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It’s time for
unions to
stand firm

Dean Mighell is right...

and Joe McDonald is even more
right

By Martin Thomas

Dean Mighell, leader of the ETU (Electrical Trades Union) in Victoria, is right: "What we've seen [from the ALP
leadership] is an incremental backing away of some fundamental union rights, and now we're going into something
resembling 'WorkChoices lite'..." Kevin Rudd is becoming a "pale imitation" of John Howard.

Joe McDonald, assistant secretary of the CFMEU in Western Australia, is even more right. When Kevin Rudd
demanded his resignation from the Australian Labor Party on laughable charges of rude language about an
employer, McDonald, unlike Mighell, refused, and challenged Rudd and his followers to expel him.



2

Such is Rudd's creeping-Jesus personality that it is
possible that he has never moved in circles where
people feel hostility to capitalists, or express their
hostility in rough language. "Oh, yes sir! At once,
sir!" is more the sort of language he would use with
the boss class.

He must have read or heard about class conflict,
though. He is using his ridiculous charges against
Mighell and McDonald as a lever to distance the ALP
from the unions and turn himself into an Australian
Tony Blair or Gordon Brown, a "labour" leader who
walls himself off from all working-class influence.

Even Unions NSW secretary John Robertson, a very
mainstream figure in the union movement, has
caught flak for trying (stupidly) to calm workers'
(justified) concerns about the ALP's backpedalling
on workers' rights by claiming that the union tops are
playing clever, letting Rudd say what he wants for
now, and intending to pull him into line after the ALP
wins the next federal election.

Michael Cooney, who was principal policy adviser to
Kim Beazley when he was ALP leader, Michael
Cooney, has confirmed - in code - that Rudd is
moving along Blair's lines.

"The thing about Kevin Rudd is he is a very
progressive [read: economic rationalist] Labor leader
and I think that means he's got two key
understandings. First of all, that for Labor and for
progressives, they must move forward, not back,
including in industrial relations [read: cut back
workers' rights, not extend them]. But also, I think he
understands that the core progressive value is
community and that means representing in politics
the whole of the community [read: the bosses], not
sections of it [read: not the working-class majority]."

When Blair performed his operation on the British
labour movement, in the mid-1990s, the British
unions were heavily demoralised. Their organisation
had been smashed in industry after industry in the
previous ten years, following the defeat of the great
miners' strike of 1984-5. They laboured under anti-
union laws which made effective strike action very
difficult. All the big unions were led by right-wingers.

Blair told them that in order to allow him to end 18
years of bone-crushing Tory rule, they would have to
accept drastic curbs on their power to set Labour
policy. They agreed.

Rudd faces a union movement which has also
suffered defeats, but not as severe. In October 2006
the ACTU congress set out a policy for workers' and
union rights far in advance of anything the British
unions dared aspire to in the mid-1990s.

So Rudd has chosen to make his way by targeting
the more left-wing and combative union leaders, and
daring the rest of the union movement to speak out
against him - or implicitly concede that any sharp,
rough hostility to employers is to be banned.

Doing that, he damages the ALP's chances against
Howard in the next federal election. Absolutely
predictably, the conservatives have used Rudd's

condemnations of Mighell and McDonald as a
springboard to demand Rudd repudiates all
connections with trade-unionism, even the most
moderate - something that Rudd cannot and will not
do at this stage.

For Rudd, however, it is more important to win the
battle within the ALP to enable him to be prime
minister free of working-class pressure than to win
the battle against Howard at the election.

Yet the rest of the union movement has stayed quiet.
It has not spoken up for Mighell and McDonald.

In June, former Labor prime minister Paul Keating
described the union movement as "dying on the
vine. Dying out of lack of passion, its reason for
existence and general incompetence," he said.

To the extent that there is truth in this, Keating bears
a good part of the blame - and the union leaders in
the 1980s and 1990s who did not fight Keating when
he was in government bear the rest.

But Dean Mighell is also right in his comment on
Keating: "If unions don't work hard enough, if we
don't identify the problems, if we don't get out there
and create organisations that working people want to
join, then we'll die... I think the criticism of Keating is
quite legitimate for many of us in the union
movement."

The fact that Rudd cannot follow the same course as
Blair did in the mid-1990s shows that he is weaker,
and can be beaten. But only if the union movement
dares to stand up for itself.

Labor, the unions and
AWAs

n the lead up to this year’s Federal election it is
clear that pressure on the Australian Labor Party
leadership to cave in further on industrial relations

policy will be unrelenting. Two of the top bosses’
organisations the Business Council of Australia and
the Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry
are riding to the rescue of a faltering conservative
coalition government.

There will be a joint Australian Chamber of
Commerce and Industry and Business Council of
Australia advertising blitz worth millions to counter a
very effective union campaign against Prime Minister
Howard’s Work Choices laws. Other employer
organisations are considering similar actions.

ACTU president Sharon Burrow told the ABC this is
proof big business wants the Government's industrial
laws to stay.

I
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"Big business has become so greedy that all they
care about is profits, not the rights of working
Australians," she said.

"And to spend money promoting John Howard and
WorkChoices is all about the election, not about
working families."

The bosses’ advertising campaign in support of the
John Howard led government will have a veneer of
‘non-partisanship’ by including reference to changes
made under the previous ALP government. These
advertisements will cover changes to the industrial
system which began with the introduction of
Enterprise Bargaining under Paul Keating in 1993.
Record profits and a booming economy have led to a
fear among employers that the good times may not
be so good under Labor. They fear a continued
campaign by union leaders if Labor wins office may
take away some of their massive gains under
WorkChoices.

This in spite of the Rudd/Gillard ALP leadership
running a mile from projecting itself as a reformist
alternative government. They take every opportunity
to assure the likes of the BCA and the ACCI that
their policies will not impact adversely on corporate
profitability.

Unionists in Parliament

At the ALP National Conference in April not a
meaningful word of dissent was uttered in debate by
the ACTU or other union leaders as Labor Leader
Kevin Rudd steered through a much watered down
industrial relations policy. Rudd’s policy had been
publicly ‘launched’ 10 days earlier at the National
Press Club. Even so one of the few ACTU policies
adopted at the ALP Conference was the abolition of
the vicious and reactionary inspectorate of the
building industry, the Australian Building and
Construction Commission (ABCC). The other major
win for workers at the Conference was a
commitment to abolish AWAs.

On 18 May John Robertson, right wing head of
Unions NSW, was reported on the ABC as saying :

“Unions New South Wales calls on the Rudd Labor
team to remain absolutely committed to its policy to
abolish AWAs in the face of the campaign of
opposition by the mining companies and big
business.”

In private union leaders say to workers ‘we can’t
trust politicians of any variety’. In practice in this
country unlike the UK, Canada or New Zealand,
union leaders in Australia have developed a strong
tradition of queuing up for positions in Parliament
and using their links with the ALP as a means of
progressing their careers. (On the other side of
politics of course business leaders dominate the
conservatives).

Having unionists in parliament is not a problem in
itself. Workers would hope that as parliamentarians
their former union leaders will respond to their
demands better. But history shows that the opposite
is true (Bob Hawke using the military to break the

airline pilots union). Seeing the effect of party
machine politics time after time many workers have
come to expect little better. It is a serious problem for
the working class that their avowed leaders don’t
more often fight for their class interests with the
same ruthless tenacity that the bosses’ organisations
fight for theirs.

Right to strike

Some in Labor and the unions do not support a
campaign for a “right to strike”. In the past there has
been only an implied right to strike and most workers
have traditionally used the strike as a measure of
last resort. In 1993 the then labor government began
a round of industrial relations reforms which
abolished centralized wage fixation, decreased the
effect of the industrial Awards system and arguably
has laid the path to Howard’s Work Choices
legislation. Industrial action was allowed in
enterprise bargaining periods. The effect of this was
not, as some claim, the legalization of the right to
strike, but its limitation.

Now Rudd wants to take that policy to its logical
conclusion by making industrial action illegal outside
of bargaining periods and only allowed when
sanctioned by a time wasting and expensive secret
ballot conducted by a government sanctioned
outside body.

A matter of weeks after the ALP National
Conference Deputy ALP Leader Julia Gillard, on 30
May, mimicking Rudd’s pre-emptive IR
announcement in April, and used a National Press
Club address to announce that Labor in office will
retain the ABCC until 2010. Gillard went so far as to
adopt the John Howard language of “controlling
industry thugs” as a reason for keeping the ABCC in
operation. Gillard was quoted in the Herald Sun as
saying :

“We will not tolerate old school thuggish behaviour,"
Ms Gillard said. "Anyone who breaks the law will feel
the full force of the law."

How Rudd/Gillard balancing act will play out given a
clear pattern of retreat after retreat is not absolutely
clear. Prominent ALP leaders such as Alan
Carpenter, Premier of West Australia, and former
Prime Minister Paul Keating have urged a roll back
of the commitment to abolish AWAs, they say, only
for the relatively well paid workers in the mining
industry. Unfortunately many influential union voices
putting an independent working class viewpoint
inside Labor, such as Dean Mighell, have so far
been silenced or dare not risk the ‘bad’ publicity in
an election year.
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Workers Rights
Coalition formed in
Melbourne
 Riki Lane

lmost every day it seems that the ALP backs
down on another basic workers' right. Strikes
will only be legal after a secret ballot. AWAs

are to go – but after 2010 and will be replaced by
beefed up common law contracts. The draconian
policeman of the construction industry, the ABCC,
will continue until 2010 - and maybe its powers will
then be transferred to another body. The list of
betrayals gets longer every day.

Union officials who speak up face a witch-hunt. Dean
Mighell has been forced out of the ALP and the guns
are trained on Joe McDonald. However, an important
coalition has been set up to fight for the basic
workers' rights that the ACTU seems to have
forgotten.

A workers rights' coalition was established on 15
June on the initiative of the secretaries of the four
CEPU Victorian branches, covering electrical,
plumbing, postal and telecommunications workers.

The meeting decided:
“...to establish a workers' rights coalition to fight for
the right to strike and for other basic freedoms of
association rights for working people.
The coalition will campaign around at least the
following issues:
• A legal right to strike, and repeal of sections
45D and E (from 1977) of the Trade Practices Act,
which ban “secondary” or solidarity action.
• Pattern bargaining (or multi-employer
collective bargaining) should be legal for all
industries. Strike action in pursuit of pattern or
industry-wide bargaining must therefore also be
legal.
• Union representation in bargaining as a
right for every individual worker.
• Legal rights of access to workplaces, to
workers, and to documents for union delegates and
union officials
• Employers should be legally obliged to take
part in collective bargaining.
• Unfair dismissal laws that apply to all
workers equally, with emphasis on reinstatement.
• Restoration of the conciliation and
arbitration powers of the Australian Industrial
Relations Commission.”

The principles were based on those drawn up by the
Queensland Workers and Civil Rights Coalition –
and are all adopted ACTU policy.

The WRC is a long term campaign to build such
widespread public support for the principle, that it
can no longer be ignored by the major political
parties. The first steps are to seek support in
Victorian unions. Trades Hall Council, civil liberties
groups, human rights groups, lawyers, etc for a

public meeting. Unions such as the MUA. AMWU,
and Firefighters have already added their support to
the CEPU's initiative. Next steps include extending
the campaign nationally.

Discussion at the first two meetings centred on two
issues – opposition to calling the name “Right To
Strike” because that might alienate people; the
pressure from many union officials that it was “a
great idea – for after the election”. The first issue
was happily resolved by adopting the Workers
Rights Coalition name – the second is a work in
progress. Two shifts have occurred: firstly, as the
ALP back down further, unions like the CFMEU are
warming to the idea of speaking out before the
election; secondly, there were less union officials at
the second meeting and an agreement to “get on
with it” by organising a public meeting before the
election

A Union Solidarity (which concentrates on supporting
industrial action) activist said that he expected large
disputes to come up soon - in shipping, structural
steel and construction - which would create a good
environment to build a public meeting.

The Your Rights at Work Campaign is different, and
subject to much debate in Trades Hall Council
executive. After the flop of the April 22 Melbourne
community day, there is debate about whether to
have any more rallies before the election. There is a
special THC meeting to discuss that soon.

This WRC initiative in Melbourne can help to
galvanise a national campaign that fights for
workers' rights to strike and organise and places a
counter pressure to that of the bosses on the ALP.

The WRC is meeting regularly. Contact
telcounion@telstra.com

Workers Rights
Coalition

Picket the Australian Building and
Construction Commission

10 am, Thursday 16 August
US Embassy building, St Kilda Rd
Melbourne

___________________

WRC Public Meeting
Defend the right to strike

7pm, 22 August at
Vic Trades Hall Council
Cnr Victoria &  Lygon Streets
Speakers: unionists civil liberties lawyers &
churches

A
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Industrial Relations

ALP policy versus
ACTU's demands

he general heading "IR policy" covers two
distinct areas. One, protection for workers'
conditions which they can claim or enforce by

resort to public enforcement agencies or tribunals.
Two, rights (embodied in law) for workers to
organise, to be represented, and to take industrial
action so that they can themselves claim or enforce
better conditions at work.

Both are desirable. Even where a trade-union
movement is extremely strong, some workers at the
fringes of the economy will be unorganised, and it is
advantageous to have laws which extend to them
the conditions won by stronger groups of workers.
Socialists were debating this as far back as the mid-
19th century, arguing (including against some trade
unionists, who thought it better to rely exclusively on
enforcement by industrial militancy) that it was vital
to demand that working hours be limited by law and
not just by different workplace agreements.

But protection for workers' conditions via courts and
tribunals is no substitute for the right of workers to
organise to make and enforce our own claims. In
Franco's fascist Spain the laws made it quite difficult
for employers to declare redundancies; but
independent unions had to organise underground.

The Liberal/ National government's Work Choices
and BCII legislation has attacked both publicly-
enforced workers' protections, and workers' rights to
organise. In response the ACTU, in October 2006,
adopted a wide-ranging set of demands for both
protections and rights to organise.

In April 2007, Labor leader Kevin Rudd presented an
industrial relations policy to Labor conference, and
the union representatives there unanimously voted
for it as an acceptable advance towards the ACTU's
demands.

Rudd's policy falls very far short of allowing workers
an effective right to organise and to take industrial
action. In the other realm, of legal protections for
workers' conditions guaranteed "from above", by the
state, it is deficient, but much less so. Maybe that is
why many leaders think it to be, in Paul Keating's
words, "as good as it gets". But the whole
experience of the working class under capitalism,
and the whole nature of capitalism, tells us that
protections "from above" are not sufficient without
the right to organise "from below", and indeed
require vigilant and lively organisation "from below"
even to be enforced.

The right to strike

ACTU policy asserts the right to strike. It insists that
"legally protected industrial action should be

available... without the need for a secret ballot",
though of course "unions should not take action
unless it has been democratically endorsed". It calls
for the repeal of sections 45D and E of the Trades
Practices Act, which ban "secondary" boycotts.

Rudd would restrict the right to strike probably more
than it has ever been restricted in a universal-
suffrage democracy. Industrial would be legal only
during the bargaining period of an enterprise
agreement; only for demands related to the
agreement; only after an externally-conducted secret
ballot; and never if it was "in support of an industry-
wide agreement".

It would be illegal to respond with industrial action to
bosses' attacks during the term of an agreement. It
would be illegal to conduct solidarity or political
strikes. It would even be illegal for better-placed
workers in an industry to take action to improve
conditions across the whole industry, including the
more weakly-placed workers within that industry.

Even if industrial action is legal in Rudd's very
restrictive terms, it can be made illegal. "Fair Work
Australia will have the power to end the industrial
action", even before it starts, if it "is causing or may
cause" - notice, may cause - "significant harm to the
wider economy".

It would be unlawful to compel employers to pay
workers for days on strike. It would be quite lawful,
however, to lock out workers taking industrial action,
even, presumably, if it is only a work to rule or an
overtime ban.

Under Rudd's proposals, enterprise agreements can
run for four years (the ACTU proposes a maximum
of three years). Thus, workers would be deprived of
any legal right to resist or protest against what the
boss does for as long as four years at a time.

The right to organise

The ACTU policy includes a substantial section on
the right to organise. Learning from experience in the
USA, it stipulates "a fast-track mechanism" for
redress against victimisation of union activists, with
"interim orders" to restore them to their jobs pending
hearings. It calls for prohibitions on employers to
offer inducements to deter workers from joining a
union.

It requires rights of access to workers and to work
sites for union delegates and union organisers. It
requires bosses to give union delegates time and
facilities to carry out their jobs, and to give them
information.

None of that is in Rudd's text. There is only a
sentence which reads: "It will be unlawful for anyone
to try to stop a working person exercising this free
choice by threats, pressure, discrimination, or
victimisation".

And, in the context, Rudd may intend that sentence
as the basis for legislation against picketing, or
against unions expelling scabs, the "free choice"

T
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being "whether or not to join... a union, or participate
in collective activities".

ACTU: "Employers should have a statutory duty to
recognise and deal with a union representative
acting on behalf of a member... Union members
should have a general right to representation in
discussions with their employer [on the whole range
of issues]... The right of union members to
representation should not be conditional upon the
level of union membership at the workplace".

Drawing on US experience again, the ACTU
correctly insists that union representation is a right
for each individual worker, even if all his or her
workmates are too scared to join the union; and, in
order to break those other workers' fear, the union
must have the right to be recognised by the
employer - and not just at enterprise agreement
bargaining time - and show its ability to defend
workers as soon as it has the smallest foothold in the
workplace.

Rudd: where there is collective bargaining on an
enterprise agreement, "employees who are union
members will be able to be represented by a union
that is eligible to represent them". That's all.

Collective bargaining

The ACTU proposes "a general obligation on all
parties to bargain in good faith". The legislation
"should expressly require the Commission to make
good faith bargaining orders where a majority of
employees support the collective bargaining
process". The making of such orders should be
"mandatory" - basically, compulsory for the
Commission if the union can show any reasonable
evidence (petition, mass meetings, whatever) of
majority support in the workplace for bargaining. In
all cases, the "party which is opposed to the
collective bargaining process... should bear the onus
of demonstrating why the Commission should not
make an... order" to require good-faith bargaining.

Rudd's formula where bosses refuse collective
bargaining? Fair Work Australia may (or may not)
choose to determine the level of support for
collective bargaining among the employees. It can
decide how it does that. If FWA decides that there is
majority support, then the "employer will be required
bargain collectively..." The onus would be on those
who support collective bargaining to prove their
case, and even if they could, it would not be
obligatory for the FWA to heed them.

Rudd's formula greatly weakens the pressure on
bosses to bargain.

The ACTU stipulates "the ability for parties to
engage freely in 'pattern bargaining', that is, to
pursue common claims and outcomes in two or more
single business agreements". It says that multi-
employer bargaining should be allowed, and in some
conditions (rather vaguely described) the
Commission may compel employers to do multi-
employer bargaining. Rudd says only that "Fair Work
Australia may facilitate [?] multi-employer collective
bargaining for low-paid employeees..." It may or it

may not, and the employers may not choose to be
"facilitated". Bottom line, for Rudd: no "industrial
action in support of an industry-wide agreement" will
be legal.

The ACTU policy specifically rules out "greenfield
agreements" signed by unions with employers for a
new workplace before there are any workers on site.
Rudd's text specifically rules them in.

Legislated minimum standards for all
workers

"A right to information and consultation in
the workplace"

The ACTU stipulates this right, and spells out
detailed requirements for bosses to give
workers and unions information on company
strategy and planning and the company's
financial position; and to provide for at least two
meetings to consult on these, in paid working
time. Rudd's "minimum standards" include an
item on "Information in the Workplace", but it
requires bosses only to give new starters a
standard leaflet about their rights and
entitlements.

 "A statutory guarantee that workers'
entitlements will be paid in the event of
company failure"

The ACTU calls for this. Rudd offers nothing.

 Working week

Both ACTU and Rudd call for a 38 hour week.
At first glance Rudd's formula even looks
stronger: "Under Labor, the standard working
week for a full-time employee will be 38 hours".
The ACTU: "An average of 38 hours in ordinary
time each week" (which leaves the option of, for
example, some weeks being 76 hours and some
zero hours, so long as they average out at the
end of the year). However, any strength of
Rudd's formula is immediately removed by the
next clause: "Employees may be required to
work additional hours". So, your working week is
38 hours, but... it could be more. Rudd adds that
we "cannot be required to work unreasonable
additional hours", but without definition of what
might be "unreasonable" and who decides.

 Annual leave

Both ACTU and Rudd stipulate four weeks. The
ACTU stipulates a fifth week for regular shift
workers. Rudd, no. Both stipulate public
holidays, with slight variations in detail.

* Parental/carers' leave

Both ACTU and Rudd stipulate 24 months
parental leave. Rudd goes into more detail: the
24 months' unpaid leave can be shared
between two parents. (Single parents only get
12 months). ACTU stipulates "right for parents
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of pre-school children to part-time work". Rudd
leaves a large get-out clause for employers: "the
right for parents to request flexible work
arrangements until their child reaches school
age. Employers will only be able to refuse... on
reasonable business grounds". Both ACTU and
Rudd stipulate ten days' paid personal/ carers'
leave per year.

 Redundancy notice and pay

Both ACTU and Rudd stipulate this. Rudd lists
more details, but would disqualify anyone in a
workplace of fewer than 15 employees from any
redundancy pay at all.

Rudd lists paid jury service leave as one of his
ten "minimum standards", while ACTU refers to
it as something established through "other
legislation". Rudd also proposes a process of
establishing a uniform national system of long
service leave entitlements.

Awards

The ACTU calls for "no limits on the matters to be
contained in awards". Rudd would limit awards to
only ten (named) further items.

Transfer of undertakings

ACTU wants a law to require bosses taking over a
going business to respect the awards and
agreements already in place there. Nothing from
Rudd on this.

Independent contractors/ labour hire

The ACTU calls for the repeal of the Independent
Contractors Act 2006, and for legislation to
guarantee workers employed as "independent
contractors" the same rights and conditions as
regular employees. It advocates that the
Commission should have powers to deem some
workers, employed as "sham" independent
contractors, in fact to have employee status. It also
states that an enterprise agreement or award
"should apply to all workers performing the same
work at [an] enterprise, including labour hire
employees".

Rudd's text gives no commitments at all on these
issues.

Unfair dismissal

ACTU calls for all workers to have redress for unfair
dismissal. Rudd would limit it to workers employed
for six months or more, or twelve months or more if
the employer has fewer than 15 employees. Rudd
also says that reinstatement can be refused if it "is
not in the interests of the employer's business". He
also says, ominously, that "Labor will ensure that
errors of a procedural... nature do not automatically
result in the finding that a dismissal is unfair". Labor
will write a Fair Dismissal Code, and if a small
employer has complied with the Code (presumably,
given warnings and so on), then the dismissal will be
a fair dismissal. So, if the boss has gone through the

formal procedures, the dismissal is fair, come what
may; and even if he hasn't, his "errors of a
procedural nature" won't necessarily matter.

State industrial relations systems

The Rudd policy would abolish state industrial
relations systems except for State government and
local government employees - direct employees, that
is, not workers providing State or local government
services on a contracted-out basis.

The ACTU policy supports "provisions... enabling
parties to opt to be bound by State industrial
relations laws rather than the national legislation".
There is no socialist principle, of course, for
preferring State industrial relations systems to a
federal system. But some unions find the possibility
of switching to and fro between federal and State
jurisdictions to be a considerable tactical advantage.
They would lose that advantage.

ABCC

ACTU calls for the abolition of the ABCC and the
straightforward repeal of the Building and
Construction Industry Improvement Act.

Rudd's text appears to go along with these ideas.
"Labor does not believe in separate industrial rules
and regulations for different industries". But it also
suggests an ABCC-lite: "Fair Work Australia's
inspectorate will have specialist divisions that can
focus on persistent or pervasive unlawful behaviour
in particular industries or sectors. The first divisions
established will be for the building industry and
hospitality industry".

Since the ALP conference, Rudd has stated that he
will continue the ABCC - a police-state institution -
until 2010!

AIRC and Fair Work Australia

ACTU calls for the restoration of the Australian
Industrial Relations Commisssion to its former
scope, and the abolition of the OEA, the Fair Pay
Commission, and the ABCC.

Rudd's text suggests the abolition of those new
bodies set up by recent governments, which take
away some of the AIRC's former scope, but
proposes to replace the AIRC outright with a new
body called Fair Work Australia.

The exact powers of Fair Work Australia - other than
disbarring industrial action, as noted above! - are not
clear. But it is indicated that it will not have powers to
arbitrate in industrial disputes unless the bosses
wish it to. "Where agreement cannot be reached,
bargaining participants... can jointly request Fair
Work Australia help them reach agreeement, or
jointly request Fair Work Australia determine
particular matters". In other words, Fair Work
Australia cannot conciliate or arbitrate unless the
employer joins the union in a request to FWA to do
so.
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The ACTU, by contrast, reckons that the
Commission should have powers of "last resort
arbitration", which can be invoked without the boss's
agreement.

Source URL:
http://www.workersliberty.org/node/8661

Trade unions in Iraq need support.
Below is the Charter of the Sydney
based Australia/Iraq Trade Union
Solidarity Group(AUSIRAQ)

Australia/Iraq Trade Union Solidarity (AUSIRAQ)
aims to:

·  Assist the building and strengthening of self-
governing and democratic trade unions in Iraq
·  develop links between Australian trade unions
and their counterparts in Iraq

We engage in:
·  fund raising
·  information exchanges
·  promotion of visits to workplaces in Iraq by
Australian trade union delegations
·  speaking tours to Australia by Iraqi trade
unionists able to come here

We advocate:
1. solidarity actions by unions in Australia in

support of just claims by unions in Iraq
2. the adoption of policies supporting workers'

rights in Iraq by the Australian trade union
movement
·  full trade unions rights for all workers in Iraq
including:
·  the right to organize and bargain
collectively with employers
·  the right to take industrial action
·  no forced labour, no child labour
·  no discrimination

We oppose:
·  the occupation of Iraq and Australian
involvement in the occupation
·  violent attacks on workers, women, students
and democratic organisations in Iraq

We distribute funds raised in Australia to Iraqi trade
unions in which the leaders are freely elected by
members, regardless of the political affiliation of the
union leaders (in the same way that US Labor
Against the War does). We transfer funds to Iraqi
unions via Union Aid Abroad – APHEDA, the
overseas aid agency of the ACTU.

AusIraq is not controlled by or affiliated to any
political party. Anyone who supports our aims is
welcome to join us and/or support our work.
Call Lynn Smith for meeting details: 0439 640 118

NZ left meets
rom 1 – 3 June the Workers Party of New
Zealand hosted its annual “Marxism”
conference which featured international

speakers and interventions by other NZ left groups.
Around 60 mainly young people met in a serious-
minded, yet lively and comradely atmosphere to
discuss the class struggle and the prospects for
socialism.

Dennis Maga from the Philippines addressed the
conference on state repression, focusing on the
plight of imprisoned congressman and former leader
of the KMU union federation Crispin Beltran (a.k.a.
“Ka Bel”).  Maga’s campaign has dogged President
Gloria Arroyo’s recent visit to NZ at every
opportunity.

On the “Workers Struggles in New Zealand”
session, activists discussed Unite union’s
SuperSizeMyPay campaign, and the recent National
Distribution Union lockout at Progressive
Enterprises.

The debate on the Australian socialist movement
was kicked off by Anthony Main for the Socialist
Party, who stressed the importance of community
campaigning. He was followed by Coral Wynter for
the DSP, who emphasised the need for broad
alliances.

The most contentious debate was over
Venezuela.  Socialist Worker NZ has accused the
London leadership of their tendency of
“Eurocentrism” for failing to make Venezuela
solidarity work a priority.  Main voiced some
reservations about Chavez (e.g. his support for
Ahmadinejad); while Mike Treen (Unite President)
insisted that the left had to support him uncritically.

The concluding session was on the effectiveness
of international tendency groupings.  Main made the
case for the Committee for a Workers International,
with its numerous affiliates and organisational
structure.  For the Workers Party NZ, Phil Ferguson
replied that “we recognise in principle the need for
an International. The question is, does the CWI
represent the International that we require?”

Kiwi union wins 35
hour week

he Amalgamated Workers Union of New
Zealand (AWUNZ) has achieved a
groundbreaking Collective Employment

Agreement with Allied Workforce, one of the major
players in the notoriously “precarious” Labour Hire
Industry.  There are about 100,000 casual workers in
NZ, and AWUNZ are planning to make the Allied
Collective the model agreement for the industry.

The Agreement includes a number of improvements
above the legal minimum.  The real coup is a
guaranteed 35 hour week for all employees who
have been with Allied for over six months (about 30-
40% of the workforce), providing a degree of job
security for some of the country’s most vulnerable
workers.

F
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Representing the culmination of years of patient
work by the union, the Collective was unanimously
endorsed by a mass meeting of members in
Auckland.  Already, workers as far away as
Whangarei (170km to the north) are joining up on the
strength of the agreement.

Howard invades and
occupies indigenous
Australia.
Bryan Sketchley

Prime Minister John Howard has used the report,
`Little Children are Sacred' that made 93
recommendations on how best to confront child
sexual abuse in the remote Aboriginal communities
as the rationale for sending troops and police onto
indigenous lands. The report, authored by Rex Wild
and Pat Robertson made no note of the need for
military occupation. In fact none of the
recommendations of the report have been acted on,
and a number of the recommendations have seen
the Howard government do exactly the oppose of
what had been proposed. The Little Children report
pointed out that NT Aboriginal communities had
used the permit system to restrict white perpetrators
of child abuse from entering Aboriginal communities
as well as to enforce many communities' self-
imposed alcohol restrictions. Howard's occupation of
Aboriginal lands will see the permit system— under
which non-residents must obtain permission from the
holders of freehold native title to enter Indigenous
communities — will be abolished.

Part of the intervention plan involves quarantining
40% of communities welfare payments or family tax
benefits if their children do not regularly attend
school. Yet the report noted that over 90% of
Aboriginal communities in the NT have no preschool,
and over 50% of communities have no secondary
school
Part of the initial plan was for compulsory health
checks for all Aboriginal children. The government
backed down only when the Australian Medical
Association (AMA) advised that if checks were
carried out against the parent, or child', wishes the
process could be viewed as assault. The AMA
advised its members not to participate and also
indicated that if military doctors conducted the
examinations they would be de-registered as
doctors, and subsequently be unable to perform
medical duties in Australia.

At the same time as Howard was planning to drag
kids in for mandatory checks his government
continues to ensure chronic under funding of health
services in remote communities. The Little Children
report notes that 99% of NT Aboriginal communities
have no substance abuse service and 99% have no
dental service. Only 54% have government-funded
primary care services and 47% have an Aboriginal
primary health care service centre located more than
50km away.

In the first week of July, ABC radio reported that at
least eight programs dealing with violence in remote
communities were having their federal funding cut.

This strategy of reducing funding, which reduces
results, which then justifies the abolition of
Indigenous organisations, was first implemented
against Australian and Torres Strait Islander
Commission (ATSIC). The Mutitjulu community near
Uluru was under federal government control for more
than a year until June when the High Court ruled that
it must return to local Indigenous control. Under
federal government control, the community's health
and policing services declined and many programs
established by the locals, such as counseling for
alcoholics, were begging for proper funding. Now
that conditions have deteriorated, this is used as an
excuse to remove these communities' self-
determination. Such a strategy will be brought to
bear on the Community Development Economic
Projects (CDEP's) which have been used to create
employment in remote communities.

Alice Springs CDEP manager Peter Cowan told the
ABC on July 24 that "CDEP creates the only real
jobs that have ever existed in [remote Aboriginal]
communities… It's the only way communities could
get jobs out there."

The Local Government Association told the ABC that
Indigenous communities in the NT are living under a
"dark cloud" of uncertainty as the Howard
government continues to roll out its intervention plan.
LGA president Kerry Moir said many in the
communities feared they will not be able to find a
permanent real job in such remote areas when the
CDEPs are scrapped.

"I can see infrastructure [and] businesses collapsing.
CDEP is not just about paying wages", he said. The
LGA is calling on the federal government to reverse
its CDEP decision.

On July 18, the Combined Aboriginal Organisation
produced a response to the Howard government's
NT intervention plan, which also included a critique
of Canberra's handling of CDEPs. According to
CAO, some 5000 artists and 400 rangers are
currently funded by CDEPs in addition to childcare
workers and nights patrols.

The Howard government has long sought to strip
away the few rights and benefits that have been won
by decades of struggle by Aboriginal communities.
Staring down the barrel of electoral defeat, and with
mining and large pastoral interests encouraging him
to make one last desperate roll of the dice to roll
back the Land Rights Act. Between 60 and 76
remote communities (the government doesn't know
exactly how many, a further measure the
governments neglect and contempt for indigenous
Australians) will no longer be managed by elected
community councils but by government appointed
administrators. But despite attractive incentives,
including a $34k tax-free bonus among other
benefits, the administrator's positions are proving
difficult to fill.
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Of course, once government appointed
administrators oversee those ancient lands access
to the uranium, iron ore and the oil bed in the Arafat
Sea will be accessible mining and exploration
interests.

Book review

Title: Communism: A Love
Story Author: Jeff Sparrow
Publisher: Melbourne University Press
ISBN -10: 0 522 85 347 1

Bryan Sketchley

Jeff Sparrow's biography of Australian communist
Guido Baracchi is an allegory for twentieth century
radicals and anti authoritarians. Australia has
produced a number of prominent communists and
radicals over the pass hundred years, including
journalist and author Frank Hardy, author Katherine
Susannah Pritchard and feminist writer Germaine
Greer. So Sparrow's choice of subject is an
interesting one, Baracchi is little known outside of
the small Australian Trotskyist circles but his story is
an interesting one, engagingly told by Sparrow.

Sparrow charts Guido's life long struggle against
capitalism and, later against the stifling and
eventually destructive influence of Stalinism on the
labour movement while staying true to his vision of a
humanity liberated from the crushing existence
meted out under capitalism.

Guido was born to a prominent Melbourne family, his
father, Pietro, the well-known state astronomer in
boom time Victoria. Guido attended university as a
`gentlemen of independent means' and lived and
studied accordingly. He was after a time drawn
towards a radical critique of society and authority. In
the course of a number of on campus struggles
Guido was to come up against future conservative
Prime Minister Bob Menzies and reactionary WW2
hero Edward Dunlop. Guido threw himself into
campaigning against the government referendum on
conscription, a campaign that was won not once but
twice. Guido was jailed for a short period during the
campaign.

In the early 1920's Guido was to assist in founding
and building the Communist Party of Australia
(CPA), an organisation that he was later to be
expelled from twice. Guido headed for Europe a
number of times to escape the isolation and
conformity of Australia, and more than once fled
Australia to escape tangled relationships. Once
experiencing the heady whirlwind of revolutionary
activity in Berlin, the German Communist Party an
organsiation with significant resources and a large
membership, Guido struggled to
reintegrate into political activity in Australia. The
fledgling CPA was tiny, and racked with in fighting.
Fleeing Australia once more, Guido and his then

partner returned to Europe and onto the Soviet
Union.

The Soviet Union at the time was, naturally, a great
pull on those that were repelled by the horrors of
capitalism of the time – a Europe wide war that
devastated whole countries and a looming economic
crisis that seemed unresolvable leaving only hunger,
unemployment and insecurity in it's wake. By
contrast, the USSR had by the late 1920's appeared
to have broken the inexplicable cycle of boom and
bust of the west, the soviets had instituted socially
progressive legislation that greatly improved the
quality of life for many, most notably women.

Guido, and Betty, arrived in the USSR in 1933, a
year that had seen unparalleled hunger, a result of
Stalin's attempt to brutally modernise the country.
There was much discontent in the USSR, much of
which was probably undetectable by newly arrived
foreigners. Guido and Betty threw themselves into
work while there, and extolled in the progress that
was being made toward the creation of a new type of
society. Guido initially averted his eyes to the most
obvious failings of the soviet system – beggars on
the streets, the benefits and
nepotism that attached itself to party bureaucrats,
the whispered stories of arrests and disappearances
made in the middle of the night by secret police.

Despite endeavouring to see only the birth of a new
society from the decaying ruins of a destructive past
doubts began to surface in Guido's mind about the
unrelenting progress of socialism in the USSR and
the infallibility of Comrade Stalin.

Arriving back in Australia in 1935, Guido found the
CPA to increasingly be the uncritical conduit and
apologist for Stalin's policies regardless of previous
views or positions. At one point Betty reported
glowingly on the availability of abortion in the USSR.
Shortly after the report appeared Stalin introduced
anti-abortion legislation that was reported favourably
in the CPA press. Such volte-face did little to dispel
concerns that Guido and others had about the
direction that the USSR was apparently taking.
There was dark talk reaching Australia of long time
communists in the USSR now becoming agents of
counter-revolution, of fascism, hand maidens of
imperialism. Stalin's paranoia, and the demand for
unquestioning, obedience and absolute loyalty was
about to devour a generation of communists that had
made the revolution of 1917 and stuck through the
darkest days that followed.

Locally, the CPA was developing a reputation as
serious and committed campaigners on any number
of issues – the rights of the unemployed, Aboriginal
rights, anti fascist crusaders. The parties numbers
were swelling, recruiting not only workers but middle
class intellectuals, writers, actors, lawyers and the
like. As war loomed threateningly the CPA, under
instructions from Moscow, began to form pacts with
respectable folks, seeking to have famous
individuals speak on public platforms. This reflected
Stalin's view that alliances between governments
were the best basis of the security for the USSR.
When conservative Prime Minister Menzies
established a register for males between 18 and 65
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as a precursor to conscription the CPA ensured it's
members registered. Meanwhile, Guido watched
Trotskyists defiantly burn their registration cards,
Guido increasingly found himself assenting to the
actions and views of the tiny Trotskyist sect.

The CPA, like Stalin, could brook no dissent or
tolerate differing opinions. Political activity on such a
basis was becoming untenable for Guido, until finally
he broke with the CPA to join the politically isolated
tiny Trotskyist Communist League (CL). Guido was
vilified and smeared by unscrupulous former
comrades of the CPA as a traitor life become
increasingly difficult. The CL, convinced that the only
way it could realistically hope to make sustained and
systematic contact with the working class was to
enter the Australian Labor Party (ALP) as a faction,
and hope to attract the best militants in the party to
its viewpoint. This they did with little success. Post
war the world was a different place, Australia was
economically expanding and politically stable. The
horrors of the USSR were there for all to see, the
appeal of a post capitalist world retreated, consumer
society was producing goods for many, the activists
were left further marginalised than when they
entered the ALP. The ALP split on religious/politically
conservative basis and a conservative government
held power for an unbroken twenty-one years. The
CL meantime forgot to leave the ALP and its
numbers evaporated like dew in the morning sun.

To Sparrows credit Guido is portrayed not in bold
relief simply as an enduring communist hero that
committed himself to a life long struggle for an

equalitarian and compassionate society, but as a
complex and flawed man, with stunted emotional
development, a father that fled responsibilities.
Guido's story is interspersed with the making and
breaking of relationships, sometimes on a whim, and
his unpreparedness to accept responsibility for the
emotional tangles he wove. On occasion, Guido
flees the country rather than deal with difficult
matters of the heart at home, a trait that does little to
endear him. Contrast this with Guido's early
recognition of the need to support women's suffrage
and his rejection of mainstream thinking on the role
of women in society and relationships. Guido was a
man of multifarious ideas and actions, Sparrow does
well to capture his depth, our understanding of Guido
is the richer for it.

Guido's life mark all the high, and low, points of the
Australian left in the twentieth century – the an
conscription battles, the formation of a communist
party at a time when Europe was racked with
revolutionary upheaval and awash with the hope of a
different kind of society, the struggles against
fascism and racism, the birth of the women's
liberation movement, the movements against
Australian imperial involvement in the region, and
many others besides.

Beyond all else, Guido Baracchi  was committed to a
radically different kind of world, and despite the
personal and politically challenges that confronted
him, he remained true to his vision, and dedicated
his life to convincing others of that possibility.
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