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As the Australian Council of Trade Unions 
launches its wages campaign in the lead 
up to the May federal election, the scare 
campaign around workers’ wages that is 
being run in the mass media on behalf of 
employers, fl ies in the face even of calls for 
the need for wages to increase by the likes 
of the Reserve Bank governor.

The inverted and illogical nature of the 
parasitic capitalist system has seen employ-
ers push to drive down living standards while 
wage growth has fallen to record lows, penalty 
rates have been slashed along with the constant 
opposition by employers to an increase to the 
basic wage, which sits at around $18 an hour.

In terms of plain common sense, political 
economy-101 tells us that the more disposable 
income the working people have – the great 
overwhelming majority – the more they will 
consume beyond paying for basic needs, con-
sumption that lifts the economy.

The scare campaign is reflected in the 
headlines: “Industry alarm for Shorten’s living 
wage”, “Leaders warn over Labor’s wage 
plan”, “Labor, ACTU hose down wage fears”

In that context, it is positive that as the 
“recession” word looms over the economy like 
a threatening cloud, the umbrella union body, 
the ACTU, has re-stated its call for a living 
wage in Australia, noting that Australia was 
the fi rst country in the world to win a living 
wage for working people – a recognition of the 
basic principle that nobody should work full-
time and live in poverty. This is the basis of 
the fair go.

The current minimum wage of $37,398 
per year is not a living wage. In its last deter-
mination the Fair Work Commission admitted 
that it leaves many people working full-time 
in poverty.

Australia needs a pay rise, states the 
ACTU, noting that the problem of low wage 
growth has been repeatedly called out by 
Reserve Bank governor Philip Lowe. Last 
week’s national accounts fi gures, which show 
lower household spending, is simply further 
confi rmation that a lack of pay rises is holding 
the economy back.

Wage increases for the lowest-paid work-
ers stimulate demand and can get our economy 
moving again. When people on low incomes 
get pay rises they spend them in their local 
communities.

This means more money circulating for 
small and medium businesses as demand is 
stronger.

“We have been saying for a long time that 
our current minimum wage – just over $37,000 
a year – is too low and needs to be raised to 
a living wage,” said ACTU secretary Sally 
McManus. “A living wage means that nobody 
should work full-time and live in poverty. If 
we do not introduce a living wage we will end 
up like America where teachers and even pilots 
have to work two jobs just to survive.”

Background to 
poverty wage

The Hawke Labor government, elected in 
1983, commenced the process of dismantling 
the central award system, a process contin-
ued by the Howard government’s Workplace 
Relations Act which limited the scope of 
awards to 20 “allowable matters”.

“Simplifi ed” (i.e. gutted) awards remain a 
policy objective of Australian governments to 
this day. The Hawke government introduced 
“enterprise agreements” which broke down 
the dominance of awards as the basic indus-
trial instrument.

The fl ow-on effect of this movement away 
from all-encompassing industry agreements 
was the introduction of individual contracts, 
AWAs, and an attempt to enshrine this form 
of individual contract as the primary means of 
specifying wages and working conditions.

The Howard government’s reactionary 
WorkChoices legislation effectively did this 
and the Australian people through the union 
and community campaign for “Your Rights at 
Work” were successful in removing Howard 
from offi ce, largely because of that unpopular 
industrial legislation.

The Accord
One of the main features of the Hawke 

and Keating government was the advocacy of 
collaboration between the government, trade 
unions and the employers. This process which 
took the form of a Prices and Incomes Accord 
(the Accord) relied upon removing basic and 
irreconcilable differences between capital and 
labour. 

The process could not achieve this but suc-
ceeded in disarming the rank and fi le of the 

trade union movement who were withdrawn 
from struggle, particularly strike actions, while 
trade union leaderships assumed their place 
at the table negotiating on behalf of workers 
under the false illusion that there were common 
interests between labour and capital.

This destructive period of class collabora-
tion resulted in huge decreases in trade union 
membership density and the loss of wages and 
working conditions in many areas. The trade 
union movement has not recovered from this 
period.

The Your Rights at Work campaign proved 
to be a positive infl uence on unions and saw a 
re-engagement of trade union members in the 
huge campaign to get rid of the Howard gov-
ernment. The workers who participated were 
interested in getting rid of WorkChoices; the 
removal of the Howard government was seen 
as the way to get rid of ant-worker laws. The 
Howard government was defeated but not all 
the laws associated with WorkChoices were 
removed.
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Human civilisation is at a cross roads as future life on the planet 
is threatened. Humanity must reduce net emissions of greenhouse 
gases to ZERO by 2050 if we are to have a chance to limit global 
warming and to save the world for future generations.

The UN Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
warns that even l.5°C warming will have “brutal consequences” – 
but that if we keep warming to that level, at least this and coming 
generations will have “a fi ghting chance” for the future!

The world’s governments have pledged to the UN to cut emis-
sions, but the targets they have set for themselves would deliver a 
disastrous 3°C of global warming by 2100. These pledges are not 
enforceable, but worse, at current global rate of emissions we are 
on track to pass 4°C warming! 

This level of warming will trigger unprecedented ecological 
catastrophe – pushing us past possible “tipping points,” causing 
out of control runaway warming. Technically, says the IPCC, we 
can reduce emissions suffi ciently to keep global warming to l.5°C 
(it has already risen 1°C above pre-industrial levels), but to do 
this, HUMANITY MUST ACT NOW – at a speed & scale that 
is without “documented historic precedent” – if we are to avoid 
triggering a major extinction event! 

The IPCC’s urgent recommendations were presented to the UN 
climate summit in Poland at end of November 2018, attended by 
200 governments. Yet, this summit ignored the key question – how 
can governments step up their targets to keep emissions to 1.5°C.

The USA and Australia went so far as to join in a “celebra-
tion of coal” at the summit. The US swore to withdraw from any 
further climate agreements. The capitalist system cannot and will 
not prevent global ecological catastrophe. Its heedless drive for 
profi ts and growth regardless of social or environmental cost has 
created the crisis in the fi rst place.

Uncontrolled greenhouse gas emissions are just a symptom of 
the depth and extent of the crisis in which capitalism has placed 
humanity. The present global political-economic system is dragging 
us inevitably toward a global disaster, that includes:
• Impending environmental catastrophe – global warm-

ing; widespread habitat destruction, and a march to mass 
extinction;

• extreme economic inequality; and a global economic crisis that 
will affect the livelihood of billions;

• exacerbating all other environmental and economic crises 
are growing militarisation and re-emergence of fascism and 
developments refl ecting the drive towards war.

In a powerful speech given to the 2009 UN climate summit 
in Copenhagen, the President of Bolivia, Evo Morales (the only 
Indigenous government leader at the gathering) summed it up: “… 
two cultures are under discussion here: the culture of life and the 
culture of death; the culture of death, which is capitalism. We, the 
Indigenous peoples, say that it is living better, better at the cost 
of others,” Morales said.

“Mother Earth or Nature exist and will continue to exist without 
the human race, but human beings can’t live without planet Earth, 
therefore, it is our duty to defend the right of Mother Earth.

“We have profound differences with the Western model, and 
that is under discussion at this moment.

“…our obligation is to save all of humanity and not half of 
humanity.”

In another strong speech the then Venezuelan president Hugo 
Chávez noted: “If the climate were one of the biggest capitalist 
banks, the rich governments would have saved it.”

Chávez correctly laid the blame for climate change at the feet 
of capitalism. He went further than the immediate demands and 
principles of the Protocol and the UNFCCC that were being de-
bated. He addressed the nature of the capitalist system, the cause 
of the crisis. “Can a fi nite earth support an infi nite project? The 
thesis of capitalism, infi nite development, is a destructive pattern… 
we cannot continue like this.

“Capitalism is the road to hell, to the destruction of the world.” 
Then paraphrasing Simón Bolívar: “If the destructive nature of 
capitalism opposes us, let’s fi ght against it and make it obey us, 
let’s not wait idly by for the death of humanity.

“History calls on us to unite and fi ght.”
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NTEU protests 
casualisation
National tertiary Education Union (NTEU) members 
from the ACT Division protested at the Welcome 
Reception for the Universities Australia National 
Conference  highlighting the consequences of the 
mass casualisation of higher education. The confer-
ence was held at the National Convention Centre, 
Canberra. Vice-Chancellors from all over the coun-
try met up for the annual conference.

NTEU members contrasted the salaries of these Vice-
Chancellors, in many cases more than one million dol-
lars, with the earnings of casually employed university 
staff who earn, on average, below the Australian full-time 
minimum wage.

Protestors held signs outlining that more than 2 in 5 
university staff:
• have no paid sick leave
• have no paid annual leave
• don’t get paid on public holidays
• have no employer paid parental leave
• receive only the bare minimum in superannuation
• have no job security

These are the consequences of casualisation – work-
place rights that should be standard for Australian work-
ers have been eroded or removed.

The consequences of this can seem relatively minor 
– such as staff working with runny noses and battling the 
fl u – through to extremely serious. The NTEU protest 
heard of university staff who had been forced to return 
to work 9 days after giving birth, while NTEU National 
President Alison Barnes’ piece in The Australian this 
week relayed the story of someone returning to work 
despite battling cancer, and having a mastectomy only 
a week before.

While this protest focused on casualisation, we know 
that insecure work can also affect many fi xed-term staff 
in similar ways.

As union members, we need to ensure that our efforts 
to win fair wages and conditions extend to all university 
staff – not just those who are securely employed. NTEU 
ACT Division members are committed to standing up 
and expressing their solidarity with the most vulnerable 
and exploited workers in their sector. 
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From collective to 
individual 

The Howard government took 
this process of promoting and impos-
ing individual Australian Workplace 
Agreements (AWAs) to a new level 
by making this individual form of 
employment arrangement the very 
basis of their IR policy.

All governments since the 
Hawke class collaborationists have 
been part of the process of moving 
away from broader industry type 
arrangements for workers. The 
Howard government accelerated the 
process toward individualism fi rst 
with the Workplace Relations Act 
and then with WorkChoices, which 
in both cases further increased pen-
alties against trade union activity and 
introduced more diffi cult conditions 
for recruitment and contact with 
union membership.

Many forms of industrial action 
were for all intents and purposes 
banned. The Rudd Labor govern-
ment which followed Howard, fur-
ther dismantled awards by reducing 
them to 10 minimum standards and 
maintaining them purely as a safety 
net. The Gillard government con-
tinued with this policy through Fair 
Work Australia. 

Successive governments have 
been implacably opposed to any 
form of industrial action by trade 
unions and supported and encour-
aged the use of the penalty pro-
visions. The Rudd and Gillard 
governments continued this penali-
sation of industrial action through 
penalties for unprotected action and, 
in the construction industry main-
tained the Australia Building and 
Construction Commission (ABCC). 

The creation of specifi c forms of 
state organisation such as the ABCC 
was and is used to control and penal-
ise unions and in- dividual workers. 

The formation of a state-sponsored 
group with police powers to moni-
tor construction trade union activities 
and to spy on individual workers was 
implemented by Howard, remained 
essentially untouched by Rudd and 
Gillard.

Your Rights at Work 
Industrial relations was the main 

issue at the federal election of 2007, 
moving many thousands of people 
to alter their vote and shift towards 
removing Howard, the Coalition 
and their WorkChoices laws. The 
Australian people expected to see 
the removal of WorkChoices with 
the removal of Howard and with the 
ascension of a Labor government. 
Many were bitterly disappointed. 

The CPA calls for a concerted 
campaign from workplaces, trade 
unions and the community at large 
should to be built and expanded to 
ensure maximum pressure is put on 
any future Labor government fol-
lowing the election in May to imple-
ment IR laws in line with community 
expectations.

The  campa ign  aga ins t 
WorkChoices demonstrated the 
power of a united community cam-
paign. We need to learn from this 
campaign and apply it to the current 
circumstances to build union and 
working class power.

We hope you will join with us in 
this industrial relations debate and in 
the campaign to ensure Australian 
workers get the IR laws they deserve.

CPA campaigning 
demands

The CPA believes there is a need 
to continue to campaign around IR 
to eventually see industrial relations 
legislation enacted which provides 
working people with the best oppor-
tunity to take on the forces of corpo-
rate greed prevalent in society today.

Collective bargaining as an 

absolute right for all workers, to 
be negotiated between unions and 
employer organisations with rank 
and fi le involvement. Individual con-
tracts to be abolished and replaced by 
collectively bargained agreements;

Collective agreements to cover 
all workers in an industry. NO 
restrictions on pattern bargaining;

The right to strike to be incorpo-
rated in law;

Trade Unions to have right of 
entry to workplaces to represent 
workers and to organise the work-
force in appropriate forms;

Legislation banning second-
ary boycotts and strike action be 
repealed; 

The abolition of ”Greenfield‟ 
agreements;

Legislation targeting a spe-
cifi c union - such as the Australian 
Building and Construct ion 
Improvement Act, the legal frame-
work for the ABCC be repealed;

Labour shortages to be overcome 
by skills training of Australian work-
ers as the priority. The importation of 
guest workers be arranged through 
international cooperation and inter-
national agreements between trade 
unions and by agreement between 
Australia trade unions, employer 
organisations, and the federal gov-
ernment. Guest workers to be guar-
anteed established Australian rates of 
pay and conditions;

An Industrial  Relations 
Commission be retained with 
appointments to the Commission 
comprising an equal number of trade 
union and employer representatives;

The Commission to have powers 
of conciliation but not arbitration 
except by agreement. The reference 
of a dispute to the Commission to be 
a last resort;

The Conciliation Commission 
not to have power to make orders or 
impose penalties. 



Guardian March 13, 2019  3
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Aboriginal lore-men gathered at the 
source of the Murrumbidgee River in the 
Kosciuszko National Park on March 2-3 
to dance and conduct a healing ceremony. 
The ceremony followed another held at 
the mouth of the Murray River the week 
before. The traditional healing ceremony 
were led by Uncle Max Dulumunmun 
Harrison.

The healing ceremonies are being held 
to highlight the desecration of the Murray-
Darling Basin “which needs protection from 
feral animals, greed, corruption, mismanage-
ment and poor farming practices”, along with 
the impact of hard-hooved feral animals in the 
Kosciuszko National Park.

A group camp was set up at Cooinbul Hut 
on March 2. 

Meanwhile, the river communities of 
Menindee, Wilcannia, Dareton, Walgett, 
Bourke and Dubbo also had a day of action on 
March 3 to bring attention to the water crisis 
affecting the Murray/Darling/Barwon river 
system.

On a recent visit to Menindee and 
Wilcannia, NSW Aboriginal Land Council 
(NSWALC) chair Roy Ah-See said the two 
towns were severely affected by the water 
crisis. 

“But this is not an isolated issue,” he said. 
“It is far-reaching and is taking a sickening and 
crippling toll on river communities along the 
Murray Darling Barwon. Yes, we have seen 
graphic images of fi sh population deaths in 

extreme numbers. But as NSWALC has con-
tinuously stressed, while sad and distressing to 
see, this is not about marine life.

“This is about the wellbeing of a river 
system which is central to the spiritual beliefs 
of Australia’s First Nations people and, now, 
the chronic health ramifi cations people are 
being forced to tolerate due to no fault of their 
own.

“Clean water is a basic human right. Our 
people are being deprived of that and their 
health is in jeopardy. Enough is enough. It is 
time to fi x this problem once and for all.”

On another front aimed at protecting river 
systems, more than 100 Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander people occupied the foyer of 
Parliament House in Canberra recently calling 
for an end to destructive fossil fuel industries, 
and for better management of waterways.

As the protestors gathered at Parliament 
House, three peak Aboriginal organisations 
issued a united call for a full federal Royal 
Commission to uncover the truth about the 
declining health of rivers in the Murray-
Darling Basin.

They included the Murray Lower 
Darling Rivers Indigenous Nations, Northern 
Basin Aboriginal Nations (NBAN), and the 
Federation of Victorian Traditional Owner 
Corporations (FVTOC).

“First Nations are the original custodians 
of our iconic inland rivers. For 60,000 years, 
our knowledge and management maintained 
a sustainable, productive ecosystem. Now, 
catastrophic fish deaths, toxic blue-green 
algal blooms and unsafe drinking water are 

causing distress and hurting our communities,” 
MLDRIN chairperson Rene Woods said.

“The Commonwealth Environmental Water 
Offi ce, and the Department of Agriculture and 
Water Resources has failed to engage with First 
Nations’ people suffi ciently, to address Article 
8(j) of the Convention on Biological Diversity 
(CBD).”

Acting Chair of Northern Basin Aboriginal 
Nations (NBAN) Michael Anderson said there 
was a requirement in the CBD to fully engage 
with First Nations people and to acquire their 
full prior informed consent with respect to bio-
diversity and planning for ecosystems in the 
Murray-Darling Basin.

“Only a full federal royal commission can 
get to the bottom of serious questions about the 
determination of Sustainable Diversion Limits, 
use of taxpayer funding and the recognition of 
First Nations water rights,” Mr Anderson said.

Water truck to the rescue 
When Eileen Ballangarry saw reports of 

people unable to bathe their babies because of 
a lack of water in the far west of NSW, she 
knew she had to do something. And although 
Ms Ballangarry has lived in Bendigo, Victoria, 
for 39 years, she still feels connected to the 
area.

“These are my people. I’m a Barkindji 
woman (people of the Darling River) and all 
my family are from up that way,” she told the 
Koori Mail. Mrs Ballangarry and her husband 
Bob are organising a run to Pooncarie, and then 
on to Menindee, with a load of donated water 
bottles.

She’s calling for donations, and is organis-
ing a large trailer or a truck to transport the bot-
tled water to where it is most needed. 

“Seeing all those stories on Facebook and 
in the media broke my heart. The kids can’t 
even have a drink of water from the tap and 
people can’t bathe their babies unless they use 
bottled water,” she said.

“People can either donate cash or bottled 
water. It doesn’t matter how much because one 
bottle of water is better than no water at all.”

Mrs Ballangarry also plans to approach 
a water supplier to buy water in bulk so she 
is not stripping Bendigo of its bottled water 
supplies. The 71-year-old retiree said the trip 
would be an opportunity to visit family and do 
something practical.

Her husband Bob has a truck licence so he 
will be driving the seven hours to Pooncarie, 
and then onto Menindee, which is a couple of 
more hours away. 

As for the causes of the water shortage, 
Mrs Ballangarry doesn’t buy the politicians’ 
line that it is because of drought.

“It has a bit to do with that but I think it’s 
much more than that. We’ve seen 120-year-old 
cod dying and they’ve been through drought 
before. This time it’s over the top because 
there’s been too much water siphoned from the 
system for irrigation. It’s totally stuffed up.”
Anyone wanting to make a donation or 
arrange to drop off bottled water can 
contact Mrs Ballangarry on 0427 151 947, 
or on her Facebook page, which is in her 
name.
Koori Mail 
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The following article produced by the 
Australian Education Union looks at an 
international crusade to impose the dis-
cipline of the market on the provision of 
education. The results of the marketisation 
of schooling are the focus of this article. 
The so-called Global Education Reform 
Movement (GERM) is constructed from a 
related set of dogmas associated with open 
and competitive markets:
• provider choice and competition
• for-profi t providers of education and 

training
• effi ciency combined with higher quality
• high-stakes external testing
• narrowing of curriculum and
• the use of under- or unqualifi ed, and 

therefore cheaper, teachers.
The wide-spread introduction of market-

based provision of education and training has 
its genesis in a highly infl uential, but remark-
ably short, mid-20th century paper authored 
by the Nobel Prize winning American econo-
mist, Milton Friedman. His basic proposition 
was that education was not a valid activity of 
the state. Public provision of education results 
in “an indiscriminate extension of government 
responsibility” in countries that are philosoph-
ically aligned with free enterprise, such as 
Australia.

In a study designed to determine if the 
promised improvements that were expected 
of increased marketisation and privatisation 
of school education had materialised, three 
paired sets of countries were compared over 
several decades. One of each pair had pur-
sued the GERM policies while the other had 
adopted policy drivers enabling the provision 
of a public investment approach to education.

Comparisons
The comparators were Chile-Cuba, 

Sweden-Finland and United States (several 
states) and Canada (Ontario). By using the 
results of the Program for International Student 
Assessment (PISA) and some other standard 
measures, it was shown that Chile, Sweden 
and the United States had not produced the 
anticipated benefi cial results from their sin-
gle-minded implementation of the GERM. In 
addition system-wide student achievement had 
actually decreased while the transfer of own-
ership or management to private agents had 
resulted in growing levels of inequality and 
segregation of students and their families.

Furthermore, a broader analysis of the 
international data demonstrates that in the 
countries pursuing GERM the entire national 
cohort’s results show “lower academic stand-
ards for all students, including the so-called 
academically elite” that fl ed to private school-
ing. Chile, which was advised by Friedman 
directly, now has students that are “left in the 
dust, achievement-wise” by Cuba’s publicly-
managed schools in spite of the island nation’s 
greater economic challenges.

Sweden’s overall student achievement has 
dropped “precipitously” from being one of the 
most highly educated countries in Europe to 
now performing well below the current OECD 
average in PISA. “In PISA 2013, in all sub-
ject areas, Sweden is the country whose per-
formance has declined the most”. In contrast, 
Finland chose the public investment approach 

and now consistently leads the PISA results 
due to public provision of education, highly 
qualifi ed teachers, low-stakes assessment and 
whole-child teaching and learning strategies.

The United States is more complex, but 
states with the highest overall PISA results 
have the least number of charter schools and 
lower levels of privatisation while those states 
with the most advanced market-based reforms 
are consistently lower performers. This result 
stands in stark contrast to Ontario’s students 
who demonstrated signifi cantly improved PISA 
scores after a hard-fought election replaced the 
GERM-promoting politicians and their policies 
with an explicit system of education treated as 
a public investment in its youth.

Privatisation policy
The Global Education Reform Movement 

has experienced stable bi-partisan political 
support in Australia since the late 1980s. The 
long-term implementation of the GERM’s 
competition parameters into the educa-
tion sector has resulted in the Australian 
Productivity Commission’s declaration of the 
increased value to users and the whole com-
munity that choice and competition has pro-
duced from the “well established market for 
schools”. In making its assessment of the 
potential costs and benefi ts of economic reform 
options the Productivity Commission examines 
fi ve attributes:
• quality – incentives for providers to offer 

high-quality services
• equity – who is effected by reform and how
• effi ciency – incentives for providers to 

reduce costs and maintain quality
• responsiveness – providers being more 

responsive to user’s needs and
• accountability – more accountability to 

funders (taxpayers and users).
Using the same PISA results from the pre-

viously discussed international comparisons of 
the impact of GERM, it is diffi cult to attribute 

higher quality outcomes to the establishment 
of a marketised Australian schooling sector. 
In their analysis of the 2015 PISA scores, the 
Australian Council for Educational Research 
describes that “not only is Australia slipping 
backwards relative to other countries, but we 
are getting worse at preparing our students for 
the everyday challenges of adult life. The sci-
ence, reading and mathematics achievement of 
Australian students is in absolute decline”.

In terms of efficiency, the Australian 
Bureau of Statistics indicates that the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) for all of the 
economic groups used in the measure for the 
period 2006-2017 has increased by a total of 
29.9 percent (average of 2.9 percent per year). 
In the same period the CPI for secondary edu-
cation rose 73.2 percent (6.1 percent annually) 
and primary education rose 61.6 percent (5.13 
percent per annum).

The cost of schooling in the marketised 
sector has increased at more than double the 
rate of the national cost of living in each and 
every year rather than the hypothesised reduc-
tions produced by increased competition.

Equity hit
The attribute of equity is also going back-

wards in Australia’s privatised and marketised 
schooling system. In common with Chile, 
Sweden and the United States, Australia’s 
median PISA scores have fallen consistently 
since 2000 and “while all cohorts [of SES per-
centile] have fared worse, the performance at 
the bottom has fallen by almost 50 percent 
more than those at the top”.

“It is well-documented that Australian 
students’ performance is declining relative to 
global peers. Another feature of Australian 
education is the inequality widens as children 
move through their school years”. This clear 
trend corresponds with increasing privatisa-
tion. “Seventy percent of primary school stu-
dents go to public schools, but the number of 

secondary school students in public schools has 
now fallen below 60 percent”. Even inside the 
public sector, marketisation has also resulted 
in the near total exclusion of students from 
the lower SES percentiles being accepted into 
selective schools.

Advocates of GERM view the shift of stu-
dents from the public to private sector as a pos-
itive indicator of provider responsiveness to the 
increased parental choice created by the provi-
sion of public funds to private schools in order 
to support the market. This intervention actu-
ally commenced in the 1950s when Australian 
governments funded the Catholic system to 
avoid its collapse under the strain of the post-
war baby boom and increased immigration.

The federal government’s willingness to 
increase the market share of private schools 
has been a consistent feature of post-war 
public policy. In 1958 non-government schools 
enrolled 24 percent of all Australian school 
children and this had dropped to 21 percent by 
1975; while in private secondary schools the 
share of enrolments fell from one third in 1961 
to just under a quarter in 1975.

It seems probable that the discipline of 
the marketplace would meet the Productivity 
Commission’s requirement for increased 
accountability that comes from educational 
microeconomic reform. The broad patterns 
of shifting enrolments between school sec-
tors and individual schools, in a fully informed 
market, will hold schools to account as stu-
dent enrolments determine income and the 
future existence of the school. These results 
give an indication as to the measures of suc-
cess that are apparently politically acceptable 
to governments.

Quality, equity and effi ciency can each 
decrease signifi cantly as a result of marketisa-
tion and privatisation of education services as 
long as a user choice market exists and pro-
viders rise and fall on the basis of this choice 
being exercised. 

Pursuing the GERM
Education privatisation

Australia

Telstra jobs apocalypse
Telstra is sacking 752 workers 
around the country, as the telco 
continues with its plans to slash 
more than a quarter of the com-
pany’s workforce.

The Community and Public 
Sector Union was notified of the 
cuts across every state and territory, 
though Telstra says the cuts will be 
partially offset by the creation of 347 
new roles. It is the second mass sack-
ing since Telstra announced in June 

last year that it would be axing 9,500 
workers. More than 1,100 jobs were 
cut in August.

CPSU deputy national president 
Brooke Muscat-Bentley said: “This 
is disturbing news for Telstra work-
ers and customers alike.”

Telstra is pushing on with its 
self-destructive and short-sighted 
plan to slash a quarter of its work-
force, ignoring the harm that will 
cause to staff and Telstra services.

“Each and every one of these 
752 people makes a valuable contri-
bution to Telstra. The impact from a 
mass sacking on this scale won’t just 
hit these workers and their families. 
It will be felt throughout the entire 
organisation.”

The union believes the cuts are 
just the start for the “jobs apoca-
lypse” planned by Telstra manage-
ment and notes that sacking one in 
four workers is not going to help 

with faltering customer satisfaction 
in Telstra’s services.

“Telstra isn’t treating those 
workers who will remain any better, 
with the telco continuing to stand 
in the way of union efforts to nego-
tiate a fair and decent enterprise 
agreement,” said Muscat-Bentley. 
“Of particular concern is Telstra’s 
continuing refusal to agree to pro-
vide a dignifi ed redundancy proc-
ess, and that the company is still 

pushing what’s an effective wage cut 
on staff.”

The only way for Telstra to halt 
its decline is for the company to rec-
ognise that its workforce is the com-
pany’s best asset. The union says 
industrial action is a possibility as 
they explore ways to make Telstra 
management “see sense”. 
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Bob Treasure

The US-inspired campaign to 
generate hate and fear of China 
has ramped up in the past 12 
months with the arrest of Meng 
Wanzhou, sanctions imposed on 
Chinese tech companies ZTE 
and Huawei, the exile of Chinese 
lobbyist Huang Xiangmo, as well 
as much dark talk of “Chinese 
Communist Party infl uence in 
universities and among members 
of the Australian-Chinese com-
munity”, and even darker accusa-
tions of people with “links to the 
Chinese Communist Party”.

Use of the media-term “links” 
should arouse everyone’s suspi-
cion. Normally there is no evidence 
of links, they are simply assumed 
through guilt by association – every-
one is expected to read between the 
lines and conclude: “spies/treason”. 
Remember all the people (mostly 
innocent!) with “Links to Al-Qaeda”, 
and Saddam Hussein’s “Links to 
Weapons of Mass Destruction”? 
Indeed, remember all the innocent 
Americans accused of “links to the 
Communist Party of the USA” in 
the McCarthyist witch hunts, whose 
lives were ruined, simply by being 
named.

The term generally indicates an 

effort to create fear and loathing by 
building an “all-around-us-enemy”, 
which usually means there will soon 
be a war in which Australians must 
fi ght (and die, and suffer PTSD, and 
pay the cost). The source of all the 
fear and suspicion is always, reliably, 
the United States, seeking to affi rm 
and spread its political-economic 
empire.

Some right-wing Liberal politi-
cians are seeking – rather like Joe 
McCarthy back in the 1950s – to 
make a name for themselves as war-
riors for national security by naming 
names and “pointing the bone” of 
“pro-China sympathies” to ruin 
peoples’ livelihoods. Backbencher 
Andrew Hastie is a case in point.

As head of the joint parliamen-
tary Committee on Intelligence and 
Security, Hastie is privy to “confi -
dential” information on the activi-
ties and backgrounds of Australian 
citizens of Chinese descent, as well 
as intelligence briefi ngs on Chinese 
companies and political activities.

Hastie can then use his entitle-
ment of parliamentary privilege 
to accuse all and sundry of being 
“threats to Australian national secu-
rity” with impunity.

Accusers like Hastie are sup-
ported in their revived Cold War 
antics by US and home-grown think 

tanks. The Centre for Strategic 
and International Studies (CSIS) 
for example, based in Washington 
and presenting the latest CIA intel-
ligence combined with an aca-
demic sugar-coating, is the most 
vocal sabre-rattler at the moment. 
Boasting names like Kissinger, 
Brzinski, Schlesinger and Tillerson 
on its Board of Trustees and encour-
aged by the Trump administration, 
its rhetoric advocates head-on 
brinkmanship with “threats to the 
USA”, even to the point of war.

Strategic think tanks 
and their aims

CSIS’ stated aim “…has been 
dedicated to fi nding ways to sus-
tain American prominence and pros-
perity as a force for good in the 
world” (website): in other words, 
to serve and maintain US imperial-
ist hegemony. To this think-tank the 
very success of Chinese economic 
development and trade into the US 
is an affront to be crushed as a threat 
to national security. Of course, if it 
is a threat to US security, it has to 
be a threat to Australia, indeed, the 
whole ‘5 Eyes’ group of nations (ie 
the English-speaking world).

The primary demand of CSIS is 
that all Chinese state-owned compa-
nies be dismantled, or face sanctions. 
This is tantamount to saying any 
component of the Chinese economy 
that is remotely “socialist” cannot 
trade on the international market 
i.e. that the Communist Peoples 
Republic cease its current existence 
and become entirely capitalist, in 
order to lie prone to the same pillage 
by the West that once occurred in the 
19th century.

Just as vicious in its anti-Chi-
nese rhetoric is the Australian ver-
sion of CSIS, called the Australian 
Strategic Policy Institute (ASPI). 
Executive director of ASPI, Michael 
Jennings, issues repeated warnings 
about “threats” from China and the 
importance of bolstering our own 
national security. Like other “ana-
lysts” in this think tank, Jennings 
received his mandatory “insight 
time” in the US: his was a Fulbright 
Fellowship, but there are a range 
of scholarships and other paid uni-
versity courses that ensure the cor-
rect perspective on world affairs is 

gained before employment with the 
Institute.

Prominent sponsors on ASPI’s 
website include Lockheed-Martin 
(US air weaponry); Austal (local 
naval weaponry); MDBA (French 
missile builder, responsible for the 
Exocet missile); Raytheon (a US 
specialist missile builder seeking to 
“break down the barriers that may 
otherwise deter local firms from 
doing business in the US defence 
market.”) In short, they are all 
weapons manufacturers looking for 
bunnies.

One very noticeable ASPI spon-
sor is a company called Thales. It is 
a European-based hi-tech outfi t spe-
cialising in cyberspace security, and 
clearly angling for bigger Australian 
contracts to stop all the mysterious 
cyber hacking happening lately.

This “hacking” is apparently 
very diffi cult to trace, but the shock-
jock-fear media has no hesitation in 
blaming China. There are already 
a welter of articles exposing our 
“pathetic” cyber defence systems 
and our desperate need to throw bil-
lions of taxpayer dollars into super-
encrypting our computer set-ups. No 
doubt Thales is here to help.

US and China: 
a study in contrasts

Since 2017, when Trump 
announced his “America First” for-
eign policy, media lackeys through-
out the western world have ramped 
up repeated charges to build fear 
and suspicion of the Peoples 
Republic of China. We have been 
told that the Chinese government 
can force companies like Huawei (a 
private company basically owned 
by its workers) to hand over vital 
intelligence.

But seriously, ALL nations’ 
security agencies (including ASIO) 
have powers to oversee and extract 
information from individuals and 
organisations based in their own 
jurisdiction. It happens everywhere, 
not just in China.

Most lobbyists from foreign 
shores engage in the same “friend-
ship building”, philanthropy and net-
working as the targeted Australian 
Chinese without a peep from the 
media. If any foreign state has exces-
sively interfered in the Australian 

body politic it is the USA – and the 
links of above mentioned think-tanks 
with our media, politicians, indus-
try  executives and yes, intelligence 
operations are all ample evidence of 
that.

Historically, it has simply 
resulted in us being drawn into 
too many wars to serve American 
interests.

Contrast the speeches and 
actions of Presidents Trump and Xi 
Jinping at the 2017 Vietnam APEC 
Conference: Trump accused others 
of “cheating” and warned of revenge, 
nationalist tariffs and breaking 
regional agreements. Xi explained 
the Belt and Road Initiative as a 
means of expanding trade, growth, 
cultural exchange and a bridge to 
greater understanding.

Indeed, since then roads, rail-
ways and ports have been built 
through Chinese initiative through-
out Asia and Africa, while the US 
still bickers over a Border Security 
Wall with Mexico.

“US sources” complained 
they had not been consulted when 
the 99-year lease of Darwin Port 
was signed with Chinese com-
pany Landbridge in 2015. The deal 
brought investment and jobs to 
Darwin when little or none had come 
before. Meanwhile, four years later, 
the national security card saw phone-
tech company Huawei being banned 
from supplying the proposed 5-G 
Network in Australia.

Local company TPG has 
revealed they may close down 
because the better technology of 
Huawei was no longer available 
to them and they could no longer 
cheaply connect to the old 4-G 
hardware.

Australia could well be stuck 
with a 5-G Network that is 30 per-
cent more costly than other parts 
of the world and reliant on slower 
American catch-up.

Thanks to the toxic fear-mon-
gering of arms-peddling Think-
tanks and their minions, this is how 
the world is heading, now morphing 
into the Two-Camp suspicions and 
hostility of another Cold War, with 
yet another positive opportunity for 
global growth, understanding and 
peaceful cooperation being fl ushed 
down the sewer. 

Australia

“Think Tanks” 
to be wary of …
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The US media haven’t been shy about lion-
ising the late President George HW Bush in 
their refl ections on his life and legacy. This 
behaviour is hardly surprising; we saw 
the same worship of the late Republican 
Senator John McCain via the erasure of 
any discussion of US war crimes and geno-
cidal violence in Vietnam, in favour of the 
predictable “war hero” narrative.

On CNN, Aaron David Miller of the 
Woodrow Wilson International Centre for 
Scholars celebrates the “sheer humility” and 
“decency’ of the elder President Bush, while 
the Washington Post emphasises his “steady 
hand” at the Cold War’s end, at the time of the 
Soviet Union’s collapse. The fawns over Bush 
as a “restrained and seasoned leader”, while 
celebrating the 1991 US assault on Iraq. “If Mr 
Bush’s term helped close out one era abroad 
[the Cold War], it opened another. In January 
1991, he assembled a global coalition to eject 
Iraqi invaders from Kuwait, sending hundreds 
of thousands of troops in a triumphant military 
campaign that to many helped purge the ghosts 
of Vietnam.”

“Patriots”
Portraits of late heads of state and other 

prominent American leaders typically portray 
them as freedom-loving patriots who sacrifi ced 
for the good of their nation and in the fi ght for 
freedom, justice and democracy abroad. For 
those with a critical awareness of Bush the 
elder’s time in offi ce, little in this narrative is 
worth defending. Bush demonstrated a brazen 
commitment to realpolitik and enhancing 
American imperial power, particularly in US 
policy in the Middle East. But this inconven-
ient truth simply “won’t do” in a sycophantic 
media system where journalists worship myths 
about the US as global protector and saviour.

What follows is a much-needed corrective 
of the hagiographies that follow the passing of 
US heads of state. Bush’s administration, par-
ticularly via the 1991 Iraq war, pursued one 
of the most blatant and dishonest propaganda 
campaigns in modern history. To borrow from 
Chomsky and Herman, the success of this cam-
paign speaks to the effectiveness of offi cial and 
journalistic efforts to “manufacture consent” in 
the selling of US imperial war.

The invasion of Kuwait
With the 1991 Gulf War, President George 

HW Bush utilised propaganda on multiple 
fronts to build support for war. After Iraqi dic-
tator Saddam Hussein invaded neighbouring 
Kuwait in August 1990, the Bush administra-
tion quickly went to work portraying Hussein 
as a global threat and menace. Both Iraq and 
Kuwait are rich in oil, prompting American 
concerns with Hussein’s expansionist ambi-
tions in a part of the world holding one-quarter 
of known oil reserves.

Hussein had a history of aggressive for-
eign policy. He invaded Iran and fought a war 
from 1980 to 1988 – with US support – that 
ended in a bloody stalemate. Various esti-
mates suggest the war caused from hundreds 

of thousands to a million deaths on both sides. 
Hussein’s motives for attacking Iran derived 
from a border dispute, in addition to concern 
that the Iranian revolution (1979) would moti-
vate Iraq’s own citizens (its Shia majority) to 
rebel against his dictatorship.

After the conclusion of the Iran-Iraq war, 
Hussein turned his attention to Kuwait, listing 
numerous grievances against its ruling royal 
family. Among them: charges that Kuwait was 
slant-drilling into Iraq’s southern Rumaila oil 
fi eld; the claim that Kuwait was using the oil 
to fl ood the international market, thereby driv-
ing down global oil prices; anger that Kuwait 
was demanding repayment of an US$80 billion 
loan funding the Iran-Iraq war; and the claim 
that the borders between Iraq and Kuwait were 
artifi cially drawn by colonial powers.

It was also claimed that unifi cation of Iraq 
and Kuwait under Hussein was necessary to 
Arab unity. None of these reasons were com-
pelling to US offi cials, who viewed the attack 
on Kuwait as an assault on an oil-rich ally.

Selling the war
In selling the American people on war, 

Bush offered several reasons why the US should 
force Iraq from Kuwait. These included the fol-
lowing: Hussein violated international law by 
invading Kuwait; Hussein was a brutal dictator 
who killed his own people; Hussein committed 
human rights atrocities in Kuwait; and Iraq was 
a threat to American national security.

Regarding international law, Bush con-
demned Hussein for an “outrageous and brutal 
act of aggression”, deriding him for “threaten-
ing his neighbours”. He warned that the inva-
sion of Kuwait would empower Hussein to 
commit future acts of aggression:

“We must recognise that Iraq may not stop 
using force to advance its ambitions. Iraq has 
amassed an enormous war machine on the 
Saudi border capable of initiating hostilities 
with little or no additional preparation. Given 
the Iraqi government’s history of aggression 
against its own citizens as well as its neigh-
bours, to assume Iraq will not attack again 
would be unwise and unrealistic.”

The president dismissed the “puppet 
regime imposed from the outside ... Saddam 
Hussein’s forces will leave Kuwait. The legiti-
mate government of Kuwait will be restored to 
its rightful place, and Kuwait will once again 
be free.”

Human rights were a prominent theme in 
Bush’s rhetoric. Highlighting a history of exe-
cutions and “routine torture” against dissenters, 
Bush referred to Hussein as “Hitler revisited”, 
promising that “America will not stand aside. 
The world will not allow the strong to swallow 
up the weak.” Central to human rights rhetoric 
was the claim that Iraqi troops brutalised pre-
mature babies in Kuwaiti hospitals.

At the heart of this claim was testimony 
in the US Congress in October 1990 from a 
15-year-old Kuwaiti girl known simply as 
“Nayirah”, who claimed that she personally 
witnessed Iraqi troops “come to the hospi-
tal with guns. They took the babies out of the 

incubators. They took the incubators and left 
the babies to die on the cold fl oor.”

This story was cited by Bush as a primary 
justifi cation for war. As Bush recounted: “They 
had kids in incubators, and they were thrown 
out of the incubators, so that Kuwait could 
be systematically dismantled.” Bush cited the 
incubator story at least 10 times in subsequent 
weeks, and was quick to emphasise human 
rights issues, rather than US oil interests, as 
he stated that “it isn’t oil that we’re concerned 
about, it is aggression. And this aggression is 
not going to stand ... What we are looking at 
is good and evil, right and wrong. And day 
after day, shocking new horrors reveal the true 
nature of terror in Kuwait.”

WMDs
President Bush also referred to Hussein’s 

history of using chemical weapons, and his 
supposed development of nuclear weapons, as 
evidence that the US needed to act. Hussein 
used chemical weapons against the Kurds in 
the northern city of Halabja in 1988, result-
ing in 6,800 deaths (mostly civilians), and he 
had ordered the torture and mass killing of any 
Iraqis challenging his authority.

Bush warned: “While the world waited, 
Saddam sought to add to the chemical weap-
ons arsenal he now possesses, an infi nitely 
more dangerous weapon of mass destruction – 
a nuclear weapon.” The president promised to 
“knock out Hussein’s nuclear bomb potential” 
and his “chemical weapons facilities”.

Following the invasion of Kuwait, the US 
introduced wide-ranging sanctions against 
Iraq, while mobilising US military forces for 
war. The US-allied attack began on January 
17, 1991 and culminated in the rapid military 
defeat of Iraq and its forced expulsion from 
Kuwait, in addition to the deaths of thousands 
of Iraqi civilians. Hundreds of thousands more 
civilians died in the aftermath of war, as the 
US-supported sanctions prevented Iraq from 
rebuilding vital infrastructure, including its 
electric grid and water purifi cation facilities.

Oil war
President Bush briefl y admitted in the pre-

war period that “Iraq is already a rich and pow-
erful country that possesses the world’s second 
largest reserves of oil” and that “our country 
now imports nearly half the oil it consumes 
and could face a major threat to its economic 
independence. Much of the world is even more 
dependent upon imported oil and is even more 
vulnerable to Iraqi threats.” However, Bush 
insisted that oil was not a serious reason for 
the war, despite his admission.

In his speeches throughout the fall of 1990, 
Bush focused almost entirely on issues of 
human rights, national security and state sov-
ereignty when making the case for war, not on 
oil concerns.

President Bush’s pro-war rhetoric galva-
nised public support for war throughout the 
fall and winter of 1990. Gallup surveys found 
that, while feelings that the US should “begin 
military action against Iraq” stood at just 21 
percent in August, the number had risen to 
41 percent by December and 49 percent by 
January 1991 – a growth of 28 percentage 
points. When asked if Americans believed it 
was “worth going to war”, 45 percent said yes 
in August 1990, compared with 51 percent in 

November 1990 and 71 percent by late January 
1991 once fi ghting began. The twin factors of 
pro-war rhetoric from offi cials and the media, 
and the onset of military confl ict, worked in 
tandem to aid the administration in cultivating 
and maintaining war support.

Rhetoric versus reality
The lofty rhetoric employed by Bush 

hardly matched the history of US-Iraqi rela-
tions. Numerous distortions were presented as 
fact, and inconvenient truths were ignored by 
political elites and the media.

One of the highest-profile distortions 
was the claim that Iraqi troops threw prema-
ture Kuwaiti babies to the fl oor while stealing 
their incubators. Reporting by the Canadian 
Broadcasting Corporation found there was no 
evidence these events occurred. What of the 
testimony from the Kuwaiti girl Nayirah? This 
15-year-old was not a neutral bystander but the 
daughter of the Kuwaiti ambassador to the US.

She was part of the Kuwaiti govern-
ment’s effort to get back into power, and was 
coached to deliver her lines in front of the 
Congressional committee by the US public 
relations fi rm Hill and Knowlton as part of the 
“Citizens for a Free Kuwait” astroturf “move-
ment” funded by the Kuwaiti government, 
which allocated millions of dollars to a prop-
aganda campaign aimed at cultivating public 
war support.

In reaction to this deception, Amnesty 
International condemned Bush for his 
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Imperialist in chief
A critical history of George Bush senior’s war on Iraq

The primary US concern in Iraq was oil, 
and that Bush was willing to marginalise 
Iraqi human rights atrocities in pursuit 
of neo-colonial interests.

The death of George HW Bush last year provoked a flood of eulogies and 
hagiographies from the US media and official circles. What was ignored was his 
imperial role in the Middle East, particularly in Iraq. Anthony DiMaggio provides 
a much-needed corrective.
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“opportunistic manipulation of the interna-
tional human rights movement”. However, the 
details of this deception emerged too late to 
make a difference in deterring support for war.

What about the comparison between 
Saddam Hussein and Adolf Hitler, and the 
claim that Iraq threatened US national secu-
rity? Although Iraq did retain a nuclear pro-
gram prior to the 1991 Gulf War, there was 
little evidence one way or another in the early 
1990s regarding the state of the program. The 
lack of details meant the Bush administration 
had little direct insight into whether a nuclear 
threat existed, despite public claims otherwise.

Bush also warned that Iraq was amass-
ing massive numbers of troops along the Iraq-
Saudi border and that potential aggression 
against Saudi Arabia merited war. Commercial 
satellite photos from 1990, however, revealed 
that there was no confi rmable build-up of Iraqi 
troops on the Saudi border at the time.

Bush’s comparison of Hussein to Hitler 
was also propagandistic. There’s no doubt that 
Hussein was an aggressive, repressive dicta-
tor, as seen in his attacks on Iran, Kuwait and 
his own people. But Hussein’s criminality was 
minor league compared to the most criminal 
authoritarian regimes in history.

Hussein was a regional aggressor, not a 
global one. The Nazis were the largest existen-
tial threat the US (and the world) faced in its 
history. By contrast, although Iraq possessed 
the fourth largest military in the world in 1990, 
that military was technologically three-quarters 
of a century behind the US military.

Trench warfare
The dominant tactic used by the Iraqis 

in the confl ict with Iran was trench warfare, 
which had not been used since World War I. 
Iraqis hiding in trenches were no match for 
US stealth bombers, fi ghter jets and tanks. 
US tanks fi tted with ploughs rode up to the 
trenches, burying Iraqi troops alive and kill-
ing hundreds. Thousands more died on the 
“Highway of Death” between Iraq and Kuwait. 
Retreating Iraqi military convoys were savaged 
by US fi ghter jets, leading to mass incinera-
tions and an image of devastation that became 
an enduring symbol of the war’s one-sided 
destructiveness, wrought almost entirely 

against Iraqis. US fi ghter jets referred to their 
attack runs against Iraqi vehicles as a “turkey 
shoot”, indicating the severity of the slaughter.

While an estimated 10,000 to 12,000 
Iraqi troops were killed in the confl ict, 147 
US deaths were recorded – translating into 
an imbalance of between 68-to-1 and 82-to-
1. The 1991 Gulf War and the Second World 
War were also radically different in their dura-
tion. The US defeated Iraq in just fi ve weeks of 
fi ghting in 1991. In contrast, the Second World 
War spanned from 1939 to 1945, and the US 
involvement extended for three-and-a-half 
years, from late 1941 through mid-1945. In 
short, Bush’s comparison of Hussein to Hitler 
was an incredible achievement of propaganda.

Chemical deception
The Bush administration also deceived the 

public on Iraq’s chemical weapons. The US 
provided billions in military and economic aid 
to Iraq during the 1980s, up until Hussein’s 
invasion of Kuwait. The US was a supporter 
of Hussein’s regime during the worst of his 
atrocities, before, during and after the gassing 
of Halabja in 1988. The issue barely appeared 
in the news in the run-up to the Gulf War, but 
it was more often reported following the inva-
sion of Kuwait, since the gassing played into 
the US’ own narrative that it was concerned 
with human rights in Kuwait. But the US was 
anything but concerned with the victims of 
Hussein’s crimes when the deaths occurred – 
his victims were pawns in a geopolitical power 
game between the US and Iraq.

Looking at past support for Hussein, one 
sees US fi ngerprints all over the Iraqi chemical 
attacks on the Kurds and against Iranian troops 
during the Iran-Iraq war. President Bush, work-
ing with Senators such as Republican Bob 
Dole, fought against the instituting of sanc-
tions against Iraq after the Halabja gassing. 
Furthermore, as reported by the New York 
Times in 2002, discussions with “senior mili-
tary offi cers” revealed that the Reagan admin-
istration secretly provided “critical battle 
planning assistance [to Iraq against Iran] at a 
time when American intelligence knew that 
Iraqi commanders would employ chemical 
weapons in waging the decisive battles of the 
Iran-Iraq war”.

ABC’s Nightline reported in 1992 that 
the “Reagan/Bush administrations permitted 
– and frequently encouraged – the fl ow of 
money, agricultural credits, dual use tech-
nology (allowing Iraq to develop chemi-
cal weapons), chemicals, and weapons to 
Iraq”. In the run-up to the 2003 Iraq war, 
led by Bush’ son, George W junior, US offi -
cials removed thousands of pages from UN 
reports that documented how the US sup-
plied the components for developing chemi-
cal weapons. As the German newspaper Die 
Tageszetung reported:

“The missing pages [of the UN report] 
implicated 24 US-based corporations and the 
successive Ronald Reagan and George Bush 
senior administration in connection with the 
illegal supplying of Saddam Hussein govern-
ment with myriad weapons of mass destruction 
and the training to use them.”

The enabler
The Bush administration enabled the chem-

ical weapons atrocities committed by Hussein. 
Widespread recognition of this harsh reality, 
however, did not materialise in the run-up to 
the 2003 invasion, as it threatened to under-
mine the narrative that the US was concerned 
with human rights in Iraq.

Finally, what of President Bush’s insist-
ence that oil was not a signifi cant interest of 
the US? Available evidence shows this claim 
was a lie, told to obscure US strategic inter-
ests in the Middle East. Now-declassifi ed 
government documents reveal that oil inter-
ests were of central concern to the presi-
dent. National Security Directive 26, signed 
by President Bush in 1989, stated: “Access 
to Persian Gulf oil and the security of key 
friendly states in the area [of which Iraq was 
one in 1989] are vital to US national secu-
rity. The United States remains committed to 
defending its vital interests in the region, if 
necessary and appropriate through the use of 
US military force, against the Soviet Union or 
any other power with interests inimical [con-
trary] to our own.”

At the time, Bush wrote that “normal rela-
tions between the US and Iraq would serve our 
longer-term interests and promote stability in 
both the Gulf and the Middle East”.

National Security Directive 54, which 
Bush signed in January 1991, also declared 
that Middle East oil was vital to US national 
security and that it remained committed to 
using force to defend “its” interest (Iraqi oil 
presumably belongs to the United States). The 
Bush administration reversed course, how-
ever, declaring in the document that “Iraq, by 
virtue of its unprovoked invasion of Kuwait on 
August 2, 1990, and its subsequent brutal occu-
pation, is clearly a power with interests inimi-
cal to our own”.

The two documents reveal that the primary 
US concern in Iraq was oil, and that Bush was 
willing to marginalise Iraqi human rights atroc-
ities in pursuit of neo-colonial interests. The 
documents also revealed that the US was com-
mitted to the use of force in the name of domi-
nating Iraqi oil, contrary to President Bush’s 
public lies.

Beyond 
the grand men of history

Media eulogies of President Bush will 
focus on the “greatness” of the former pres-
ident as a man of honour, determination and 
resolve. But US imperialism is not about one 
man, a personality or about the power of the 
will. To strip away this mystique from the way 
we talk about US presidents, however, would 
expose the naked neo-colonial ambitions of US 
foreign policy.

There is nothing noble about the brutal 
motives that drive US foreign policy, and few 
Americans will be willing to defend criminal 
foreign wars if they are made aware of the dirty 
details that defi ne these confl icts.

It’s the job of the “stenographers to power” 
in the press to echo the propaganda claims of 
US offi cials. Considering this task, journal-
ists much prefer romantic notions of American 
altruism to more sober assessments of the pres-
ident as imperial manipulator.

And by emphasising the legacy of George 
HW Bush independent of presidential propa-
ganda, the media marginalise the central issues 
of US militarism and imperialism in the Middle 
East.
Third World Resurgence 
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Jamie Merrill

LONDON: Britain has approved the sale of 
arms to Israel worth US$445 million since 
the 2014 Gaza war, including components 
for drones, combat aircraft and helicopters 
along with spare parts for sniper rifl es, 
according to fi gures seen by Middle East 
Eye.

The government data will raise fresh con-
cerns that British-made weapons are being 
used by the Israeli military in the Occupied 
Territories, amid fears that components in 
sniper rifl es used to kill scores of Palestinian 
civilians in recent weeks could have been made 
in the UK.

Arms export licences to Israel soared to 
US$300 million in the wake of the Gaza war, 
new Department for International Trade fi gures 
show. They include a major licence covering 
“technology for military radars”, but minis-
ters have also approved the sale for export of 
grenades, bombs, missiles, armoured vehicles, 
assault rifl es, small arms ammunition, sniper 
rifl es and components for sniper rifl es.

The value of arms approvals to Israel 
more than doubled last year prompting cam-
paigners to warn that there is “little doubt” 
that UK-made weapons have been used in 
the Occupied Palestinian Territories. The 
Campaign Against the Arms Trade, or CAAT, 
which compiled the fi gures, expressed con-
cern that UK-made radar technology could be 
used by Israeli jets and helicopters over the 
Occupied Territories.

However, it is the scale of small arms sales 
that have prompted fears UK-made sniper rifl e 
components and targeting scopes may have 
been used by the Israeli military on the Gaza 
border.

Labour MP Richard Burden, the chairman 
of the British-Palestine group in Parliament, 
said that given the risk of weapons being used 
for “internal repression” in Gaza and the West 
Bank he was “alarmed by the scale of UK arms 
exports to Israel in recent years”.

He added that he will be “pressing” min-
isters to launch an investigation into whether 
UK arms have been used in “the current Israeli 
military operations on the Gaza border”.

Palestinian offi cials say at least 40 people 
have been killed by Israeli forces since the start 
of a six-week protest at the Israeli occupation, 
dubbed the Great March of Return, earlier this 
month.

The shootings prompted international 
outcry after it emerged Israeli snipers who shot 
Palestinians had positioned themselves along-
side the Gaza security fence, with orders allow-
ing them to shoot unarmed Palestinians who 
came within 100 metres.

The violence prompted Labour leader 
Jeremy Corbyn to call for a review of arms 
sales to Israel in a message condemning its 
“illegal and inhumane” killing and wounding 
of “yet more unarmed Palestinian protesters”.

Corbyn also called for the UK to sup-
port calls for an “independent and transpar-
ent” UN inquiry into the shootings and called 
for a review of the sale of UK-made arms that 
“could be used in violation of international 
law”.

Government ministers, as well as senior 
Labour fi gures including the shadow foreign 
secretary, Emily Thornberry, have argued that 
Israel has a right to defend itself from military 
assault and “terrorist attacks”.

The Israeli military says of the massacre 
that it only fi res in self-defence and that its 
forces on the Gaza border were “identifying 
attempts to carry out terror attacks under the 
camoufl age of riots”.

Andrew Smith, a spokesman for CAAT, 
said: “There is little doubt that UK equipment 
has been used against the people of Gaza time 
and again, but that hasn’t stopped successive 
governments from licensing even more arms 
to the Israeli military.

“The appalling scenes we have seen over 
recent weeks are yet another stark reminder of 
the repression and abuse that Palestinians are 
living under every day. The response to pro-
tests hasn’t just been heavy-handed, it has been 
a massacre.

“By continuing to arm Israeli forces the 
UK isn’t just making itself complicit in future 

attacks, it is sending a message of support 
for the collective punishment that has been 
infl icted.

“The situation is desperate, and the UK 
should be working for a peaceful and just solu-
tion, not pushing arms sales which can be used 
in abuses for years to come.”

Israel has historically breached assur-
ances given to ministers that UK-made arms 
would not be used in the Occupied Territories.

Critics of the British arms trade say that the 
sale of weapons to Israel also stands in stark 
contrast to Foreign Offi ce warnings in its most 
recent annual human rights report that Israel’s 
occupation policies continue to violate the 
“human rights of Palestinians”.

That report cited “punitive demolitions” of 
homes belonging to the families of Palestinians 
suspected of perpetrating attacks on Israelis.

Chris Doyle, the director of the Council for 
Arab-British Understanding, or CAABU, told 
MEE it was an “outrage that Britain is still sell-
ing such weaponry to a state that treats human 
life and international law with such contempt”.

Campaigners have also expressed alarm 
that some of the weaponry approved for export, 
such as military radar, components for fast 
jets and helicopter parts, is of the sort previ-
ously used by Israeli forces in Gaza and the 
West Bank, including during the 2014 Gaza 
war – dubbed “Operation Protective Edge” by 
Israel – and during the 2009 assault.

After the 2009 confl ict – “Operation Cast 
Lead” – the House of Commons committee 
on arms exports reported that British arms 

exports “almost certainly” were used in the 
attack, in direct contravention of the UK’s 
policy that arms exports should not be used in 
the Occupied Territories.

British restrictions lifted
The then foreign secretary, David 

Miliband, said Israeli equipment used in the 
attack on Gaza “almost certainly” contained 
British-supplied components, including cockpit 
displays in US-made F-16 combat aircraft, and 
components for the fi re control and radar sys-
tems, navigation equipment and engine assem-
blies for US-made Apache attack helicopters.

There were renewed calls for a halt to 
arms sales during the Gaza confl ict in 2014, 
which resulted in the deaths of more than 
2,200 Palestinian and 76 Israelis. The then-
prime minister, David Cameron, said all export 
licences would be reviewed.

However, all restrictions on arms sales 
to Israel were dropped in 2015 following a 
12-month review, in which the government 
admitted UK-made weapons may have been 
used in the 2014 bombardment of Gaza.

Since then the government has made no 
assessment of whether UK weapons have been 
used in the Occupied Territories, and arms 
licences have soared. A spokesman for the 
Department for International Trade said the UK 
“takes its export control responsibilities very 
seriously and operates one of the most robust 
export control regimes in the world”.
Information Clearing House 

British weaponry, 
Israeli oppression

International

A failed policy dusted off
From Cuba: Twenty-three years 
have passed since the Helms-
Burton Act was approved. Its 
authors are barely remembered, 
but Cuba is still here, free and 
sovereign, and more committed 
than ever to our social project.

Elson Concepción Pérez

In March of 1996, the US govern-
ment approved the Helms-Burton 
Act, intent upon starving Cuba 
and not content with the eco-
nomic, commercial, and fi nan-
cial blockade imposed in 1962. 
They have yet to learn that Cuba 
knows how to defend itself, most 
importantly with our dignity and 
resistance.

In this country, where things 
change little if a Democrat or 

Republican is elected, it was 
Democrat president Bill Clinton 
who signed the Helms-Burton Act, 
to appease the most reactionary 
sectors of the anti-Cuban mafi a in 
South Florida.

Its purpose, from the economic 
point of view, was to put a brake 
on foreign investment here, by any 
means available.

Title III of the law, which the 
Trump administration has now 
dusted off, authorises US nationals 
to fi le claims in US courts against 
any foreigner who “traffi cs” with 
properties that were nationalised in 
Cuba in the 1960s, in a legitimate 
process that was recognised by the 
Supreme Court of the United States, 
and carried out by the Cuban gov-
ernment in full compliance with 
national and international law.

(Any investor in a Cuban state 

enterprise with assets that belonged 
to a US company, 60 years ago, 
could be targeted. Given the inter-
national outcry about such a pre-
posterous law, Title III has been 
suspended by successive US presi-
dents since its early years. Breaking 
with this pattern, Trump recently 
suspended the provision for only 45 
days.)

Twenty-three years have 
passed since the Helms-Burton 
Act was approved. Its authors are 
barely remembered, but Cuba is 
still here, free and sovereign, and 
more committed than ever to our 
social project, as evidenced by the 
approval of our new Constitution 
with 86.85% of voters casting a 
YES ballot.
Granma 

www.facebook.com/wfdyfmjd

World Federation of Democratic Youth



Guardian March 13, 2019  9

Matt Florence

From 1948 to 1960 the jungles of Malaya 
(now Malaysia) were home to communist 
guerrillas waging a war of independ-
ence for their homelands. The confl ict 
was known as the “Malayan Emergency” 
rather than the Malayan war, so insurers 
would continue to cover British corpora-
tions extracting profi t from misery. Like 
so many anti-colonial struggles of the era, 
the rebels had previously been funded 
and trained by the British to fi ght against 
Japan during World War II – Chin Peng, 
the communist leader, had been personally 
awarded an OBE medal by Supreme Allied 
Commander Admiral Mountbatten.

Dubbed “Britain’s Vietnam” by some his-
torians and journalists, Britain’s experience 
in this war would lay the groundwork for the 
US involvement in Vietnam: the British mili-
tary eventually defeated the guerrillas only by 
resorting to the most brutal and inhuman meth-
ods available to them.

These methods included but were not lim-
ited to locking up all 500,000 of Malaya’s 
ethnic Chinese population in concentration 
camps called “New Villages,” burning farm-
land to starve rural areas of food, executing 
entire villages of people in incidents such as 
the infamous Batang Kali massacre and insti-
tuting a policy of terror against the Malayan 
population. At the height of the terror, the 
British would photograph executed independ-
ence fi ghters, place photographs of their man-
gled corpses onto millions of leafl ets and drop 
these leafl ets out of airplanes.

Among these crimes was the military 
policy to kill pro-independence fi ghters and 
decapitate their heads from their corpses. The 
existence of this policy was denied by the gov-
ernment but was exposed when on April 28 
1952 the Daily Worker, which later became the 
Morning Star, released photographic evidence 
of decapitations.

Not only had the British military allowed 
these decapitations but it employed specialist 
Dyak tribal head-hunters from Borneo to do 
this work for them. The British government 
initially denied that the decapitations were gen-
uine, but ended up admitting they were after 
the Daily Worker released a second set of pho-
tographs on May 10, 1952 showing yet more 
evidence.

This controversy did not go unnoticed by 

Parliament which held a debate in the House 
of Commons over the issue. This eventually 
caught the attention of the Cabinet Office 
which also held a discussion over the Daily 
Worker decapitation photographs. The expo-
sure of the photographs did eventually change 
British policy towards the war but not in a pos-
itive way. Instead of promising to cease the 
decapitations, the British government went 
into a defensive overload and began to pub-
licly defend the practice as necessary to defeat 
communism.

The most notorious justification was 
that the decapitations were necessary for 
identification purposes because camera 
equipment would not operate in the damp 
climate of the Malayan jungles. The obvi-
ous problem with this justification was that 
if camera equipment did not work, then 
where did the photographs of the decapita-
tions come from? Why were British soldiers 

posing and smirking in photographs with 
the heads of their victims?

Sadly, despite exposing the outrage to the 
British public, the decapitations did not cease; 
they continued to be a bona fi de part of British 
colonial policy towards the Malayans up until 
the end of the war in 1960.

However, the impact on public perception 
of the colonialism and British empire itself 
cannot be underestimated, and laid the ground 
for solidarity with the emerging anti-colonial 
movements to come of the next two decades: 
the myth of the British empire being a civilis-
ing infl uence on barbaric savages was burst in 
one image.

The United States also learned – very dif-
ferent – lessons from the Malayan Emergency. 
In Vietnam it followed Britain’s use of chemi-
cal defoliants, and copied the “New Village” 
system of concentration camps rebranded as 
“Strategic Hamlets.” However the Vietnamese 

were not as fragmented ethnically and reli-
giously as the Malayan people, and this method 
of occupier-protected villages counter-posed to 
the local insurgents was far less effective.

Unlike Malaya, the Vietnamese also had 
foreign support from the Soviet Union and 
China, meaning that methods of starving 
people into submission that had worked in 
Malaya were far less effective in Vietnam.

From Vietnam to the present day, impe-
rialism’s military ventures struggle to hide 
the brutal reality of invading and occupying 
weaker nations, from the My Lai Massacre to 
Abu Ghraib. Instead they focus on their “jungle 
camera solutions” – explanations, no matter 
how implausible, to salve the consciences of 
those back home. Political answers and politi-
cal alternatives from dedicated left wing press, 
then, remain as crucial today as they did in 
1952.
Morning Star 

International

Britain’s war crimes

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

WWII monument 
torn down

Bolivia

Health care 
for all

Ben Chacko

“The Nazis are coming,” 
Ukraine’s Communist Party 
(KPU) leader Petro Symonenko 
has warned after the demolition of 
the Soviet war memorial in Lviv 
and a petition for the destruction 
of its counterpart in Riga, the 
Latvian capital.

Authorities in Ukraine’s western 
city of Lviv claimed the monument 
needed to be demolished as it was 
in poor condition, but its destruction 
was only completed at the week-
end after attempts on the previous 
Wednesday and Thursday to bring it 
down were unsuccessful.

The Monument of Glory hon-
oured WWII Soviet soldiers killed 
fi ghting the Nazis. Thousands of 
Soviet-era monuments have been 
torn down since Ukraine’s 2014 
Maidan coup and a subsequent 
law ordering the dismantling of all 
“communist symbols.” But war 

memorials were exempt from the 
rule, forcing the Lviv authorities to 
seek other excuses.

Symonenko said that the deci-
sion to destroy the monument, 
which he called “an act of state van-
dalism and moral terrorism,” fol-
lowed an incident in February 2018 
when it was attacked with hammers.

It was of a piece with a pattern 
of fascist attacks on monuments to 
the war dead.

Last year a memorial in Poltava 
known as the Grieving Mother, 
which honoured murdered civilians, 
was defaced with a Hitler mous-
tache and graffi ti reading “death to 
the Jews.”

Hundreds of thousands of Jews 
and Poles were killed by Nazi col-
laborators in the Organisation of 
Ukrainian Nationalists, headed by 
Stepan Bandera. Lviv has named 
2019 Stepan Bandera Year in his 
honour.

These demolitions “spat in the 

face of all participants in the anti-
Hitler coalition,” the communist 
leader warned.

Lviv’s authorities say the monu-
ment will be replaced by an unde-
fi ned “public space.”

A similar “restoration” of 
Victory Park in Riga has been 
announced, prompting a petition 
to receive tens of thousands of sig-
natures asking that this include the 
removal of the Victory monument 
there.

Latvia is notorious for its annual 
marches by veterans of the Latvian 
Legion, a wing of the Waffen SS 
that participated in the Holocaust.

“The most dangerous trend 
today is the growth of the fascist 
threat in the world,” Mr Symonenko 
declared, “especially in European 
states. Capital uses racism to pre-
vent the escalation of the struggle 
for social rights.”
Morning Star 

Bolivia became the latest Latin 
American country to roll out 
free health care to the poorest 
citizens as President Evo Morales 
launched the Unified Health 
System (SUS), which will reach 
an estimated fi ve million people.

At least 70 percent of the 
Bolivian population will be cov-
ered by SUS, which was described 
by World Health Organisation 
spokesman Fernando Leanes as 
extraordinary and a model for Latin 
America at the opening conference 
in Cochabamba last week.

“The results are extraordinary in 
public health and collective health. 
They can be seen in the reduction 
of infant mortality, child malnu-
trition, the number of profession-
ally attended births, diseases being 
put under control, and population’s 
healthy life years,” he said, acknowl-
edging that Bolivia has tripled spend-
ing on health since 2006.

It sees Morales deliver one of his 
key election pledges made in 2014 
in which he vowed to introduce a 
system that would bring health care 
to those without insurance, many of 

whom live in Bolivia’s hard to reach 
rural areas.

SUS will use new technology, 
including mobile phone and tel-
eclinics to improve access to spe-
cialised medical services in distant 
communities.

“We currently have 46 telemedi-
cine centres connected through the 
Tupac Katari satellite and 294 cen-
tres connected by optical fi bre,” a 
Health Ministry statement said.

Under the presidency of Morales, 
Bolivia is the Latin American coun-
try that has done the most to reduce 
levels of extreme poverty, according 
to WHO statistics.

The government has allocated 
$200 million to support the sus-
tainability of the new system by 
improving equipment, supplies, and 
infrastructure.

Polling shows Morales as the 
clear favourite for the presidency in 
elections scheduled for October.

If successful it would be his fi fth 
term of offi ce. The Supreme Court 
ruled he was eligible to stand despite 
protests from opposition groups.
Morning Star 
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Number one issue
The results are in! 1,052 people 
crowdfunded an independent 
opinion poll and the results: 
Climate and the environment is 
now the number one federal elec-
tion issue.

This is huge. The major parties 
aren’t acting like damage to the cli-
mate is a big deal. They probably 
want to ignore this issue entirely. 
That’s why we need to get this mes-
sage out.

The independent poll of 1,000 
Australians, conducted by uComms/
ReachTel, shows that the majority of 
people put global warming and the 
environment as their top voting issue 
(ahead of the economy, health and 
hospitals and immigration).

This incredibly hopeful result 
proves that this federal election, 
Australians intend to turn the page 
on divisive climate politics and coal-
obsessed politicians can expect to be 
hurt at the ballot box.

I’m blown away. When I started 

campaigning against climate change 
10 years ago, I didn’t think this was 
possible. Now I feel like this is the 
moment we’ve all been working for.

Make sure everyone you know 
hears about this. Powerful vested 
interests will try to cover this up and 
act like this is a minority concern. 
But now we know.

With renewed optimism.
Andy, Nic

Greenpeace Australia Pacifi c

Block new coal mines
Proposed changes to Queensland 
minerals laws to block coal 
mining in the Galilee Basin need 
to go further to safeguard a Great 
Barrier Reef already hit hard by 
climate change.

But the changes should go fur-
ther by blocking any new thermal 
coal mines in the state, not just those 
proposed for the Galilee Basin.

If we want a future with the 
Great Barrier Reef and if we want 
to protect the sustainable $6 billion 
tourism industry that goes with it, 
then the state can no longer approve 
and support the development of new 
thermal coal mines.

At the hearing, I outlined the 
impacts of warming oceans and 
marine heatwaves on the reef in 2016 
and 2017 that saw back-to-back mass 
coral bleach events for the fi rst time 
on record.

Burning of coal for electricity 
around the globe is a major driver 
of rapid rises in ocean temperatures 
around the globe.

Those bleaching events are an 
emergency alarm being sounded by 
the reef. If we ignore this alarm and 
continue on the pathway we are on 
then the Great Barrier Reef will be 
one of the fi rst huge casualties of cli-
mate change.

We are at a crossroads and the 
state can no longer continue with 
business as usual.

Queensland has a duty of care 
as a custodian of a natural global 
icon, was appearing before the State 
Development, Natural Resources and 
Agricultural Industry Development 
Committee.

Although we have lost 50 per-
cent of the corals in the reef, 50 per-
cent still remain. We still have plenty 
of good coral cover remaining in the 
Great Barrier Reef and we still have 
a vibrant $6 billion Reef tourism 
industry.

We still do have a Great Barrier 
Reef and it is worth protecting and it 
is worth fi ghting for and it is worth 
doing everything we can to securing 
the future of the remaining corals of 
the Great Barrier Reef. But we are 
running out of time.

Dr Lissa Schindler
Australian Marine 

Conservation Society
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John Wojcik

The chance that North Korea will give 
up its nuclear weapons approximate the 
chance of survival a snowball has in hell. 
Whatever one thinks about the leadership 
of North Korea, with 100 percent certainty 
we can say the North Koreans act based on 
what they see the United States actually do 
as opposed to any promises Donald Trump 
makes.

We can’t know exactly what Trump said 
to Kim during their private talks during the 
summit in Hanoi. Let us assume, for exam-
ple, that he told Kim the US would not over-
throw his government if he gives up his nuclear 
weapons. What are the chances that Kim would 
agree to something like that, considering the 
fact that the US is now threatening to conduct 
regime change warfare in at least two coun-
tries, Iran and Venezuela?

Most of the media punditry around the 
Trump-Kim talks not only misses this impor-
tant point but, after missing the point, goes 
on to deal with only peripheral rather than 
basic issues. We hear that Trump came back 
with nothing and that Kim essentially took the 
president for a ride, using him to promote his 
own image as a leader on the world stage. We 
see liberals gloating that “Trump failed” in his 
mission.

Nowhere on cable TV are they talking 
about how arrogant and insulting it was to 
leave out South Korea, a nation of over 50 mil-
lion people, from the talks. Powerful move-
ments for peace and progress in that country 
have resulted in the election of a government 
committed to peace on their peninsula and 
committed to mutually benefi cial trade and 
other relations between the North and South. 
Trump only bothered to call the South Korean 
President Moon Jae-in when he was on the way 
home after the summit “broke down.”

There is much talk about the fact that 
there was no agreement on what “de-nucle-
arisation” means. That’s because the liberal 
media accepts the outrageous position that it 
is acceptable to demand that North Korea dis-
mantle its nuclear weapons but that it is not 
OK to question the right of the United States to 
have nuclear-armed submarines in the waters 
surrounding the Korean peninsula. With all 
the talk last year about North Korean missiles 
that could reach the US, never mentioned was 
the fact that US nukes, from where they are 
positioned, can, in minutes, destroy the entire 

Korean peninsula – along with Japan and big 
sections of China.

Talking about “de-nuclearisation” in Korea 
makes no sense unless US nuclear weapons are 
also on the table. What the rest of the world 
combined spends on weapons is dwarfed by the 
US$700 billion US military budget.

And there’s a lot more to consider:
Trump just cancelled an historic nuclear 

arms treaty signed in the 1980s by then-Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan and Soviet leader Mikhail 
Gorbachev. That treaty banned the placement 
of medium-range missiles in Europe. This 
is particularly dangerous since right-wing 
regimes in Eastern Europe have been clam-
ouring recently for the placement of such US 
missiles on their territories, missiles that could 
destroy major Russian population centres in 
minutes.

Prior to that, Trump cancelled the nuclear 
deal with Iran, raising the danger of war break-
ing out in that region. When he cancelled 
the deal, his national security adviser, John 
Bolton, spoke openly about regime change in 

that country and how the US will celebrate the 
accomplishment of that at the US embassy in 
Tehran.

Shortly after he took offi ce, Trump pulled 
the US out of the historic Paris Climate Accord, 
endangering the sustainability and the future of 
the entire planet.

As if all of these things were not enough 
for the North Korean leadership to take in, 
there are the open attempts today to drive out 
the elected government of Venezuela and the 
declaration by President Trump that an un-
elected fi gure is the real president of that coun-
try. US troops are massing in neighbouring 
Colombia for a possible invasion of Venezuela.

And then there is the memory of other 
leaders who made deals with the US Libyan 
President Muammar Gaddafi  was told that if he 
gave up his nuclear ambitions he would not be 
overthrown. Within a few years of him giving 
up the plans for the nukes, the US proceeded to 
assist in overthrowing him anyway. Worse than 
that, however, is the fact that the US installed 
ruthless, reactionary terrorists in his place, and 

today Libya is far worse off than it was under 
Gaddafi .

Saddam Hussein, too, was overthrown in 
Iraq by a full-scale US invasion which resulted 
in the deaths of as many as a million or more 
Iraqis. Few would argue that Iraq today is any 
better off than it was before the US invasion.

The fact is that the talks with North Korea 
failed because Trump, like presidents before 
him, is carrying out a policy of world domi-
nation by US capitalist business interests, a 
policy that has no use for democracy or human 
rights or free elections when they get in the 
way of what’s best for the world’s one percent.

Until we change over to a foreign policy 
that supports peace, progress, democracy, and 
labour rights around the world, rather than a 
foreign policy that props up the international 
capitalist profi teers, we will have a hard time 
getting anyone to have faith in negotiations 
with the US.
People’s World 

US weapons not on table
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Not a “position” as such – though some 
Marxists have also been notable fashionis-
tas (and others, distinctly scruffy dressers). 
However a Marxist approach can reveal 
quite a lot. Fashion is (arguably) unique to 
and a characteristic of our species. Some 
other creatures adorn, advertise or conceal 
themselves by “wearing” “foreign objects.” 
But in no case (as far as is known) is there 
any signifi cant social transmission or evolu-
tion of habit. And clothing – its wearing 
and manufacture – is peculiar to humanity.

Human self-ornamentation goes back a 
long way. Anthropologists have speculated on 
its social purpose but, while materials or orna-
ments depend on what is locally available or 
can be procured from further afi eld, only in 
very few cases is there any clear evidence of 
environmental or functional determination of 
the precise detail of body adornment.

In other words, this seems to be just “fash-
ion.” This seems likely to have been the case 
also for most of human history.

With the emergence of class societies, 
including slavery and feudalism, fashion took 
on a new role, as a marker of social status.

Different professions or craft guilds – from 
clergy to cobbler – distinguished and identi-
fi ed themselves through dress. Sometimes, as 
in royal courts from Ancien Regime France to 
Regency Britain, this could take an extreme 
form.

Dress became an essential element of the 
“rules of behaviour” – emphasising and main-
taining social distinctions. But within capital-
ism, fashion takes on a whole new character. 
Marx saw fashion as a dynamo as well as a 
product of capitalism.

Clothing was central to the industrial revo-
lution; textile manufacture inaugurated the fac-
tory system with adults and children labouring 
in appalling conditions spinning cloth made 
from cotton produced by slaves on the other 
side of the Atlantic.

The market for the product was driven not 
just by need, but by fashion.

Esther Leslie, a Marxist analyst of modern 
culture, describes how Marx saw fashion as 
a metaphor for capitalism. In Capital Marx 
wrote of “the murderous, meaningless caprices 
of fashion” linked to the general anarchy of 
capitalist production.

Capitalism requires constant novelty – not 
just in the mode of production, but in products 
themselves – in order to maintain sales and 
profi ts.

Alongside “normal” business cycles and 
changes due to external factors such as the 
weather, “fashion, and the sudden placing 
of large orders that have to be executed in 
the shortest possible time” leads to precari-
ous work; periods of “inhuman toil” alter-
nating with starvation – a situation which 
intensifi ed with the development of railways 
and telegraphs.

Marx quotes a manufacturer whose cus-
tomers travel every fortnight from Glasgow, 
Manchester and Edinburgh to the wholesale 
warehouses supplied by his factory “and give 
small orders requiring immediate execution, 
instead of buying from stock as they used to 
do.”

Not much has changed – except that the 
production process has been globalised and is 
dominated by fi nance capital.

Its excesses are manifest in episodes 
such as the collapse of Rana Plaza factory in 
Bangladesh in 2013, where in appalling con-
ditions and on starvation wages, workers 
sweated producing fashion items for Benetton, 
Bon Marche, Mango, Matalan, Primark and 
Walmart.

Some 1,134 garment workers were killed 
and 2,500 maimed.

Clothing accounts for 79 percent of total 
exports from Bangladesh, 43 percent of US 
clothing workers are paid below the minimum 
wage and illegal low pay and long hours are 
rife in the British textile industry.

Fashion is not only exploitative of 
people; it is hugely destructive of the planet. 
Agrochemicals – pesticides and fertilisers – 
account for 77 percent of the cost of raw cotton 
production in Kenya.

Critics point to the way that expensive 
haute couture is inseparable from the waste-
ful and exploitative mass production and con-
sumption of “cheap” fashion items, worn for a 
short time and then discarded.

And fashion has, in parallel with and inti-
mately connected to its economic role as a 
vehicle for profi t and exploitation, a cultural 
and ideological function.

Marx had a particular reason to be aware 
of the distinctions of dress. Having often had 
to pawn his own coat, he could not gain admit-
tance to the British Library without redeem-
ing it. Its use-value was not just keeping Marx 
warm; it was also a signifi er of respectabil-
ity without which he would have been denied 
access.

Marx gave the name “rag-proletariat” 
(lumpenproletariat) to the poorest sections of 
the working class, immediately identifi able by 
their clothing.

“White-collar” workers don’t get their 
hands – or clothes – dirty. They signify their 
distance from manual workers in their dress.

Dress remains a signifi er of social class 

distinctions and is sometimes inverted. The 
practice of going without a tie (or often, even 
a collar), unheard of a few decades ago, is 
normal among academics and increasingly tol-
erated among fi nancial executives. It is often 
the lowest-paid workers (security, attendants) 
who are required to wear a uniform.

On the trading fl oor it is almost de rigour 
for men to dress casually.

Ironically, dress is becoming a marker of 
prestige and power between institutions as well 
as within them. As Julie Burchill declared: 
“Satellites preen, superpowers dress down.”

Fashion is not just clothes. All fashion has 
its “derivatives” – shoes, bags and accessories, 
which are great profi t makers. Plus, of course, 
the multibillion-pound hair and beauty product 
industry.

Tansy Hoskins, in her book Stitched Up: 
The Anti-Capitalist Book of Fashion, shows 
how capitalism “stitches up” its consumers 
as well as its workers and its raw materials – 
today not just in clothing but in pretty much 
every other commodity imaginable, from cars 
to the latest iPhone or other “must-have.”

The high-tech equivalent of Rana Plaza is 
the ongoing destruction of lives in factories 
such as Foxconn (in Shenzen, China, produc-
ing Apple electronics) and kids sorting through 
mountains of toxic junk at the other end of the 
value chain.

Fashion is central to capitalism’s underly-
ing philosophy of “planned obsolescence” – 
the “systematic attempt of business to make 
us wasteful, debt-ridden, permanently discon-
tented individuals.”

And it is central also to capitalism’s abil-
ity (so far) to ride out its crises by super-
exploitation of both workers and consumers. 
Fashion is the ultimate vehicle for alienation, 
reifi cation and commodity fetishism persuad-
ing us to think that we “belong” – when we 
don’t – or to think that we’re “different” – 
when we’re not!

Elizabeth Wilson, in Adorned in Dreams, 
describes how a feminist backlash against 
fashion has itself been taken over by “deviant” 
fashion, exemplifi ed by grunge. Schedules for 
last month’s London Fashion Week Festival 
ended with top models parading in an Oxfam 
show to promote charity-shop chic.

One declared, apparently unaware of the 
irony: “It shows you can be whoever you want 
to be by shopping in Oxfam.”

“Fashion is a total system” and, says Esther 
Leslie, far from being an aberration, it is at the 
core of capitalism and provides “a lens through 
which to explore it.”

Hoskins declares: “As an illustration of 
how capitalism operates, fashion is perfect. 
The inequality and exploitation are straight out 
of the past.

“Just as Queen Victoria wore dresses 
stitched by seamstresses who went blind in 
the candlelight, so today’s society it-girls now 
wear dresses stitched by Romanian sweatshop 
workers paid 99 p an hour. [...] Fashion allows 
exploitation to pretend to be something else, 
when in fact the beating heart of the fashion 
industry is not creativity but profi t.

“To understand this, you need look no fur-
ther than the writings of Marx and Engels, 
more than a century ago.”

Today, fashion attempts “to persuade us 
to buy things we don’t need with money we 
don’t have produced by people and processes 
we prefer not to think about, to create impres-
sions that won’t last on people we don’t know.”

Within socialism it is likely there will con-
tinue to be “fashions” – in dress and in much 
else.

Some of us may still remain “dedicated fol-
lowers of fashion.” But fashion will no longer 
be dictated by the owners and managers of cap-
ital and subordinated to profi t.
Marx Memorial Library 
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Jimmy Doran

There is a lot more fi ction than 
fact in the Brexit debate, the 
smoke and mirrors being cre-
ated by the establishment here in 
Ireland, in Britain, and in the EU. 
The government are up to their 
necks in the propaganda war, and 
have failed to deal with Brexit in 
Ireland’s interest. Instead they 
have propped up the false narra-
tive created in Brussels.

Ever since the Brexit vote in 
Britain the EU and the majority of 
the British ruling class, supported 
by the mainstream media, have 
attempted to create the narrative that 
the vote was a result of xenophobia 
whipped up by the far right and was 
voted in because of opposition to 
immigration.

This is pure fi ction. The fact of 
the matter is that the areas where 
there is least immigration were the 
ones that voted for Brexit by a mas-
sive majority. The reason these areas 

voted for Brexit had nothing to do 
with immigration. These were the 
industrial heartlands of Britain, 
which have been devastated since 
Britain joined the EU. British indus-
tries have been destroyed, and with 
them the lives of millions of work-
ing people.

The vote to leave had nothing 
to do with xenophobia and every-
thing to do with the damage the 
EU has done to British industry and 
jobs.

Teresa May’s phoney Brexit deal 
has been rejected by the Parliament 
and has left the House of Commons 
in disarray. It is now likely that there 
will be a no-agreement Brexit. This 
will mean that the so-called “back-
stop” is out of the picture, with the 
EU threatening Ireland with a “hard 
border.”

We must remember who’s doing 
the threatening. It is not Britain’s 
border, or Ireland’s border: it is the 
EU’s border. It is up to the EU to sort 
out this problem in the interest of its 

members, in other words Ireland, the 
only member affected by it.

This is what the government 
should be dealing with: a smooth 
transition for Ireland and its citi-
zens. It should not be assuming 
that Britain is going to remain in 
the customs union with an agreed 
backstop, thereby reneging on the 
result of the referendum, which 
was that Britain would leave the 
EU – not “kind of” leave it, par-
tially leave it, or “sort of” leave it. 
It was a British exit from the EU. 
Plain and simple.

Because of EU rules, Ireland is 
not allowed to have, negotiate or 
make a bilateral trade agreement 
with Britain similar to what it had 
before we joined the EEC in 1973.

What our gombeen political class 
are not doing is demanding from the 
EU that the interests of Ireland are 
catered for after Brexit, even from 
their neo-liberal standpoint. Instead 
the subservient government are 
siding with the EU against Britain, 
which also happens to be our largest 
trading partner, and against the deci-
sion made by its citizens to leave the 
EU.

The EU is doing to Britain 
exactly what it did to Ireland during 
the financial crash, when Jean-
Claude Trichet, president of the 
EU Central Bank, told Michael 
Noonan that “a bomb would go off 
in Dublin” if we did not pay off the 
bond-holders and bail out the banks. 
They have now done exactly the 
same to Britain, saying there will be 
no agreement to leave the EU with-
out the “backstop” and therefore an 
agreement only on the EU’s terms.

The EU and its anti-democratic 
nature has once again proved itself 

to be an enemy of independent, sov-
ereign decision-making.

Quite obviously, the backstop is 
unacceptable to Britain, as it claims 
the north-east of Ireland as part of 
its national territory. What is not 
being mentioned is that under the 
Belfast Agreement there can be no 
change to the constitutional posi-
tion of the North without a major-
ity of the citizens voting for it. A 
majority of them voted to remain 
in the EU; so this has constitutional 
implications for Britain, the EU, and 
internationally.

A majority of the British ruling 
class, along with the EU, wish for 
Britain to remain within the EU. 
They decided to renege on the deci-
sion by the British people by remain-
ing in the customs union, with all its 
regulatory obligations, thinking that 
the British public could be fooled 
by the establishment’s narrative of 
pending economic disaster. But the 
British working class are not fools. 
They did not fall for this narrative, 
and they know why they voted to 
leave the EU: for economic inde-
pendence and to regain national 
sovereignty.

Under the World Trade 
Organisation’s General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade (article XXIV:5, 
clause 3), Britain will be allowed to 
have free trade with the EU for ten 
years while it negotiates a new trade 
deal. This is not being discussed 
on the radio or in the news papers; 
instead Operation Fear is imposed 
from every angle. People are being 
told they won’t be able to buy even a 
sandwich or a pint of Guinness after 
Brexit.

This is all utter nonsense; and 
the citizens of Britain and Europe 

will see through the lies. The open 
borders for trade within the EU are 
self-regulatory, in that all members 
comply with the regulations, and 
there are no tariffs. If Britain wants 
to deal with the EU after Brexit it 
will have to do the same; so there 
is no need for queues at borders, 
whether “hard” or “soft.”

There will be random checks, 
such as exist now, for what would 
be deemed illegal goods. (Mind you, 
this didn’t stop Tesco putting horse 
meat in beefburgers.) If British com-
panies are found to be outside the 
regulations they will be dealt with 
by the legal system.

The only thing standing in the 
way of this is if the EU wants to 
impose tariffs on trade with Britain. 
In that case it would not be possi-
ble, and there would be delays, or 
Britain could choose to end trade 
with the EU; but with so much trade 
between Britain and EU countries it 
is unlikely that the capitalist class 
will want to lose this market.

The EU has to be seen to punish 
Britain for leaving, or other countries 
will demand to leave also. But what-
ever happens, the decision will be 
made by big business and the ruling 
elite in their own class interest.

Many countries would be very 
happy to begin trading with Britain 
that are not allowed now under EU 
regulations. They will now be free to 
trade wherever they want.

The British people have taken 
the fi rst step towards economic inde-
pendence by rejecting control by EU 
capital. The next step is for us to do 
the same with the native capitalist 
class.
Socialist Voice 

Communist Party of Australia Head Offi ce (Sydney)
postal: 74 Buckingham St, Surry Hills, 2010

phone: 02 9699 8844 fax: 02 9699 9833 email: info@cpa.org.auwww.cpa.org.au      cpa@cpa.org.au

General Secretary  
Bob Briton 
email: gensec@cpa.org.au

Party President 
Vinnie Molina 
email: president@cpa.org.au

Adelaide Elias Alevizos email: sa@cpa.org.au phone: 0405 020 614
postal: PO Box 612, Port Adelaide BC, SA 5015 web: adelaidecommunists.org

Brisbane phone: 0499 476 540 email: bris@cpa.org.au postal: PO Box 6012, 
Manly, Qld 4179

Canberra email: act@cpa.org.au

Darwin Vinnie Molina phone: 0419 812 872 email: darwin@cpa.org.au

Melbourne Andrew Irving email: cpavic@cpa.org.au phone: 03 9639 1550 
postal: Box 3 Trades Hall, Lygon St, Carlton Sth Vic 3053

Newcastle email: newcastle@cpa.org.au

Perth Vinnie Molina email: perth@cpa.org.au phone: 0419 812 872
postal: PO Box 98, North Perth, WA 6906

Western NSW Allan Hamilton email: western.nsw@cpa.org.au 
postal: 121 McKay St, Cootamundra, NSW 2590

Sydney email: sydney@cpa.org.au phone: 02 9699 8844 
postal: 74 Buckingham St, Surry Hills, NSW 2010

Tasmania Bob Briton email: tas@cpa.org.au phone: 0418 894 366

Youth email: youth@cpa.org.au phone: 02 9699 8844
postal: 74 Buckingham St, Surry Hills, 2010

Find out more about the

Communist Party of Australia
web www.cpa.org.au
email cpa@cpa.org.au
phone 02 9699 8844

Brexit: 
Fact or 
fi ction?

Melbourne


