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EDITORIAL

SUFFRAGE AND JUSTICE!
It is 116 years since Australian women received the right
to vote, leading the world in votes for women only
second to New Zealand.
On 17 NOVEMBER 1910 the Australian senate passed
the votes for women resolution, that concluded,
‘no self-governing country can prosper without
the physical aid of women. It is a necessary factor
in securing the moral and spiritual progress of the
individual and the nation’.
Undoubtedly a great victory but those women would
never have imagined the conundrum facing all voters
116 years on – not of their right to vote but of what
value their vote is today!
The question for the 21st century is not universal
suffrage but universal justice. Who can we vote for?
What is the difference? Will any political party deliver
genuine change for the better and, indeed, the most
important question of all, will Parliament ever solve the
urgent issues confronting the majority of Australians?
Poverty, homelessness, limited health services, severe
job exploitation, a damaged environment, involvement
in unnecessary wars, austerity and privatisation are
reflective of the policies of government, whichever
party is in power.
Has there ever been a time since Federation when
poverty didn’t exist? Where complete justice for all
prevailed? Where men and women were truly equal?
Has there ever been a time since women won the
vote when equal pay was achieved? Have we ever
succeeded in all of that time to create a society where
everyone had a secure roof over their head, job
security, affordable healthcare, social justice?

The right to vote is seen as fundamental to a
democracy, and indeed it is, but does this vote mask
the very lack of democracy it was supposed to define?
What moral and spiritual progress of the individual and
the nation has been achieved since 1902?
Governments of all colours have failed the people.
We need to begin to ask the hard questions of
politicians on both sides.
Whose interests do you serve when you privatise all
of the people’s property? Who authorised you to do
so? Whose interests do you serve when you pull us
into unjust wars of aggression, wasting our taxes on
instruments of war instead of serving our needs? Who
authorised you to cut our services, pensions, healthcare
and transport in order to support corporate profits?
On whose behalf do you attack our unions and our
public broadcaster, ABC? Who authorised you to cut
our working conditions, slash our penalty rates and
demonise our unemployed and pensioners?
A genuine democracy is where the people have control
over their property, their institutions, their lives and their
future. We do not control these. They are controlled
by politicians who are overpaid, unrepresentative and
unresponsive and who serve the interests of those
outside of the majority of voters.
The struggle around the world for universal franchise
was successful because people fought for it. No
condition, wage increase or civil right was ever
granted – it was won! If we don’t recognise this, we
will continue to be disenfranchised, impoverished and
misrepresented and our right to vote, so hard-fought,
will be squandered.
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BY CLAUDE MOSTOWIK MSC

When Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull spoke of
‘Australian jobs, Australian ingenuity and Australian
technology’, he announced that Australia wants to be
among the 10 big arms manufacturers and traders in
the world. It seemed like another version of the old
mantra of ‘jobs and growth’. Jobs and growth – great!
But we must ask at what cost? At what price? We must
ask why resort to this form of trade, especially when
recently our car industry was shut down.
The cost of trading in arms manufacture is to facilitate
suffering, bloodshed and destruction in so many ways. Does
this feed our addiction to all things military? Does it display
an incongruent set of values that would lead to exacerbating
extreme heat, drought and famine by not addressing climate
change and promoting renewable energy?
Very few of the so-called ‘pro life’ religious leaders
– congregational leaders or bishops – seem to have
made a comment or condemned this move. It seems
that ordinary decent people are more outraged at this
move by our government. Other than Pope Francis, no
world leader seems to have consistently called for the
elimination of the arms trade.
In June 2017 Pope Francis said, ‘It is an absurd
contradiction to speak of peace, to negotiate peace,
and at the same time, promote or permit the arms
trade. Is this war or that war really a war to solve
problems or is it a commercial war for selling weapons
in illegal trade and so that the merchants of death get
rich? Let us put an end to this situation. Let us pray
all together that national leaders may firmly commit
themselves to ending the arms trade which victimizes
so many innocent people.’
In 2015 Pope Francis took aim at the power of the arms
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industry when he lambasted it as ‘the industry of death’,
saying that many powerful people do not want peace
because they live off wars – people making money by
producing and selling weapons.
The government’s values seem to be clearly twisted. It
has failed to fully support the renewables industry that
could export clean energy to the world. Indeed, it has
don e everything it can to oppose it. What values is the
government espousing? It does not seem to be promoting
wellbeing, life and peace, but death and misery, violence
and destruction. To underscore this, the government has
cut humanitarian aid that enhances people’s lives to the
lowest level in our history and is prepared to become a
major weapons manufacturer and exporter.
It is clear now that one reason the government did
not acknowledge the home-grown ICAN (International
Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons) Nobel Peace
Prize, or congratulate the organisation, was that it
would have been seen as inconsistent in the light
of recent statements to boost the arms trade in this
country. At the heart of this is the old question: is it
about people or about profits?
The arms trade does not work to bring about peace
but destruction of people, destruction of sentient life,
infrastructure and the environment. It does not contribute
to the wellbeing of people. It does not build schools and
hospitals. It does not build roads and railways that serve
ordinary people. It is not just another form of trade like
the car industry or other manufacturing industry.
It is inconceivable that we could seriously talk of peace
whilst relying on this trade for our security, whether
physical or economic. As one writer to a newspaper
said, the Prime Minister is prostituting this country to

join these ‘merchants of death’ in countries filled with
conflicts of interest and unable to participate as ‘solid
global citizens’.

THE GOVERNMENT HAS
CUT HUMANITARIAN
AID THAT ENHANCES
PEOPLE’S LIVES TO
THE LOWEST LEVEL
IN OUR HISTORY
AND IS PREPARED
TO BECOME A
MAJOR WEAPONS
MANUFACTURER AND
EXPORTER.

Let us remember that the one purpose of arms is to
kill and destroy – to kill people who are created in the
image and likeness of God. Australia must, if it wants
to be a solid world citizen, take the lead and say no to
weapon manufacture. The Department of Immigration
used to have a poster in their waiting rooms, ‘People
are our business’, whilst people sitting there waited
anxiously for a positive review of their cases. They did
not always feel that sentiment. Australia has treated
asylum seekers abominably for many years yet we have
participated, and will continue to do, in causing people
to escape from places of war and conflict, such as
Afghanistan, Iran and Syria, and then punish them for
seeking security.
Australia has compromised human rights standards in
its treatment of asylum seekers who arrive by boat. It
has compromised those standards in its silence on the
treatment of the Rohingya people. It has compromised
those standards in its military support of the Philippine
regime knowing full well that over 12,000 murders,
including human rights defenders, have been carried out
by death squads. How can Australia, with its seat on the
UN Human Rights Council, speak up on human rights
abuses perpetrated by governments it is trading with?
It is time for religious leaders of all kinds, individually
and in unison, to condemn this proposal. It may also be
an opportunity to ask the question: what real problems
are we trying to solve by embarking more and more in
this form of trade?
Source: Adelaide Voices March/May 2018

DID YOU KNOW?

Behrouz
Boochani

We tend to think of prophets only as the Biblical
characters, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Micah and others. They
were people who held a mirror up to their own society
to show their people the error of their ways. And they,
the prophets, the mirror bearers, almost invariably
suffered in some way for their courage and their
determination to swim against the tide.

But prophets have arisen in our own times: courageous
people prepared to endure suffering: detention,
imprisonment, physical pain and hardship, opprobrium,
even from those whom they loved, in order to hold
up that mirror, to try to effect change. Examples include Nelson Mandela, Mohandas Gandhi, Oscar
Romero and Aung San Suu Kyi.
Behrouz Boochani comes from a similar mould. A Kurdish Iranian journalist, Boochani fled Iran
in 2013. He made his way towards Australia via Indonesia but the boat he was travelling in was
intercepted and he was taken to Christmas Island before being transferred to Manus Island in August
2013.
In the ensuing period of almost five years he has held a mirror up to Australia, continually challenging
the Australian government and the Australian people’s support for the policies that permit the
indefinite detention on innocent asylum seekers in offshore camps.
Against extraordinary odds, Boochani has managed to use every avenue available to him to bring the
plight of refugees on Manus Island to the attention of the Australian people and to the world at large.
He has published articles in The Guardian internationally and The Saturday Paper in Australia. He has
produced a documentary, filmed entirely by mobile phone with the Manus Island camp.
He is a poet and his evocative poetry from Manus has been published around the world.
Behrouz Boochani is truly a prophet in the ancient and modern traditions: holding up his mirror
unflinchingly, courageously, showing us up for what we are.
Source: Adelaide Voices March-May 2018

the

BEACON

3

SOLIDARITY

FOREVER

When the union’s inspiration through the workers’ blood shall run,
There can be no power greater anywhere beneath the sun;
Yet what force on earth is weaker than the feeble strength of one,
But the union makes us strong.
(Chorus)
Solidarity forever,
Solidarity forever,
Solidarity forever,
For the union makes us strong.

Is there aught we hold in common with the greedy parasite,
Who would lash us into serfdom and would crush us with his might?
Is there anything left to us but to organise and fight?
For the union makes us strong.
It is we who plowed the prairies; built the cities where they trade;
Dug the mines and built the workshops, endless miles of railroad laid;
Now we stand outcast and starving midst the wonders we have made;
But the union makes us strong.
All the world that’s owned by idle drones is ours and ours alone.
We have laid the wide foundations; built it skyward stone by stone.
It is ours, not to slave in, but to master and to own.
While the union makes us strong.
They have taken untold millions that they never toiled to earn,
But without our brain and muscle not a single wheel can turn.
We can break their haughty power, gain our freedom when we learn
That the union makes us strong.
In our hands is placed a power greater than their hoarded gold,
Greater than the might of armies, multiplied a thousand-fold.
We can bring to birth a new world from the ashes of the old
For the union makes us strong.
Ralph Chaplin (1915)
Source: The Sun Sydney Unitarian News April/May 2018
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THE CASE FOR
PUBLIC OWNERSHIP

After decades of denuding privatization policies, the
green shoots of a public takeback are finally appearing.
Dinyar Godrej on the promise and the threat.

‘There is more, not less, demand for government
services – but increasing reluctance from governments
to provide them.’

Come election time and politicians’ promises fly thick as
clouds of swifts. Imagine if a candidate aiming for high
office were to promise at the hustings – after the usual
guff about government not interfering with ordinary
people’s lives, of course – that their party also intended
to keep its distance from providing public services and
would strip those that remained to the bone. Political
suicide, one might think.

The tax smokescreen employed here is a common one
for proponents of the deeply unpopular but entrenched
privatization dogma that has dominated public service
provision. Opinion polls routinely show public support
for public ownership. And privatization, whether it
has taken the form of outright sale of an asset that
should have remained public, a so-called public
private partnership (PPP) or outsourcing, has had one
spectacular failure after another.

Yet after decades of an ideological war on the public
sphere, when tirades against ‘big government’ are
shorthand for the privatization and marketization of
the vital goods and services that governments would
normally be expected to provide, such a claim would
not be far from the truth.
One of the conclusions of the year-long Australian
People’s Inquiry Into Privatization was that ‘there is
more, not less, demand for government services – but
increasing reluctance from governments to provide
them. Communities did not agree to accept less
coverage or less quality from government, but that is
increasingly their experience.’
Recently British Prime Minister Theresa May admitted
in a speech at her party’s spring conference that
voters had ‘doubts’ over the Conservatives’ handling of
public services, especially the National Health Service
(NHS). She then made this curious statement that was
also tweeted by the Conservatives’ account: ‘Brilliant
Conservative councils keep taxes low so people can
keep more of the money they earn and deliver highquality services for those who rely on them.’
It is one of those utterances that overflows with
signification. But the main promise is that the state will
keep its hands off individuals’ hard-earned cash by not
making them pay too much of that nasty tax, while still
magically delivering on the services that tax could be
paying for. (May is no stranger to ‘have your cake and
eat it’ thinking on other fronts, too.)

This is because the model of market liberalism – that
private companies borrowing through financial markets
could deliver better public services than democratically
elected governments drawing on public funds – that
has been promoted since the 1980s has more than a
few fatal flaws. The much-vaunted efficiency of private
companies was solely directed at returning a profit for
shareholders. The moral distinction of vital services that
need to be run for people rather than profit was lost on
the captains of business.
The logic of private entrants into this arena was to pick
and choose the juiciest contracts, milk them for profit,
and cut and run if things fell apart. Plus the current topheavy culture of high shareholder dividends – fat-cat
CEO salaries, and the rest be damned – makes private
corporations a particularly bad fit with public provision.
The competitive discipline of market forces does not
apply. As Cat Hobbs, director of the public services
campaign group We Own It puts it: ‘Vital public services,
like water provision, tend to be natural monopolies.
You don’t get to choose the water coming out of your
taps – there is one set of pipes. It would be impossible
for any company to provide real competition to that,
so what you effectively have is private monopolies.’
Consider the private British water companies, which
raked in profits of $2.8 billion in the financial year
ending 2017, with a so-handsome-it’s-cosmeticallyenhanced profit margin of 17 per cent. They have paid
out dividends to shareholders that are roughly equal to
the
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profits over the last decade, which means infrastructure
investment is a low priority.
Such gushing profits get reflected in bills, of course. In
the higher income OECD countries, the average price
for energy charged by private companies is 23 per cent
higher than by public companies. In France privatized
water company bills are on average 16 per cent higher
than those of their municipal counterparts. And of course
the Cochabamba water wars of Bolivia are legendary,
when US transnational Bechtel hiked up prices for this vital
resource way beyond the ability of poor people to pay.

PARTNERS OR SHARKS?
The rotting fruits of neoliberalism ironically only
sweetened privatisation when they should have
poisoned it. The 2007–08 global financial crisis,
which resulted in austerity policies in most high
income countries, did little to shake our political elites’
conviction in the value of private sector contracts.
Underfunding and undermining of the public sector
continued. International financial institutions, often
with the support of government, prescribed not only
sell-offs, which led to the loss of income to the public
purse, but dubious PPP schemes meant to transfer
risk to the private sector. If private companies invest,
then they are taking the up-front risk, goes the logic in
its simplest form. But PPPs usually turn out far more
expensive than public procurement because private
companies borrow money at much higher rates of
interest than government can. Then there are the profit
margins that are often written into contracts and the
fortunes handed out to the big accounting and financial
advice firms who guide the deals.
Eventually, of course, the investment must be repaid
(many times over) by the public purse. The National
Audit Office reckons that the British taxpayer is in
hock to the tune of £200 billion for Private Finance
Initiative (another term for PPPs) ventures. A 2016 report
found that a quarter of the European PPPs it studied,
generated annual returns on investment of 12 per cent
– all draining into private hands. In the Majority World,
where the risks are perceived as higher, investors expect
returns closer to 25 per cent – this is the stuff of payday loan sharks. Yet PPPs are being pushed through
the usual development finance and aid channels by the
World Bank and Western governments onto countries in
the Global South seeking cash for public projects.
When Boris Johnson was Mayor of London he lamented
the multibillion-pound débâcle of a collapsed London
Underground PPP scheme, saying: ‘In other countries
this would be called looting, here it is called the PPP.’
Now elevated to the top job at the Foreign Office, his
department is actively recommending similar private
funding schemes for healthcare to Zambia and Liberia
putting them at risk of ‘unjust and unpayable debts’.
Outsourcing has penetrated into some of the most
critical areas of service provision, such as home care,
administering disability benefits, and running prison
systems. Huge transnationals have cornered the market,
tendering low to win hefty government contracts.
Quite apart from the fact that they use their position to
renegotiate contracts terms upwards soon after taking
charge, their model is based on exploiting (less than)
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THERE IS MORE,
NOT LESS, DEMAND
FOR GOVERNMENT
SERVICES – BUT
INCREASING
RELUCTANCE FROM
GOVERNMENTS TO
PROVIDE THEM.

minimum wage labour and zero-hour contract workers
– often to provide care for the most vulnerable. One
can’t help but think that any notion of the ‘public good’
has left the room in such arrangements.
The benefits of public ownership are obvious – no
wasteful leakage of dividends to shareholders and
returns to the public purse from profitable endeavours
This corporate entrenchment in the public sector –
and its shortcomings – is typified by the collapsed
construction giant Carillion, a firm that held 450
taxpayer-funded contracts in Britain and employed
20,000 workers, which gave it a ‘too big to fail’ status,
with ministers awarding it contracts crossing the billionpound mark even after it had published profit warnings.
While Carillion is being seen by some as a British
turning point, with opposition Labour leader Jeremy
Corbyn promising to ‘rewrite the rules to give the public
back control of their services’ if elected, it remains to
be seen if the current government will veer from its
default of throwing money at the private sector. In
Australia, things have got so bad that even a champion
of privatisation, Rod Simms, the Competition and
Consumer Commission chair, declared that ‘a sharp
uppercut is necessary’ as privatization was damaging the
economy. And indeed Australian regional governments
are stepping up and taking enterprises into public
ownership, where the market has failed.

THE DEFIANT CITY
But as an influential study from the Transnational
Institute documented last year, there is already a quiet
revolution afoot on this front and it is taking place
mainly at the city level. They found that ‘there have
been at least 835 examples of (re)municipalisation of

public services worldwide since 2000, involving more
than 1,600 municipalities in 45 countries’.
This is particularly remarkable as it is far easier to
privatise than it is to take back into public ownership.
Over the years, governments’ decision-making and
operational abilities have been degraded with cutbacks
in public servants and an over-reliance on private
consulting firms. Austerity conditions that often
necessitate the takeback have left public spending
budgets depleted. As Cat Hobbs of We Own It says: ‘The
public sector needs to have sufficient funding, it needs
to have sufficient knowhow and expertise, and it needs
to have the assets that make public ownership possible.’
And then there is always the issue of the degree of
compensation owed to a private company and whether
they will sue for large sums for the termination of
the contract. There have been instances of private
companies that have ratcheted up debts and turned
around to sue for the loss of imagined future profits
when their contract was cancelled. Investor protection
mechanisms make it particularly lucrative for foreign
companies to go down this route. Argentina has
suffered 59 such lawsuits when it enacted progressive
measures to make public services work for the people.
The amount of preparation should not be
underestimated – both Paris and Buenos Aires took
years to do the groundwork to take back their water
services successfully.
Many of these obstacles are better surmounted at the
local level where common cause for pressing issues is
easier to find – and it is worth noting that support for
public ownership in this local context can come from
across the political spectrum. The benefits are obvious
– no wasteful leakage of dividends to shareholders;
returns to the public purse from profitable endeavours
which can then cross-subsidise services which are
essential but not profitable; a boost to the local
economy as jobs are created, and the strengthening of
workers’ rights and capacity to organise.
Of course municipalisation is meaningless if it adopts
the values of the marketplace and ignores the social
dividends it is so well placed to deliver. But it often
delivers on both economic efficiency and social benefit.
Valladolid in Spain made savings of 71 per cent by
bringing street cleaning services in-house, while at
the same time providing secure jobs to workers who
normally had few rights.
Outfits like the Nottingham City Council-initiated
Robin Hood Energy are all about reclaiming the
public ethos and are a world away from the bloated,
overly managerial cliché of old style public ownership.
Operating as an energy generator and supplier, it was
specifically set up on a not-for-profit basis in order to
address fuel poverty and provide low-cost energy. Its
motto: ‘No private shareholders. No director bonuses.

Just clear transparent pricing.’ In Germany, 284
municipal energy providers have addressed popular
demand for renewable energy, bringing about a wave of
transformation that private companies were reluctant to
be part of.
The way public ownership is being rethought often
includes accountability to the people using the services
and their participation in decision-making; it addresses
issues of environmental and social sustainability.

THIS IS PARTICULARLY
REMARKABLE AS IT
IS FAR EASIER TO
PRIVATISE THAN IT IS
TO TAKE BACK INTO
PUBLIC OWNERSHIP.

If there is a leitmotif to the new municipalist
movements it is democratic engagement and popular
participation, not just in terms of public services and
resources but in terms of reimagining the city as a site
of resistance. It is a realisation that it is possible to exert
positive power and transform the conditions of our lives
by changing things at a local level.
Particularly strong in Europe, these movements are
outward looking, reaching out to movements in the
Global South that operate under different, much more
challenging circumstances, sharing knowledge and
helping to bring their struggles to wider attention.
This is a ball that is rolling, but in terms of current
economic orthodoxies it is still rolling uphill. How far it
can go will be determined by its successes, of course,
but also by the continued engagement of the likes of
you and me – the public.
Source: New Internationalist May 2018 (NI 512)
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THE
AND THE ASSAULT ON DEMOCRACY
It’s been going on for many decades now: unions
attacked, unequal legislation creating laws that apply
to unions but which have no effect upon private and
public employers, resulting in the criminalisation of
union activities.
Most recently we witnessed the attempted set-up of
John Setka and Shaun Reardon, two senior CFMEU
officials, on phony blackmail charges. Employer, Boral,
and a number of legal firms, combined with state and
federal Liberal politicians in an attempt to take what was
supposedly a breach of 45D & E Secondary Boycott
laws from the industrial legal jurisdiction into the
criminal jurisdiction. They failed.
However, if Boral executives and their state and federal
Liberal representatives had been less careless, if they
had their story straight and had actually destroyed
all of the documents which demonstrated a massive
conspiracy, instead of the amateurish attempt they
actually made, then John and Shaun may have been
found guilty. Whereas whilst the conspiracy proves the
level of ideological commitment employers and their
political representatives have to the destruction of the
labour movement, it is not the main story.
The main story, at least in Australia, began in 1977 with
the introduction of 45 D&E and the Industrial Relations
Bureau by the federal Liberal government, and was one
legislative part of what we now refer to as the rollout
of the neoliberal agenda across the globe. 45 D&E was
part of a massive and thoroughgoing restructure of the
global capitalist economy, which combined privatisation,
casualisation, offshoring of jobs, sham contracting,

extreme anti-union laws, attacks on national sovereignty
through ‘free’ trade agreements, where we were told
that governments were a halter on the unfettered ability
of corporations to profit and thus ‘benefit us all’.
These secondary boycott laws created a legal inequality
between employers and unionists. Unions could not
show solidarity with each other by acting against all
employers with an interest in a dispute. On the other
hand, employers were free to stand with each other
in solidarity, as well as employ a secondary workforce
(scabs), thus carrying out what is in effect a secondary
boycott against unions.
To outlaw solidarity between and inside unions, you
outlaw both the reason why unions exist and the means
by which they achieve the interests of their members
and our communities.
It is important to note that this rollout of ‘free’ market
economics – neoliberalism – came hot on the heels
of a global labour movement that had made great
strides through the post-Second World War period.
Neoliberalism was the reckoning, where capitalism
declared the end of the social contract that existed in
many advanced capitalist countries for around the first
70 years of the 20th century. In Australia, the labour
movement faced down and organised against antiunion laws for 13 years, through the 1950s and 1960s,
which culminated in a general strike to free Tramways
Union Secretary Clarrie O’Shea from prison.
That set the movement up for a large number of
campaign wins for close to a decade, the general
and overall betterment of rank and file unionists, and
importantly, an autonomous set of political positions
and policies dealing with foreign policy (Vietnam, South
Africa and apartheid, Northern Ireland, and Palestine,
to name just a few), land rights for the First Nation
peoples, multiculturalism, healthcare, free education
and ideas around Australia as an independent and selfdetermining country. Unions achieved much in those
policy areas as a result, where Labor governments for
a few short but significant years were encouraged to
adopt them by the union movement through their
affiliation to the Labor Party.
Then, something changed. Capitalism ran into strife.
Economics, based upon older, military-colonial
arrangements in the Third World became, literally,
unaffordable. Independence movements were winning
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THEN, SOMETHING
CHANGED.
CAPITALISM RAN INTO
STRIFE. ECONOMICS,
BASED UPON OLDER,
MILITARY-COLONIAL
ARRANGEMENTS IN
THE THIRD WORLD
BECAME, LITERALLY,
UNAFFORDABLE.

across the globe. When that colonial prop began to
disappear, something had to replace it. Called various
things at different times: the new right, economic
rationalism, free market economics, neoliberalism,
with its let-the-market-rip ideology and ‘free’ trade
agreements – provided the replacement model.
45 D&E was part of a devastating systemic
restructuring of capitalism, and without it, restructure
would have been halted.
Those of you old enough will remember the ideological
position argued so strongly from the late 1970s,
backed up by extremely punitive anti-union laws and
actions, which outlined a new capitalist utopia where
government policies, laws and regulations would be
removed to enable the rich to become richer so that
‘their wealth would result in investment, jobs and in the
Third World, hundreds of millions lifted out of poverty.’

It was argued that the wealth would trickle down,
leading to another misnomer – trickle down
economics. Fraser hummed along, but Hawke and
Keating wrote the full symphony and conducted the
whole orchestra, attacking airline pilots, meatworkers
and anyone not prepared to support the forced
economic restructuring. In 1986 they deregistered
and derecognised the Builders Labourers Federation,
the BLF, one of the precursor unions that, under
John Cummins’ leadership, went on to help form the
CFMEU. The BLF stood outside and against the forced
economic restructuring of the Australian economy.
We opposed the Accords, which were meant to
provide a ‘civilised’ management of the rollout of the
restructuring, maintaining incomes and prices (in the
end there never was a Prices and Incomes Accord, just
an Incomes Accord) in balance, as the whole economy
was forcibly restructured.
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That restructuring included losing many of our public
assets; the offshoring of entire industries; an end
to large scale apprenticeships training because the
new private owners of power utilities, transport, and
what used to be our public assets, could not afford
such training; casualisation (introduced on the lie that
it would only ever involve casual replacements for
relieving workers); sham contracting, where people
are actually workers but are forced to pretend they
are independent businesses; as well as many other
radical changes. Perhaps the most damaging change
of all involved the massive cultural shift from a largely

egalitarian culture where you could still be seen for who
you are, to a self first, gutless culture where more and
more you are judged on what you have.
But before any of those changes could be brought in,
unions had to be broken. That was almost achieved and
it started in earnest in 1977 with 45 D&E.
In their explanatory piece titled ‘ILO Principles
Concerning the Right to Strike’ Bernard Gernigon,
Alberto Odero and Horacio Guido, writing on behalf of
the International Labour Organisation (ILO), stated:

Body of principles on the right to strike:
D. A blanket ban on sympathy strikes could lead to abuse. Workers should be able
to enjoy the right to take such action when the initial strike they are supporting is
itself lawful.
H. Restrictions on picketing should be confined to cases in which such action ceases
to be peaceful, and picketing should not interfere with the freedom to work of
non-strikers (Note the authors here are referring to those in the existing, internal
workforce who choose to scab).
J. The hiring of workers to replace strikers seriously impairs the right to strike and
is acceptable only in strikes in an essential service or in situations of acute national
crisis.’
For our purposes (J) says it all, doesn’t it! The use of externally hired scabs is a
restriction on the right to strike.
If we are to be equal before the law, then either we have 45 D&E and no
employment of scabs or we have no 45 D&E and employer use of scabs and let the
real market rule.
to be continued next month
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from our readers
FRIENDS
Enclosed is a cheque for $50 – $10 of this is for my subscription, $40 is a donation.
Thank you for this newsletter.

A Logan, NSW

DEAR EDITOR
We have enclosed a cheque for $50, donation to your journal The Beacon.
A very sane and balanced journal.
Keep it coming.

M Cram, NSW

DONNA
We were wondering if we could reprint the Skripal article by Christopher Black from the May Beacon? We will acknowledge
the Beacon of course.
If you agree, could you send us a word document, please?
By the way, the editorial on Syria was excellent.
Kind regards

Greg Mead, Editor, Adelaide Voices, SA

TO ALL AT THE BEACON
Many, many thanks to you all for the Robert Burrowes talk and podcast. It is heartening to have the reality on our immediate
challenges outlined, many of which were forecast in Blueprint for Survival in 1972, and most of which are kept out of the
mainstream media. Some scientists say we may have only 3–7 years ahead given the expected crash of food and fish in
2020, so it will be interesting to prove them wrong by actually turning our lifestyles into drawdown mode. Many community
projects are operating to do so by 2020, unfortunately not our governments or big business.
Only by refusing petroleum products and waste, joining in community ventures for change and replanting or protecting our
natural ecosystems will we make any difference. Greening our vote would speed things up immeasurably since weeding
10 metres by 10 metres in a day doesn’t compare to legislation which stops another massive billion dollar polluting or
privatisation disaster. And Labor and the Coalition just won’t do it.
The question is, will we?

K Mackay Victoria

A UNITARIAN DOXOLOGY
Our philosophy consists of those actions, purposes and experiences that are humanly significant.
Nothing human is alien to a unitarian. It includes labour, art, science, philosophy, love, friendship – all
that is in its degree expressive of intelligently satisfying human living.
We seek the fulfilment of life in the here and now – this is the explanation of our social passion.
We do not deny the possibility of realities as yet undiscovered, but rather we insist that the way to
determine the existence and value of any and all realities is by means of intelligent inquiry and by the
assessment of their relevance to human needs.
Our religious emotions are therefore expressed in a heightened sense of personal life
and in a cooperative effort to promote social wellbeing.
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