have 
openly denied the story, then so 
what? Case closed, right?

As of now, China maintains 
only one foreign military base in the 
world, being in the Horn of Africa’s 
Djibouti. Allegedly, the establish-
ment of this base represents the “fi rst 
pearl of a necklace” unfolding along 
a sea route that will connect China to 
the Middle East.

According to The Diplomat, 
there are also “credible reports” 
of further plans to establish naval 
or military facilities in locations 
such as Timor-Leste, the Azores 
islands (Portugal) in the middle 
of the North Atlantic, Walvis Bay 
(Namibia) in the South Atlantic, and 
Gwadar (Pakistan), with other ini-
tiatives that may not have come to 
light as yet (including, for example, 
Sri Lanka).

Fairfax’s report clearly indicat-
ed that Beijing’s military ambition 
in Vanuatu “would likely be real-
ised incrementally,” perhaps taking 
shape with an “access agreement that 
would allow Chinese naval ships to 
dock routinely and be serviced, refu-
elled and restocked.”

The report also makes note of the 
fact that China has invested heavily 
in a major new wharf on the north 
island of Espiritu Santo, which alleg-
edly “raised eyebrows in defence, 
intelligence and diplomatic circles” 
in Australia because it has the poten-
tial to service naval vessels as well 
as commercial ones (Vanuatu already 
hosted Chinese warships throughout 
last year).

And here is where it gets inter-
esting. Luganville, on the island of 
Espiritu Santo, actually housed one 
of the largest military bases in the 
entire Pacifi c battle theatre during 
World War II. Its geostrategic sig-
nificance cannot be understated. 
Whoever controls Vanuatu controls 
the air and sea route between the 
United States and Australia. This 
is a deal-breaker not just for the 
United States, but for its local lack-
ey-states Australia and New Zealand, 
who act as regional care-takers 
for Washington’s foreign policy 
interests.

Nonetheless, it is the United 
States that currently boasts approxi-
mately 1,000 military bases world-
wide, including military research 
bases located in the Pacifi c region. 
The US also maintains a mili-
tary budget so astronomical it far 
exceeds that of China. Despite this, 
one would be hard-pressed to fi nd 
any instances of a New Zealand or 
Australian government criticising the 
American military presence in the 
Pacifi c (or its presence on the wider 
global chessboard in general).

A report last year by Commander 
Thomas Shugart and Commander 
Javier Gonzalez at the Centre for 
a New American Security (CNAS) 
suggested that these US bases were 
becoming deeply vulnerable to attack 
by China’s ballistic missile capabili-
ties, which could cripple US mili-
tary capabilities in the Asia-Pacifi c 
region while using only a fraction 
of its arsenal should a confrontation 
emerge.

Though little regard is paid to 
it by the media, there’s a reason 
Australia and the US continue to 
send warships to the South China 
Sea. It’s the same reason China has 
responded with live-fire military 
exercises that began in the Taiwan 
Strait this week, as China sets out to 
prove that it is a force to be reckoned 
with in the region.

Despite New Zealand and 
Australia’s fear-based position on 
this issue, it should be borne in mind 
that there are alternative options to 
the dispute which could prove far 
more benefi cial for regional secu-
rity than our current trajectory. As 
The Diplomat’s David Brewster 
explained:

“Whether or not this reported 
proposal in Vanuatu comes to pass 
(and it seems less likely than more), 
Australia needs to better understand 
– and deal with – China’s grow-
ing interests in the South Pacifi c. 
If Australia sees itself as a regional 
leader, then it needs to show lead-
ership in avoiding militarisation of 
South Pacifi c. Rather than hoping 
to lock China out, Australia should 
be exploring ways of working with 
China that address some of its con-
cerns in a manner that does not 
adversely affect Australia’s clear 
strategic interests. These issues are 
not going to go away.”
RT – Russia Today 

Australia

Who’s afraid of Vanuatu?

Sydney

Annual Nakba 
Commemoration

Dr Ramzy Baroud

Coalition for Justice and Peace in Palestine will present our annual Nakba 
commemoration this year which is the 70th anniversary of the Nakba.

7 pm Wednesday May 16
NSW Parliament Macquarie Street Sydney

SPEAKER: Dr. Ramzy Baroud, a widely published and translated author, 
an internationally syndicated columnist and editor of the PalestineChronicle.com.

coalitionforpalestine.org
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Alex Mohubetswane Mashilo*

Colonial conquest, dispossession and apart-
heid rule in South Africa, all based on 
capitalist exploitation, left the historically 
oppressed and proletarianised majority 
with either no land at all or almost noth-
ing. As the Communist Party resolved at its 
annual national conference held in January 
1929, ratifying a resolution fi rst adopted by 
the Communist International in 1928, the 
foundation of the South African revolution 
was the National Question. The practical 
core of the National Question was, and 
still is, the Land Question. The Agrarian 
Question was at that time paramount. 
However, around the Agrarian Question 
the issue of minerals, of fi nite resources, 
became increasingly important.

Dispossession
While at the centre of the problem is the 

fact that the African people were dispos-
sessed of their land, the crux of the matter is 
that it was not only the land as an object in 
itself which was expropriated – and without 
compensation. The means of production, the 
wealth, the wild life that was tied to the land 
and its productive use were expropriated with 
it. Property relations in South Africa were, 
since then, articulated on a capitalist basis 
through the exclusion, from ownership, of the 
historically expropriated, the marginalised, the 
suppressed, the oppressed, and of course the 
exploited.

The economy of South Africa remains pri-
marily land-based. Mining, agriculture and 
farming took the centre stage. All other indus-
tries and the development of fi nance capital 
were linked directly with mining, agriculture, 
farming and then with the related value chains. 
Private capital accumulation based on land, 
inclusive of our mineral resources, remains 
the decisive factor in our economy and domi-
nates most of our social and political decision 
making.

This despite the promulgation of 
the Minerals and Petroleum Resources 
Development Act in the early 2000s nominally 
transferring ownership of mineral and petro-
leum resources to the people as a whole. The 
state was declared the “custodian on behalf of 
the people as a whole”.

However, we cannot to this day by any 
stretch of the imagination assert that the people 
as a whole are in control of the mineral wealth 
of our county or are receiving a reasonable 
share in its benefi ts or proceeds. The role of 
the state has become that of the facilitator of 
mining rights for private capital accumula-
tion. The Act as it stands at present, though its 
promulgation was a step in the right direction, 
is simply a curiosity for future historians. In 
the ultimate analysis, it is the forces that are 
in charge of private capital accumulation that 
directly own our mineral resources in the form 
of the profi t made out of and the value added to 
the minerals by labour.

Injustices
Land reform must be driven by the impera-

tive to resolve the historical injustices imposed 
upon our people by colonial dispossession 
including its apartheid version and its under-
pinning capitalist exploitation. This impera-
tive includes the equally important political 

economic transformation to develop, diversify 
and raise the levels of national production.

This must not be limited to farming, agri-
culture and mining extremely important as they 
are. South Africa must think about the whole 
sphere of productive land uses, including trans-
formation of landed property relations and 
human settlement patterns. The reproduction 
of apartheid human settlement patterns since 
1994 must not be ignored but must be attended 
to and eliminated through land reform.

It is important to be vigilant throughout the 
process of land reform.

For instance there are those who would like 
us to believe that de-racialising capitalism by 
advancing the interests of the aspirant, emer-
gent and other sections of the Black bourgeoi-
sie will resolve both the National Question and 
the Land Question. De-racialisation is impor-
tant. So is the transformation of gender rela-
tions. Both these two national imperatives must 
fi nd profound expression in land reform. But 
capitalist production is not the answer to the 
national, gender and land questions.

Liberation and complete social emanci-
pation are impossible under the auspices of 
capitalist production. There will be no libera-
tion and complete social emancipation for so 
long as the exploitation of one person or social 
group by another exists, for so long as the 
class inequality on which exploitation is based 
exists, for so long as its consequences, such 
as unemployment, poverty and social insecu-
rity exist.

Changing the colour of the exploiters will 
not emancipate the exploited. It will not eradi-
cate the inequality between the exploiters and 
the exploited.

Let us now look at the important issue 
of land reform from the point of view of our 
Constitution, in particular with regard to the 
contested question of expropriation with or 
without compensation. Let us briefl y look at 
some of the contending tendencies fi rst. 

Expropriation 
without compensation

On the one side of the divide there are 
conservatives, those who do not want any 
change altogether, or those who stand fi rmly 
behind capitalist market based compensation. 
Then there are neo-liberals. The latter empha-
sise the so-called willing buyer-willing seller 
“principle”. This neo-liberal argument is also 
conservative in so far as its results include the 
preservation of the status quo – a direct result 
of colonial dispossession and apartheid rule.

In particular, the 24 years of our history 
since our April 1994 transition from apartheid 
to the current democratic dispensation proves 
that there have been very few if any willing 
sellers. At most, instead of land reform, the 
capitalist property market has made matters 
worse for the working class and poor. Land has 
largely shifted from private hands to private 
hands, to those few private corporations and 
individuals who possess or have access to the 
astronomical amounts of money demanded by 
those who place it on sale. The private property 
market is thriving while land reform and land 
restitution are failing.

On the other side of the expropria-
tion divide there are those who are call-
ing for expropriation without compensation. 
Most of them have no conception of how the 

mechanism will work, and which land should 
or should not be expropriated.

Another group are urban-based “business 
people” who would like to add a farm or two 
to their business portfolio.

Meanwhile, the majority of the descend-
ants of the formerly dispossessed have become 
urbanised and are too busy fi ghting the dispos-
session of the houses which they have now 
purchased or are trying to purchase in the cities 
to worry about the dispossession which hap-
pened to their grandparents. There is a deafen-
ing silence coming from both government and 
romantic radicals on the continuing daily dis-
possession of the working class by the major 
banks and criminal syndicates involved in 
property fraud.

Way forward
Another dimension is represented by the 

progressives and revolutionaries who stand a 
chance to put the way forward to the front.

What does our Constitution say about land 
and expropriation? 

Our Constitution prohibits arbitrary dep-
rivation of property. Instead, it provides for 
expropriation of property for a public purpose 
and in the public interest but only under law 
of general application. The principles “for a 
public purpose” and “in the public interest” are 
very interesting. A public purpose is obviously 
not a private purpose. In other words, that is at 
least in so far as this provision is concerned, 
you cannot expropriate property from one set 
of hands using it for a private purpose to anoth-
er set of hands for use for a private purpose and 
then claim that you are acting constitutionally.

Nonetheless, by public interest the 
Constitution expressly states that it includes 
a national commitment to land reform and to 
reforms to bring about equitable access to all 
South Africa’s natural resources. It further 
makes it clear that its defi nition of property is 
not limited to land. However, the Constitution 
categorically states that expropriation is sub-
ject to compensation. But this is not a complete 
story! It is perhaps half of the truth. But before 
we expand on this point let us look at where 
the power to determine the amount, time and 
manner of payment of the compensation rests, 
and at the other Constitutional provisions regu-
lating expropriation.

The Constitution is explicit that those 
affected by the expropriation must agree to 
the amount of compensation and the time and 
manner of its payment. If they do not agree, a 
court of law must either approve or be the one 
to take the decision on the three aspects.

Equitable balance
The Constitution further prescribes that 

the current use of the property; the history of 
its acquisition and use; the market value of 
the property; the extent of direct state invest-
ment and subsidy in the acquisition and ben-
efi cial capital improvement of the property; 
and the purpose of the expropriation – must 
be taken into account when the decision on the 
amount, time and manner of payment of the 
compensation is made. The decision must, on 
that Constitutional ground, be just and equi-
table. Further, the decision must refl ect an 
equitable balance between the public interest 
and the interests of those affected. So says the 
Constitution. 

The Constitution further compels the state 

to take reasonable legislative and other meas-
ures, within its available resources, to foster 
conditions which enable South African citizens 
to gain access to land on an equitable basis. It 
entitles a person or community whose tenure 
of land is legally insecure as a result of past 
racially discriminatory laws or practices either 
to tenure which is legally secure or to compa-
rable redress – on condition that the measure is 
– and to the extent – provided for by legislation 
(“an Act of Parliament”).

The duty of Parliament 
To the extent the Constitution calls for 

legislation or “law of general application”, 
Parliament is required to pass that law.

Some of the above provisions, but in var-
ying degrees, have been implemented since 
1994. What is required in order to move for-
ward is fi rst and foremost an evaluation of the 
extent of the implementation, the challenges 
encountered and the pace of progress. There 
have certainly been problems.

It would be naïve to suggest that the total 
amount of money required – i.e. the resources 
available to the state to ensuring full delivery 
on the national commitment of land reform 
and equitable access to land has not been a 
problem. On the contrary, it has been a seri-
ous problem in particular when viewed from 
the narrow lenses of the market value of the 
property that, among other conditions, must 
be taken into account when a decision is made 
about the amount, time and manner of payment 
of compensation.

The fact that there must be public funds 
budgeted for private compensation is itself an 
infl uential factor that does weigh heavily on the 

South Africa

Land reform and expropriatio

An act of resistance to apartheid.

Capitalist production is not 
the answer to the national, 
gender and land questions.
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pace of progress. There are many other, and for 
that matter also pressing priorities, that public 
fi nances must pay attention to. The state does 
not have unlimited resources. The total amount 
of the money instantly required to deliver on 
the full commitment of land reform and resti-
tution and to ensure equitable access to South 
Africa’s natural resources has not been cal-
culated. The amount is obviously increasing 
while some leaders are still battling to pro-
nounce a few numbers.

The money issue is a serious problem, and 
in many ways. It is defi nitely part and parcel of 
the factors that have produced and are repro-
ducing South Africa’s extraordinary slow pace 
of land reform. Take for example provinces 
such as Gauteng and metropolitan munici-
palities. A mere stand of a few tens of square 
metres sold under the private property market 
in these areas can cost over a million rands if 
not more.

Socialisation
Land reform underpinned by capitalist pri-

vate interests is not the answer. It is a problem. 
Moving land from one set of capitalist private 
hands to another will still leave the majority, 
now and in future, landless and excluded from 
land ownership and access to other natural 
resources. Land and natural resources are the 
shared heritage of our society. No human being 
or person, no private company, no collective of 
individuals or private companies has the capac-
ity to create land or natural resources. The ulti-
mate aim of land reform and transformation 
of the ownership of natural resources must be 
socialisation; collective ownership; ownership 
by the people as whole!

On the above score – and this must be 
elaborated legislatively as part of our imme-
diate tasks – land must be allocated equitably 
for productive use. Unused land must be allo-
cated to those who will use it productively. 
However, this must be buttressed by, and go 
hand in hand with, the Freedom Charter’s pro-
vision for the state to support the workers, and 
based on redress, with material resources and 
capacity building.

This must include education and train-
ing. But education and training in this regard 
must not be confi ned to going to some school, 
college or university that is distant from pro-
duction. Education and training to develop 

productive capacity in support of land reform 
should be expanded and delivered through 
workplace training programs. Cooperatives 
development must be encouraged and accord-
ingly supported to play an increasingly pre-
dominant role.

The same must apply, in accordance with 
the Freedom Charter, to ownership of monop-
oly industries. As part of this ultimate goal of 
socialisation, there must be a heavy progres-
sive or graduated income tax to look after 
societal needs, with the working class as the 
immense majority and everyone supported to 
exercise their right – and responsibility – to 
work.

The ultimate goal of socialisation is not 
opposed to private ownership. Everybody’s 
right to own property – other than natural 
resources – must be protected for so long as 
that property is a product of their own hard 
work and not the labour of others. The private 
accumulation of property from other people’s 
hard work, rather than from one’s own hard 
work, is actually an act of arbitrary deprivation 
of property. This capitalist exploitation is, in 
essence, expropriation without compensation. 
True social justice and emancipation will abol-
ish such and other forms of unjust social rela-
tions of property.

We must now build a social movement 
aware not only of the racially based expropria-
tion of the past and committed to the elimi-
nation of its legacy but also of the desire of 
the black élite to act as the “representatives” 
of the majority and thus continue to deprive 
them of their birth right in the name of “black 
empowerment”.

As part of this effort it is crucial to build 
suffi cient capacity both to withstand and over-
come conservative reaction opposed to the 
course of true democratic transformation. Our 
efforts must include decisive action against 
those who would seek to hijack land reform 
in order to become the new exploiters of the 
masses.
* Alex Mohubetswane Mashilo is South 
African Communist Party Head of 
Communications & Spokesperson, and writes 
as full-time professional revolutionary
Umsebenzi Online (the online voice of the 
South African working class) 
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Jimmy Doran

“Universal basic income” is being sug-
gested by many on the left, as well as the 
right, as a solution to world inequality and 
poverty.

It’s been doing the rounds for a number 
of years now as a way of creating a fairer 
and more equal society. It has been tested in 
a number of countries for a limited number 
of people, typically between 1,000 and 5,000. 
Most of the trials were on people who were 
unemployed or on very low incomes.

The idea is that every citizen would get 
the payment whether they were employed or 
unemployed. For the unemployed it would 
replace unemployment benefi t, the difference 
being that this payment would continue after 
getting a job. The intention is that this would 
improve the living standards of these very low-
income earners; in reality it facilitates the pay-
ment of poverty wages. It actually subsidises 
rogue employers and encourages them to boost 
profi ts on the back of low wages.

It also abandons the social contract 
between the state and the citizen, as now the 
state would give all its citizens UBI instead of 
providing a health service, a proper education 
system, public transport, etc.

This is the ultimate plan. All these serv-
ices would be done on a pay-as-you-go basis 
and would be fully privatised and run for profi t, 
instead of a service for looking after the health 
of our citizens. Instead of paying for all these 
services in the annual state budget there would 
be just one sum allowed to each citizen: one 
amount to replace all the socially benefi cial 
departments of the state as they stand today.

UBI is basically the privatisation of all 
state services under the guise of a cash pay-
ment for all citizens. In the past, a similar 
choice was made with universal child bene-
fi t, whereby the state makes a payment for the 
benefi t of every child in the country. It sounds 
good, and fair, but in doing this it abandons 
the care of children to the private sector, which 
makes massive profi ts from it and leaves some 
people working for little else than the payment 
of the extortionate rates demanded.

The alternative could have been the state 
providing universal, safe child care, where 
every child had a good standard of care avail-
able to them as a right, instead of subsidis-
ing private child care through children’s 
allowances.

Who does UBI benefi t? The answer is quite 
clear: the capitalist class, in that it would put 

all the state services into private hands, so that 
they could make profi t from people’s health, 
education, etc.

The wealthy already pay for private health 
and education; so now they would get a pay-
ment, by way of UBI, to subsidise their fees.

Universal basic income? More like a uni-
versal basic con-job, as it would mean a small-
er share for ordinary working people and 
a bonanza for the capitalist class. Instead of 
removing inequality it would have the opposite 
effect. Like the policy of “austerity,” the aim of 
UBI is the transfer of wealth from the poorest 
to the wealthiest.

In trials, the average payments varied 
around the €500 per month mark. There has 
been no suggestion of what it might be in 
Ireland.

Would it be possible to introduce UBI in 
a fair way? Maybe. If all the wealth creat-
ed by the people of Ireland could be divided 
by the number of people in the country, that 
would certainly see an end to inequality, as that 
wealth is created by all our people and should 
be shared by them.

But even if this was done, would it pay 
all the debts and repair the damage done by 
capitalism in the accumulation of this wealth? 
The answer is No, because it ignores the slave 
wages paid in the global south in the produc-
tion of most of the products bought and sold 
here. It could not repair the damage being done 
to the environment, which capitalism plunders 
and on which it wreaks havoc in its pursuit of 
profi t.

If there was a fair way of introducing UBI 
it would be by equal distribution of all the 
global wealth among the whole of humanity – 
because it’s humanity, and the natural resourc-
es provided by this planet, that have produced 
all this wealth. Of course all the environmental 
damage would have to be repaired as well.

This will only be done when the means 
of production are publicly owned and under 
democratic control so that they are used for the 
benefi t of all humanity; otherwise it would be 
temporary, as private ownership will only com-
promise in its pursuit of increasing profi ts tem-
porarily, and when forced to.

We must always remember that the ruling 
class always rule in their own interests. When 
suggestions are made by them as an answer or 
a cure for poverty, inequality, homelessness, 
or any of the social catastrophes that the world 
faces, it will always serve their interests fi rst.

It’s called capitalism.
Socialist Voice 

Universal 
basic con-jobon
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Ángel Guerra Cabrera

The massacre perpetrated by 
Israel on March 30 against the 
Palestinians of the Gaza Strip 
confi rms the confi dence of the 
Zionist State that any crime it 
commits will go unpunished. 
One hundred Israeli snipers fi red 
ceaselessly against a peaceful 
march as part of an operation 
prepared weeks in advance. This, 
without counting the charges of 
artillery and the fl ight of a drone 
that fired tear gas grenades. 
Eighteen Palestinians killed and 
nearly 3,000 injured was the 
macabre balance of Christian 
Holy Friday and the beginning of 
Jewish Passover.

In the course of that week, 
General Gadi Eizenkot, head of 
the Israeli army, made several trips 
to the border with Gaza to make 
sure that the repressive device was 
ready. Widely refl ected by the Israeli 
media, among threats against those 
who participated in the March of 
Return, within the territory of Gaza, 
nominally not occupied. On top of 
that, Israel put a military siege on 
the Palestinian territories occupied 
in 1967, with the argument that its 
citizens could celebrate the Jewish 
Passover “with ease”.

The march, for several weeks, 
always within Palestinian territory, 
was not called only by Hamas, as 
Israel claims, but also by numerous 
Palestinian organisations and lead-
ers. Several Israeli NGOs, such as 
Gush Shalom, have called for an 
independent investigation, held back 
by Washington at the UN Security 
Council.

There are too many years of 
crimes without punishment of 

Zionism in Palestine since decades 
before the proclamation of the State 
in 1948. Almost nobody believes in 
that eternal farce cynically called 
“peace process”, which has served 
only to perpetuate and legitimise 
Israeli expansionism and prolong the 
martyrdom of the Palestinians.

But Donald Trump did what 
none of his predecessors did: rec-
ognise Jerusalem as the capital of 
Israel, that is, as a Jewish city. A 
serious violation of the basis of 
a political solution to the Arab-
Israeli confl ict clearly established 
by the UN with the agreement of the 
United States. A slap not only to the 
Palestinian people, but to hundreds 
of millions of Arabs, Muslims and 
Christians for whom Jerusalem is an 
interreligious and peaceful city.

Of course, it also threw away 
any possibility of the creation of two 
states, one Palestinian with its capi-
tal in the eastern part of the holy city 
and another Jewish in the western. 
Everything that is said of the sym-
bolic value and the serious political 
and military consequences of deliv-
ering Jerusalem to Israel will be 
negated.

The leaks about the military cam-
paign prepared by the Israeli state to 
seize the few Palestinian territories it 
does not occupy, to destroy the mili-
tant Hezbollah resistance organisa-
tion, to seize Lebanon, attack Iran 
and dismember Syria are increasing-
ly insistent. To see fulfi lled, in short, 
the Zionist dream of Greater Israel. 
It is obvious that Israel cannot under-
take it without the unconditional sup-
port of the United States and would 
imply an open challenge to Russia 
and China leading to nuclear war.

The extreme right-wing incen-
diary in Israel is confident, it 

seems, that its proven infl uence in 
Washington will allow it to do so. 
After all, support for Israel is prob-
ably one of the few issues capable of 
uniting a majority of Democratic and 
Republican legislators.

On the other hand, the replace-
ment of Rex Tillerson by Mike 
Pompeo as Secretary of State, and of 
General Macmaster by John Bolton 
in the White House national security 
offi ce, implies a huge reinforcement 
of the pro-Zionist hawks in the circle 
immediate to Trump.

The coincidence of Pompeo 
with Bolton in supporting the war 
against Iraq, the breaking of the 
nuclear treaty with Iran, attacking 
North Korea and a heavy hand with 
Russia and China are well known. 
Bolton, in addition, is an old friend 
of the Israeli prime minister Bejamín 
Netanyahu. Both also supporters 
of “regime change” in Cuba and 
Venezuela.

What comes next? The massacre 
of Good Friday in Gaza recalls the 
beginning of the operation to punish 
the strip in 2014, which cost the lives 
of 3,000 Palestinians.
Cuba-Network in Defence of 
Humanity 

Unpunished crimes

International

Grenfell fi re

“Public concern” at inquiry

Lula will lead Brazil 
“free or imprisoned”

Sam Tobin

The bereaved son of a Grenfell 
fi re victim has lost his court bid 
against Theresa May’s refusal to 
make an inquiry panel probing 
the disaster more diverse. Samuel 
Daniels’s 69-year-old father 
Joseph died in fl at 135 on the 16th 
fl oor of the tower during the blaze 
in Kensington, west London on 
June 14 last year – he had lived 
there since 1983.

The Prime Minister has appoint-
ed retired High Court judge Sir 
Martin Moore-Bick as chairman of 
the inquiry, but refused to appoint a 
socially diverse panel to sit along-
side him.

Parliament is due to debate 
whether to broaden the panel’s 
membership on May 14, after a 
petition received more than 150,000 
signatures.

In his accompanying legal chal-
lenge Daniels argued that a diverse 
inquiry panel would “bolster public 
confi dence and engender public 
trust in uncovering the truth.”

Hugh Southey QC, for Daniels, 
said May had justifi ed her decision 
on three grounds – that “the inquiry 

has the necessary expertise,” that 
“there is a need for the inquiry 
to report as quickly as possible” 
and that she had had regard to the 
Equality Act.

Southey said her response “does 
not address certain key issues” how-
ever, most importantly public con-
fi dence in the inquiry. He added 
that an expert report by Dr Marie 
Stewart emphasised the importance 
of a diverse panel, which was “to 
a large extent based on the expe-
riences of the Stephen Lawrence 
inquiry.”

He said that May “accepts 
that public confi dence would be 
enhanced by the appointment of 
third members to the inquiry panel,” 
which could also “help foster good 
relations” with the community.

But Southey said the Prime 
Minister had found those considera-
tions were “outweighed by other 
factors,” including the speed with 
which the inquiry would report its 
fi ndings.

He said there was currently a 
“lack of belief” in the inquiry proc-
ess, but added “we are still in an 
early stage” and any “appointment 
process can be relatively quick.”

He said a public inquiry was 
intended to “address public con-
cern” and that “there is no point in 
investigating in a way that does not 
have public confi dence, adding that 
“where public confi dence is in issue 
... powers have to be used to pro-
mote public confi dence.”

Speaking for May, Julian 
Milford said the survivors and rela-
tives of those who had died were 
“entitled to great respect” but that 
“public confi dence does not equate 
to the subjective views of any par-
ticular group.”

He claimed that Southey’s argu-
ment amounted to saying “the con-
fi dence of the local community” 
had the power to “trump every other 
factor.”

Lord Justice Bean today refused 
permission for a judicial review 
of May’s decision, ruling that 
“the wishes of the survivors or the 
bereaved ... cannot be conclusive” 
of the inquiry’s composition.

He added that May “was plainly 
well aware ... of the anger and mis-
trust ... and the wish of many of the 
survivors and the bereaved to see a 
diverse panel appointed.”
Morning Star 

Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva is “the 
very symbol of Brazil” and will 
be elected leader of the country 
in October whether “free or 
imprisoned,” according to party 
colleague and fellow former presi-
dent Dilma Rousseff.

Speaking at the Buenos Aires 
International Book Fair, she said 
Lula had become more than an indi-
vidual. “He is an idea that has con-
verted into the symbol of Brazil, 

offering opportunities that the people 
can grow.”

Lula has been held at the federal 
police headquarters in Curitiba since 
April 7, having been sentenced to 12 
years behind bars over corruption 
charges that he continues to deny.

Rousseff said that his opponents 
needed Lula to be in jail because 
they lack a candidate capable of win-
ning October’s presidential election.

In a May Day letter, Lula urged 

his supporters to “continue to resist 
together, because we’re in this just 
cause for democracy, for the rights 
of the people.”

Despite his detention, the former 
president remains ahead in the polls, 
but Brazilian authorities are likely to 
challenge his candidacy.
Morning Star 
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On April 9 prospects for peace 
in Colombia took a hit. That 
day agents of the Colombian 
state agents arrested FARC 
leader Jesús Santrich. He faces 
extradition to the United States. 
Santrich began a hunger strike 
immediately; at this writing he’s 
in a hospital. In a message sent 
from Bogota’s La Picota prison, 
he bade farewell to his elderly 
parents. This would be his “last 
battle.”

Santrich was a leader of the 
Revolutionary Armed Forces of 
Colombia (FARC). As a FARC 
negotiator in peace talks in Havana 
with the Colombian government, he 
played a crucial role while represent-
ing the FARC side in editing the fi nal 
agreement.

Santrich has subsequently 
served as a leader of the People’s 
Alternative Revolutionary Force, the 
political party formed by the demobi-
lised guerrillas. He and a few others 
were to have fi lled ten seats set aside 
(according to the peace agreement) 
for the new party in Colombia’s 
Congress. Santrich was one of three 
FARC representatives participating 
on the “Commission for Promotion 
and Verifi cation of Implementation” 
of the agreement.

The Attorney General’s offi ce 
accuses Santrich of trafficking in 
illegal drugs. Cooperating with the 
US Drug Enforcement Agency, its 
agents supposedly had been trailing 
Santrich and three others since June 
2017. An indictment issued by the 
Southern New York District Court 
accuses them of conspiring to sell 
10 tons of cocaine for $15 million 
to the Sinaloa Cartel in México for 
shipment to New York. The report 
on lapatria.com indicates New York 
prosecutors are holding “photos 
and hours worth of audio and video 
recordings.”

The others arrested includ-
ed: Marlon Marín, nephew of Iván 
Márquez, Santrich’s close FARC 
colleague; Armando Gómez España, 
who suffers from stomach cancer; 
and Fabio Simón Younes, a 72-year-
old lawyer. DEA officials flew 
Marlon Marín to New York where he 
will testify for the prosecution.

With the signing of the peace 
agreement on December 1, 2016, 
the FARC began laying down arms, 
thus ending decades of war. Now 
Santrich’s arrest places the peace 
process “at its most critical point 
and it’s threatened to be a true fail-
ure,” according to Iván Márquez, the 
FARC’s lead negotiator in Havana.

Indeed, assailants have been 
murdering former guerrillas. 
Demobilised guerrillas sent to poor-
ly-supplied rural settlements to pre-
pare for civilian life, live in isolation 
and are poorly housed. There is a 
Special Jurisdiction for Peace (JEP), 
set up to punish or pardon ex-com-
batants guilty of crimes, but it barely 
functions. Agrarian reform, fi rst on 
the negotiators’ agenda, remains a 
distant dream.

Interpol (The International 
Criminal Police Organisation) rou-
tinely identifies alleged criminals 
sought for extradition by posting 
“red notices” on them. Interpol had 
already issued six red notices apply-
ing to other former FARC guerrillas 
long before it targeted Santrich on 
April 4. Evidently Santrich’s arrest 
was a hurry-up job. Prosecutors say 
he committed crimes after the peace 
agreement was signed and thus isn’t 
eligible for a pardon from the JEP.

Santrich’s personal history is 
hardly consistent with his becoming 
a drug traffi cker. Born in 1967, he 
studied law and social sciences. He 
joined the Communist Youth organi-
sation and the Patriotic Union, a left-
leaning electoral coalition whose 
adherents later were murdered by 
the thousands.

State agents seeking to kill 
Santrich instead shot and killed his 
best friend and a fellow Communist 
Youth member. His name was Jesús 
Santrich. No longer would the 
Santrich of today be called Seusis 
Pausivas Hernández. He assumed the 
victim’s name and fl ed to the FARC. 
He was 21 years old.

As a FARC leader, Santrich spe-
cialised in radio communications, 
propaganda, negotiations, and politi-
cal analysis. He’s a poet, painter, and 
player of the fl ute, harmonica, and 
saxophone. Almost blind, Santrich 
authored a book on Indigenous 
peoples.

His defenders reject accusa-
tions that Santrich traffi cked in ille-
gal drugs, pointing out that he’s been 
living in Bogotá surrounded, for his 
protection, by soldiers and United 
Nations personnel. Experience with 
the FARC would have familiar-
ised him with taxation of traffi ckers 
rather than with producing, process-
ing, or distributing illicit drugs. 
Besides, the US government is on 
shaky grounds in accusing Santrich 
of drug-trafficking given its own 
complicity with that crime apparent 

during the Vietnam War, the Contra 
War in Nicaragua, and its facilitation 
of laundering drug-trade profi ts.

For Colombians, the issue of 
extradition is contentious. Left-
leaning critics maintain that in 
complying with US demands for 
extraditing alleged narco-traffi ckers, 
the government is bending to impe-
rial power. Colombian sovereignty is 
at risk, they say.

It’s been used as a political tool. 
Ex-President Alvaro Uribe in 2008 
extradited 14 paramilitary chieftains 
to the United States for prosecu-
tion on drug charges. Their removal 
spared his government the incon-
venience of punishing them for mur-
ders and human rights violations 
and staved off embarrassing revela-
tions as to their good relations with 
politicians.

President Santos has promised 
his “hand will not tremble” when 
the time comes for him to author-
ise Santrich’s extradition. In the 
United States, Santrich’s extradition 
is on automatic pilot. “Once extradi-
tion requests are issued, it is almost 
impossible to call them back,” one 
analyst explains.

Santrich’s fate is a warning 
“of what can happen to demobi-
lised FARC guerrillas if they don’t 
behave,” according to an observer 
who adds that Santrich “defended 
the legitimacy of the rebellion for 
almost three decades.” He is “one 
of the few FARC leaders who have 
spoken clearly about the failure 
of the peace process” and who has 
shown a “dignity which for the oli-
garchy is arrogance.”

Interviewed a week before his 
arrest, Santrich charged that, “The 
regime confronting us for more than 
half a century hasn’t changed its 
character of injustice. This means 
that spaces for democratic struggle 
are still closed.” 

“What’s in store for the former 
FARC combatants,” he predicted, “is 
the most stubborn and vengeful judi-
cial persecution. It will go hand in 
hand with paramilitary persecution 
and every kind of non-fulfi lment [of 
the accord]. So far, they’ve failed to 
set free more than 500 comrades in 
prison.”
People’s World 

International

Colombian 
peace process peril

Santrich was one of three FARC representatives participating on the “Commission for Promotion and Verifi cation of 

Implementation” of the peace agreement.

Northern Ireland

“Secrecy and cruelty”
Richard Rudkin

Just when you think this Tory government 
couldn’t get any nastier, somehow they 
always seem pull something out the hat to 
prove us wrong. It appears they have now 
blended in their Tory trademark of “heart-
lessness” along with a disturbing desire for 
“secrecy and cruelty” by denying a number 
of family’s access to vital historic fi les.

The fi les that are held at the National 
Archives at Kew could provide answers sur-
rounding deaths caused by injuries sustained 
from plastic bullets, also known as baton 
rounds, during the “Troubles.”

One case in particular is Paul Whitter, 
who was just 15 when a plastic bullet fi red in 
1981 by a Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUC) 
constable in Derry struck Paul on the back of 
the head causing severe damage. Sadly, Paul 
died 10 days later.

In 2007, the Ombudsman report into his 
death criticised the police investigation and 
concluded that the fi ring of the baton round 
was wrong and unjustifi able. No attempt was 
made to arrest the boy, no warning was given 
and the bullet was fi red from less than the 
permissible range of 20 metres.

Despite this, the family of Paul Whitter 
will have to wait until 2059 to access the 
fi les.

However, it is not just this family affect-
ed by this decision to deny access to fi les. 
The Pat Finucane Centre, which has per-
formed outstanding work in helping fami-
lies bereaved as a result of the confl ict, has 
discovered that other fi les relating to deaths 
caused by the use of plastic bullets during the 
Troubles are to remain closed until 2071.

In a statement made to the BBC, a 
spokesperson for the Northern Ireland Offi ce 
stated: “A very small proportion (of fi les) 
have to be kept closed because they relate to 
issues such as sensitive personal information, 
relations with other countries on National 
Security.”

Understandably, sometimes restricting 
access may be necessary, but in this case 
we are talking about a 15-year-old child. 
Moreover, it raises questions about why the 
government fi nds it necessary not just to 
restrict access but to do so for such a long 
period of time, thereby ensuring everyone 
connected to this and similar incidents, where 
death has occurred from a plastic bullet, will 
never be questioned on their statements.

Knowing this, it is also understandable 
that many people come to the conclusion 
that the decision to refuse access to these 
and other fi les such as Orgreave, Shrewsbury 
pickets and many others, including events 
from the Troubles, has the suggestion of 
“state collusion and cover-up” running 
through it like a stick of seaside rock.

What information could these fi les hold 
that may not only uncover the truth for the 
relatives but prove damaging to a govern-
ment agency if declassifi ed? Is it possible 
the answer to the question could be found by 
comparing documents such as “the guide-
lines for recommended use of plastic bullets” 
against statements made by members of the 
security forces that fi red them?

Could the fi les contain information 
regarding the condition of the “bullets fi red?” 
Is there anything to suggest in the statements 
any bullets had been “doctored?” Do the fi les 
contain eyewitness accounts that throw doubt 
that the victim was hit by accident or contra-
dict statements made by the security forces?

Proclaimed as a non-lethal alternative for 
use in riot control, rubber bullets can cause 
serious injury or death.

On a November morning in Belfast, 

51-year-old mother of 11 Emma Groves was 
looking out the window as British soldiers 
carried out searches in adjoining houses.

Safely in her home, Groves expressed 
her right to peacefully protest by putting an 
Irish folk record on her player and turning the 
volume up loud.

As she returned to look out the window, 
a soldier standing outside, no more than 
eight feet away, possibly angered by the 
music, took aim and fi red a rubber bullet that 
smashed through the glass hitting her in the 
face. The injury was so severe, Groves lost 
her sight in both eyes. Despite this, no action 
was taken against the soldier who fi red the 
bullet.

If a child’s life is lost due to an accident, 
it’s tragic, if it’s taken by an act of malice, 
it’s criminal and no government should be 
allowed to make a cruel decision that pre-
vents the relatives from discovering which of 
the two it was.

If the relatives can’t obtain justice 
because they are denied the truth, how can 
they possibly fi nd peace?

The answer is they won’t and that has to 
be wrong.
Morning Star 
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LGBTIQ inclusion
The Victorian Gay & Lesbian 
Rights Lobby (VGLRL) is pleased 
to see the funding directed toward 
the LGBTIQ community in this 
year’s State Budget. In addition to 
the many initiatives already estab-
lished by the Andrews’ Labor 
government, $5.4 million has been 
allocated to celebrate our State’s 
Pride events and expand health 
and support programs.

The State government is not only 
talking the talk, but also walking the 
walk, in regard to our community. 
This funding boost is not only wel-
come, but very much needed.

$2 million is to establish a Pride 
Events and Festivals fund to support 
LGBTIQ events across the state. 
The funding includes an investment 
of $600,000 to secure the future of 

MIDSUMMA Festival – one of the 
world’s top fi ve LGBTI cultural cel-
ebrations – and plan for its long-term 
success.

The remaining $3.4 million will 
be used to expand the Victorian 
health system’s capacity to support 
trans and gender diverse people, 
ensuring the healthcare they need. 
It will see additional training for 
healthcare staff across the state to 
provide tailored support to the trans 
and gender diverse community. Peer 
support services will also be estab-
lished to make sure trans and gender 
diverse Victorians – and their fami-
lies – have access to the support they 
need when they need it.

This is a clear commitment from 
the state government to support 
trans and gender diverse people and 
ensure their health and wellbeing is 
addressed in a pro-active and holis-
tic way.

Building on last year’s $1.9 bil-
lion in family violence funding, 
there is an additional $101.6 million 
being provided in 2018/19 that will 
support victim survivors, improve 
refuge responses and help develop 
preventative behaviour change cam-
paigns. The VGLRL urges the state 
government to ensure its commit-
ment to LGBTI family violence is 
maintained in 2018/19 and beyond.

It is vital that the needs of 
LGBTIQ people are considered 
within the funding being provided 
for family violence. There has been 
signifi cant work undertaken in rela-
tion to LGBTIQ family violence and 
we would like to ensure this con-
tinues. Having safe and appropriate 
housing and support services for the 
LGBTIQ community is essential.

Dale Park
Lobby Co-Convenor

Criminal attack 
condemned
The Network of Intellectuals, 
Artists and Social Movements 
in Defence of Humanity, rejects 
and condemns the criminal attack 
against Syria by the Western 
powers led by the governments 
of the United States, France and 
the United Kingdom. The bomb-
ing of the Syrian Arab Republic 
is nothing more than a sign of the 
arrogance of those who refuse to 
accept, in the eyes of world public 
opinion, their defeat in the terror-
ist war that they promoted and 
fi nanced in Syria as part of their 
strategy to control the Middle 
East.

Their arrogance is such that, 

under any unfounded or invent-
ed argument, they are capable of 
attacking and bombing, trampling 
on all norms of international coex-
istence agreed and established in 
International Law. This way, once 
again, they assault and insult all of 
mankind, making very clear that 
they are capable of committing any 
barbaric atrocity even though they 
know that their hegemony is in sharp 
decline.

The people of the world reject 
the genocidal violence that the 
Western powers have historically 
exercised in their desire for dispos-
session and domination. 

Despite the cynical global media 
campaign, which tries to justify the 
unjustifi able, more and more People 
and leaders of the world are con-
demning the attacks and other forms 
of aggression as well, such as eco-
nomic sanctions, fi nancial and com-
mercial blockades aimed at countries 
that decide to be sovereign and 
independent.

Since the beginning of the war 
against Syria around 400,000 people 
have died, more than 5 million 
human beings have been displaced 
from their homes, and another 4 mil-
lion more are refugees outside the 
borders of their country of origin, 
living in sub human conditions in 

camps that do not meet the minimum 
sanitary conditions for survival.

The responsibility of the human 
catastrophe suffered by the Syrian 
people, of crimes against human-
ity; of this immense human suffer-
ing, falls directly on the governments 
of the United States, the United 
Kingdom and France, together with 
other complicit countries.

From the  Network of 
Intellectuals, Artists and Social 
Movements in Defence of Humanity, 
we make an urgent call to Latin 
American governments to give 
a clear position and speak out in 
rejection of this fl agrant violation 
of Human Rights and International 
Law.

In the face of criminal acts of 
this category, silence or omission is 
complicity and cowardice.

We also call on the social move-
ments and the peoples of the world 
to help raise our united voice, and 
mobilise ourselves in active soli-
darity against any action that hurts 
human dignity so that we act in 
unison against any threat that endan-
gers the survival of humanity.

Network of Intellectuals, 
Artists and Social Movements 

in Defence of Humanity
Caracas, April 2018

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

email:  tpearson@cpa.org.au

In 1973, the feudal ruler of Afghanistan, 
King Mohammed Zahir, was ousted in a 
palace coup and replaced by his cousin 
Mohammed Daoud who proclaimed 
himself President with the title of Khan. 
Only in April 1978 were the revolutionary 
forces of Afghanistan fi nally able to over-
throw Daoud’s repressive feudal regime in 
the Saur Revolution led by the People’s 
Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA).

The numerous prisons were opened amid 
general rejoicing. In Australia, Prime Minister 
Malcolm Fraser welcomed the Afghan 
Revolution as a triumph of democracy. The US 
intelligence agencies saw it differently howev-
er, interpreting this popular uprising as another 
Cuba and facilitating “Soviet expansionism”, 
and therefore something to be thwarted at any 
cost. 

The US sought allies among the various 
counter-revolutionary groups that emerged but 
found their keenest supporters among the most 
backward Islamic clergy who feared losing 
their infl uence and privileges and also feared 
the new government’s radical ideas, like edu-
cating women and girls.

These militant Islamic groups were also 
supported by the regime of Muhammad Zia-
ul-Haq in neighbouring Pakistan who had 
his own reasons for wanting turmoil next 
door. The United States Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA) launched a program code-
named Operation Cyclone to organise, arm 
and fi nance these backward, Moslem fanatics 
in a Jihad or holy war against the revolution-
ary government. 

The terrorist campaign engaged in by the 
US and Pakistani-backed (and well-armed) 
mujahedeen targeted any in the civilian popu-
lation who showed sympathy for or even an 

interest in the programs of the revolutionary 
government. 

The Soviet Union intervened to aid the 
PDPA government in their fight with the 
mujahedeen which allowed the US to step up 
their propaganda that the war in Afghanistan 
was being waged against “Soviet expan-
sionism”. A partial boycott of the Moscow 
Olympics was organised. In 1989, under 
Gorbachev, the USSR ended its support for the 
PDPA whose leader Mohammad Najibullah 
struggled on alone against the Islamic fanatics 
until 1992 when the PDPA forces were fi nal-
ly overwhelmed and Najibullah was brutally 
murdered.

Operation Cyclone was one of the longest 
and most expensive covert CIA operations ever 
undertaken; funding began with US$20–$30 
million per year in 1980 and rose to US$630 
million per year in 1987. Funding continued 
until the overthrow of the PDPA. Having creat-
ed, trained and armed the mujahedeen, the US 
then found that they no longer had control of 
their creation and they have been waging war 
against them in Afghanistan ever since with no 
end in sight.

In 1979 the left-wing, socialist-oriented 
Sandinista Junta of National Reconstruction 
took government in Nicaragua. Once again, 
the US backed and funded a collection of 
right-wing rebel groups of which the largest 
was the misnamed Nicaraguan Democratic 
Force (FDN). They were openly counter-rev-
olutionary and were called “contras” from 
the Spanish contra, which was short for la 
contrarrevolución. 

The military signifi cance of the contras 
decisively depended on the fi nancial and mili-
tary support they received from the US govern-
ment. During their war against the Nicaraguan 

government, the Contras pursued a program 
of systematic human rights violations and ter-
rorist attacks. Supporters of the Contras tried 
to downplay these violations, particularly 
the Reagan administration in the US, which 
engaged in a campaign of so-called “white 
propaganda” to alter public opinion in favour 
of the contras. 

Despite their best efforts, US support for 
the contras was banned by Congress, so the 
Reagan administration sought ways to covert-
ly continue it. These covert activities involved 
illegal arms sales to Iran with the proceeds 
being used to fund the contras. It became 
public as the Iran–Contra affair.

Some rebels disliked being called contras, 
since they wanted to be seen instead as “sup-
porters of democracy”. Still less did they want 
to be seen as desirous of wanting to restore the 
hated old order. So they referred to themselves 
with the nebulous but macho term coman-
dos (“commandos”); from the mid-1980s, the 
Reagan administration began calling the ter-
rorist movement in Nicaragua the “democratic 
resistance,” rebels promptly started describing 
themselves as la resistencia (presumably resist-
ing the spread of Godless Communism). 

Resisting the spread of Godless 
Communism was also the excuse for the US 
invasion of Grenada in 1983. Grenada, situ-
ated not far from the coast of Venezuela, is a 
tiny nation of less than 350 square kilometres. 
Yet US planners portrayed it as a threat by to 
their hegemonic control over the “free world”.

Grenada had gained independence in 1974, 
after enduring three hundred years of French 
and British colonialism. After independence, 
however, the prime minister Sir Eric Gairy 
terrorized the population via his secret police 
outfi t, the Mongoose gang using arms secured 

from Chilean dictator, Augusto Pinochet. In 
March 1979 (while Gairy attended a UN con-
ference in New York) Maurice Bishop, head of 
the People’s Revolutionary Party of Grenada, 
ousted  Gairy. 

The usual pretexts for the invasion of 
Grenada were put forward by the US gov-
ernment, and obediently relayed by the “free 
press”: Grenada had become a “Marxist dic-
tatorship”, there was a Cuban military pres-
ence on the island allegedly building airfi elds 
with which to attack US territory, there were 
American students on the island who were in 
danger and the US army was on a “rescue mis-
sion”. That the true reason for the invasion 
was to expel a government not amenable to 
American hegemonic demands was painfully 
obvious.

Even America’s allies were aware that the 
Reagan administration was terrifi ed that tiny 
Grenada might act as a further example of 
defi ance (after Cuba) in “the American hem-
isphere”. The American government, under 
President Reagan, however, thought it could 
do as it pleased in the region and according-
ly invaded the Caribbean island and killed the 
Prime Minister Maurice Bishop. This drew a 
scathing international response from the UN 
General Assembly which “deeply deplored” 
the US invasion as a “fl agrant violation of 
international law”, further condemning “the 
deaths of innocent civilians”. 

The US intervention was even opposed 
by most NATO countries and US allies such 
as France, Portugal, Australia, Spain and the 
Netherlands. The people of Grenada have 
nevertheless suffered the consequences ever 
since. 

The real 
rogue state

Culture
&Lifeby

Rob Gowland

The assasination of Prime Minister Maurice Bishop by the USA drew a scathing international response.
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Marvel’s latest blockbuster 
Avengers: Infi nity War opened has 
already broke records, scoring the 
biggest box offi ce opening ever. 
Fans rushed to theatres to get a 
piece of the action – an intergalac-
tic battle featuring all of Marvel’s 
greatest heroes. One key player, 
Thanos, made his offi cial debut 
in the Marvel Cinematic Universe 
(MCU), awarding fans with the 
ultimate showdown we have all 
been waiting for.

To start, it’s worth noting that 
Infi nity War wasted no time in offi ng 
some of Marvel’s most beloved 
characters. It was in those open-
ing moments that the initial doubts 
I had about the fi lm disappeared. 
The Russo Brothers, Anthony and 
Joseph, took on the bold directorial 
leadership that Infi nity War deserved. 
They’ve previously worked on other 
Marvel projects, directing Captain 
America: Winter Soldier (widely 
regarded one of the best Marvel fi lms 
to date) and Captain America: Civil 
War.

From the get-go, viewers are 
launched into an action sequence 
with vibrant cinematography and 

witty dialogue. Thanos is intro-
duced straightaway, a brilliant 
choice on the part of the script 
writers, Christopher Markus and 
Stephen McFeely. The early entry 
of a major villain helps establish 
thorough character development 
and context.

In Infi nity War, Thanos seeks to 
attain the Infi nity Stones, which will 
give him total power over the uni-
verse – an authoritarian fantasy in 
the extreme. Each stone represents 
a different facet of power that he 
can use to attain his ultimate mis-
sion of universal domination. This 
differs slightly from the comic ver-
sion; there, Thanos simply vied for 
the affection of Lady “Death” – a 
cosmic entity based on the personi-
fi cation of mortality.

In the film version however, 
Marvel gives Thanos a different goal 
for his conquest: he sees himself as 
the only individual capable of resolv-
ing the universe’s supposed over-
population issue – a neo-Malthusian 
saviour. Thanos explains to his 
adopted daughter, Gamora, that his 
acts of genocide are “merciful” com-
pared to the destruction of hunger 

and poverty that planets would expe-
rience otherwise.

Time and time again, various 
characters throughout the fi lm plead 
with Thanos, insisting that he doesn’t 
have a right to decide who perishes. 
He remains relentless and resistant, 
as he witnesses his home planet, 
Titan, gradually die due to a lack 
of natural resources – an outcome 
which he now holds as a personal 
vendetta against reproduction.

Thanos’s solution: eliminate half 
of the MCU’s population by lottery. 
He reasons that this is a fair and mer-
ciful plan because both rich and poor 
alike would get a fair shot, and the 
rest of the population would have a 
chance to live in a world without the 
strife arising from fi ghts over limited 
resources.

Thanos’s authoritarian ecology 
lacks all creativity. The complete 
powers of the Infi nity Gauntlet are 
capable of manipulating time, space, 
energy, and a realm of other endless 
possibilities. One has to wonder: 
why not create a reality where all 
beings have more than sufficient 
resources – is communist utopia in 
the Marvel universe possible?

Why was this never an option for 
Thanos? One might think that even 
his perverse sense of empathy might 
have strategised another solution 
besides mass genocide. For nothing 
in the MCU points to Thanos being 
unintelligent; in fact, being a victim 
of displacement himself, he express-
es a range of thoughts on the social 
disparities of class struggle.

He spends much of the film 
lamenting the weight of his (seem-
ingly) necessary decisions, yet he 
never bothers to explore any alterna-
tives to annihilation. Could he have 
used the reality stone to double the 
amount of food on planets stricken 
with poverty? Or transport volun-
teers to a location with more natural 
resources? Might he not have con-
jured a universe in which the exploi-
tation of both people and nature is 
ended in favour of planned develop-
ment and cooperation? I suppose for 
action movies of this sort you still 
need a big battle to end things – good 
vs. evil and all that.

If Infi nity War had ended with 
Thanos as the hero of a sustain-
able eco-socialist future, maybe it 
wouldn’t have sold as well at the 

box offi ce, but I do wish the script 
writers would have better showcased 
Thanos’ critical thinking skills on 
this particular subject matter.

Nevertheless, the action made 
for great cinema, and the build-up 
to the fi nal struggle between Thanos 
and the Avengers leaves you hang-
ing off the edge of your seat. There 
was not a stagnant moment in the 
fi lm, and even with the glaring plot 
hole around the endless possibilities 
the stones provided Thanos, he still 
remains the villain Marvel fans have 
been waiting for.

Studio executives have been 
extremely secretive about releas-
ing the name of the Infinity War 
sequel, as they claim it could poten-
tially serve as a spoiler. Many are 
left to wonder what’s next for the 
MCU. Post-credit scenes in Infi nity 
War hinted to an upcoming Captain 
Marvel fi lm (who Brie Larson was 
recently cast as), which could mark 
the start of a new chapter for the 
superhero franchise. In the mean-
time, the fate of our heroes remains 
in limbo until the release of the unti-
tled Avengers fi lm in 2019.
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The decision by the government to expel a 
Russian diplomat as part of a co-ordinated 
response by EU and NATO member-coun-
tries is but another example of how far the 
Irish establishment has aligned this state 
with their military strategies.

The expulsion of the diplomat is justi-
fi ed by the unproven involvement in some 
type of chemical attack on a former Russian 
double agent and his daughter in England in 
early March, which the British have blamed on 
Moscow. The Russians have continually asked 
for a sample of the chemical toxins used for 
their own tests, which has been denied.

The British said that it would take the 
Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical 
Weapons two weeks to confi rm that the chemi-
cal agents are the same as what the British say 
they are; but the British could prove within 24 
hours what type of chemical was used, and 
who made it, and who was responsible.

The British claim is an extremely dubi-
ous assumption on which to base their actions, 
in the light of previous experience of British 
intelligence claims that were taken as fact, 
such as the “weapons of mass destruction” in 
Iraq and the claim that the Gibraltar victims 
were about to detonate explosives. These are 
but two examples of a very long list of false 
intelligence.

The outrage from the British government, 
leading EU member-states, the United States 
and Canada is overfl owing with hypocrisy, 
straight out of the Cold War propaganda hand-
book. While Putin is not someone we would 
encourage working people in Ireland to look 
to as some form of role model, nevertheless it 
is clear that we are edging towards a possible 
confrontation with Russia, which could only 
have very serious global consequences, includ-
ing the possible use of nuclear weapons.

The actions of the Irish government can 
only be seen as a further indication of how far 
the state’s foreign, diplomatic, political and 
military policy has been aligned with the polit-
ical and military strategy of the EU and NATO.

Neither the Soviet Union nor Russia under 
Putin have ever shown any hostile intent to 
the Irish people – on the contrary, the young 
Soviet Russia was one of the fi rst states to rec-
ognise the Irish Republic and to support the 
struggle of the Irish people for freedom and 
independence.

Irish workers need only recall the many 
crimes and other illegal actions carried out by 
the British state and its agents against the Irish 
people over the last few decades, never mind 
the centuries of colonial domination. It is now 
known that the British state and its agents car-
ried out the Dublin and Monaghan bombings in 

1974 that resulted in the deaths of 34 people. 
The British still refuse to hand over evidence 
or to help the investigation of those horrifi c 
crimes.

The British state and its agents, in the form 
of the RUC, UDR, British army, and MI5, 
directed and used loyalist paramilitaries, as 
well as agents within the republican movement, 
to engage in acts of terrorism, and carried out 
hundreds of state-directed killings of civilians, 
legal professionals, and political opponents.

Just before the government announced that 
it would be joining in this co-ordinated politi-
cal assault on Russia the European Court of 
Human Rights rejected the challenge by the 
remaining 14 torture victims known as the 
“hooded men” to designate what happened to 
them in 1971 as torture. It ruled in 1978 that 
these men had been subjected only to “inhu-
mane and degrading treatment.” The tech-
niques used by the British state against these 
innocent men included hooding, being thrown 

out of a moving helicopter while hooded, stress 
positions, white noise, deprivation of sleep, and 
deprivation of food and water, combined with 
extreme physical assaults and death threats.

This government has failed to stem the 
fl ow of American military fl ights through the 
Shannon war port. In 2017 alone, of the 451 
military aircraft landings at Shannon, 402 were 
US military aircraft. Those fl ights were in addi-
tion to 334 military-contracted fl ights carry-
ing the personal weapons of American soldiers 
who landed at Shannon last year. And this is 
apart from the “extraordinary rendition” fl ights 
through the airport, carrying prisoners brutally 
tortured under the direction of the CIA.

We know for certain that the US state 
and military used chemical weapons in 
Vietnam, resulting in the deaths of thousands 
of Vietnamese people, chemical warfare 
that continues to have a major impact on the 
Vietnamese people, with children still being 
born with multiple abnormalities.

This expulsion is unprecedented and, if 
nothing else, is an infringement of our neutral-
ity, as it is an action by Britain’s NATO allies. 
The Irish state and the political establishment 
are using this crisis to advance their strategy of 
aligning this state with NATO and the military 
strategy of the EU. This action by the govern-
ment is nothing more than the action of a ser-
vile and dependent Irish establishment.

Clearly what is needed is to end this ser-
vile and collaborationist approach of the Irish 
establishment to both the EU and NATO.

Shannon Airport should be closed to 
the US war machine. All co-ordination and 
involvement in EU military strategies, includ-
ing the battle groups and PESCO, should be 
ended. Irish soldiers should be withdrawn 
from NATO headquarters in The Hague and 
from NATO military engagements around the 
world. And Irish military neutrality should be 
enshrined in the Constitution.
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