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We acknowledge the Sovereignty of Australia’s First Nations’ Peoples.

Now bring them all here
Marcus Browning

The Morrison government’s plan to re-
open the Christmas Island detention 
centre at taxpayers’ cost of $1.4 billion is 
in response to the legislation – the Medivac 
bill – passed last week by independents, the 
Greens and Labor to allow asylum seek-
ers locked in camps on Manus Island and 
Nauru to be brought to Australia – based 
primarily on a diagnosis by doctors – for 
medical treatment.

The former Howard government excised 
Christmas Island as an Australian possession in 
order to take away any legal appeals by asylum 
seekers incarcerated there. This was the sewer-
level opportunism of John Howard and his 
government playing the scare tactic of demon-
ising people fl eeing war and persecution with 
subsequently disproved claims they had thrown 
their children overboard and that these same 

asylum seekers were essentially a front for ter-
rorists in their number.

On the back of that scare campaign 
Howard won the 2001 election. Now the scare 
campaign about asylum seekers has been rolled 
out again as an election wipe-out awaits Scott 
Morrison in May.

The news that the Medivac amendments 
were carried by the federal parliament was 
celebrated on Manus and Nauru where at the 
moment 25 men in hospital in Port Moresby 
who need to be immediately transferred to 
Australia. Most of them have been waiting 
many months for treatment they cannot get in 
Port Moresby.

Similarly, on Nauru, sick people have been 
wilfully denied medical treatment, in some 
cases for years now.

The government must move quickly to 
respect the Parliament’s vote, end their stalling 
and obstruction, and transfer the sick refugees 

and asylum seekers to the mainland.
“Political interference to prevent medical 

treatment has cost lives in offshore detention. 
It was shocking to see Morrison repeat the lies 
about medical treatment on Manus and Nauru, 
when the basic facilities can’t even provide 
proper treatment for their local people. Court 
orders have forced the government to transfer 
sick people because treatment was not avail-
able on Manus or Nauru,” said Ian Rintoul, 
spokesperson for the Refugee Action Coalition.

“Defeating the Morrison government is a 
step forward for decency and common sense, 
but now we have to deal with offshore deten-
tion itself. It is offshore detention that has 
robbed years from the lives of everyone sent 
to Manus and Nauru; has robbed children of a 
future; and has robbed so many of their mental 
health.”

Rintoul said that offshore detention was 
not about “border protection’; it has always 

been a political football used by the Coalition 
government to try and keep itself in power. 
Labor’s amendments to the Medivac bill were 
concessions to the spurious arguments of the 
government about national security and border 
protection and that they were not necessary and 
refl ected that Labor remains committed to the 
criminal offshore detention policy.

“The Medivac bill hopefully will see many 
sick people brought to Australia in the coming 
days. But the asylum seekers should never 
have been sent to Manus and Nauru in 2013 
(see page 5). It’s time to end the horror of off-
shore detention and bring all those on Manus 
and Nauru to Australia where they can get the 
protection they need.”

Refugee Rallies will be held around 
Australia on Palm Sunday, Sunday April 14, to 
close Manus and Nauru, and call for an end to 
offshore detention.

Continued on page 2

The Party in Action

At the soup kitchen in Martin Place, Sydney, on the weekend, organised and run by the Communist Youth. It feeds the victims of capitalism every week. It builds a community of young volunteers.
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The Central Committee of the Communist Party of 
Australia condemns in the strongest possible terms the US 
military threats and economic war against the legitimate 
government of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.

Under the guise of a “humanitarian intervention” the 
government of the United States and its allies are preparing 
for a military intervention in Venezuela. International reports 
of military operations currently underway by US troops in 
Puerto Rico, Dominican Republic and other Caribbean coun-
tries is of a serious concern and endangers peace.

The Communist Party of Australia is rallying with the 
international community in support of self-determination 
of the Bolivarian republic of Venezuela and their democrati-
cally elected president Maduro and demands US hands off 
Venezuela. Inside the United States there is considerable op-
position to interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign 
country.

The US-controlled mass media has intensifi ed its campaign 
against President Maduro and his government. It spreads lies 
and misinformation about the real situation inside Venezuela. 
The intention is to create confusion which could lead to a 
civil war.

The CPA condemns the US continuing its unilateral eco-
nomic coercive measures against Venezuela that includes the 
freeze of billion in assets.

Supporters of the Bolivarian revolution have been demon-
strating inside and outside Venezuela against the US sponsored 
coup d’tat and in support of the legitimate government of 
Nicolas Maduro.

The Communist Party of Australia joins the international 
community in solidarity with the Bolivarian Republic of 
Venezuela and its legitimate government.

The CPA demands the Australian government withdraws 
its recognition of the coup puppet president and his attempts 
to gain political power.

The CPA supports a peaceful political solution to the 
crisis based on the principles of self-determination and non-
interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign nation.

Hands off Venezuela
Statement: US Labour Against the War

The US has no legitimate claim to intervene in the internal 
affairs of other countries, to take sides in internal political 
disputes, or to undermine governments elected by the peo-
ple. We have seen the disastrous consequences of recent US 
interventions in Iraq, Afghanistan, Syria, and, through its 
alliance with Saudi Arabia, in Yemen. US intervention in 
Venezuela can only bring further hardship and suffering, 
as followed US support for the 2009 coup in Honduras that 
overthrew the elected government there and contributed to 
the stream of asylum-seekers now on our southern border 
seeking relief from that disaster.

It reveals the deep cynicism of US policy makers that they 
denounce what they call a dictatorial regime in Venezuela 
while providing unlimited support to the Kingdom of Saudi 
Arabia and its murderous absolute dictatorship of the royal 
family.

In the case of Venezuela, the economic distress has been 
precipitated largely by the decline in world oil prices. Oil is 
the most important revenue source for the Venezuelan gov-
ernment. But Venezuela’s economic diffi culties have been 
greatly compounded by economic sanctions imposed on 
Venezuela by the United States, beginning in March 2015 
under Barack Obama. These have been explicitly designed 
to choke off Venezuela’s access to international markets and 
resources for the purpose of destabilising the Maduro gov-
ernment and, before that, the government of Hugo Chávez.

The economic chaos the US now points to in Venezuela as 
a justifi cation for intervention is in large part a consequence 
of US policy, which is designed to provoke popular unrest, sow 
divisions and precipitate an uprising against the government.

We strongly condemn the tacit support given to President 
Trump’s intervention by leaders of the Democratic Party. 
Whether articulated by Republicans or Democrats, US inter-
vention to destabilise other countries violates the UN Charter 
and international law. This interference in Venezuela’s 
internal affairs serves the interests of wealthy elites and mul-
tinational corporations, not the interests of the Venezuelan or 
American people. It is always the people who end up paying 
for these interventions in suffering, blood and treasure.

Real international solidarity calls upon us to demand of 
our government: Hands off Venezuela!
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QUOTE OF THE WEEK
Yes, as through the world I’ve wandered,
I’ve seen lots of funny men;
Some will rob you with their six-gun,
And some with a fountain pen.

Woody Guthrie – Woody Guthrie – Pretty Boy FloydPretty Boy Floyd

”“

Solidarity with 
Bolivarian Venezuela

PRESS FUND
Last week a drama was played out in the Great Hall of Federal Parliament. When one-time One 
Nation MP Brian Burston objected to being aggressively harassed by Pauline Hanson’s press 
secretary James Ashby, a fight ensued, leaving Burston injured. The Parliament House authorities 
then made a principled decision to ban Ashby from the building. They’re right. The principle 
behind the “Me Too” movement applies to political institutions, and intimidation, aggression 
and violence in any form should have no place in public or private life. We’re committed to that 
policy, and if you think we’re on the right track please support us by sending in something for the 
next edition if you possibly can. Many thanks to this week’s contributors, as follows:
Digireb $25, Dr G Dittura $25, “Round Figure” $10, “Rough Red” $5, “Sparky” $10, 
P Vouros $25
This week’s total: $100 Progressive total: $720

Now bring them all here
Continued from page 1

Background to 
violations

In 2001 amid widespread 
national and international condemna-
tion the government of John Howard 
held Australia up as a state prepared 
to take the most extreme military 
measures to prevent over 430 mostly 
Afghani refugees from even having 
the opportunity to lodge a claim for 
refugee status and be granted asylum 
in Australia*.

The government had not only 
shown its inhumanity but also tore 
up its international obligations. 
“Australia has voluntarily taken on 
board an international obligation 
to render humanitarian services, 
which include humanitarian services 
to vessel and crew laden with hun-
dreds of people”, Dr Michael White, 
Director of the Centre for Maritime 
Law at the University of Queensland, 
said at the time. The vessel was the 
MV Tampa.

The refugee “crisis”, and it 
was only made into a crisis by the 

actions of the Australian govern-
ment, commenced with the request 
of Australian authorities to the MV 
Tampa to take on board the refugees 
from a sinking boat that was headed 
for Australia. The Norwegian ship’s 
captain agreed as he was bound to do 
under the law of the sea.

He headed for Christmas Island 
to disembark the refugees but was 
ordered out by the same Australian 
authorities. What has happened then 
will go down in history as one of the 
most inhumane and immoral epi-
sodes in Australian history.

The storming of the Tampa, in 
Australian waters off Christmas 
Island on August 30, 2001 by a mili-
tary commando unit of the Special 
Air Service was condemned by the 
Norwegian government as “an act of 
piracy”.

Peter Symon, General Secretary 
of the Communist Party of Australia 
at the time, noted: 

“The actions of the Howard gov-
ernment are contemptible. Refugees 
have a right to have their refugee 
status tested and their search for 
asylum determined.

“The heavy involvement of mili-
tary and naval forces in its operations 
are expressions of the government’s 
growing militarist agenda and its 
strident anti-refugee stand which is 
fundamentally racist.”

The Howard government’s 
request to East Timor – a country 
which had only just won its inde-
pendence and had refugee issues of 
its own – to take the refugees from 
the Tampa must go down as one of 
the most contemptible actions of that 
government. Its next “solution” was 
to have the claims of the refugees 
processed in Nauru.
* The war-mongering nature of 
the Howard government was 
confi rmed in March 2003 when it 
committed Australia to the criminal 
invasion and occupation of Iraq, 
in sycophantic abeyance to the 
then US government of George W 
Bush. The result was the deaths of 
more than a million innocent Iraqis. 
Howard, along with Bush and the 
then British PM Tony Blair are widely 
recognised in the international 
community as war criminals for this 
heinous crime. 

Reportback on Athens
Over 50 people attended Reportback meeting 
organised in Sydney on the outcomes and themes 
of the “20th International Meeting of Communist 
and Workers Parties”, held in Athens in November 
last year. The Sydney meeting was organised by the 
Greek Department of the Sydney District Committee 
of the CPA and the Reportback address was given 
by a CPA delegate to the Athens meeting, Dorothy 
Costa. She focused on current developments in the 
international Communist movement which were 
at the centre of the ideological themes of the 20th 
IMCWP.

At the outset of the meeting the greetings of the KKE 
of Greece were delivered by KKE Central Committee 
member, Eliseos Vagenas, over Skype. The KKE hosted 
the 20th IMCWP meeting in Athens between 23-25 
November last year. Representatives from 90 communist 
and worker’s parties from 73 countries attended the Athens 
meeting to exchange experiences and views and to discuss 
the 20th IMCWP themes, “The contemporary working 
class and its alliance. The tasks of the political vanguard 
– the Communist and Worker’s Parties in the struggle 
against exploitation and imperialist wars, for the rights 
of the workers and the people’s, for peace, for socialism.”

A number of representatives of fraternal parties in 
Australia also attended the Reportback, including the CP 
of Lebanon.

Cde Dorothy spoke about the modern composition 
of the working class today and the ongoing relevance of 
its historical role as the gravedigger of capitalism. She 
stressed the increasing crisis of the capitalist system was 
refl ected in the growing dangers to peace, (nationally, 
regionally and internationally) to the environment, the 

increasing exploitation of the working class and working 
people, the lowering of loving standards, and the loss of 
rights and working conditions.

Another major issue for the international communist 
and workers movements canvassed in Athens was the 
question of the communist party’s alliances with other 
political forces and social movements. The experiences 
of parties in united fronts was shared and many parties 
questioned the usefulness of this long held model for 
forming alliances. Parties like the KKE are now sharing 
their successes in building class based alliances which 
are fl uid and strategic.

The Address also raised the question of Stage Theory 
which was very topical at the 20th IMCWP. Many 
Communist and Worker’s Parties have abandoned Stage 
Theory, i.e. the idea that there will be a “Democratic 
Stage” between Capitalism and Socialism. This idea 
presupposes that capitalism can be “managed” in the 
interests of the working people by a left-progressive gov-
ernment. The experience in Greece with Syrian is one 
such unsuccessful example.

Finally Cde Dorothy spoke about the discussion con-
cerning the task of the Communist Parties in realising 
their vanguard role and the need to rebuild the interna-
tional communist movement into an ideologically united 
force. Increasing inter-imperialist rivalries and the deep-
ening crisis of capitalism and the intensifi cation of 
exploitation of the working class and the working people 
urgently require communist parties to determinedly take 
up their a leading role, to build and strengthen the anti-
monopoly, anti-imperialist movement in the direction of 
socialism and for peace and the rights of the working 
class and the working people. 
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A report from Prime Minister 
Scott Morrison’s department 
into the Coalition government’s 
remote Indigenous work-for-the-
dole scheme has found serious 
problems.

The independent report into 
the government’s controversial 
Community Development Program 
(CDP) found that about 60 percent 
of participants recorded at least one 
suspension from their Centrelink 
payment, and about a third had 
received a fi nancial penalty during 
any three-month period.

“Relatively high rates of penal-
ties among participants with barriers 
to participation may, in part, be due 
to diffi culties in navigating the CDP 
and compliance systems,” the report 
said.

“Community members and 
stakeholders interviewed suggested 
this diffi culty was contributing to 
increased stress, anxiety and mental 
health issues.”

More than 80 percent of CDP 
participants are Indigenous.

ACTU Indigenous offi cer Lara 
Watson called on the government to 
abolish the program and replace it 
with one that provides genuine paid 
employment.

At last year’s national confer-
ence the Labor Party committed to 
scrapping the program should they 
win offi ce at the upcoming federal 
election.

Ms Watson said CDP forces 
unemployed people in remote areas 
to work for free, sometimes for for-
profi t companies for 25 hours per 
week, without any basic workplace 
entitlements, or protection of fed-
eral OHS or worker’s compensation 
laws.

“People in remote and regional 
Indigenous communities have a right 
to be paid fairly for their work and to 
have the same protections as every 
other worker in Australia,” she said.

“This report from the Prime 
Minister’s own department shows 
that the CDP has failed.

“You’re twice as likely to have 
your income slashed than you are to 
get a job if you’re forced into this 
discriminatory scheme.

“The Coalition is the only major 
party clinging to this failed program. 
It must be abolished and replaced 
with a solution that provides genu-
ine paid employment.”

The report found that the CDP 
was estimated to have increased the 
share of participants who then had 
a job for six months by around one 
percentage point.

Of the almost 1,000 commu-
nity members surveyed across eight 
remote communities, 36 percent said 
they felt the community was worse 
off since CDP had been introduced, 
32 percent said the same and only 
21 percent said the community was 
better off.

Under the CDP, people were 
twice as likely to lose 20 percent or 
more of their quarterly income to 
penalties than they were to get a job, 
the report reveals. 

WA Greens Senator Rachel 
Siewert said the evaluation revealed 
no secrets and that people’s lives 
were harder.

“This CDP evaluation still 
doesn’t get to the heart of the issue 
– why people in remote regions, 83 
percent of whom are First Nations 
peoples, have to be subjected to a 
work for the dole scheme that is far 
harsher and more punitive than their 
city counterparts,” she said.

“Only CDP participants have 
an obligation every day and copped 
signifi cant penalties and payments. 
The evaluation shows that CDP par-
ticipants who identify as Indigenous 
were estimated to be 3.3 times more 
likely than other participants to expe-
rience a penalty, and 2.7 times more 
likely to go on to completely lose 
their payment. Participants identify-
ing as Indigenous were estimated to 
have a higher value of total penalties 
over the year.

“First Nations peoples have a 
higher burden of health issues but are 

receiving less medical exemptions, 
often because there are no services in 
the regions to support them. With all 
the evidence we have on the burden 
of disease in First Nations commu-
nities, this is one of the fi rst things 
that job providers should have been 
trained to look out for.”

Australian Council of Social 
Service chief executive Cassandra 
Goldie said CDP was causing 
“shocking devastation”.

“The report shows this racist, 
punitive program has left people 
with increased mental health prob-
lems, hunger and sleep deprivation,” 
she said.

“The program ignores the tragic 

realities of poverty. People are 
having their income support cut off 
because they have mental or physical 
health problems, limited online and 
phone access, no access to transport 
and lower education levels.

“The government should join the 
Opposition and agree to abolish this 
discriminatory program that is wid-
ening the gap.”

Senator Siewert said CDP was 
harsh and punitive.

“People don’t have the medi-
cal services and aren’t diagnosed 
or receiving treatment are then pun-
ished by the employment system that 
is meant to help them,” she said.

“This evaluation has confi rmed 

what we already knew: a signifi cant 
number of people have dropped out 
of the income support system.

“As we heard at the senate 
inquiry hearing last year, almost 
6,000 people are ‘missing’ from 
or are no longer in CDP and these 
changes cannot be explained by 
people being placed into work.

“We will not get people into 
work until we commit to addressing 
the barriers they face to employment 
such as poverty and ill health, partic-
ularly for young people who have a 
higher probability of being penalised 
and more jobs are created in remote 
communities. CDP has to go.”
Koori Mail 

Australia

From the Archives The Guardian, August 1987

cubabrigade.org.au

Serious problems found
Independent report looks into 
the remote Indigenous work-for-the-dole scheme

“People in remote and regional Indigenous 
communities have a right to be paid fairly for their 

work and to have the same protections as every 
other worker in Australia.”
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Richard Titelius

During late December 2018 and January 
2019, the 36th Australian Brigade of the 
Southern Cross visited Cuba and partici-
pated in a program of events organised by 
the Cuban Institute of Friendship with the 
people. One of these events was a presenta-
tion by the local Deputy of the Provincial 
Assembly of Peoples Power for the District 
of Caimito. Professor Miguel Enrique 
Charbonet, on the process followed to 
change Cuba’s current Constitution which 
was adopted on February 24, 1976. In 
the lead-up to a referendum to be held 
on February 24, 2019, to decide whether 
to adopt the new Constitution, the people 
of Cuba were invited to participate in 
an extensive process of consultation. 
Charbonet is a professor of chemistry 
and has previously given presentations to 
the Southern Cross Brigades on Cuban 
democracy. Charbonet has held the seat of 
Caimito since 1993 and is also a member of 
the Communist Party.

Professor Charbonet was going to give 
his usual presentation on Cuban democracy 
but when he noticed that a number of Brigade 
members had copies of the newspaper edition 
of the proposed Cuban Constitution he decided 
instead to talk about the process followed to 
consult with the Cuban people on the changes 
being sought to the document.

As part of this process it was important, 
said Charbonet, to consider the composition of 
the parliament which would consider the proc-
ess and once submissions have been received, 
agree on which changes would be inserted and 
the fi nal document which would be put to the 
people. The 9th session of the Assembly of 
Peoples Power was comprised of 605 deputies 
of who more than 53 percent are women and 
47 percent were elected from grass roots organ-
isations from the regions.

A large majority of the deputies were 
born after January 1, 1959, or after the date of 
the Cuban Revolution. Over 8 million of the 
Cuban people attended meetings to consider 
the changes including at their local Committee 
for the Defence of the Revolution (CDR’s as 
they are known by their acronym in Spanish), 
which generated over 10,000 suggestions 
for change including 2,125 from the Cuban 
diaspora, in which 750 changes were made 
resulting in modifi cations to 61 percent of the 
articles from the Constitution.

There were also meetings amongst student 
groups, agricultural cooperatives and other 
work places. On December 22, 2018, all the 
Deputies of the Assembly of Peoples Power 
voted to put the changes to the people. Since 
that time the media has been conducting a cam-
paign in support of a Yes Vote and this cam-
paign includes endorsements from a signifi cant 
number of people across spectrum of Cuban 

society from artists and sporting fi gures to the 
Cuban President Miguel Diaz-Canel.

One of the central reasons for changing the 
constitution is that Cuban society has changed 
signifi cantly since 1976, where the state con-
trolled all economic or productive activity. 
Now there are small businesses and co-opera-
tives while the state continues to operate most 
economic and productive activity for the ben-
efi t of all.

With such a comprehensive process of 
consultation one would imagine the Yes vote 
would be quite high and fi gures I heard during 
my four-week visit to Cuba range from 85 per-
cent to 95 percent with the lower end being 
considered a conservative estimate.

Consultation included feedback and prepa-
rations for the fi nal referendum document

Once all the suggestions for change 
had been received a Committee of 33 of the 
Deputies of the Assembly of Peoples Power 
analysed all the suggestions and the changes 
were put to a group of lawyers to consider 
the legal ramifications of the proposal for 
changes to ensure the overall cohesion of the 
Constitutional document. Following this step, 
all those people who had their changes rejected 
received written notifi cation as did those who 
had their suggestions for change accepted.

The changes were then included in the 
Constitution and a new proposed Constitution 
issued in early January as a draft which 
people could buy as a newspaper edition of 
16 pages. As a poster in a shop suggested, 
“The Constitution is the voice of the people.” 
However, as noted by Professor Charbonet, 
not everything in the Constitution was up 
for change. This was due to the nature of the 
Cuban Revolution in 1959 which was won by 
the people and the people decided upon the 
socialist nature of their State, freedom of reli-
gion, promotion of sustainable development, 
that the Communist Party would be the only 
political party and other foundation princi-
ples as specifi ed in the fi rst 15 articles of the 
Constitution.

What is in the document and how does it 
compare to the Australian Constitution?

One big difference between the two docu-
ments is that the Cuban Constitution contains 
a preamble. The fi rst paragraph is as follows, 
“We the Cuban people, inspired by the hero-
ism and patriotism of those who fought for a 
free homeland, sovereign, democratic, of social 
justice, human solidarity, forged in the sacrifi ce 
of our ancestors ...”.

What counts as the preamble in the 
Australian Constitution is as follows, “Whereas 
the people of New South Wales, Victoria, 
South Australia, Queensland, and Tasmania 
humbly relying on the blessing of Almighty 
God have agreed to unite in one indissolu-
ble Federal Commonwealth under the Crown 
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Ireland, and under the Constitution hereby 

established:” There have been eight amend-
ments to the Constitution, the last being in 
1977. For the Australian people it means we 
are to be grateful for the direct control of the 
sovereign of Great Britain.

Somewhere in there was supposed to fi t a 
proposal for recognition of the prior posses-
sion of Aboriginal Australia. There are also no 
human rights ascribed to this document.

In the Cuban document under Part 5, 
“Rights, duties and guarantees”, chapter II is 
article 46, “All people have the right to life, 
physical and moral integrity, freedom, jus-
tice, security, peace, health, education, culture, 
recreation, sport and their complete develop-
ment.” Article 85 states, “Family violence, in 
whichever of its manifestations, is considered 
destructive of those implicated, of families, of 
society and is punishable by law.” Chapter 5 
is called, “Rights and duties of foreigners”, 
while Chapter 6 explains the “Guarantees of 
Rights”, a part of which is that only a compe-
tently appointed tribunal has the authority to 
deal with you or pass sentence (Article 94(e)).

With the passing of the historical fi gures of 
the Revolution from the government of Cuba in 
Fidel Castro and Raoul Castro it was decided 
as part of the changes, to propose the President 
be the head of state and the Prime Minister as 
the head of the Parliament.

Charbonet further explained the Cuban 
people do not want political parties nor politi-
cal parties to nominate candidates. Anyone can 
nominate, but only the parliament of the people 

can approve the nominations of candidates 
before people can vote on them in elections.

The Cuban President cannot veto the deci-
sions of the parliament nor dissolve the par-
liament. Finally, Article 55 guarantees the 
freedom of the press within a socialist soci-
ety, meaning the press belongs to the people, 
political, social and mass organisations and 
cannot be owned (or run) in any other way. 
The state establishes the organising principles 
and functioning of all means of social commu-
nication. This basically ensures the press does 
not become a fi fth column and work against 
the society within which it is situated. Article 
56 also ensures the right to peaceful protest of 
which Cubans are not reluctant to exercise.

Following the presentation by Professor 
Charbonet, an exhaustive “Question and 
Answer” session followed to ensure all ques-
tions by brigade members were fully answered.

On Sunday February 24, 2019, Cubans will 
vote on whether to accept the new constitution.

If they do, a process of implementing the 
changes wrought by the approval of the new 
constitution will begin, with the most signifi -
cant changes being the adoption of a President 
and a Prime Minister and the machinery associ-
ated with those changes.

What will not change is the revolutionary 
and socialist nature of the Cuban nation which 
will continue to be a beacon for freedom, jus-
tice and sustainability for the Cuban people as 
well as for those the world over which know a 
better world is possible. 

Constitutional change in Cuba
An eyewitness account

Australia

Professor Miguel Enrique Charbonet and Richard Titelius.

Sydney

Communist Party of Australia Communist Women’s Collective
invite you to celebrate

International Women’s Day

The Communist Party’s 
perspective on IWD

2 pm
Saturday March 9

Cyprus Community Club 58-76 Stanmore Road Stanmore
$15 – Refreshments provided

RSVP: Linda on 9699 8844 by Friday March 1

Talk

www.facebook.com/wfdyfmjd

World Federation of Democratic Youth
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Julian Burnside *

Once I was proud of my country.
In 1948, Australia played a leading role 
in creating the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights. We had a history of being a 
proud, decent, largely egalitarian country.

In 1998, something important and fun-
damental started to change. You need to see 
where this can lead.

Patrick was one of the two big stevedor-
ing operations in Australia. They were caught 
out training an alternative, non-union work-
force in Dubai and never offered a convincing 
explanation.

Then in April, on the Tuesday before Good 
Friday, a bunch of goons stormed the docks 
and kicked out all the workers who were mem-
bers of the union. They had attack dogs to give 
them an advantage, and large gents with bala-
clavas and no necks, who put up chain-mesh 
fences to keep the unionists out.

At the same time as the docks were being 
stormed, Patrick took steps to sack the entire 
unionised workforce and put the company into 
administration.

It turned out that the company had moved 
all its assets sideways into a new company 
without telling anyone, and the government 
had secretly helped it implement the plan.

It was a shock to learn that a Liberal gov-
ernment would conspire to break its own laws 
in an attempt to break the union movement: 
it’s not how patrician blue-bloods are meant to 
behave. But the Coalition argued all the way to 
the High Court that it was OK. They lost.

Then things got worse.
Since the Russians had left Afghanistan, 

the Taliban had escalated their attacks on 
the Hazara minority. Millions of Hazara fl ed 
Afghanistan. A few thousand reached Australia.

In August 2001, the Palapa was carrying 
438 Hazaras towards Australia.

It began to sink. Australia asked the 
Norwegian cargo ship, the Tampa, to rescue 
them. But when it tried to put them ashore at 
Christmas Island, Australia sent the SAS to 
take command of the Tampa at gunpoint.

John Howard said the people rescued by 

Tampa would never set foot in Australia. He 
said any asylum seeker trying to get protec-
tion in Australia would be sent to Nauru: a 
tiny Pacifi c Republic with a population of 
10,000 people and an area of just 21 square 
kilometres.

Then September 11 happened (The bomb-
ing of the tower buildings in NY City). And 
the Coalition government headed into the 
2001 election on the indecent idea that “We 
will decide who comes to this country and the 
circumstances in which they come”. Coalition 
propagandists called asylum seekers “illegals” 
and “queue-jumpers” and said that asylum 
seekers had thrown their children into the sea. 

It was untrue, and they knew it.
The Labor Party said nothing to contradict 

the lies. The Liberals, it seemed, had turned 
into a party which was prepared to lie to the 
electorate and gain popularity by mistreating 
the most helpless people in the world.

For the next few years the cruelty and 
dishonesty continued. Asylum seekers, inno-
cent of any offence, were held in detention for 
years until they collapsed into hopelessness 
and despair.

A little boy, eight years old, held in deten-
tion in South Australia, slashed his arms with 
razor wire.

A young man who had been in detention 
for fi ve years cut himself so often he had ten 
metres of scarring on his body, but the govern-
ment insisted that the only treatment he needed 
was Panadol.

A little girl, ten years old, held in detention 
in Melbourne, hung herself.

The Coalition government argued all the 
way to the High Court that a man who had not 
committed any offence and was not seen as a 
risk to anyone, who had been refused a visa but 
could not be removed from Australia because 
he was stateless, that this man could remain in 
detention for the rest of his life.

What was shocking was not only that the 
government won, but that a government was 
prepared to make the argument in the fi rst 
place.

Then Kevin Rudd became leader of the 
Labor Party and won government in late 2007. 

He promised a better, more humane, policy 
concerning refugees. And he delivered it.

But then Tony Abbott became leader of the 
party which still called itself Liberal.

He re-started the anti-refugee rhetoric. 
Rudd responded by attacking people smug-
glers. He seems to have forgotten that his 
moral hero, Dietrich Bonnhoeffer, was a people 
smuggler.

For a couple of more elections and a 
couple more fractured administrations, things 
kept sliding to the right.

The Pacifi c Solution, begun by Howard’s 
Coalition government, abolished by Rudd’s 
Labor government, was re-started by Gillard’s 
Labor government. Then in 2013 we had an 
awful election campaign in which Rudd and 
Abbott competed with each other in their 
promises to mistreat asylum seekers. “Cruel 
but necessary” they said.

It’s tempting to think that if Pauline 
Hanson had been asked to help Rudd, she 
might have been concerned that he was too far 
to the right for her taste.

In October 2013 the Pope gave a speech 
about the tragedy of asylum seekers drowning 
off Lampedusa. He spoke about the globalisa-
tion of indifference and said:

“How many of us, myself included, have 
lost our bearings; we are no longer attentive 
to the world in which we live; we don’t care; 
we don’t protect what God created for every-
one, and we end up unable even to care for one 
another! And when humanity as a whole loses 
its bearings, it results in tragedies like the one 
we have witnessed.”

Jesuit-trained Tony Abbott and Pentecostal 
hypocrite Scott Morrison were unmoved.

The Coalition won the election. Australia 
lost.

Labor lost a lot of talent when half its front 
bench followed Gillard out the door.

The Coalition quickly showed their true 
colours when we learned that senior mem-
bers of the new government had been rort-
ing their parliamentary expenses. That was no 
surprise: but it was interesting to see that the 
new Attorney-General was involved. Haughty, 
supercilious, self-righteous George Brandis 

had elbowed his way to the trough with the 
best of them.

After all, wasn’t Brandis the one who had 
ferociously attacked Peter Slipper for visit-
ing a winery and charging the taxi ride to the 
Commonwealth? Brandis went to a friend’s 
wedding and billed the Commonwealth. When 
he was found out two years later, Brandis 
repaid the $1,600 and said he had done noth-
ing wrong.

Peter Slipper is still facing criminal charges 
for much less.

And Tony Abbott has billed the 
Commonwealth for every fun-run and lycra-
cycle-fest, not to mention his Tamworth photo 
opportunity which apparently cost us about 
ten grand. Over the last couple of years he 
has had his hands in our pockets for about $3 
million.

So here’s the problem.
We have a corrupt, hard right-wing 

Coalition government, led by self-seeking 
hypocrites.

We have a weakened, right-wing Labor 
opposition unable, it seems, to restore decency.

And we have a country, once great, now 
seen as selfi sh, greedy and cruel and we have 
no political leadership at all.

We are redefining the character of our 
country. Most of us have not noticed because, 
for most of us, life is good.

The sight of the major parties compet-
ing to promise greater cruelty to boat people 
is new in Australian politics. We have never 
been perfect, but this was an obscenity without 
precedent.

It is painful to recognise that we are now a 
country which would brutalise one group with 
the intention that other people in distress will 
choose not to ask us for help.

But some of us remember how things once 
were; some of us see how things could be.

We will grieve until we fi nd our way.
Recent History of Australia: when you are 

being written, please remember these things.
* We reproduce this statement by human rights 
activist, lawyer Julian Burnside, published in 
the Guardian, August 2014. 
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(See last week’s issue for part 1.)

The CPUSA and its predecessors included 
the left wing of the Socialist Party, but also 
attracted many people from the anarcho-
syndicalist International Workers of the 
World (IWW or Wobblies) including 
future Communist Party leaders such as 
John Reed, Elizabeth Gurley Flynn and 
William Z Foster. Other IWW members 
who became close to the Communist Party 
included Lucy Parsons and Helen Keller.

And what was the COMINTERN? In 1919, 
a number of parties from around the world 
met in Moscow to create a third, or commu-
nist international which would be based on 
the revolutionary principles that most of the 
leaders of the Second International had aban-
doned. This communist international was 
known as the COMINTERN. At its found-
ing, the participating parties laid down a set 
of rules for adherence. These including break-
ing with the politics of the reformist social 
democratic parties, creating and maintaining 
their own presses, and defending the Soviet 
Union. The COMINTERN was fi rmly based 
on the principle of proletarian (working-class 
internationalism).

Triumphs and 
troubles of the COMINTERN

In its 24 years of existence, the 
COMINTERN did many positive things. It 
maintained the principles of working-class 
internationalism and anti-imperialism that had 
been part of the Marxist program from the 
beginning and had been particularly empha-
sised by Lenin. For this reason, communist par-
ties from places as far apart as South Africa, 
Vietnam and Mexico were eager participants 
in its work. It organised support for workers, 
and communist struggles in many places, most 
notably for the Spanish Republic during the 
Spanish Civil War of 1936-1939.

On the other hand, there were some 
problems.

The COMINTERN’s rules mandated that 
adhering parties defend the Soviet Union, but 
this sometimes caused problems for those par-
ties, especially when they were expected to 
defend the Soviet leadership against its inter-
nal critics and rivals.

Lenin died in January of 1924, and as he 
had feared, a sharp rivalry arose between two 
of his leading comrades in the party and in the 
Soviet government. The Georgian Communist 
Josef Stalin (1878-1953) and Leon Trotsky did 
not see eye to eye on a number of key issues. 
One of these was how to build the Soviet 
Union, given that it had come into being in a 
relatively backward country with a low level 
of industrialisation and an industrial work-
ing class that was hugely outnumbered by the 
peasantry.

At the time of the October Revolution, 
Lenin and all his colleagues had expected 
socialist revolutions to take place in at least 
one major industrialized capitalist country, 
which then could help Russia to industrialise 
also. This did not happen. Lenin then backed 
off his government’s most radical goals and 
entered into a phase called the New Economic 
Policy (NEP) which made wide ranging con-
cessions to peasants, other small producers and 
some capitalists, with the idea of encouraging 
activities that would build up the economic 
forces of the country.

Stalin’s inclination was to continue this 
policy after Lenin’s death, i.e. to “build social-
ism in one country”. Trotsky, on the other hand, 
thought the Soviet communists should not try 
to build the country through concessions of the 
NEP kind and should do more to promote revo-
lutions in other countries; this was his idea of 
the “permanent revolution”.

The confl ict between Stalin and Trotsky, 
which came to have a personal dimension also, 
caused a split within the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union, with Stalin’s group prevail-
ing. Trotsky and many of his followers were 

expelled from the Soviet party, and later sub-
jected to repression.

The COMINTERN’s policy in China cre-
ated some disquiet on the part of Chinese com-
munists, who were not happy with the close 
relationship of the COMINTERN’s representa-
tives in their country with Chiang kai-Shek’s 
Kuomintang party.

At the Sixth Congress of the 
COMINTERN, held in Moscow in 1928, a 
mistaken analysis of the revolutionary potential 
of the capitalist countries was adopted. Today 
this is referred to as the “Third Period”. This 
was an ultra-left deviation in which it was held 
that capitalism worldwide was entering its third 
stage and fi nal crisis, and that socialist revolu-
tion was imminent everywhere.

The tactical conclusion was that all 
COMINTERN parties should prepare for 
imminent insurrectionary action, and should 
break with and sharply denounce all tenden-
cies within the workers’ movement that did not 
agree that the revolution should be led by them.

Any relations with social democratic par-
ties were to cease and these parties were to be 
denounced as “social fascists”. This sectarian 
mistake had very bad consequences in many 
places, including for example Germany, where 
it made it harder to form a united front to block 
Hitler and his Nazis.

But after Hitler came to power (follow-
ing Mussolini who seized power in Italy in the 
1920s), and as fascist groups gained strength 
all over Europe, the COMINTERN carried 
out a sharp corrective move. COMINTERN 
General Secretary Georgi Dimitrov (1882-
1949), reporting to the Seventh Congress of the 
COMINTERN in 1935, emphasised the need to 
develop a united front with all forces willing to 
make a stand against fascism, both at the work-
ing-class mass level and at the level of rela-
tions among political parties. To switch from 
the “Third Period” sectarian ultra-leftism to the 
“Popular Front” call for unity against fascism 
was no easy task, but it was adopted by all the 
COMINTERN parties.

Meanwhile, the communist parties of 
Germany, Italy and other countries with right-
wing or fascist governments had been entirely 
banned, though many continued to operate in 
clandestinely.

The Spanish Civil War
A major test for the COMINTERN’s pop-

ular front policy soon arose, with the out-
break of the Spanish Civil War in July, 1936. 
When right-wing military offi cers supported 
by Spain’s fascist organisations rose against 
the Spanish Republic, the Spanish Communist 
Party, in accordance with its own analysis 
and in conformity with COMINTERN policy, 
prioritised defeating the rebellion, rather 
than overthrowing the centrist republican 
government.

Some on the far left saw this as a 
betrayal, but the extreme brutality of the rebel 
troops headed by General Francisco Franco 
Bahamonde (1892-1975), and the entry of Nazi 
Germany and Fascist Italy into the confl ict on 
the side of Franco demonstrated the validity of 
the Spanish communists’ approach.

The whole of the COMINTERN (all the 
communist parties including the Communist 
Party USA) organised support for the Spanish 
Republic. Though the Republic was defeated 
(and many US communists and other leftists 
who had defended it were later persecuted 
under McCarthyism as “premature anti-fas-
cists” – a matter of pride and not shame for 
most), this can be seen as a high point of the 
COMINTERN.

World War II
In August 1939, the Soviet Union and 

Nazi Germany signed the so called “Molotov-
Ribbentrop Pact”. This was a non-aggres-
sion pact between the two countries, which 
involved, also, the de facto division of Poland. 
Many of the world’s communist parties, which 
had been emphasising the struggle against fas-
cism, were blindsided by this and felt they 
had to praise the agreement. This harmed the 

reputation of communists in a number of coun-
tries, and created legal problems for them in 
some, such as France where the Communist 
Party was immediately banned. If the Spanish 
Civil War can be seen as the high point of the 
COMINTERN, the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact 
may have been the low point.

In June of 1941, Germany invaded the 
Soviet Union, and Germany’s allies soon fol-
lowed suit with their own declarations of 
war. Once again, defence of the Soviet Union 
against fascism became the highest priority for 
the COMINTERN parties.

In countries occupied by Nazi Germany, 
such as France, Italy and Greece, the commu-
nist parties, working with other anti-fascists, 
were instrumental in organising armed resist-
ance which struck serious blows against the 
Nazis and local collaborators.

End of the COMINTERN
At the height of the Second World War, 

the COMINTERN decided to dissolve itself. 
The decision was announced on May 15, 1943 
(the Communist Party USA had also asked to 
be separated from the COMINTERN in 1940, 
and this was agreed to by the body). The rea-
sons given for dissolving the COMINTERN 
were eminently practical and in line with the 
popular front analysis that had been presented 
by Dimitrov at the 7th Congress in 1935. “...
long before the war, it had become increas-
ingly clear that, to the extent that the internal 
as well as the international situation of indi-
vidual countries became more complicated, the 
solution of the problems of the labour move-
ment of each individual country through some 
international centre would meet with insuper-
able obstacles”.

So now the world’s communist parties 
could feel free to create their own united fronts 
and alliances, and employ other tactics that 
best suited, in their estimation, the situation in 
each of their countries.

The Cold War
At the cost of millions of lives and vast 

suffering and economic loss, and with the 
Soviet Union playing the most important and 
heroic part, the Second World War was won 
and European fascism crushed almost every-
where (except Spain and Portugal). Socialist 
governments came to power in Eastern 
Germany (the German Democratic Republic), 
Poland, Romania, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, 
Yugoslavia and Albania, and communist move-
ments revived strongly in Italy and France.

All over Europe and beyond, the com-
munist parties, whether operating legally or 
not, continued to strive for a far broader mass 
presence in the unions, in every other kind of 
people’s organisation in politics including the 
electoral and legislative fi elds, and in journal-
ism, culture and the arts. This refutes the idea 
propagated by some that the communist parties 
were (and are) closed conspiratorial groups.

Very quickly, the period called the Cold 
War, with the efforts of imperialism to halt, 
by force if necessary, any further advances 
of socialism, became the focus of the United 
States and other major capitalist governments. 
The formation of NATO (the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organisation) had this purpose, and 
was immediately countered by the defensive 
Warsaw Pact. The imperialist powers, seeing 
the possibility of the triumph of a left-wing 
government in Greece, intervened bloodily 
on the side of the right-wing monarchy in that 
country.

In the United States, the General Secretary 
of the Communist Party USA, Earl Browder, 
who had also been a major fi gure in the work 
of the COMINTERN, made a miscalcula-
tion as to the future course of events. He had 
developed the idea that the capitalist-social-
ist cooperation that had been maintained to 
crush fascism during the war could be contin-
ued indefi nitely, and that out of such coopera-
tion socialism could be achieved in the United 
States as well.

There was, within the world communist 
movement and within the US party, a sharp 

negative reaction to Browder’s attitude, and his 
action in dissolving the Communist Party USA 
and replacing it with the “Communist Political 
Association”. It having become clear that 
the World War II alliance would be replaced 
by increased hostility of the major capitalist 
powers to the Soviet Union and to the com-
munist movement, the Communist Party USA 
removed Browder as leader and expelled him 
from the party in 1946.

Revolutions in China; 
Korea; Vietnam

The defeat of Japanese imperialism in East 
Asia opened up the door to great revolutionary 
changes in China, Korea and Vietnam. In all 
three countries, communist parties had become 
powerful through their determined struggle 
against the Japanese military, gaining the sup-
port of millions of workers and peasants.

But none of these three countries were 
advanced industrial powers, so in each case the 
early experience of the Soviet Union, namely 
the coming to power of a communist party hap-
pened in a country that was still largely agricul-
tural and where peasants greatly outnumbered 
industrial workers. This had profound impli-
cations for the way that socialism developed 
in each of these Asian countries. But in Korea 
and Vietnam, imperialist intervention ended 
up with countries split, with communist par-
ties, in each case, in power in the north, and 
imperialist controlled right-wing governments 
in the South, setting the stage for the Korean 
and Vietnam wars, respectively.

McCarthyism 
and persecution

In the United States starting in the late 
1940s, and to a lesser extent in some other 
countries, the end of the World War II alli-
ance between the USSR and the West ush-
ered in an era of very sharp persecution of 
communists and the labour movement gener-
ally. This is sometimes called “McCarthyism” 
because of the prominent role played by US 
Senator Joseph McCarthy of Wisconsin, but 
it included many other important fi gures and 
public bodies.

Two of the most important of these were 
the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities (HUAC) and the Senate Internal 
Security Subcommittee, which dedicated 
themselves to root out communists and sus-
pected sympathizers from government employ-
ment, key industries and the artistic and 
cultural fi elds. Laws were passed making the 
Communist Party illegal in numerous states, 
communists were driven out of the teaching 
profession (including at the university level), 
Communist Party USA leaders were jailed 
under various pretexts, and careers and lives 
were ruined.

Central to McCarthyism was the largely 
successful effort to drive communists out of 
the labour movement. The Taft-Hartley Law 
of 1947 damaged our country’s labour unions, 
and the rights of US workers, in many ways. 
It struck a blow at both unions and the left by 
forcing union offi cials to sign affi davits that 
they were not members of the Communist 
Party USA. Unions that kept people who 
refused to sign such affi davits in leadership 
positions lost many of their legal rights. In 
many cases, communists who held positions 
in unions which, in fact, the Communist Party 
USA had played a major role in building, 
thought it better to resign from their union’s 
leadership rather than jeopardise its future. 
Using these and other methods, the ruling class 
and the government managed to drive a wedge 
between the Communist Party and its social 
base in the working class, doing damage that it 
has taken decades to repair.

The Khrushchev speech
Joseph Stalin died on March 5, 1953. In 

the ensuing power struggle within the Soviet 
party and government leadership, a protégé 
of Stalin, Nikita Sergeyevich Khrushchev, 
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emerged as fi rst secretary of the Communist 
Party and Soviet Premier. At the 20th Congress 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, in 
1956, Khrushchev gave a speech, “On the Cult 
of Personality and its Consequences”, in which 
he denounced many of the practices of gov-
ernment and party in the Stalin period. A large 
number of political and non-political prisoners 
were released, and reforms instituted that were 
designed to improve the material standard of 
living of the Soviet population.

The so called “Secret Speech” at the 20th 
Party Congress had a huge impact in the other 
communist-led countries of eastern and cen-
tral Europe: Poland, the German Democratic 
Republic, Romania, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, 
Bulgaria, Yugoslavia and Albania. In several 
of these countries, most notably Poland and 
Hungary, the revelations led to street protests, 
and in a number of countries the old leadership, 
which had been close to Stalin’s thinking, was 
replaced by new leaders who rejected it.

The Khrushchev speech and related devel-
opments in the Soviet Union also produced tur-
moil in communist parties outside the socialist 
bloc.

The “Sino-Soviet Split”
After  Mao Zedong’s  People’s 

Revolutionary Army ousted the US-supported 
Kuomintang of Chiang Kai-shek from China in 
1949, the People’s Republic of China received 
considerable development help from the Soviet 
Union. However, things did not go entirely 
smoothly in the relationship between the two 
socialist giants. There were long standing terri-
torial disputes that went back to the old Tsarist 
days; these were partly settled by the Soviet 
government, but not fully.

There were differences over the role of 
peasants as opposed to workers in the building 
of socialism. And after the 1956 Khrushchev 
speech, Mao Zedong and his Chinese com-
rades began to suspect that the Soviet leader-
ship was going to sell out the world communist 
movement in favour of a less confrontational 
stance toward the United States and the other 
capitalist powers. So the Chinese leadership set 
itself up as the true defenders of the heritage 
of Lenin and Stalin, with the Soviet leadership 
damned as “revisionists”.

In the ensuing dispute, only one small 
Eastern European socialist country, Albania, 
took the Chinese side. The extremely large 
Indonesian Communist Party did too. In a 
number of capitalist countries, there were splits 
within the non-ruling communist parties.

The Cuban Revolution
On January First, 1959, insurgent troops 

headed by Argentine-Cuban revolution-
ary Marxist Ernesto “Che” Guevara entered 
Havana, Cuba after having defeated the forces 
of the US supported dictator, Fulgencio Batista. 
Cuba’s new Prime Minister and later President, 
Fidel Castro Ruz, Che and their comrades 
fought off efforts by the United States to crush 
the Cuban Revolution by means of an eco-
nomic blockade, sabotage and invasion. With 
US trade cut off, Cuba developed close eco-
nomic ties to the Soviet Union and the Eastern 
European socialist bloc.

For the fi rst time in history, an actual com-
munist-led government was able to establish 
itself in the Western Hemisphere and hold 
onto power – 90 miles from the United States. 
The mere fact of this, plus the dynamic and 
innovative way in which the Cubans set about 
building socialism, served as a great stimulus 
to communists and left-wing socialists world-
wide. In every country in Latin America and 
beyond, communists and left-wing social-
ists began to pay close attention to the Cuban 
experience for ideas on how to revitalise the 
socialist project. And the Cuban revolutionar-
ies revived the idea that socialism might indeed 
defeat capitalism everywhere.

Eurocommunism
Starting in the mid 1970s, a number of 

communist parties, mostly in Europe, devel-
oped a reorientation toward the Marxist and 

Leninist concepts of the nature of the state 
in capitalist society. Spanish Communist 
Party leader Santiago Carrillo, espe-
cially, added to the development of this 
“Eurocommunist” tendency with his 1977 
book Eurocommunism and the State. The 
Eurocommunist position was that, although 
the state continued to be a mechanism of 
class domination, it could be “democra-
tised” to the point that it could become the 
instrument of transition from capitalism to 
socialism.

In fact all the communist parties in capi-
talist countries has almost always fought for 
democracy within the institutions of capitalist 
society; Carrillo and the Eurocommunists took 
this much farther though, and the concept of 
class struggle as the road to socialism tended 
to be underemphasised, while multiclass alli-
ances working within the state apparatus were 
overemphasised.

In those parties that adopted the most 
extreme versions of Eurocommunism, liqui-
dationist tendencies gained strength. This led 
to the eventual dissolution of the once enor-
mous Italian Communist Party and the simi-
larly powerful Mexican Communist Party. 
The Spanish Communist Party and others sur-
vived and changed their policies away from 
the extremes of Eurocommunism but several 
other parties ended up dissolved, split or sig-
nifi cantly reduced in infl uence.

Soviet and Eastern 
European Socialist States

During the 1970s and 1980s, an accumu-
lation of economic, social and other prob-
lems created a high level of instability in the 
Soviet Union and in the other socialist states 
of Eastern and Central Europe.

In the late 1980s, Mikhail Gorbachev, 
General Secretary of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union from 1985 until 1991, insti-
tuted a set of sweeping reforms which encom-
passed the way that the country was governed, 
the relationship between the Communist 
Party and the Soviet state, and the relation-
ship of the Soviet Union to the other Eastern 
European socialist states. of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union, Gorbachev began 
to roll out a reform program widely labelled 
as “glasnost” (openness) and “perestroika” 
(restructuring).

This entailed more freedoms, but also 
more freedom for managers of socialist state 
enterprises to behave like capitalist CEO’s 
and engage in empire building and personal 
enrichment. People in positions of author-
ity and influence within the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union began to promote 
openly anti-communist positions. Leading 
party fi gures such Boris Yeltsin, head of the 
Communist Party in the capital city, Moscow, 
led an aggressive effort, not to improve or 
reform, but to dismantle socialism in the land 
of the October Revolution. Yeltsin and his 
allies also promoted Russian nationalism, a 
stance that was echoed by nationalist move-
ments in several of the Soviet Union’s con-
stituent republics. Efforts to turn back this 
push to restore capitalism were met with 
force.

At the end of the 1980s, socialist 
states had collapsed in Albania, Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, the (East) German 
Democratic Republic, Hungary, Poland, 
Romania and Yugoslavia. The same thing hap-
pened in Mongolia, but China, Cuba, Laos, 
the People’s Republic of Korea and Vietnam 
remained under socialist leadership, and do 
so to this day.

The end came for the Soviet Union in 
1991, when the Communist Party lost power 
and the country broke up into its constitu-
ent republics. Czechoslovakia broke into the 
Czech Republic and Slovakia, and Yugoslavia 
broke up into Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, 
Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia. The 
Yugoslavian breakup was accompanied by vio-
lent wars and “ethnic cleansing”.

In many of these states, the former 

communist parties transformed themselves 
into social democratic parties, while more 
traditional communist elements split off from 
them and formed their own parties. Fascist 
movements came to the surface in a number 
of the former socialist bloc states, and there 
was repression against the communist parties 
and their members. Parties and their symbols 
were banned and there were legal and extra-
legal attacks against their leaders and mem-
bers. Assets of communist parties, including 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 
were confi scated and became part of the basis 
of the fortunes of brand new, super-corrupt 
“oligarchs”.

The major imperialist states, including 
especially the United States, were not slow in 
“fi shing in troubled waters”. US corporations, 
non-profi ts and state entities rushed into the 
former socialist states, selling them a neo-lib-
eral bill of goods based on the supposed magi-
cal powers of ”free” trade, privatisation and 
austerity.

Socialism revives
The collapse of Soviet and Eastern 

European socialist-led states was a terrible 
blow to the working class worldwide. It led 
some apologists for capitalism to take the tri-
umphalist attitude that socialism and commu-
nism were just pipe dreams, that history had 
“ended” and that capitalism was here to stay, 
forever.

Within a few years, the fallacy of this 
attitude began to be revealed by events on 
the ground. The aggressive imposition, by 
the ruling class and its political agents, of 
the neo-liberal program of rigged, corpo-
rate friendly “free” trade, privatisation and 
repression produced a backlash that led to 
militant grassroots organising and mobilisa-
tion in many countries, and the revived work-
ing class and people’s forces began to achieve 
tactical victories. The “water wars” in Bolivia 
at the beginning of the 21st Century, and the 
election of the radical leftist Hugo Chávez 
as president of Venezuela in 1998, plus the 
recuperation of socialist Cuba from the crisis 
caused by the collapse of Soviet and Eastern 
European socialist states, re-awakened 
both interest and activism throughout Latin 
America in the socialist idea.

The election of leftist governments, some 
of which had explicitly socialist goals, in 
Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, Guyana, Honduras, Nicaragua, 
Paraguay, Uruguay, Venezuela and St Vincent 
and the Grenadines represented a huge chal-
lenge to the imperialist world order. Even 
more threatening to capitalism was the work 
these governments undertook to create mecha-
nisms of economic and political cooperation 
not dependent on the United States, Western 
Union, the World Bank or the International 
Monetary Fund.

Currently, the “Bolivarian pink tide” of 
leftist governments is in diffi culties, and the 
left has lost power in a number of important 
countries, but the mobilised social base in 
each country, for a program of social justice 
that is explicitly or implicitly based on social-
ist concepts, continues to expand rather than 
contract. The communist parties in the region 
remain extremely active in this international 
movement, and work together with other left-
ists and socialists through groups like the Sao 
Paulo Forum to fi ght against imperialism and 
the right.

And this is the case not only in Latin 
America. The end of the apartheid era in South 
Africa, and the election of Nelson Mandela 
as President in 1994, has allowed the South 
African Communist Party to greatly expand 
its work with that country’s working class and 
masses, with the result that it now has hundreds 
of thousands of members and is a major force 
in the country’s politics and government.

Socialism or Barbarism
Humanity cannot continue like this. The 

degradation of the natural environment and the 
brutally unsatisfactory living conditions that 
the capitalist mode of production has brought 
into being worldwide are reawakening, every-
where, the dream of a world based on love and 
cooperation instead of selfi shness and dog-eat-
dog competition – a word without exploiters 
and exploited – in short, a socialist world.

It is up to us to create such a world, for our 
children and our children’s children.
This essay is adapted from an oral version 
the author presented to the Communist Party 
USA’s National Party School, August 2018. 
People’s World 
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Al Neal

The clock keeps ticking down to February 
13. With each movement of the little hand, 
British Prime Minister Theresa May’s self-
imposed deadline to deliver a renegotiated 
Brexit deal before Parliament seems less 
likely – the UK government doesn’t even 
expect any EU concessions by the deadline. 
And the palpable fear of a no-deal with-
drawal grows with each passing day.

In the coastal town of Sunderland, mean-
while, autoworkers’ jobs – the primary source 
of employment for residents – are on the chop-
ping block. Nissan executives announced on 
February 3 it was cancelling its plan to make 
the X-Trail SUV in the UK.

The auto plant, founded in 1984, is 
Britain’s largest, and saved the town’s historic 
industrial roots after the coal, mining, and ship-
building industries collapsed.

Employing over 7,000 people, and 28,000 
supplier jobs, workers built and shipped out 
442,000 vehicles from there in 2018.

“While we have taken this decision for 
business reasons, the continued uncertainty 
around the UK’s future relationship with the 
EU is not helping companies like ours to 
plan for the future,” Nissan Europe Chairman 
Gianluca de Ficchy said in a statement.

A political setback for May and the 
Conservative Party of course, but more impor-
tant than politics, is the continued realisation 
that beyond rhetoric and talking points, bois-
terously presented and upheld in the House of 
Commons, it is working people who will be 
on the receiving end of an economic blow due 
to political mishandling and hardline stances.

Like many American workers who 
were swept up in the Trumpesque “politi-
cal shakeup” of the status quo, Sunderland – 
spurred on by fear of budget cuts, immigration 

concerns, and hate-mongering politicians – 
voted overwhelmingly to leave the European 
Union.

Today, workers at the plant are split down 
the middle regarding Brexit’s next steps. And 
while their elected MPs voted down May’s 
original agreement, a local news poll found 
residents wanted to move forward with the EU 
divorce, regardless of impact.

In response to the disturbing update, rep-
resentatives from Britain and Ireland’s largest 
union, Unite, met with Nissan managers push-
ing for long-term guarantees for their members.

“We pressed for guarantees on jobs and 
future production levels at Sunderland and 
received fi rm assurances that the future pro-
duction of the Juke and Qashqai is unaffected, 
and this is solely an X-Trail decision,” read a 
statement released shortly after the February 
4 meeting, referring to specifi c Nissan vehi-
cle models. “What this whole sorry saga shows 
is that the sector-wide uncertainty caused by 
Brexit urgently needs to be addressed by minis-
ters because it is draining the industry of skills, 
investment, and new jobs.”

From the North Sea, where Sunderland 
sits, Belfast, Northern Ireland is only 238 miles 
to the west.

Belfast is where the Prime Minister was, 
the day after union leaders met with Nissan, 
busy affi rming her “commitment to deliver-
ing a Brexit that ensures no return to a hard 
border between Northern Ireland and the Irish 
Republic.”

As expected, her efforts to ease tension and 
fear did not win over more support for a new 
divorce agreement – support she desperately 
needs from her Northern Irish allies.

“It is welcome that the prime minister is 
travelling to Brussels to seek changes, but she 
must stand strong by the commitments she 
made to the House of Commons,” Democratic 

Unionist Party (DUP) leader Arlene Foster said 
on Tuesday, February 5. “That is her mandate, 
and that is what I expect. The backstop would 
undermine the economic and constitutional 
integrity of the United Kingdom ... it is the 
main problem.”

The Ulster Unionist Party (UUP) called on 
the PM to introduce direct rule government for 
Northern Ireland if a deal isn’t reached, and 
Sinn Fein, which supports the backstop provi-
sion, said May lacked credibility and was “hos-
tage to the DUP support” at Westminster. The 
party called for a referendum on Irish unity.

“We have told her that the British strat-
egy of running down the clock and playing a 
game of chicken with Ireland and Irish inter-
ests is profoundly unacceptable and wrong 
... . The days of Britain dictating to Ireland or 
Irish people ... those days are over and will 
not return,” said Sinn Fein leader Mary Lou 
MacDonald.

The harshest criticism of UK politicians 
though, came from former Polish PM, now EU 
president, Donald Tusk: “I’ve been wonder-
ing what that special place in hell looks like, 
for those who promoted Brexit, without even 
a sketch of a plan how to carry it out safely.”

His comments came a day before May was 
due in Brussels to meet with EU leaders. On 
Thursday, they held strained talks over the Irish 
border issue. As expected, EU leaders again 
rebuked May’s proposed border compromise, 
but agreed to set a new deadline to try and 
break the gridlock that threatens to push the 
UK crashing out of the union with no deal.

Back in London, the same day, Labour 
Party leader Jeremy Corbyn penned a letter to 
May offering a possible path to get a Brexit 
deal through Parliament.

Corbyn offered Labour’s support if May 
moved closer towards their position on several 
issues, including a UK-wide customs union, 

close alignment with the EU’s single market 
and social rights/standards, and “unambigu-
ous agreements on the detail of future security 
arrangements.”

Much to May’s displeasure, Tusk made the 
suggestion that Corbyn’s plan could indeed 
help bring about an acceptable resolution.

When asked for comment, a senior No 10 
(Prime Minister’s Offi ce) offi cial said: “con-
siderable points of difference” remain between 
May and Corbyn, with the prime minister still 
determined that the UK will not be in a cus-
toms union with the EU and will pursue an 
‘independent trade policy.’ ”

Corbyn’s plan carries some political risk, 
and pro-EU Labour MPs were quick to high-
light their concerns with his letter, including 
fears it would prevent a second referendum 
from taking place.

Streatham Labour MP Chuka Umunna 
tweeted in response: “This is not opposition, it 
is the facilitation of a deal which will make this 
country poorer.”

Labour shadow Brexit secretary Keir 
Starmer quickly responded to those concerns 
Thursday and assured Labour MPs the letter 
“does not rule out the option of a second refer-
endum – a public vote.”

As Friday morning rolls around, May will 
be meeting with Taoiseach (Prime Minister) 
Leo Varadkar of Ireland in Dublin to discuss 
the backstop.

Ireland is sceptical of her visit and didn’t 
bother to hide it.

“She’s very welcome, of course,” said one 
high-ranking offi cial. “But you’d wonder what 
she could possibly be coming with?”

Now all we can do is wait and see what the 
rest of February has planned for Brexit, and 
wonder if these trips even matter.
People’s World 
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Wall Street nightmares: 
the spectre of communism
Rick Nagin

Ever since 1848 when Karl Marx 
and Frederick Engels exposed in 
their historic Manifesto that the 
spectre of communism was haunt-
ing the ruling classes of Europe, 
the defenders of capitalism have 
been obsessed with exorcising this 
“menace.” The spectre blossomed 
as a full-fl edged nightmare in the 
February 7 issue of the Wall Street 
Journal where two columns and 
the lead editorial tried to dismiss 
the growing support for socialism 
in the US working class, especially 
among the rising generation.

A column on page A2 by Greg 
Ip, entitled “Parsing the Lessons 
of True Socialism,” admonishes 
“young American adults” who, 
according to numerous polls, 
“prefer socialism to capitalism.” 
He informs them that measures like 
raising taxes on the rich, Medicare-
for-all, replacing fossil fuels with 
renewables and allowing workers 

to choose members of corporate 
boards have “debased” the word 
“socialism.” These programs, he 
says, are “certainly liberal, prob-
ably radical and possibly unwise,” 
but they are not the real thing. 
Socialism, he writes, replaces “the 
market with the state as the means 
of allocating production.”

A simpler defi nition was given 
by Vladimir Lenin who led the 
world’s fi rst socialist revolution in 
1917 in Russia. Socialism, Lenin 
wrote, means working class power.

Ip warns, however, that the 
“liberal” proposals would “con-
script private capital in the pur-
suit of social priorities” and “could 
threaten growth by diverting capi-
tal from where it garners its best 
returns,” in other words, they under-
mine Wall Street’s holy grail, which 
is the pursuit of maximum private 
profi ts.

But, the Journal’s edito-
rial, entitled “Who’s Afraid of 
Socialism?” (page A16) says, on 

the contrary, these reforms do, in 
fact, constitute socialism. The edi-
torial is also devoted to red-bait-
ing Democrats for allowing such 
dangerous ideas to fester in their 
ranks. These ideas would “put pri-
vate companies (like health insur-
ance fi rms) out of business,” cause 
the “remake of American electric 
power, transportation and manufac-
turing” and “the radical redesign of 
corporate governance.”

“Soviet fi ve-year plans were 
more modest,” the terrifi ed editors 
say.

Charging to the rescue, how-
ever, is the great white knight, 
Donald Trump, whose State of 
the Union address, promised that 
“America will never be a socialist 
country.” The speech, according to 
another column by Lance Morrow 
(page A17) “was a masterpiece.” 
Trump repeated elements of his 
anti-communist “masterpiece” last 
night at the unoffi cial kick-off of his 
re-election campaign in El Paso.

Previously rejected for cor-
ruption, demagogy, racism and 
debauchery, Trump “redefi ned him-
self in a more civilised light” in his 
message to Congress and “dramati-
cally advanced his chances for re-
election in 2020,” Morrow claims. 
The speech, he writes, showed 
Trump to be “a leader of a thought-
ful, broadly respectable patriotism” 
expressed in the true “American 
language,” which, he says, is 
“money – the shared idiom, the 
common denominator, the national 
theme and genius that overrides all 
others”. Immigrants to our country, 
he adds, “are drawn, fi rst of all, “by 
the promise of American money. 
Freedom and money are the keys to 
everything.”

So there you have it, straight 
from the horse’s mouth, from a 
defender of capitalism writing in 
the Wall Street Journal. The entire 
American language, the language 
of our novelists and essayists, our 
playwrights and poets, our orators 

and politicians, our academics, the 
leaders of our unions and mass 
movements all comes down to one 
word  – money.

Morrow slanders the American 
people as he seeks to twist and 
squeeze our common language into 
the narrow mindset of Wall Street.

But at the same time, he con-
fi rms the biting criticism in the 
Communist Manifesto that capital-
ism destroys all human bonds leav-
ing “no other bond between man 
(and woman) and man (and woman) 
than naked self-interest, than cal-
lous ‘cash payment’.” No wonder 
Americans in growing numbers 
reject such nonsense. They insist 
that life must be more than money 
grubbing. They search for a better 
life than one confi ned to the drive 
for maximum private corporate 
profi ts. What they are searching for 
is socialism.
People’s World 
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John Bachtell

Trump’s State of the Union address aimed 
to unite a right-wing base and drive a 
wedge between Democratic moderates and 
progressives and the entire anti-extreme 
right-wing alliance, just as the 2020 presi-
dential campaign gets underway.

Trump spoke before a dramatically 
changed political landscape marked by a new 
Democratic House majority and after a humil-
iating government shutdown. A majority of 
voters reject his right-wing policies and appeals 
to hate and fear, including his call to build the 
border wall. His popularity is at its lowest 
level, and his administration is hounded by 
corruption and questions of its very legitimacy.

A record number of women, people of 
colour, labour and grassroots activists who 
emerged from the opposition to the extreme-
right agenda were elected to Congress and state 
legislatures, helping transform these bodies.

Peril to unity
Trump’s conjured up a country under siege 

from domestic and foreign threats. The south-
ern border is overwhelmed by criminals, rap-
ists, and drug cartels. They pose a dire threat to 
national security and safety and will take jobs 
from American workers, drive down wages, 
and force communities to bear extra costs to 
education, health care, and other services.

The border wall is a matter of security, 
morality, and patriotism, according to this 
argument.

His demagogic and fear mongering 
remarks were laced with anti-communism and 
anti-socialism. This served two purposes. First, 
to paint all Democrats as dangerous radicals 
and socialists, who pose a domestic threat to 
American values and then to drive that wedge 
in the anti-extreme right electoral alliance.

Democratic Senator Richard Durbin was 
clear on the intended purpose. “Every authori-
tarian regime of the last century has prefaced 
their grab for power by saying you’ve got to 
stop the left. Sometimes they call it socialist, 
sometimes they call it communist,” he said.

One important dynamic driving the anti-
extreme-right electoral alliance is shift-
ing attitudes toward socialism. A majority of 
Democratic voters, particularly youth, have 
a positive attitude toward socialism, as they 
understand it.

The old anti-communist scare no longer 
has the same impact, especially for generations 
born after the Cold War. But Trump and the 
extreme-right evidently think they do.

This is why Trump has been attacking Ilhan 
Omar and Rashida Tlaib, the two newly elected 
female Muslim representatives, and Alexandria 
Ocasio-Cortez, the young Latina representa-
tive from New York. He combines his hatred 

of women, minorities, the Muslim faith and his 
anti-communism and anti-socialism in attacks 
on those three. They are described as insidi-
ous subverters introducing socialist ideas into 
the Democratic Party. They make even better 
punching bags for him than does Nancy Pelosi.

Trump linked Democrats and social-
ism with Venezuela, characterising the anti-
monopoly, pro-people social programs as a 
system unable to provide food and medicine to 
its people. When he declared, “We will never 
allow socialism here,” the hall erupted with 
applause including from several announced 
Democratic candidates.

The roots of this crisis lie in US sanctions, 
sabotage by Venezuelan capitalists and an 
economy that relies primarily on oil revenues, 
a legacy of colonialism. Plunging global oil 
prices precipitated this crisis.

Trump’s platitudes about democracy cover 
up an alliance of his administration with the 
extreme right and fascist pro-business elements 
in Venezuela, Columbia, and Brazil to carry 
out a coup in Venezuela. War criminals John 
Bolton and Elliot Abrams, along with Mike 
Pompeo, Mike Pence, and Marco Rubio are 
driving Trump’s Venezuela policy.

Some sections of the Democratic Party 
leadership, elected officials and their for-
eign policy advisors seem to have developed 
a case of amnesia when it comes to foreign 

interference in the 2016 elections. They sup-
port the coup policy and are objectively aligned 
with Trump, the extreme right, and fascists on 
this issue. They include Durbin, Speaker Nancy 
Pelosi, and former Vice President Joe Biden.

The old Cold War foreign policy that 
was based on the idea that anti-communism 
was more important than the national sover-
eignty of other countries continues to infl uence 
Democrat elected offi cials who take progres-
sive positions on many domestic issues. This 
foreign policy gave the US the right to inter-
vene in any country anytime. It has cost the 
American people hundreds of thousands of 
lives and trillions in military spending, includ-
ing the Korean and Vietnam wars. It has 
produced suffering and stood in the way of 
national independence across the globe from 
South Africa to Chile, from Central America 
to Indonesia.

This foreign policy approach is an Achilles 
heel of the Democratic Party. It poses a threat 
to the unity of the broad alliance that has been 
built to counter the extreme-right. This alliance 
is composed of multiple class and democratic 
forces and a wide range of political currents.

Venezuelan Coup 
and geopolitics

The Venezuelan coup is unfolding in a 
broader geopolitical context. The aim of the 
neo-cons, capitalist-dominated foreign policy 
establishment, and corporate media is to reas-
sert the complete dominance of US corpo-
rate might in the hemisphere. The aim is to 
eliminate any gains by progressive forces in 
the region that would interfere with profi ts: to 
undermine economic competition by perceived 
rivals including capitalist Russia and socialist-
oriented China.

They seek to completely wipe out any chal-
lenge to US fi nance capital in the hemisphere 
by eliminating all alternative paths of develop-
ment, including socialist oriented-models by 
Cuba and Venezuela, and any alternative fi nan-
cial institutions not under their domination.

The same corporate and extreme-right 
forces that the American people are up against 
at home are pushing for military intervention 
to carry out regime change in Venezuela, fol-
lowed by Cuba and Nicaragua. The neo-cons 
are for achieving this with unrestrained mili-
tary force if necessary.

If a coup succeeds, it could precipitate a 
civil war, an invasion by Colombia, Brazil 
or the US, vast destruction and death and a 
humanitarian crisis.

Trump’s pro-corporate, extreme-right, war-
mongering foreign policy is also unfolding on 
other fronts, including regime change in Iran 
in alliance with the feudal monarchy in Saudi 
Arabia and the extreme-right government in 
Israel. If not stopped, the world could face two 
signifi cant crises.

US abrogation of the Intermediate-Range 
Nuclear Forces (INF) treaty with Russia in 
addition to the US$2 trillion nuclear modern-
isation, will spark a new nuclear arms race 
with Russia and China. The global rivalry 
with both countries calls for unchallenged 
military domination while also building a 
global alliance against China to undermine its 
socialist project.

These issues pose fundamental challenges 
for the broad anti-extreme right and democratic 
alliance where the broadest unity is needed to 
defeat Trump and the extreme right Republican 
Party in 2020.

An overarching people’s agenda is emerg-
ing which includes the Green New Deal, 
Medicare for All, broad reforms to voting 
rights and electoral laws, criminal justice 
reform, taxing the rich and wealth redistribu-
tion, and immigration reform.

What’s needed is a people’s foreign policy, 
one that recognises rapidly changing global 
dynamics, including the growth of social-
ist-oriented economies and alternative paths 
of development. The American people need 
a foreign policy rejecting the old Cold War 
and anti-communist policies while promoting 
diplomacy and peaceful relations.

This means calling for a reduction in mili-
tary spending, closing down foreign military 
bases, dissolving military alliances including 
NATO, and conversion to a peace economy.

We need a people’s foreign policy which 
respects national sovereignty and non-inter-
ference in the internal affairs of other coun-
tries – a policy built on cooperation between 
countries regardless of their social system 
to tackle the urgent issues facing humanity 
including the climate crisis, poverty, migra-
tion, and inequality.

The time for this discussion is long past 
due.
People’s World 
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Progressive politics is 
possible only if it rejects 
anti-communism
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Detention claims 
another victim

On January 25, a 33 year-old 
refugee from Sierra Leone hung 
himself in Villawood Detention 
Centre. He was found in his room 
around 4:30 pm.

It is understood that Musa (not 
his real name) had been held in the 
detention centre around three years, 

and had previously been diagnosed 
with psychiatric problems.

Tragically, Musa was actually on 
“suicide watch” inside the Mitchell 
compound of Villawood detention 
centre, having been discharged from 
Liverpool Hospital only two days 
ago.

This was a completely shock-
ing and unnecessary death; the 
responsibility for which lies with 
the Minister. It was the Minister for 
Immigration and Home Affairs who 
was keeping him in detention. The 
responsibility for his death lies with 
the Minister.

Musa should never have been 
in detention in the fi rst place. His 
severe mental health problems have 
been known for years, yet he was 
kept in detention with no hope of 
getting well.

The refugee’s death came as a 
national hunger strike protest pushed 

the issue of long-term detention, and 
the injustices associated with Section 
501 of the Migration Act and the 
Ministerial powers that allow non-
citizens to be denied normal appeal 
and to held essentially in indefi nite 
detention at the discretion of the 
Minister.

The Minister needs to urgently 
act to release all the at-risk detain-
ees as the fi rst step in closing all the 
detention centres completely. We 
need more than the usual coronial 
inquest inquiry that can take years 
before there is any fi nding.

There are hundreds of people 
at-risk inside the mainland deten-
tion centres. We need an independ-
ent inquiry to fi nd out why he was 
in detention, instead of getting the 
mental health care he needed in the 
community.

Ian Rintoul
Refugee Action Coalition

Questions about 
cotton and H2O
Why is any water going to irri-
gate cotton? Why is the priority 
to maintain as much cotton as 
possible, rather than keep fi sh 
breeding stock alive in a horrifi c 
drought? Under the Murray-
Darling Basin Plan each state had 
to show water savings. Why did 
NSW, at the behest of the cotton 
industry lobby, decide to make 
its savings by trying to reduce 
evaporation at Menindee Lakes? 
Because, the alternative to saving 
water from evaporation was to 
reduce the amount of water going 
to cotton along the tributaries of 
the Darling.

This has resulted in the lakes 
being emptied with nothing coming 
down the river.

Why isn’t the priority to keep the 

fi sh breeding stocks alive rather than 
growing the next cotton crop? Then 
there’s the evidence of lower Darling 
(non-cotton) farmers about what the 
lack of fl ow has done to their live-
lihoods, their families. And then 
there was the several million dead 
fi sh which, as one commentator put 
it, fl oated to the surface like an Old 
Testament plague.

Why have those who are 
supposed to be responsible for 
Australia’s vulnerable waterways 
turned a blind eye to the theft of 
water by water-guzzling cotton?

Jo Dunleavy
Wodonga

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

email:  tpearson@cpa.org.au

Tommy McKearney

The British ruling class is divided over the 
Brexit issue. That much is clear. Not so 
obvious, though, is the underlying cause 
of this split.

Among the jingoistic fringe there is a han-
kering after the glory days of empire. Reared to 
believe that the sun was never supposed to set 
on Britannia, they have diffi culties in coming 
to terms with former colonies, such as China, 
acquiring global status.

Nevertheless there is more to the internal 
class feuding than nostalgia for an era that all 
but the deluded few know will never return. 
Some, of course, wish to remain in the EU, but 
a different and more threatening cohort view 
Brexit as an opportunity to restore Britain to a 
position of prominence in the US-led imperial-
ist world order.

In time the reality will become clearer, but 
for now this can be understood as a struggle 
between contending elements within Britain’s 
capitalist elite. This phenomenon, however, is 
not confi ned to Britain but is something that 
affects capitalism all round the globe. To a 
large extent, the confl ict has come to a head as 
a result of the economic crash of 2008, which 
was essentially a crisis in the fi nancial sector 
of capital.

The neo-liberal policies advocated by 
Hayek and Friedman and launched on a 
global scale during the Regan and Thatcher 
era removed most of the restrictions forced 
upon capital in the aftermath of the Great 
Depression and the Second World War. Free 
from all restraint, and encouraged by a delib-
erately cultivated narrative that greed is good, 
capital sought and found quick and easy profi t 
in the fi nancial services sector.

In the absence of strict state supervision, 
it was inevitable that rules were bent and pru-
dence abandoned as new and risky fi nancial 
instruments were created. In time this led to the 
sub-prime collapse in the United States, pre-
cipitating the global fi nancial crash in which 
Lehman Brothers in America and Northern 
Rock in Britain fell into bankruptcy.

Of more fundamental significance was 
the fact that while much of capital focused on 
the services sector in general and the fi nan-
cial sector in particular, manufacturing was 
allowed to decline in many advanced indus-
trialised countries. For a time the neo-liberal 
ideology of “small government” facilitated out-
sourcing and offshoring to cheaper centres of 
production.

At fi rst the super-rich welcomed the proc-
ess. They were not only garnering gigantic 
profi ts but were simultaneously witnessing the 
weakening of locally based organised labour. 
In time, though, a section of the ruling class in 
the United States and Britain began to realise 
that, over time, fi nance always follows produc-
tion and resources, whether human or mineral. 
Moreover, they understood that, ultimately, 

power is dependent on control of a strong 
industrial and manufacturing base, with guar-
anteed access to raw materials.

In the long run, intellectual property rights 
can be acquired or duplicated, but the skill 
base necessary for the large-scale production 
of high-tech equipment requires a large and 
highly trained work force.

This realisation has caused powerful ele-
ments within the American ruling class to 
advocate and implement the country’s current 
foreign trade policy. Whether Donald Trump 
is the mastermind of this strategy or is only a 
cats paw for others is immaterial, as he uses his 
offi ce and the power of the state in an attempt 
to revitalise and restore manufacturing in the 
United States. The objective may appear to be 
dictated by populism, but it has the parallel 
logic of maintaining and reinforcing America’s 
global economic superiority and capacity, vital 
elements on which military capacity is built.

Paranoia about the rise of China is there-
fore about more than anger at it for encourag-
ing unfair trading policies. Their real fear is 
that China is developing an economy capable 
of competing with and eventually outperform-
ing the United States and its allies.

It is no coincidence, for example, that 
Meng Wanzhou, the Chinese woman detained 
by the Canadian authorities at the behest of the 
United States, is Huawei’s chief fi nance offi cer. 
Meng’s company is the largest and most pow-
erful high-tech business in China and is fast 
outpacing all others in the United States and 
Europe in the telecommunications arena.

Such a situation would pose a direct chal-
lenge to America’s expressed determination to 

remain as the pre-eminent world superpower, 
with the ability to enforce “full-spectrum 
dominance.” In a world in which sophisti-
cated technology is now the dominant mode 
of production, the control of this is considered 
imperative by imperialism. Losing this contest 
would be to concede advantage to others; and 
imperialism never gives ground willingly to 
a potential rival, even at the risk of military 
confl ict.

In ways there are uncomfortable echoes 
now with the decades before the First World 
War, when Germany’s economy began to 
rival, and in some industries to outgrow, that 
of Britain.

Nor is the threat of war something that is 
taken lightly or overlooked by the superpow-
ers. A recent article in the Financial Times 
referred to the risks arising from the emer-
gence of an alternative centre of power as the 
“Thucydides trap.” In this article the writer 
mentions that fi ve years ago the president of 
China, Xi Jinping, had identifi ed this danger. 
He used the same historical analogy when 
urging a visiting delegation to tell the world 
that everybody had to work to avoid such a cat-
astrophic scenario.

This is the dangerous global backdrop 
against which several of the leading Brexiteers 
in Britain are operating. Though the immediate 
fault line dividing the ruling class is between 
those benefi ting from fi nancial services and 
the wider manufacturing sector, this is not 
the whole picture. The dispute is not merely 
about profi t and loss in the short to medium 
term. There are those who are determined to 
maintain the existing world order and at the 

same time to arrest Britain’s declining infl u-
ence within it.

To do so they are intent on establishing a 
high-tech manufacturing base, and are willing 
to have this happen at the expense of the City 
of London. If Brexit occurs according to their 
design and under Conservative Party govern-
ance, Britain will remain a largely low-wage 
country but with a diminishing social wage and 
a constantly receding welfare safety net – in 
other words, not greatly different from Britain 
within the EU.

Clearly a left-leaning Corbyn-led gov-
ernment would create a very different set 
of circumstances and conditions; but pow-
erful forces, both within and without the 
Labour Party, are working to prevent such an 
outcome.

Where Ireland may fall in this scenario is 
diffi cult to tell. It is important, nevertheless, to 
attempt to understand the dynamics underly-
ing this situation. What we can say is that there 
is not a simple binary choice between Tory 
Britain and the EU. Both are wedded to the 
enforcement of neo-liberal economic policies, 
and both are committed to aggressive military 
expansionism. This will not change whether we 
have a “hard” or “soft” border within Ireland.

What is needed is a different and humane 
socialist world order. Our contribution, as a 
small country, to this sought-after develop-
ment must be to create a sovereign workers’ 
republic – a republic free from British, EU and 
US imperialism and supportive of progressive 
humanity wherever it struggles for the good 
of all.
Socialist Voice 

Brexit and the divisions 
within the British ruling class
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In his new book AngloArabia: 
Why Gulf Wealth Matters to 
Britain, Dr David Wearing 
observes: “British power has 
been an important factor (among 
others) in the promotion and 
preservation of monarchical rule” 
in the Arabian Gulf. It is worth 
taking time to explore the British 
government’s wider relationship 
with the so-called “sleepy sultan-
ate” in more detail.

Since signing an “assistance” 
treaty with Oman in 1798 – its fi rst 
in the region – Britain has played the 
role of imperial overseer to the coun-
try. British historian Mark Curtis 
notes the “extremely repressive” 
regime of Sultan Said bin Taimur 
from 1932-70 “was in effect run by 
the British.”

Britons served as commanders of 
the armed forces, ministers for fi nan-
cial affairs, foreign affairs and petro-
leum affairs, as well as the director 
of intelligence, Curtis notes in his 
2003 book Web of Deceit: Britain’s 
Real Role in the World.

However, with the country in 
the midst of civil war, by 1970 the 
Sultan had come to be seen as an 
unreliable and weak leader by the 
British, who helped to overthrow 
him in a palace coup.

For his troubles he was set-
tled in the Dorchester Hotel back 
in London, where he died two years 
later. His own son, the modernis-
ing Qaboos bin Said Al Said, was 
installed in his place, and 49 years 
later he still rules Oman, making him 
the longest-serving ruler in the Arab 
world.

As this longevity suggests, Oman 
is an absolute monarchy, in which 
“nearly all power remains with the 
monarch,” according to University of 
Exeter’s Dr Marc Valeri, an expert 
on Oman.

Qaboos “concurrently holds 
the positions of prime minister, 
commander in chief of the armed 
forces, chairman of the central bank, 
and minister of defence, foreign 
affairs, and fi nance,” Valeri notes 
in a 2015 Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace report.

Political parties are banned and 
press freedom is severely curtailed.

With Qaboos presenting Oman 
as an oasis of stability in a volatile 

region, one intellectual provided 
important context when interviewed 
by Valeri in 2012: “Omanis were not 
silent by choice ... rather they were 
silenced by the regime. The Omani 
population was very quiet because 
of repression and fear: ‘Don’t talk 
about politics: you will be taken 
behind the sun’!”

As this quote intimates, the rela-
tionship between ruler and ruled has 
started to shift in recent years, with 
more Omanis publicly criticising 
their government.

In 2010 an online petition was 
submitted to Qaboos pushing for 
“widespread reforms, such as a new 
constitution that would lead to a par-
liamentary monarchy,” Valeri writes.

Inspired by the Arab Spring 
protests rocking the rest of the 
Arab world, in early 2011 (largely 
peaceful) demonstrations occurred 
in several cities in Oman. Though 
the protesters’ key demands cen-
tred on improved job opportuni-
ties, increased wages and an end to 
rampant corruption, there were also 
calls for political reform, including 
giving more power to the elected 
Consultative Council, increased 
independence for the judiciary and a 
free and open media.

Smaller in size than in many 
other Arab nations, the demonstra-
tions in Oman nevertheless forced 
significant, though limited, con-
cessions from the regime, such as 
an increase in the minimum wage, 
the creation of 50,000 jobs, the 
firing of several ministers and a 
small increase in the powers of the 
Consultative Council.

However, along with the carrot, 
Qaboos also made good use of the 
stick, with Valeri noting: “Several 
hundred protesters, journalists, and 
human rights activists were arrested 
all over the country.”

The British government, so keen 
to highlight human rights abuses car-
ried out by governments in “enemy” 
states such as Libya and Syria, has, 
as far as I can tell, been completely 
silent about the protests and govern-
ment crackdown in Oman.

How do I know? After a fruit-
less search of its website, I asked the 
Foreign Offi ce and Commonwealth 
(FCO) press office to confirm 
whether the British government has 
made any public statements since 
2010 about human rights in Oman.

It has been unable to point to 
any such statement, claiming there 
are too many statements to search 
through to know.

This silence is unsurprising, 
when one considers Britain’s deep 
geostrategic and economic inter-
ests in maintaining the status quo in 
Oman: along with Iran, Oman is situ-
ated beside “the world’s most impor-
tant chokepoint for oil, the Strait of 
Hormuz, which is the conduit for 
about 40 percent of the crude [oil] 
traded internationally,” Bloomberg 
recently reported.

Britain has recently announced 
the opening of two new military 
bases in Oman – the Duqm Port 
complex and a “joint training base,” 
the latter announced by Defence 
Secretary Gavin Williamson in 
November.

With the latter able to accommo-
date submarines and Britain’s new 
aircraft carriers, the bases are part of 
a broader military engagement with 
the Gulf, allowing Britain to more 
effectively project military power in 
the resource-rich region.

For example, during the 2001 
US and British-led invasion of 
Afghanistan, Oman “provided cru-
cial logistics and base facilities for 
British forces,” Curtis explains.

We have the US whistleblower 
Edward Snowden to thank for 
revealing another reason for Britain’s 
enduring interest in Oman – fi les he 
leaked in 2013 show Britain has a 
secret network of three spy bases in 

Oman which tap into the undersea 
fi beroptic cables passing through the 
Strait of Hormuz.

These intelligence facilities 
“intercept and process vast quantities 
of emails, telephone calls and web 
traffi c,” information which is “then 
shared with the National Security 
Agency in the United States,” Curtis 
explained in a 2016 article for the 
Huffi ngton Post.

There is concern amongst the 
Omani population about their gov-
ernment’s close relationship to 
Britain and the US. Valeri refers 
to “online writers and protesters 
who openly criticised the ruler’s 
practices” such as “his proximity 
to British and US interests” being 
“quickly arrested and condemned to 
jail” after the 2011 protests.

Indeed, Britain is directly 
involved in the repression of domes-
tic opposition in Oman.

“British police officers have 
trained members of Oman’s Special 
Forces, police and military in ‘public 
order’ tactics since 2014 as part of a 
controversial US$1.2 million secu-
rity and justice project,” the Middle 
East Eye reported in 2017.

It turns out the Police Service of 
Northern Ireland has been instruct-
ing the Omani authorities in “how 
to deal with strikes and stifl e pro-
tests under a Foreign Offi ce-funded 
project.”

Having fl ed Oman in 2013 after 
being repeatedly arrested, Omani 
human rights campaigner Khalfan 

al-Badwawi told the Middle East 
Eye: “Britain’s military relationship 
with Oman” is “a major obstacle to 
human rights campaigners in Oman 
because of the military and intel-
ligence support from London that 
props up the Sultan’s dictatorship.”

Nabhan Alhanshi, who fled 
Oman in 2012 and is now the direc-
tor of an organisation looking at 
human rights in his home country, 
concurs.

“We in the Omani Centre for 
Human Rights believe that the 
British negligence of the human 
rights situations in Oman encourages 
the Omani government to commit 
more violations,” he told me.

With the mainstream media 
unwilling to report on this issue, 
the left in Britain has a key role to 
play in highlighting Britain’s forgot-
ten friendship with the autocracy in 
Oman.

Like the anti-war movement did 
in Iraq and Afghanistan, progressives 
need to make concrete links with 
pro-democracy activists and organi-
zations in Oman and the rest of the 
Gulf monarchies.

With the British government’s 
support for Qaboos’s dictatorial rule 
as strong as ever, this population-
to-population solidarity is one way 
Britons can help to build the more 
democratic, free and equal Oman 
that many Omanis have been work-
ing towards for so long.
Morning Star 

What’s British imperialism 
up to in Oman?

Queen Elizabeth II presents Qaboos bin Said Al Said with a book at his Palace in 2010.
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Lucas Koerner

There’s been a lot misinformation in the 
international media about whether what is 
happening in Venezuela is a brazen US-led 
power grab or a constitutional trans-
fer of power aided by the international 
community.

On January 23, National Assembly 
President Juan Guaido, who was virtually 
unknown in Venezuela before being selected 
for the legislative post on January 5, swore 
himself in as “interim president” of the South 
American country and was immediately recog-
nised by Washington and its allies.

Guaido claims that his new self-ascribed 
job title is fully in keeping with Article 233 of 
Venezuela’s 1999 constitution. But is this the 
case?

An open and shut case
Article 233 of the Constitution of the 

Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela specifi es 
that an “absolute vacuum of power” occurs 
in the following circumstances: the presi-
dent’s death, resignation, impeachment by the 
Supreme Court, “permanent physical or mental 
incapacity” certifi ed by a medical expert desig-
nated by the Supreme Court and approved by 
the National Assembly, “abandonment of post” 
declared by the National Assembly, or recall by 
popular referendum.

Guaido’s claim to the presidency rests on 
the second to last of these conditions, namely 
the argument that Nicolas Maduro has failed to 
fulfi l his constitutional responsibilities, thereby 
abandoning his post. Article 236 outlines in 
detail the duties of the president, which include 
everything from conducting international rela-
tions and leading the armed forces to granting 
pardons and convoking referenda.

The opposition may not like Maduro for 
a variety of reasons, but a cursory glance at 
the head of state’s Twitter feed will reveal that 
he has hardly abandoned his presidential func-
tions. That is, he has not holed himself up in 
Mirafl ores presidential palace playing Call of 
Duty in lieu of showing up for work.

Now even if Maduro were to develop a 
debilitating video game addiction, this would 
not necessarily mean that his powers would 
pass to the president of the National Assembly.

Article 233 clearly specifi es that in the 
event of an “absolute power vacuum” of any 
of the types mentioned above occurring within 
the fi rst four years of his or her six-year man-
date, the president shall be succeeded by the 
vice president. This is what happened after 
President Hugo Chávez’s death on March 
5, 2013, when Nicolas Maduro took over as 
acting president and new elections were called 
within 30 days. If the above scenario occurs in 
the last two years of the elected term, the vice 
president is sworn in and fi nishes the mandate. 
Only in the case of a power vacuum occurring 
between presidential elections and the presi-
dent-elect’s inauguration will the president of 
the National Assembly temporarily take offi ce.

Therefore, even if we accept the opposi-
tion’s rather dubious claim that recently sworn-
in Maduro has abandoned his post, it would be 
Vice President Delcy Rodriguez, not Guaido, 
who would take offi ce.

In the interest of fairness, let’s concede 
for a moment that Juan Guaido is the legiti-
mate “interim president” of Venezuela. Why 

then has he yet to call new presidential elec-
tions within 30 days as explicitly specifi ed by 
Article 233?

Not only has Guaido failed to call new 
elections, but his National Assembly approved 
a law on February 5, titled “Democratic 
Transition Statute,” which allows the un-
elected politician to remain in power for a 
“maximum period of twelve (12) months” in 
the case of the “technical impossibility” of 
holding them sooner.

Article 233 makes absolutely no mention 
of “technical conditions,” as an excuse for 
delaying elections, and the Venezuelan opposi-
tion certainly had no “technical” issues imped-
ing them from holding their illegal July 14, 
2017 plebiscite amid a violent anti-government 
insurrection.

The only conclusion is that Guaido is 
playing it fast and loose with the Bolivarian 
Constitution to justify a dictatorship.

Was Maduro 
legitimately elected?

Constitutional exegesis aside, the crux 
of the opposition’s argument is that Nicolas 
Maduro’s May 20, 2018 re-election was mired 
in “fraud” and hence his swearing-in “illegiti-
mate,” creating a power vacuum.

This contention has been taken up by the 
mainstream media as an article of faith and 
repeated ad nauseam.

For corporate journalists, it doesn’t appear 
to matter that Maduro was re-elected with 6.2 
million votes, amounting to around 31 percent 
of eligible voters, which, as Joe Emersberger 
notes, is average among US presidents. For 
instance, Barack Obama received 31 percent 
in 2008 and 28 percent in 2012, while Trump 
was elected with just 26 percent in 2016, fail-
ing to win the popular vote.

Nor does the Western pundit class seem to 
care that Maduro won with exactly the same 
electoral system with which the opposition 
scored its landslide parliamentary victory in 
2015, from which Juan Guaido purports to 
derive his legitimacy.

Indeed, the fact that Maduro was re-elected 
cleanly, as verifi ed by reports from four dif-
ferent in independent international monitor-
ing missions, is non-consequential, given that 
Washington preemptively refused to recognise 
the results of the election more than 90 days 
ahead of time in support of the main opposition 
parties’ boycott.

But the US did not stop there. The Trump 
administration went as far as to threaten to 
sanction opposition candidate Henri Falcon 
for daring to defy the boycott, while the major 
anti-government parties sabotaged his candi-
dacy by actively urging abstention and falsely 
suggesting that the former governor was in 
league with Maduro. Somehow this egregious 
interference in another sovereign country’s 
electoral process was completely ignored by 
a Western media lobotomised by Russia-gate 
hysteria.

All this is quite ironic in light of the fact 
that the right-wing opposition took to the 
streets in deadly protests in 2017 demanding 
early presidential elections with full backing 
from Washington.

However, after elections were brought 
forward to April 2018 in the context of inter-
nationally-mediated negotiations in the 

Dominican Republic, the opposition turned 
around and reportedly rejected a preliminary 
agreement reached with the government, aban-
doning further talks. A subsequent deal to push 
elections back to May 20 brought a faction 
of the opposition led by Falcon on board, to 
the fury of hard-line parties close to Florida 
Senator Marco Rubio, who issued repeated 
calls for a military coup alongside other top 
US offi cials.

There is little doubt that had the opposition 
united behind Falcon, he would have stood a 
very good chance of beating Maduro, whose 
popularity has plummeted amid the severe eco-
nomic crisis that has gripped the country for 
four years. Why then did the US and its local 
clients opt for a boycott?

Radical regime change
On April 11, 2002, the Venezuelan opposi-

tion with the support of sections of the military 
staged a coup ousting democratically elected 
President Hugo Chávez. Venezuelan Chamber 
of Commerce President Pedro Carmona swore 
himself in as “interim president” and proceeded 
to dissolve the National Assembly, the new 
constitution and the courts. Carmona was rec-
ognised by the Bush administration and Spain’s 
Aznar government, while the New York Times
glowingly endorsed him as a “respected busi-
ness leader.” In fact, it was unrepentant war 
criminal Elliott Abrams, recently resurrected 
as Trump’s “special envoy to Venezuela,” 
who gave the green light to the coup plotters. 
Meanwhile, the International Monetary Fund, 
from whom Guaido is considering soliciting 
fi nancing, rushed to offer loans to the new coup 
regime.

Between 50 and 60 anti-coup protest-
ers were gunned down in the streets by the 
infamous Metropolitan Police during the 
Venezuelan opposition’s short-lived coup 
regime. The Cuban embassy was besieged, 
while future opposition presidential candidate 

Henrique Capriles alongside Guaido’s politi-
cal mentor, former Chacao Mayor Leopoldo 
Lopez, carried out what they euphemistically 
called a “citizen’s arrest,” in fact a kidnapping, 
of President Chávez’s interior minister, Ramón 
Rodriguez Chacin.

Contrary to mainstream media depictions, 
the Carmona regime is the only dictatorship 
Venezuela has had over the last two decades. 
Moreover, any parallels between 2002 and 
today are hardly coincidental. Like in 2002, the 
current US-backed coup seeks to completely 
dismantle Venezuela’s Bolivarian institutional 
framework of expanded political, social, and 
economic rights, but this time in the name of 
the constitution they previously dissolved.

There is no clearer evidence than Guaido’s 
publicly disclosed plans to introduce major 
privatisations in Venezuela’s oil sector, 
whose nationalisation formed the bedrock 
of the Bolivarian anti-imperialist project. 
Nevertheless, as we saw in 2002, the opposi-
tion will not stop there, for it is driven by the 
single-minded desire to eliminate Chávismo 
as a mass political force and thus restore the 
“exceptional” pre-Chávez liberal democracy 
that only ever existed in the imagination of the 
upper middle class white elite. The recent burn-
ing alive of a man perceived to be Chavista in 
Merida, like the lynchings we saw during the 
2017 opposition protests, is just one manifesta-
tion of this virulent anti-poor hatred.

In short, the international left has a duty 
to halt the US-backed coup underway in 
Venezuela. Only through sustained, popu-
lar opposition to US imperialism can we 
avoid a return to the dark age of Washington-
sponsored dictatorships and dirty wars which 
men like Elliott Abrams enthusiastically pro-
moted across the hemisphere in the 1970s and 
’80s. The fate of democracy in Venezuela, and 
worldwide, hangs in the balance.
Venezuelanalysis.com 
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