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ANZAC Day and 
dark foreign policy

Softening its mates up 
for another war?

Mandela in Cuba Australia scraps 
BRI agreements

CLIMATE SUMMIT: 
“THE WORLD IS ON RED ALERT”

Anna Pha

“Tomorrow will be too late to do what 
we should have done a long time ago,” 
Fidel Castro warned the 1992 Earth 
Summit (Rio Summit). Almost thirty 
years on, global warming and climate 
change are on the precipice of irrevers-
ible change. The growing recognition 
of the urgency by world leaders was 
refl ected at the virtual climate sum-
mit called by US President Joe Biden 
from 22nd to 23rd April.

Leaders from forty countries took part in 
the summit making new, concrete commit-
ments to step up the pace of their reduction 
in greenhouse gas (ghg) emissions. It was 
recognised that the next ten years are critical 
if there is any chance of keeping the rise in 
global temperatures below 2 degrees C, let 
alone the preferable 1.5 degrees C.

The earth is warming more quickly than 
previously predicted by scientists. 2020 was 
the hottest year on record – 0.82 degrees C 
above the 20th century average.

UN Secretary-General, António Guterres, 
called on leaders everywhere to take urgent 
climate action. “Mother Nature is not wait-
ing, he said. “We need a green planet – but 
the world is on red alert.”

Polar ice sheets and glaciers are melting 
at an alarming rate causing oceans to rise and 
changes to ocean currents. Permafrost regions 
are releasing additional methane and CO2 
due to thaw. Warming and acidifi cation of 
oceans (in particular, in the southern hemi-
sphere) are bleaching coral reefs and impact-
ing biosecurity. Extreme weather events 
are becoming more frequent and are set to 
worsen. The future of humanity is at stake.

Australia, in a relatively short space of 
time, has experienced drought, bush fi res of 
a nature never seen before, unprecedented 
fl ooding, and the devastating cyclone in the 
north west of Australia. The year 2019 was 
the hottest on record in Australia and 2020 
the second hottest.

The Inter-governmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) gives us until 2030 to make 
radical cuts in greenhouse gas emissions, 
and until 2050 to reduce these emissions 
to zero if we are to avoid the worst eff ects 
of climate change.

SUMMIT PLEDGES
Leaders from forty countries including 

China, Russia, India, the UK, Canada, the 
US, South Korea, Australia, and Kiribati 
(who spoke for the smaller Pacifi c islands 
that face inundation), took part in the two-
day summit.

Biden called for an end to fossil fuel subsi-
dies. He spoke on human health and security, 
water, coastal management, food security, 
water scarcity, and human impacts. He also 
covered the issues of stopping deforestation 
and the loss of wetlands, and restoring marine 
and terrestrial ecosystems, logging, and the 
importance of traditional knowledge of local 
and indigenous communities in ecosystem 
protection.

The US-led the way by pledging to cut 
emissions by 50-52 per cent by 2030 (double 
its previous target) compared with 2005 
levels and net zero by 2050.

Canada upgraded its plan to reduce 
emissions to 40-45 per cent by 2030, rela-
tive to 2005 levels – a signifi cant reduction 
from its previous target of 30 per cent below 
2005 levels by 2030.

Brazil committed to achieve net zero by 
2050, end illegal deforestation by 2030, and 
double funding for deforestation enforce-
ment with fi nancial assistance from the US.

China pledged that its use of coal would 
peak in 2025 and the country would achieve 
carbon neutrality before 2060. President 
China’s Xi Jinping said he would “strictly 
control” the country’s coal-fi red power plant 
construction over the next fi ve years and 
“phase down” coal consumption in the fi ve 
years from 2025.

The European Union is putting into 
law a target of reducing net greenhouse gas 
emissions by at least 55 per cent by 2030 
and a net zero target by 2050.

Japan increased its 2030 target from 
twenty-eight per cent to forty-six per cent 
by 2030 compared with 2013 levels.

South Korea said it would stop its 
state institutions coal power overseas and 
strengthen its commitment to be consistent 
with its 2050 net zero goal.

South Africa announced that it intends 
to strengthen its commitment and shift its 
intended emissions peak ten years earlier 
to 2025.

The United Kingdom said it would leg-
islate for a seventy-eight per cent reduction 
in emissions below 1990 levels by 2035. (NB 
Scotland in 2020 was producing 97.4 per cent 
of its electricity from renewable sources.)

A DISGRACEFUL 
PERFORMANCE

What did Australia pledge? Nothing. 
Absolutely nothing new. Australia’s Prime 
Minister Scott Morrison waffl  ed on about 
technology. “For Australia, it is not a ques-
tion of if or even by when for net zero, but 
importantly how.” Instead of a commitment, 

former PM Tony Abbott’s Paris target of 
26-28 per cent reduction on 2005 levels by 
2030 remains. He could not even give com-
mitment for net zero emissions.

“In Australia our journey to net zero is 
being led by world class pioneering Australian 
companies like Fortescue, led by Dr Andrew 
Forrest, Visy, BHP, Rio Tinto, AGL and so 
many more of all sizes.” In other words, it 
is being led by fossil fuel companies! He 
could have added that Australia, the world’s 
largest exporter of liquefi ed gas and second 
largest of coal, is still expanding its fossil 
fuel industries.

Morrison boasted about Australia’s 
(highly questionable) achievements as 
though the rest of the world could not see 
Australia’s performance. He touted clean 
hydrogen, carbon capture, green steel, and 
energy storage as the way forward.

He concluded: “Future generations, my 
colleagues and excellencies, will thank us 
not for what we have promised, but what 
we deliver. And on that score Australia can 
always be relied upon.” This appears to be a 
shallow, arrogant attempt to play down his 
failure to give a new, enhanced commitment 
and put down those who did.

Put simply, the Coalition government has 
no plan, no target and shows no evidence of 
a serious commitment to addressing climate 
change. It serves the interests of the wealthy 
fossil fuel industries that splurge large politi-
cal donations on it. It is not fi t to govern.

WHAT AUSTRALIA 
SHOULD DO

The Climate Council’s acting CEO, Dr 
Martin Rice, says Australia should be reduc-
ing its greenhouse gas emissions by seventy-
fi ve per cent by 2030, and reaching net zero 
emissions by 2035. 

Climate Council spokeswoman Profes-
sor Leslie Hughes said Australia is far from 
where it needs to be. “For too long Australia 
has been focused on protecting the interests 
of the fossil fuel industry rather than protect-
ing our citizens from the ravages of climate 
change. The international community is 
judging us, and won’t tolerate further inac-
tion,” she said.

Australia has great potential to be one 
of the world’s most successful producers of 
renewable energy, having an abundance of 
sun, wind, and oceans.

“Right now, we are on track for cata-
strophic climate change of 3 degrees C of 
heating and maybe more. At just over 1 degree 
C of heating, we are already paying a serious 
price, as we have seen with the recent Black 

Summer bushfi res, prolonged drought, and 
the third mass bleaching of the Great Barrier 
Reef in fi ve years,” Climate Council expert 
Professor Will Steff en said.

Urgent action is required. The Commu-
nist Party of Australia calls for:
• The government to make a commitment 

to reduce ghg emissions by seventy-fi ve 
per cent on 2005 levels by 2030 and for 
net zero by 2050

• A rapid and just transition to renewable 
energies in consultation with the trade 
unions, while ensuring employees in 
the fossil fuel industries are given new 
employment and training as appropriate

• A plan for regional development that 
protects regional and rural communities 
which includes wind and solar energy 
development and storage

• An end to the billions of dollars in fossil 
fuel subsidies

• Cancellation of the military industry 
projects and providing a just transition 
to other forms of manufacturing

• Redirection of infrastructure spending 
to the expansion of public transport

• Encourage the use of electric vehicles 
and provide charging stations across the 
country

• End logging and create and protect our 
unique ecosystems and biosecurity

• Take mitigation and adaptation 
measures, drawing on Indigenous 
knowledge and practices

• Plan land use, protect waterways and 
end water-thirsty crops such as cotton

• Not carry out any activities on the lands 
of indigenous people that would cause 
environmental degradation or that 
would be culturally inappropriate.

“Capitalism created the looming envi-
ronmental catastrophe. It cannot play a role 
in its solution,” Dr Hannah Middleton said 
in the CPA’s new publication, Fighting for 
the Future.

“[Capitalism] will not redirect the trillions 
of dollars from the military and corpora-
tions toward saving us from environmental 
catastrophe. They will not end government 
subsidies for the fossil fuel and extraction 
industries.”

Middleton summed it up: “The issues are 
clear: either we advance to a society geared 
to meet human needs and to live sustainably 
with the environment or we allow corporate 
profi ts to continue to dominate and see 
humanity and our planet destroyed. We are 
at a crossroads – people and environment 
before profi t or profi t before people and our 
planet.” 
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MORRISON’S 
HYDROGEN SCHEME 

ANOTHER 
MARKETING PLOY

Yet again, the Morrison government is trying to 
pull the wool over Australia’s eyes. This time, Prime 
Minister Scott Morrison is attempting to sell the 
Australian public on his government’s investment of 
over $530mil for hydrogen and carbon capture and 
storage (CCS) projects, as part of this month’s upcoming 
budget – adding to the $70mil promised from last year’s 
budget for hydrogen and $50mil for CCS. According 
to the ABC, the spending will see “$275.5mil towards 
developing four more hydrogen production hubs in 
regional areas” and “$263.7mil towards CCS projects 
and hubs in an attempt to reduce fossil fuel emissions.”

Morrison is attempting to fl ex his “green” credentials 
boast saying: “We want to make clean energy more 
aff ordable and reliable, while looking for ways our 
investments can get more people into work. […] Our 
technology-fi rst approach will see Australia achieve 
its emissions reduction goals while continuing to grow 
our export industries and also supporting our trading 
partners’ eff orts to decarbonise.”

Indeed, hydrogen itself does not pollute. But hydro-
gen takes a lot of energy to make, and there are diff erent 
ways to produce that energy, ultimately resulting in four 
production methods: “Green” hydrogen (renewables), 
“Black” or “Brown” Hydrogen (coal), “Grey” Hydrogen 
(gas), or “Blue” Hydrogen (CCS). Only the “Green” hy-
drogen process results in zero emissions. Thus, in the 
process of making hydrogen, the other non-“Green” 
methods produce emissions. The government is intend-
ing to produce hydrogen through renewables and gas. 

CCS is also being touted as a revolutionary technol-
ogy that is anything but. The Climate Council states 
that CCS “involves capturing, transporting and stor-
ing greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuel power 
stations, energy intensive industries, and gas fi elds 
by injecting the captured greenhouse gases back into 
the ground” where it is stored for use. However the 
problem with “storing the captured CO2 in a suitable 
underground location [is that it] is simply unavail-
able for many facilities where the CO2 is produced.” 
Furthermore, the Climate council states that the proc-
ess is costly, still produces emissions, and is ultimately 
unproven. 

Following this announcement, the Climate Council 
stated that “‘Clean hydrogen’ is becoming a purpose-
fully misleading term” because “it describes hydrogen 
generated either from renewables or from fossil fuels 
associated with a carbon capture and storage tech-
nology.” In making a push for “Green” hydrogen the 
Climate Council asked, “[a]s one of the sunniest and 
windiest countries in the world, why would we invest 
in any other type of hydrogen?”

That is a good question, and the answer is obvious: 
the Coalition is in the pockets of Australia’s largest min-
ing companies. Their infl uence in Australian politics 
means that the Morrison government will obfuscate 
the issue of climate action despite the vast majority 
of Australians being in favour of it. We must not for-
get that Morrison, who is leading this “clean” energy 
charge, in 2017 came into parliament with a lump of 
coal singing its praise. Australia needs to be part of the 
global eff ort to reduce emissions. However, because 
of the Coalitions commitment to coal and gas, we will 
become increasingly isolated on this issue. If we do not 
tackle climate change seriously and stop with these 
half-hearted misdirections, there won’t be much of a 
future left.
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The COVID-19 pandemic has caused a great trag-
edy for more than a year now. In this period, 
in many countries, millions of workers have 
caught the disease, losing their health, their 
jobs or even their lives. On the other hand, in 
the same time frame, some companies that 
have sold essential needs, food, hygienic mate-
rials, masks and fi nally, vaccines, as commodi-
ties, have become among the wealthiest in the 
world. The capitalist class has turned the pan-
demic into an opportunity for greater exploita-
tion of workers in order to make more profi ts.

Several vaccines that have been administered 
since the end of 2020 are developed by pharmaceuti-
cal monopolies. There is a substantial level of infor-
mation on the clinical effi  cacy and dose intervals of 
these vaccines. Despite some of them being admin-
istered cautiously due to some adverse eff ects, they 
can eff ectively contribute to tackling the pandemic. 
However, since the administration of the fi rst shot, 
only around 2.16 per cent of the world’s population 
could have been fully vaccinated.

The main method of combating communicable 
diseases is widespread, rapid and eff ective immuni-
sation. Unfortunately, capitalism in the 21st century 
has been incapable of implementing this basic formula 
for a worldwide infection, as seen in the COVID-19 
pandemic. The reasons for this situation are clear: 
despite all vaccine development studies having been 
conducted thanks to public funds and the collaborative 
eff orts of thousands of scientists, in the great capitalist 
powers the fi nal product was seized by pharmaceutical 
monopolies under the name of intellectual property, 
or so-called patents. Today, vaccines can be produced 
only in a number of countries. While the most pow-
erful imperialist countries are ordering many more 
vials beyond their needs and getting a larger share 
on the stocks available now and in the future, tens of 
countries, mainly the economically less developed, 
would only be able to vaccinate a small part of the 
population, in an uncertain future. This is turning a 
blind eye on the deaths of the citizens of those coun-
tries from a preventable cause.

The most dangerous scenario in the case of infec-
tious diseases is the vaccination of a very limited part 
of the population, which would facilitate the evolu-
tion of the virus so that it would have more advanced 
properties. This is what is happening right now. 

The COVID-19 pandemic will not disappear from 
the world at once. Moreover, the social and environ-
mental conditions created by capitalism show us 
that humanity will be facing such epidemics again, 
though in other ways. The COVID-19 pandemic will 
also continue until an eff ective treatment targeting 
the virus is found and/or a massive and rapid vacci-
nation is achieved; and the best-case scenario is that 
humanity will continue to live with the coronavirus 
with reduced morbidity and mortality. Therefore, it is 
in the common interest of the working class and the 
popular strata to struggle for priority to be given to 
vaccines and treatments against infectious diseases. 

Patents or intellectual property rights have had 
an impact not facilitating the production of vaccines 
as argued, on the contrary, they slowed down the 
immunisation of masses.

But we cannot leave any issue concerning public 
health to the “good will” of profi t-seeking monopolies 
and the competition between them.

Taking into account and valuing the actions of 
solidarity and cooperation, initiatives and eff orts 
developed by some countries, as communist and 
workers’ parties of the world, we are jointly calling for:
• The abolition of the so-called intellectual 

property rights, namely patents, on all COVID-
19 vaccines and treatment formulations used 
or being developed, as well as necessary legal 
regulations for this in all countries.

• Production, distribution and implementation of 
vaccines must continue entirely by public means 
and the intensifi cation of popular intervention. 
Public health systems have to be immediately 
expanded and strengthened.

• We denounce speculation on vaccines. All 
information on vaccines and treatment 

formulations should be presented transparently 
to international scientifi c organisations. 
Research in this fi eld should be carried out with 
the principle of international solidarity and 
cooperation, not competition

• Anti-vaccine campaigns and unscientifi c 
disinformation must be decisively addressed.

The peoples must strengthen their struggle for the 
protection of health. We need to come into confl ict 
with the interests of the monopolies, which sacrifi ce 
human lives for profi t!
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CP OF TURKEY, 
JOINT STATEMENT: 
NO TO PATENTS ON 

VACCINES!

PRESS FUND
The Coalition is not fit to govern. Still in the pocket of the 
fossil fuel industries, PM Scott Morrison’s presentation 
at US President Joe Biden’s climate summit was 
nothing short of disgraceful. Roll on the next federal 
elections when they can be thrown out of office. We’ll 
be there fighting for a new government and action on 
climate change. Thank you to everyone who generously 
contributed to the Press Fund.
A Maarbani $20, M Mannion $20, E Seymour $25, 
Digireb $20.
This week’s total: $85. Cumulative Total: $1,335.
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ANZAC DAY AND AUSTRALIA’S 
DARK FOREIGN POLICY

Jan Dieles

Sunday 25th April marked 106 
years since Australian and New 
Zealander troops landed on the 
Gallipoli peninsula of the then-
Ottoman Empire, to fi ght and 
die in their thousands under 
an uncaring British command 
in pursuit of British imperial 
interests.

A tragedy worth commemo-
rating, indeed. The tragedy of the 
horrors that wars, especially wars 
conducted on behalf of the interests 
of a foreign power, bring.

But this is not quite how it is 
being spoken about; indeed such 
an interpretation would be decried 
as sacrilege by much of the main-
stream media and politicians.

The opportunity is being taken 
to promote a message that is utterly 
hypocritical. It is, in brief: let’s do 
it again.

On ANZAC Day, Mike Pez-
zullo, Secretary of the Department 
of Home Aff airs, delivered a vile, 
provocative speech lauding the US-
Australia alliance and containing 
talk of a new, approaching war.

“Later this year, Australia and 
the United States will mark the 
70th anniversary of our military 
alliance. We seek to be militarily 
self-reliant in all contingencies short 
of great power war. Nonetheless, 
our national defence strategy has at 
its heart the protection aff orded to 
Australia in the most perilous cir-
cumstances by the military might of 
the United States, including by way 
of the deterrence eff ect of its nuclear 
arsenal, and its willingness and 
preparedness to wage war against 
a major power adversary. […]

“Today, as free nations again 
hear the beating drums and watch 

worryingly the militarisation of 
issues that we had, until recent 
years, thought unlikely to be cata-
lysts for war, let us continue to 
search unceasingly for the chance 
for peace while bracing again, yet 
again, for the curse of war. By our 
resolve and our strength, by our 
preparedness of arms, and by our 
statecraft, let us get about reduc-
ing the likelihood of war – but not 
at the cost of our precious liberty.”

It doesn’t take a genius to spot 
that the implication is the US’ 
desired war against China. Our 
“precious liberty” sure does a lot 
of travelling … from Korea to Viet-
nam, to Afghanistan and Iraq, now 
China. And always somewhere with 
vast resources the US has their eye 

on, and a government that doesn’t 
roll over and do the US’ bidding 
like ours does.

Do we want another war con-
ducted on behalf of the interests of 
a foreign power?

A number of ALP fi gures criti-
cised Pezzullo’s speech. However, 
the ALP is just as committed to 
grovelling at the feet of the US – 
recall Albanese in January: “The 
great tragedy of the recent past is 
the power of America’s example 
has been diminished from within. 
It is in Australia’s interests as a US 
ally to encourage the restoration of 
that power.”

To criticise the gross irrespon-
sibility of Pezzullo’s speech and 
the warmongering rhetoric from 

other Liberal National Party fi g-
ures, although correct, is only more 
hypocrisy from a party that is just 
as committed to upholding the 
guarantee that we will be forced to 
take part in these unjust US wars: 
Australia’s lack of independence.

If you ask Australians “when 
did Australia become independ-
ent?” probably the main answer 
you will receive is 1901, with Fed-
eration. These days, the story of 
Federation is usually taught with 
this implication.

Of course, this has no resem-
blance to the historical truth. Fed-
eration was merely the merging of 
multiple already-self-governing 
British colonies into one large Brit-
ish colony. Australians would still 
be considered British subjects for 
decades, and Australia was legally 
subject to acts of British parliament 
until 1986. 

At the time of Federation there 
were Australian troops in South 
Africa (Second Boer War) and 
China (Boxer Rebellion) fi ghting on 
behalf of the British Empire and its 
imperial interests. Again in 1914, 
Australian troops were dispatched 
to fi ght under British command, 
and even by the time of World War 
II Australian troops were still con-
sidered British, although with more 
autonomy in some cases.

It was after the devastation of 
WW2 that the United States over-
took Britain as the world’s foremost 
hegemonic power, and Australia’s 
primary allegiance immediately 
began to shift from the world’s 
most powerful empire, to … the 
world’s most powerful empire … 
but the new one.

And although the United 
Nations had just been established 
as an attempted vehicle of world 
peace, the US, on its new single-
minded anti-communist mission, 
wasted no time perverting it into 
a vehicle of war.

When the Chinese revolution 
overthrew Kuomintang rule in 
the mainland and the “Republic of 
China” regime had been confi ned 
to Taiwan Province and a few other 
islands, backed up by the US mili-
tary, the US refused to recognise 
the People’s Republic of China and 
began the extended farce of con-
tinuing to recognise Kuomintang 
rule over all of China, and keeping 
the “Republic of China” in the UN 
seat of China.

(It is interesting to note that at 
this point, the US had no confusion 
about the fact that Taiwan is part 
of China, and no objection to their 
Taiwanese puppet regime’s claims 
over the South China Sea, Tibet, 
Xinjiang, and even all of Mongolia.)

The Soviet Union began a 
boycott of UN Security Council 
meetings in protest. The US took 
that opportunity to push through 
a resolution on Korea that began 
the international intervention in 
the Korean War, which resulted in 
millions of Korean civilian deaths, 
and hundreds of Australian troops 
killed in action.

ABC News covered a 70th anni-
versary commemoration of the 1951 
Battle of Kapyong (today in South 
Korea), 23rd April. The coverage 
was notable for being another case 
of irresponsible rhetoric at a highly 
sensitive time. It repeatedly empha-
sised that the battle was a victory 
against Chinese troops, and was also 
fought in defence of “democracy.” 
(What sort of democracy this was 
supposed to be is unclear, as South 
Korea spent the next four decades 
under a series of brutal right-wing 
dictatorships propped up by the 
United States, and today continues 
to be a dictatorship of the chaebol 
monopolies.)

While the auspiciousness of 
the 70-year fi gure is no doubt part 
of the justifi cation for this story, 
it is hard to imagine the political 
messaging implied by placing this 
story in the present context was not 
considered in the editorial process.

The story also stresses South 
Korea’s “gratitude” for the service 
of Australian veterans, and that 
the sacrifi ces of veterans were the 
price for “the peace the peninsula 
currently enjoys.” A very bad joke?

Any gratitude held by South 
Koreans for Australian participa-
tion in the Korean War is of similar 
quality to Australian gratitude for 
being supposedly protected by the 
American nuclear umbrella.

Enough of all these wars! 
Enough of all these lies! Enough 
of all this destruction in pursuit 
of the economic interests of the 
already-wealthiest countries! Let’s 
make Australia a country that is 
genuinely peaceful, and genuinely 
independent. 
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On April 21, Russian President Vladimir 
Putin addressed the Federal Assembly, 
a combined gathering of members of 
the Federation Council (Senators), 
the State Duma (Parliamentarians), 
Cabinet ministers, Regional Gover-
nors, representatives of selected State 
Departments, Agencies and the media.

Almost 450 journalists were accredited 
to cover the event. The address primarily 
focussed on current achievements and set-
backs in the country and outlined future 
domestic social and economic plans. While 
the larger part of the address was devoted 
to domestic policies and plans, key foreign 
policy objectives were also outlined, as well 
as possible steps in resolving present and 
future challenges. The following are extracts 
from the speech on international aff airs.

The meaning and purpose of Russia’s 
policy in the international arena is to ensure 
peace and security for the well-being of our 
citizens, for the stable development of our 
country. Russia certainly has its own inter-
ests we defend and will continue to defend 
within the framework of international law, 
as all other states do. And if someone refuses 
to understand this obvious thing or does not 
want to conduct a dialogue and chooses a 
selfi sh and arrogant tone with us, Russia 
will always fi nd a way to defend its stance.

At the same time, unfortunately, eve-
ryone in the world seems to be used to the 
practice of politically motivated, illegal eco-
nomic sanctions and to certain actors’ brutal 
attempts to impose their will on others by 
force. But today, this practice is degenerat-
ing into something even more dangerous – I 
am referring to the recently exposed direct 
interference in Belarus in an attempt to 
orchestrate a coup d’état and assassinate the 
President of that country. At the same time, 
it is typical that even such fl agrant actions 
have not been condemned by the so-called 
collective West. Nobody seemed to notice. 
Everyone pretends nothing is happening.

But listen, you can think whatever you like 
of, say, Ukrainian President [Viktor] Yanu-
kovych or [Nicolas] Maduro in Venezuela. I 
repeat, you can like or dislike them, includ-
ing Yanukovych who almost got killed, too, 
and removed from power via an armed coup. 
You can have your own opinion of President 
of Belarus Alexander Lukashenko’s policy. 
But the practice of staging coups d’état and 
planning political assassinations, including 
those of high-ranking offi  cials – well, this 
goes too far. This is beyond any limits.

Suffice it to mention the admission 
made by the detained participants in the 
conspiracy about a planned siege of Minsk, 
including plans to block the city infrastruc-
ture and communications, and a complete 
shutdown of the entire power system in the 
capital of Belarus! This actually means they 
were preparing a massive cyberattack. What 

else could it be? You know, you cannot just 
do it all with one switch.

Clearly, there is a reason why our Western 
colleagues have been stubbornly rejecting 
Russia’s numerous proposals to establish 
an international dialogue on information 
and cyber security. We have come up with 
these proposals many times. They avoid even 
discussing this matter.

What if there had been a real attempt at 
a coup d’état in Belarus? After all, this was 
the ultimate goal. How many people would 
have been hurt? What would have become 
of Belarus? Nobody is thinking about this.

Just as no one was thinking about the 
future of Ukraine during the coup in that 
country.

All the while, unfriendly moves towards 
Russia have also continued unabated. Some 
countries have taken up an unseemly routine 
where they pick on Russia for any reason, 
most often, for no reason at all. It is some 
kind of new sport of who shouts the loudest.

In this regard, we behave in an extremely 
restrained manner, I would even say, mod-
estly, and I am saying this without irony. 
Often, we prefer not to respond at all, not 
just to unfriendly moves, but even to outright 
rudeness. We want to maintain good rela-
tions with everyone who participates in the 
international dialogue. But we see what is 
happening in real life. As I said, every now 
and then they are picking on Russia, for 
no reason. And of course, all sorts of petty 
Tabaquis are running around them like 

Tabaqui ran around Shere Khan – everything 
is like in Kipling’s book – howling along in 
order to make their sovereign happy. Kipling 
was a great writer.

We really want to maintain good relations 
with all those engaged in international com-
munication, including, by the way, those with 
whom we have not been getting along lately, 
to put it mildly. We really do not want to burn 
bridges. But if someone mistakes our good 
intentions for indiff erence or weakness and 
intends to burn or even blow up these bridges, 
they must know that Russia’s response will 
be asymmetrical, swift and tough.

Those behind provocations that threaten 
the core interests of our security will regret 
what they have done in a way they have not 
regretted anything for a long time.

At the same time, I just have to make it 
clear, we have enough patience, responsi-
bility, professionalism, self-confi dence and 
certainty in our cause, as well as common 
sense, when making a decision of any kind. 
But I hope that no one will think about cross-
ing the “red line” with regard to Russia. We 
ourselves will determine in each specifi c case 
where it will be drawn.

I will now say, just as I always do during 
the annual addresses to the Federal Assem-
bly, that the improvement and qualitative 
strengthening of Russia’s Armed Forces 
continues on a regular basis. In particular, 
special attention will be given to the develop-
ment of military education both at military 
school and academies and at military training 
centres at civilian universities.

By 2024, the share of modern weapons 
and military equipment in the armed forces 
will reach nearly 76 percent, which is a very 
good indicator. This share in the nuclear 
triad will be over 88 percent before this 
year is out[…].

As the leader in the creation of new-
generation combat systems and in the 
development of modern nuclear forces, 
Russia is urging its partners once again to 
discuss the issues related to strategic arma-
ments and to ensuring global stability. The 
subject matter and the goal of these talks 
could be the creation of an environment 
for a confl ict-free coexistence based on the 
security equation, which would include not 
only the traditional strategic armaments, 
such as intercontinental ballistic missiles, 
heavy bombers and submarines, but – I 
would like to emphasise this – all off ensive 
and defensive systems capable of attaining 
strategic goals regardless of the armament.

The fi ve nuclear countries bear special 
responsibility. I hope that the initiative on 
a personal meeting of the heads of state of 
the permanent members of the UN Security 
Council, which we proposed last year, will 
materialise and will be held as soon as the 
epidemiological situation allows.

Russia is always open to broad interna-
tional cooperation. We have consistently 
advocated the preservation and strengthen-
ing of the key role of the United Nations in 
international aff airs, and we try to provide 
assistance to the settlement of regional con-
fl icts and have already done a great deal to 
stabilise the situation in Syria and to launch 
a political dialogue in Libya. As you know, 
Russia played the main role in stopping the 
armed confl ict in Nagorno-Karabakh.

It is on the basis of mutual respect that 
we are building relations with the absolute 
majority of the world’s countries: in Asia, 
Latin America, Africa and many European 
countries. We are consistently expanding as 
a priority contacts with our closest partners 
in the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation, 
BRICS [Brazil, Russia, India, China & South 
Africa], the Commonwealth of Independ-
ent States,[Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarus, 
Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, 
Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan 
and Ukraine], and our allies in the Collec-
tive Security Treaty Organisation [a military 
organisation of seven former Soviet states].

Our common projects in the Eurasian 
Economic Union are aimed at ensuring 
economic growth and the wellbeing of our 
people. There are new, interesting projects 
here, such as the development of transport-
and-logistics corridors. I am sure they will 
become a reliable infrastructure backbone 
for large-scale Eurasian partnership. The 
Russian ideas of this broad, open associa-
tion are already being put into practice, in 
part, via alignment with other integration 
processes.

All these projects are not just geopoliti-
cal ideas but strictly practical instruments 
for resolving national development tasks.

I began today’s Address with urgent 
healthcare issues, and concluding it, I would 
like to say the following. Nobody in the world 
knew what misfortune we would have to 
face. However, we, citizens of Russia, have 
already done much and will do all we can 
to counter the threat of the epidemic. Our 
country has reliable resources for this. We 
created them in healthcare, science, educa-
tion and industry in previous years.

However, we must defi nitely move for-
ward. We have mapped out national devel-
opment tasks. Naturally, the challenge of the 
epidemic has made objective adjustments to 
our work. Today’s Address contains instruc-
tions on demography and family support, as 
well as on eff orts to fi ght poverty, increase 
incomes, create jobs, improve the business 
environment and raise state management 
to a new level.
Full speech: http://en.kremlin.ru/events/
president/news/65418 
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OP-ED: SOFTENING ITS MATES UP 
FOR ANOTHER WAR?

Eileen Whitehead

Has anyone actually scruti-
nised the piffl  e that Antho-
ny Blinken, the US Secretary 
of State, recently came out 
with? It shows how delusional 
and deranged the ideological 
obscurantists in Washington 
really are. I quote:

“China is the only country with 
the economic, diplomatic, military 
and technological power to seri-
ously challenge the stable and open 
international system; all the rules, 
values and relationships that make 
the world work the way we want it 
to, because it ultimately serves the 
interests and refl ects the values of 
the American people.”

When this outrageous state-
ment is dissected and analysed, 
it becomes the vacuous drivel it 
actually is. Who does the “we” refer 
to? Certainly not the ordinary US 
citizen but rather, I suspect, the 
capitalist ruling class. How many 
military bases does China have 
around the globe, threatening other 
nations? The US military spending 
for 2019 was $718.7bil compared to 
China’s $266.4bil. It would appear 
that the “international systems, 
relationships and rules,” referred to 
by Blinken are most likely its 800 
US bases, supposedly protecting 
the interests of its capitalist class.

Australians should be very, very 
concerned by the current threat-
ening language and belligerent 
political insolence coming out of 
Washington. I’m waiting to hear 
the line that China has weapons 
of mass destruction next! Signs of 
Washington’s panic about China’s 
superior scientifi c and technological 
capability, especially in telecommu-
nications, became apparent when 
it resorted to accusing Huawei in 
2020 of violating sanctions and 
stealing technology from T-Mobile 
– claims which have been denied. 
Could the US be targeting Huawei 
because it is seen as a threat to 
American business interests? 
Huawei and ZTE are way ahead 
of US telecommunication com-
panies, and, rather than compete 
on a free market, Washington uses 
pressure with its immense military, 
diplomacy and its well-practised 
propaganda machine.

China’s “soft” infl uence in the 
global south also has Washing-
ton worried. The Belt and Road 
initiative not only aids China, it 

aids those countries who would 
have no fi nancial support from 
the IMF (International Monetary 
Fund). The US views the help these 
countries receive from China as 
an existential threat to Western 
imperialism.

The Chinese government under 
the leadership of the CCP has raised 
millions of its people out of poverty 
post World War II. Compared to 
America, China is still relatively 
poor – its GDP per capita being 
one quarter that of the US. It is 
nonsense to imagine that China 
wants a war with the US. All the 
belligerent, bully boy tactics are, as 
usual, coming from America and, 
with Joe Biden at the helm, there’s 
little likelihood of an about face. 

Australians should be very 
concerned about this situation. 
Our government seems joined at 
the hip with America, to the extent 
we should perhaps become known 
as its 51st state. The direction which 
the ANZUS treaty, signed between 
the US, Australia and New Zea-
land in 1951, is taking should be 
of grave concern to Australians. 
It was intended to provide for 
mutual aid in the event of aggres-
sion and for settling disputes by 
peaceful means, but increasingly 
it seems to be involving Australia 
in US-initiated wars. And with the 
current aggression being shown by 
Biden, our national sovereignty is 

directly threatened by having US 
troops stationed on our soil.

The Friends of the Earth 
reported that, in 2011, Australian 
Defence Minister Stephen Smith 
and US Secretary of State Hillary 
Clinton announced an increase of 
US forces on Australian soil with 
the build-up of the Stirling Naval 
Base in Perth and the stationing 
of 2500 US troops on permanent 
rotation in Darwin. Smith denied 
these would be “bases” as such. The 
Pentagon report from the Center 
for Strategic and International 
Studies stated, “the next phase of 
enhanced access arrangements with 
Australia” will include the station-
ing of a nuclear-powered aircraft 
carrier in Perth, infrastructure 
development on RAAF bases to 
accommodate US bombers, drone 
deployment from the NT and the 
stationing of US marines on Aus-
tralian soil. 

In November 2012, the 
AUSMIN meeting of the US Sec-
retaries of State and Defense and 
Australian ministers for Foreign 
Aff airs and Defense announced 
the beginning of “joint facilities,” 
or bases, on Australian soil. In 2013 
it was announced that the number 
of US troops stationed in Darwin 
would double. Australia has been 
hosting US military interests for 
decades at Pine Gap, which in 
2012 expanded its surveillance and 

satellite communications capacity 
by the installation of a new radar 
dome. Pine Gap was strategic in the 
deployment of bombing missions 
in the Iraq and Afghanistan wars. 

Pine Gap is a US base to which 
Australian politicians must request 
access. Offi  cially, it is a collabora-
tion between the Australian Depart-
ment of Defence and the Pentagon’s 
Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency, but in reality this 
obscures the real purpose of Pine 
Gap which is a CIA-run spy base 
designed to collect signals from US 
surveillance satellites in geosyn-
chronous orbit over the Equator.

In addition, a new communica-
tions base was built in 2008 for US 
purposes at Geraldton in northern 
WA and another at North West 
Cape, also in WA – which used 
to be a very low frequency sub-
marine communications facility, 
but is now being upgraded with 
the construction of a space radar 
telescope. This will be used to keep 
track of adversary satellites in space 
which, in the event of war, the US 
would set about neutralising. This 
takes the use of these facilities in 
a very new direction and connects 
Australia with a US-led space war. 

This recently proposed base is 
expected to be used for tracking 
and destroying enemy satellites. 
All three of these existing bases 
make Australia a strategic military 

target. The US has been holding 
military exercises with Australia 
for over fi fty years. In recent years, 
Australia has been involved in 
US-led military activity that has 
killed fl ora, fauna and humans, 
left oil fi elds burning, exposed 
civilians to toxic chemicals, left 
environments radioactive, and 
destroyed infrastructure vital to 
maintaining health and welfare of 
communities. It would make for 
interesting research to know exactly 
the amount of carbon emissions 
these exercises produce.

The Independent and Peace-
ful Australia Network (IPAN) was 
formed in response to the 2011 deal 
between the Gillard government 
and the Obama administration to 
base a “permanent rotation” of US 
Marines and aircraft in Darwin, as 
well as using the Delamere Weap-
ons Range (south of Katherine), the 
Bradshaw Field Training Range 
(near Timber Creek), and the RAAF 
base at Tindal.

A very important considera-
tion to be had here is how impor-
tant is Australian sovereignty to 
this nation? Why are we allowing 
“foreign” troops on our soil. For 
more detailed analysis, Tom Gill-
ings’ Project Rainfall: the secret 
history of Pine Gap is well worth 
the reading. 
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I wanted to write Mandela’s speech for Cuba in 
order to thank the Cubans for what they had done 

for South Africa and for the people of southern 
Africa, as well as for many other countries. 

MANDELA

Raymond Suttner

When Nelson Mandela was released 
from prison in 1990, he asked me to 
write his speeches. At one point, Thabo 
Mbeki and myself were both designated 
as offi  cial speech writers. I didn’t think 
Mbeki was so keen and I certainly was 
not very keen, because my main job 
was as ANC head of political education 
and that entailed a great deal of work.

However, I did put a lot of eff ort into 
writing the speeches, because I understood 
that everything you wrote for Mandela would 
become historic, so you had to ensure that 
you chose every word carefully. I remember 
at the time that if I was asked to do a speech, 
I would go home in the afternoon and bring 
it in the next morning. Carol Paton, who is 
now the editor-at-large at Business Day, 
would edit it and then I would give it to 
Mandela’s offi  ce.

Over time, I indicated to him that I would 
prefer not to write speeches, and I did so 
less often. But there were certain types of 
speeches that he specifi cally wanted me to 
do, for example, when he was awarded an 
honorary doctorate from a university and 
had to speak to the type of audience that I 
knew well.

There was one speech I did want to write 
and that was when he went on a visit to Latin 
America, which included calling on Cuba. 
That was very important for me, because I 
knew the critical role the Cubans had played 
in the defeat of the apartheid defence force 
in backing the People’s Armed Forces of 
Liberation of Angola, Fapla, in the battle of 
Cuito Cuanavale.

That was a historic moment in the defeat 
of colonialism in southern Africa and of 
apartheid in both South Africa and South 
West Africa, as Namibia was then named. I 
was keen to go to Cuba in any case, because 
I was then a communist in the SACP leader-
ship. I had more than a soft spot for Cuba – I 
admired almost everything I knew about Cuba 
and I wanted to see it for myself. I wanted to 
write Mandela’s speech for Cuba in order to 
thank the Cubans for what they had done for 
South Africa and for the people of southern 
Africa, as well as for many other countries. 
I requested to be part of the delegation and 
it was agreed.

This trip to Cuba with Mandela was in 
July 1991, almost thirty years ago. He also 
visited a number of other Latin American 
and Caribbean countries, including Mexico, 
Jamaica, Brazil, Argentina and Peru. 
Other than Jamaica, I was not particularly 

interested in visiting these countries because 
most were then, to varying degrees, under 
reactionary governments. Although we did 
interact with people outside of governments 
in various countries, in general these meetings 
were but a prelude to the main destination.

The visit to Jamaica was, however, 
interesting and moving. Many Jamaicans 
thronged the streets to applaud Mandela. 
We attended a huge reggae concert and we 
watched the Jamaican Parliament in action. 
The parliamentarians had an interesting 
way of applauding – a rhythmic patting of 
the parliamentary benches with their hands, 
which sounded like a cross between a bass 
guitar and a drum.

MEMORABLE RECEPTION
When we arrived in Cuba, it was a very 

diff erent reception from the other places. 
On every street pole there was a picture of 
Mandela, and the ANC colours were on dis-
play throughout Havana. A special song had 
even been composed for Mandela by Pablo 
Milanes, one of the island’s top musicians. 
As I recall it, we only went to Havana and 
Matanzas, where the celebration of the 38th 
anniversary of the start of the revolution was 
to be held during our visit.

Before that we visited various sites, one 

of which was a sport complex. People some-
times underestimate how important boxing 
was to Mandela, who turned to Fidel Castro 
during the visit and said, “What’s happened 
to Stevenson?”

Teófilo Stevenson was a champion 
heavyweight boxer who by then had won 
three Olympic titles for Cuba. In response 
to Mandela’s question, Castro called up Ste-
venson from somewhere in the crowd below. 
He came up and the two boxers hugged one 
another.

There was a press conference shortly 
after Mandela’s arrival. Some people from 
the Western media and diplomats criticised 
the ANC and Mandela himself for having 
close relationships with Cuba, which they 
described as a dictatorship.

Mandela got very angry. But it was an 
anger that was controlled and logical, and 
he made it clear that those countries that 
had not off ered any support to the South 
African struggle had no right to prescribe 
to the ANC with whom it should be friends.

From the very beginning, the Cuban 
people and their government had made it 
clear that they were prepared to off er every 
resource within their capacity to help with 
the South African struggle. And this was at 
a time when few of the Western countries 
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A IN CUBA

were prepared to assist at all. Mandela said 
he was not prepared to be advised who his 
friends should be when the Cuban people 
and government had proved themselves 
over many decades.

INSTRUCTIONS AND 
PROTOCOL

I was to write the speech Mandela would 
give at the Matanzas gathering. When I 
started to work on it, some Cuban offi  cials 
visited me to ask if I was the speech writer. 
When I confi rmed this, they told me that 
there was a particular format for addressing 
Castro: “First secretary of the Communist 
Party, president of the Council of State and 
of the government of Cuba, president of the 
socialist republic of Cuba, commander-in-
chief, Comrade Fidel Castro.”

They also asked me if I was going to men-
tion Che Guevara and José Martí, a founda-
tional fi gure in Cuban liberation history. I 
said I intended to do so. They gave me some 
information they thought I should consider 
including in the speech, which I used. When 
Mandela delivered his speech and mentioned 
Guevara and Martí, the audience stood up 
and applauded.

(I had asked these offi  cials whether it was 
possible for me to stay longer and receive 
training in political education, but they 
said that I should rather make a separate 
visit later. Shortly after my return to South 
Africa, I learnt that the person who was 
head of the equivalent of political education 
in the Cuban government and Communist 
Party had been dismissed for corruption or 
similar irregular conduct. That may have 
been one of the reasons they were not ready 
to make any form of commitment in regard 
to my request.)

When we went to the stadium for Man-
dela’s address on 26 July, he was wearing 
the Cuban shirt that many South Africans 
who had been in the struggle wear, the 

guayabera. Mandela and Castro obviously 
related very well to each other and embraced 
and walked together to the platform. The 
crowd applauded Mandela warmly.

In Mandela’s speech, which is published 
in a book together with Castro’s, tribute was 
paid to the role of the Cubans in contribut-
ing to the liberation of South Africa. It was 
also a statement of the aims of the ANC as 
a future government and the close relation-
ship that it would continue to have with the 
government and people of Cuba.

CASTRO’S RESPONSE
Castro had not seen the speech before 

Mandela delivered it. But he immediately 
responded with a speech that was about 
an hour long, which was not the longest 
speech he had ever made. It was beautiful. 
He expressed his admiration for Mandela 
and said how important it was to have him 
voice the appreciation of the South African 
people for Cubans’ contribution towards 
their liberation.

He then gave an analysis of the interna-
tional situation, and I remember the impres-
sion it made on Mandela, who would later 
repeat Castro’s reference to the trillions in 
debt owed by the United States.

Many people don’t understand that Castro 
was not a conventional popular political 
orator. He was a very learned person. He 
always read a lot and was knowledgeable on 
a range of topics. Before I wrote Mandela’s 
speech, I had read quite a few of Castro’s, 
and the interjections showed the people’s 
appreciation. They would often shout, “Fidel, 
Fidel, give the Yankees hell!”

He appeared to be very popular. And 
as far as I could see, the revolution had the 
support of the majority of the people. This 
is not to say that the Cuban people were 
docile. Deborah Shnookal of Ocean Press, 
which had special rights to publish books 
from Cuba, said to me that the Cubans 
“whinge” a lot. I remember hearing a story 

about a man complaining about the price 
of petrol. The person who told me this said 
they asked him what car he drove and he 
said he didn’t have one.

Mandela also had a meeting with Castro, 
during the course of which he told the Cuban 
leader “we may walk out of the talks”. I think 
Mandela thought that this would strike 
a chord with the militant Castro. But he 
responded by saying, “And how do you see 
the process unfolding if you do that?”

ALWAYS STRATEGIC
What I realised then – and this is some-

thing that Mbeki confi rmed later – is that 
Castro was militant but always strategic. He 
didn’t admire radical actions and militancy 
just for their own sake. He always wanted 
to understand how a process would unfold 
and what strategies informed what one was 
doing to achieve a particular goal.

I learnt later, when Mbeki was launch-
ing the South African Democratic Education 
Trust series on South African resistance 
history, that at a certain point when they 
were in exile, Castro had asked the ANC 
leadership to visit Havana to discuss the 
Freedom Charter. Mbeki and others thought 
it would be a simple task because they knew 
the charter so well.

When they got there, Castro said to them, 
“In the Freedom Charter, you are planning 
to nationalise the mines. But are you in the 
position to actually run the mines?” And he 
pointed out the Cubans’ lack of preparedness 
for certain consequences of their revolution. 

For example, the Cubans were famous 
for making a rum that, before the revolution, 
was named Bacardi. When they defeated the 
Batista regime, one of the sources they hoped 
to use to fund some of their programmes 
was the export of this rum. But Bacardi 
had copyrighted the use of the name and 
the Cuban revolutionaries could not use it. 

What Mbeki was saying is that Castro 
showed that the question of government 

was not a simple case of nationalising this 
and that, or seizing this or that, and no less 
a militant than Castro led the ANC to under-
stand this better, some time before 1994.

FORESIGHT AND WISDOM
It is well known that the collapse of the 

Soviet Union and its allied states presented 
new challenges to Cuba, which had received 
considerable assistance, notably a supply of 
subsidised oil and other products, from the 
USSR. This happened to a state that was 
already embattled by US sanctions.

At the time, we were all grappling with 
the meaning of the gradual collapse of the 
former Soviet bloc. At one point, Winnie 
Mandela asked Castro, “What do you think 
of Gorbachev?” He paused a moment and 
said, “You don’t go into the middle of the 
ocean and throw away your oars.”

None of us had heard this kind of com-
mentary on the period of perestroika and 
its consequences for Soviet communism. It 
is not, of course, a complete explanation of 
the Gorbachev period and how it contributed 
to the collapse of the Soviet Union, nor on 
whether his actions were decisive in the 
demise of Soviet socialism.

What may be the most fruitful way of 
relating to this comment is to revert to Cas-
tro’s reaction to Mandela saying that the ANC 
might walk out of the talks. In a sense, to have 
walked out of the talks would have been to 
throw away the method that had been found 
to break the deadlock between the forces of 
apartheid and the forces of liberation.

The comment on Gorbachev is, in a 
sense, an echo of the comment on Mandela 
“walking out.” Many of us who emerged from 
insurrection were sceptical of negotiations 
on South Africa’s future. Mandela had the 
foresight to fi nd a way out of what Antonio 
Gramsci had called a “reciprocal siege.”
New Frame 
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Valentin Cartillier

New Zealand has seemingly broken 
ranks with the other members of the 
Five Eyes intelligence network over 
their attempt to exert political pres-
sure on China through the network. 
NZ has found that the Five Eyes has 
overstepped the bounds of its origi-
nal purpose of intelligence gathering 
and sharing, and that it is now making 
statements on a whole range of issues 
including trade, technology and Bei-
jing’s actions in Hong Kong, Xinjiang, 
and the South China Sea.

Foreign Minister Nanaia Mahuta said she 
is “uncomfortable with expanding the remit” 
of the Five Eyes partnership. She stated that:

“The Five Eyes arrangement is about 
a security and intelligence framework 
and it’s not necessary all the time on 
every issue to invoke Five Eyes as your 
fi rst port of call in terms of creating a 
coalition of support around particular 
issues and the Human Rights space, for 
example.”
This statement is part of NZ’s desire for 

a more “independent” foreign policy from its 
Five Eye counterparts as it seeks to establish 
better trade relations with China in light of 
the expansion of the free trade policy between 
the two countries. Outlining NZ’s future with 
China, Mahuta said that they want to cultivate 
mutually respectful ties with China, despite 
the various disagreements between the two 
countries on particular matters; however, to 
achieve this end they’d need to treat each 
other fairly and honestly.

Prime Minister Jacinta Ardern has 
expressed a similar sentiment and sees the 
actions of Five Eyes having the potential to 
start a trade war with China. We are already 
seeing the eff ects of the heightened tensions 
with China in Australia, with the Australian 
government intervening in and revoking Vic-
toria’s Belt and Road Initiative with China 
under the guise that it’s not in Australia’s 
national interest. For a more detailed expla-
nation see Guardian “Australia Scraps BRI 
Agreement,” #1959.

These disputes have been going on for 
some time with China openly condemning 
the statements made by Five Eyes. Foreign 
Ministry spokesperson Zhao Lijian said back 
in November 2020, regarding the Five Eyes 
joint statement on the Hong Kong protests:

“No matter if they have fi ve eyes or 
ten eyes, if they dare to harm China’s 
sovereignty, security and development 
interests, they should beware of their 
eyes being poked and blinded.”
In April, Chinese foreign ministry 

spokeswoman Hua Chunying accused the 
Five Eyes of taking “coordinated steps to 
gang up on China” after Australia and NZ 
signed a joint statement about Xinjiang. 
In light of this, NZ has been taking a more 
diplomatic approach to their relationship 
with China. Most recently, NZ has declined 

to join thirteen countries, including all of 
its Five Eyes partners, in expressing doubt 
over the World Health Organisation’s 
(WHO) report on the origins of corona-
virus. NZ wants to independently analyse 
the report before commenting on the fi nd-
ings. The other countries have claimed 
that the WHO’s report was delayed and 
lacked access to complete data. China has 
perceived this as yet another unfounded 
attack against them.

WHAT IS FIVE EYES?
Five Eyes is an intelligence alliance com-

prising Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States. Its 
origins can be traced back to the end of WWII 
and the alliance formed with the adoption of 
the Atlantic Charter. One of the main motiva-
tions for this alliance was to combat what they 
saw as the threat of Soviet infl uence in the 
post-WWII geopolitical landscape. Winston 
Churchill, in particular, was convinced that 
if English-speaking countries didn’t band 
together there would eventually be a “hot” 
war with the Soviet Union. He stated in his 
“Iron Curtain” speech of 1946:

“Neither the sure prevention of war, 
nor the continuous rise of world 
organisation will be gained without 
what I have called the fraternal 
association of the English-speaking 
peoples. This means a special 
relationship between the British 
Commonwealth and Empire and the 
United States... the continuance of 
the intimate relationship between our 
military advisers, leading to common 
study of potential dangers[…]”

Even a cursory glance at history since 
then will clearly show that these English-
speaking countries have been the primary 
aggressors and instigators of war. As the 
Cold War progressed, the Five Eyes intel-
ligence network was initially used to spy on 
the Soviet Union and the Eastern Bloc but 
now it monitors communication worldwide. 
With the fall of the Soviet Union, the Five 
Eyes has turned its gaze towards South-East 
Asia and, in particular, the rise of China.

Five Eyes in recent years has brought 
in a number of “Third Party Partners” 
sporting the awkward titles of: “Five Eyes 
Plus Three Against China and Russia” this 
included France, Germany, and Japan in 
2018 to share information on the foreign 
activities of China and Russia to assess their 
threat levels; “Five Eyes Plus Three Against 
North Korea” composed of France, Japan 
and South Korea to monitor North Korea’s 
military activities; “Six Eyes”; “Nine Eyes”; 
“Fourteen Eyes”; the list goes on. Appar-
ently, China must have already poked them 
as each country only seems to be able to 
contribute one eye.

IMPLICATIONS OF NEW 
ZEALAND’S POSITION
The break in ranks has unsurprisingly 

received a lot of criticism from the other 
Five Eyes countries. New Zealand has been 
described by the capitalist media as “the 
weakest link in the chain,” according to The 
Guardian’s (UK) diplomatic editor, that they 
have “blindsided Australia” according to the 
Sydney Morning Herald (SMH), and that 
Australia needs to “reset” its relationship with 
NZ “if New Zealand, and other Pacifi c states, 

are to be pulled back from China’s orbit,” 
according, again, to an SMH opinion piece.

China has been NZ’s biggest trading part-
ner since 2017, accounting for twenty-nine 
per cent of its export revenue. As mentioned 
above, NZ is attempting to foster less hostile, 
more respectful diplomatic and economic 
ties with China, and it has therefore deemed 
that the lockstep “diplomacy” of Five Eyes 
is not in its interests.

However, the waters have been muddied 
regarding NZ’s relationship with Five Eyes. 
Mahuta, less than 24 hours after declaring 
that she was “uncomfortable” with Five Eyes 
expanding its sphere of operations, reaffi  rmed 
New Zealand’s commitment to the alliance, 
“New Zealand is a real benefi ciary of the 
arrangement and will continue to actively 
engage with the Five Eyes alliance as we 
always have.” What this active engagement 
will look like in relation to Mahuta’s state-
ment that “we would much rather prefer to 
look for multilateral opportunities to express 
our interests on a number of issues” remains 
to be seen.

While it is not entirely clear how New 
Zealand will balance its relationship with 
China alongside its commitment to the 
Five Eyes network, as it stands, their posi-
tion is more nuanced than simply falling in 
line with the other members. New Zealand 
is asserting its right to determine its own 
foreign policy and has called out the other 
Five Eyes countries for overstepping their 
boundaries in an ongoing bid to antagonise 
China. 

NEW ZEALAND’S DIVERGENCE 
FROM FIVE EYES 

INTELLIGENCE NETWORK

NZ is attempting to foster less hostile, more 
respectful diplomatic and economic ties with China, 

and it has therefore deemed that the lockstep 
‘diplomacy’ of Five Eyes is not in its interests.
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Casey Davidson

The Morrison government has 
vetoed the state of Victoria by 
cancelling four agreements it 
had with other nations relating 
to cooperation and education. 
Two of the agreements were 
made with China as part of the 
Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), 
and the others with Syria and 
Iran. It is no coincidence that 
the countries are deemed to be 
enemies by the United States, 
and it is clear that Australia’s 
government chooses to fall in 
line with its US puppet-master, 
rather than making decisions 
that benefi t the Australian 
economy or its people. While 
a broad campaign to demon-
ise China makes it near impos-
sible to build diplomacy and 
understanding, the general 
Australian public continue to 
lose opportunities.

Two of the cancelled agree-
ments were made long before the 
current Victorian administration. 
The Protocol of Scientifi c Coop-
eration was an agreement between 
Syria and Victoria made way back 
in 1999, and encouraged scholar-
ships, and shared research. In 2004, 
a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) was made between Iran 
and Victoria’s education depart-
ment, mainly for the purposes of 
teacher professional development. 
It wasn’t until 2018 that the current 
Victorian premier, Daniel Andrews 
signed an MOU as part of China’s 
BRI, and then a framework agree-
ment in 2019.

Andrews attended the Belt 
and Road Forum for International 
Cooperation (BRF) in Beijing 
in 2017 as the only subnational 
leader from Australia. The premier 
describes that the visit aligned with 
“the Victorian Government’s vision 
for Victoria to become China’s gate-
way to Australia.” The event was 
China’s highest profi le economic 
and diplomatic event of the year, 
hosted by President Xi Jinping with 
over 1,500 delegates from over 130 
nations, including 29 foreign heads 
of state and government leaders, 
heads of the United Nations, the 
World Bank and the International 
Monetary Fund.

The non-legally binding MOU 
signed by Andrews in 2018 is 
basically centred on fi nding new 
opportunities for China and Victoria 
to cooperate in developing infra-
structure, and to create the ability 
for businesses and organisations 
on both sides to more easily make 
partnerships and investments.

The framework agreement 
signed in 2019 was developed by 
a working group co-chaired by 

Andrews and China’s National 
Development and Reform Com-
mission Vice Chairman, Ning Jizhe, 
which delves deeper into specifi c 
needs for Victoria, including boost-
ing trade in agriculture, food, and 
cosmetics, therefore creating job 
opportunities. China would build 
Victorian infrastructure and discuss 
ongoing shared interests such as 
high-end manufacturing, biotech-
nology, agricultural technology, 
innovation, training and how to 
deal with an ageing population.

Although Western talking 
points may describe these agree-
ments as “debt-trap diplomacy” as 
dubbed by former-US Vice Presi-
dent, Mike Pence, the fear monger-
ing and propaganda campaign is 
no match for reality. One scathing 
story about the BRI which vastly 
dominated the Western sphere was 
in relation to a port development 
in Sri Lanka, which was misrepre-
sented, by not including all of the 
facts about the situation, namely 
that the debt accounted for just 
fi ve per cent of Sri Lanka’s total 
unpayable debt.

This one example is used to dis-
credit the BRI even though there are 
an overwhelming number of success 
stories across the world. The BRI 
is massive – the total investment 
is equivalent to sixty-two per cent 
of global GDP, impacts seventy 
countries and 4.8bil people. Ports 
in Greece, the Netherlands, and 
Germany have been further devel-
oped to create thousands of jobs, 
boost local economies, and increase 
fl ow of people and products. Rail 
links from France to Malaysia 
reduce transport time by avoiding 
sea freight, and allow more ability 
to exchange special products like 
French wine, agricultural products 
and car parts. Luxembourg and 
China have an agreement that 
allows time-sensitive products like 
fresh fruit and pharmaceuticals to 
be fl own in.

Hydroelectricity plants have 
gone up in developing nations like 
Uganda, providing electricity to mil-
lions. And it’s not just infrastructure 
for trade that the BRI invests in, 
but also the ability for countries to 
share expertise to better develop 
systems for enhanced prosperity.

China has created exceptional 
opportunities for countries in 
the Global South and the Global 
North. Even the northern US 
state of Alaska dubbed the years 
from 2000 to 2011 as the “Dragon 
Decade,” when it took advantage 
of the Chinese market to invest 
in Alaskan natural resource com-
modities – trade skyrocketed from 
$100mil to a phenomenal $1.5bil.

So why would Australia force 
Victoria out of such an opportunity? 

Australian Minister for Foreign 
Aff airs Marise Payne has announced 
that the move was not intended 
to target China, but to maintain 
a “consistent approach to foreign 
policy” – which is actually to con-
tain China. Australia remains in 
lock-step with US foreign policy, 
helping maintain US hegemony 
and imperialism, and this senti-
ment has done nothing but ramp 
up in recent years.

Australian soldiers have mur-
dered innocent civilians in Afghani-
stan, and have supported the US in 
destruction and bloodshed in Iraq 
and Syria. It is no wonder that the 
Australian federal government 
also cancelled a Syrian and Ira-
nian agreement, to maintain this 
“consistent approach.”

The national scheme was devel-
oped just last year in December in 
response to Andrews’ cooperative 
approach to China, giving the Com-
monwealth the power to veto deals 
between states and territories with 
foreign entities.

As countries across the world 
with varying political systems latch 
on to the BRI and work towards 
developing stronger ties with 
China for mutual advantage and 
developing understanding, Aus-
tralia sits in the past holding on 
tighter to the irrefutably biggest 
human rights abuser, the US – an 
empire with a thousand foreign 
military bases, continuing its bul-
lying through sanctions and tariff  
wars, with the goal of creating a 
world of “blocks” once again, as 
the New Cold War escalates. In 
contrast, the state of Victoria could 

have boosted its economy, creat-
ing more prosperity for farmers, 
workers and businesses, creating 
more understanding and peaceful 
relations along the way.

And although Payne argues that 
the move is not intended to target 
China, the Chinese government, 
news sources and citizens alike 
have expressed their disappoint-
ment. Wang Yiwei, Director of the 
Institute of International Aff airs 
at Renmin University of China, 
described the move by the Austral-
ian government as “an egregious 
incident where economic coopera-
tion is undermined by politics.” Chi-
nese news company, People’s Daily
commented that “what [Australia 
is] doing is reversing the wheels of 
history, which not only gives a blow 
to the confi dence in cooperation of 
the two sides […] but also seriously 
damages the image and reputation 
of Australia.”

Examples of comments from 
Chinese citizens on social media 
platform, Weibo, include “Aus-
tralia has no dignity. [We] need 
to give them a lesson”; or “Some 
[countries] just don’t deserve 
respect”. Another user posted, 
“Australia is mad. Now they are 
determined to be the lackey of 
America. Where is the spirit of 
contracts?” While spokesperson 
for the US and Defence funded 
Australian Strategic Policy 
Institute (ASPI), Albert Zhang, 
speculated that the comments 
were unlikely “organic” due to 
Weibo’s connections to the Com-
munist Party of China, it seems 
somewhat naive to suggest that 
Chinese citizens would not have 
some kind of emotional response 
to the provocative decision.

Additionally, Chinese users 
on Facebook page, 21SilkRd, have 
posted similar opinions in response 
to the BRI agreement cancellation. 
Comments to the sentiment of 
“they are digging their grave deeper 
and deeper,” “it’s their loss,” “it’s 

a major mistake,” or “let them be 
isolated” dominate the comments 
section. It is important to analyse 
which is more believable – specu-
lation coming from ASPI, a think 
tank literally funded by US weapons 
manufacturers, or comments from 
everyday Chinese citizens. Those 
who prefer to think the citizens 
are brainwashed clearly have a 
discriminatory attitude towards 
Chinese people.

People’s Daily comments that 
“on one hand, [Australia] hopes to 
destroy the bilateral relationship 
with China. On the other hand, 
they are dreaming of making a for-
tune by riding on China’s train of 
fast development. Does this really 
make sense?” This is an important 
question for consideration, and 
there is a vast divide in the Aus-
tralian ruling class about the rising 
political tensions, and Australian 
companies missing out on being 
part of China’s win-win strategies 
which would help them grow and 
develop. 

It’s a dangerous move to pull 
out of these agreements, and its 
possible China will start looking 
to trade more with cooperative 
nations, especially in regards to 
iron ore exports – a huge pro-
portion of Australia’s GDP. It is 
not economic coercion coming 
from China, as some Australian 
outlets have described it, but a 
rational decision to trade with less 
provocative and more respectful 
countries.

It is not good enough to base 
trade relations on human rights 
violations, especially when the 
majority of these talking points 
are also coming from US-backed 
think tanks, and are vastly complex 
internal issues to which China is 
dealing with carefully. Australia 
should look to itself – to its war 
crimes, indigenous deaths in cus-
tody, and treatment of refugees, 
and stop behaving with a supposed 
moral high ground. 

AUSTRALIA SCRAPS BRI 
AGREEMENTS, EAGER TO INJURE 

RELATIONSHIP WITH NUMBER 
ONE TRADE PARTNER

Illustration: Tang Tengfei/GT
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The strength of supporter 
action prevented a power 
grab by football’s elite as a 
new Super League disbanded 
just days after it was offi  cially 
announced. 

Once the backlash began, sev-
eral of the clubs involved scurried 
to become the fi rst to withdraw 
in an attempt to save face, as fans 
united against football’s latest glut-
tonous venture.

The fallout from these frantic 
few days appears to have brought 
about a wider realisation that fans 
need to have more of a say in how 
football is run.

Despite this, the idea that sup-
porters are able to assume a posi-
tion of power at these clubs through 
raising money to buy shares is 
probably unrealistic.

The 50+1 ownership model seen 
in Germany, which ensures sup-
porters and members remain the 
majority shareholder, may appear 
to be the way forward, but could be 
more diffi  cult to apply in England.

The European Super League 
led to suggestions that these clubs 
would soon become little more 
than franchises, but many of them 
already are.

In their current state, they 

might be too far gone when it 
comes to converting them into 
fan-owned institutions and this is 
why many fans have already sought 
alternatives lower down the league 
pyramid.

But this doesn’t mean there 
can be no supporter involvement 
at these big clubs or that current 
owners cannot be held to account.

No group has invested more 
into these clubs than the support-
ers and they should not have to 
invest any more money to be seen 
as worthy shareholders.

Many families’ support goes 
back generations, whether that 
be in the local communities that 
helped shape these 100-plus-year-
old institutions, giving them their 
unique characteristics, or overseas 
supporters who embraced this iden-
tity and helped spread it around 
the globe.

It has been a diffi  cult moment 
for fans of these breakaway clubs, 
the majority of whom were dead 
against these proposals. During 
the past week, they were regularly 
presented with the idea that the 
clubs they support are gone – if 
they want to join a Super League 
let them, good riddance.

Just as it was unfair to these 

supporters to say “good riddance” 
to their clubs once a Super League 
was suggested, it is unfair to ask 
them to invest further large sums 
of money to be able to have a say 
in the running of their clubs.

In his apology to Liverpool fans, 
principal owner John W Henry con-
stantly referenced “your club.” If he 
and others are to back their words 
up with actions, they need to make 
sure supporters are represented at 
the board level in the future.

Such supporter representation 
has been mentioned as part of a fan-
led review on football announced by 
the Department for Digital, Culture, 
Media & Sport this week.

It will be chaired by Conserva-
tive MP Tracey Crouch, who is a 
qualifi ed coach and manages a 
local girls team at grassroots level.

Both major political parties 
in Westminster have included 
domestic football reforms in recent 
election manifestos, and some of 
these measures might fi nally be 
put into action.

Crouch says the review “will 
look closely at the issues of govern-
ance, ownership and fi nance and 
take the necessary steps to retain 
the game’s integrity, competitive-
ness and, most importantly, the 

bond that clubs have with its sup-
porters and the local community.”

The Super League threatened 
the fabric of the English football 
leagues. The plans to trickle money 
down was vague, as they often con-
veniently are, and it was a move 
to put the majority of the money 
football makes in the hands of a 
cabal of already rich owners.

Many of the clubs who were 
involved in the Super League are 
already crippled by debts despite 
the large sums the game makes 
each year.

The failed launch of this new 
league was yet another example of 
how some of the top clubs in world 
football are among the worst run.

Diff erent supporter groups will 
have diff erent levels of satisfaction 
with their club’s current owners, but 
they are now all united in one cause 
after the realisation that they have 
been taken for granted for too long.

The lack of consultation from 
owners with fans before agreeing to 
such a seismic change in the football 
landscape summed up the attitude 
of the former towards the latter.

On this occasion, fans had 
support from broadcasters in the 
form of passionate arguments from 
pundits on various channels, but 

too often these broadcasters have 
themselves neglected supporters.

And as covered in [a previous] 
column, the plans for a reformed 
UEFA Champions League are 
themselves little more than a Super 
League under a diff erent guise, and 
many other issues which have been 
festering for some time remain.

We might now be about to 
witness the strength of fan power, 
but supporters groups now need 
to use the anger sparked by the 
shameless Super League plans to 
build momentum and go after the 
areas of the game which have been 
rotten for some time. 

The Super League backlash 
should serve as a prologue to fur-
ther action which gets to the root 
of the problems in the game and 
the way it’s run, including Uefa’s 
latest plans.

As Leeds United manager 
Marcelo Bielsa said on Monday: 
“Football is not only a business, 
football belongs to everybody. The 
real owners of football are the ones 
who love the badge and without 
them, football would disappear.”
Morning Star 

MEN’S FOOTBALL: WHAT’S NEXT 
FOR FOOTBALL FANS
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• We should protect nature and 
preserve the environment like 
we protect our eyes.

• China welcomes the 
United States’ return to 
the multilateral climate 
governance process, and looks 
forward to working with the 
international community, 
including the United States, 
to jointly advance global 
environmental governance.

• China will strictly control 
coal-fi red power generation 
projects, and strictly limit the 
increase in coal consumption 
over the 14th Five-Year Plan 
period and phase it down in the 
15th Five-Year Plan period.

Last Month, Chinese Presi-
dent Xi Jinping […] called on 
the international community 
to work together to foster a 
community of life for human-
ity and nature with “unprece-
dented ambition and action.”

“Faced with unprecedented 
challenges in global environmen-
tal governance, the international 
community needs to come up 
with unprecedented ambition and 
action,” he said while addressing 
the Leaders Summit on Climate 
via video link from Beijing.

COMMUNITY OF 
LIFE

To build a community of life 
for man and nature, Xi made a 
six-pronged proposal, including 
staying committed to harmony 
between man and nature, green 
development, systemic govern-
ance, a people-centred approach, 
multilateralism, and the principle 
of common but differentiated 
responsibilities.

“We should protect nature and 

preserve the environment like we 
protect our eyes,” the Chinese 
president said, adding that failure 
to respect nature or follow its laws 
will only invite its revenge.

Reiterating the idea that “green 
mountains are gold mountains,” Xi 
said that protecting the environ-
ment is protecting productivity, 
and improving the environment is 
boosting productivity. “The truth 
is as simple as that.”

He also stressed that protecting 
the ecosystem requires more than 
a simplistic, palliative approach, 
calling for following the innate 
laws of the ecosystem and properly 
balancing all elements and aspects 
of nature.

“We need to look for ways to 
protect the environment, grow the 
economy, create jobs and remove 
poverty all at the same time,” he 
said, adding that the goal is to 
deliver social equity and justice 
in the course of green transition.

JOIN HANDS, 
NOT POINT FINGERS

In the journey toward global 
carbon neutrality, Xi called for 
strengthening partnerships and 
cooperation, learning from each 
other, and making common 
progress.

“We must join hands, not point 
fingers at each other; we must 
maintain continuity, not reverse 
course easily; and we must honor 
commitments, not go back on 
promises,” he said.

China and the United States 
issued a joint statement a few days 
ago, vowing to cooperate with each 
other and with other countries to 
tackle the climate crisis.

China welcomes the United 
States’ return to the multilateral 

climate governance process, and 
looks forward to working with the 
international community, including 
the United States, to jointly advance 
global environmental governance, 
Xi said.

Calling the principle of common 
but diff erentiated responsibilities 
“the cornerstone of global climate 
governance,” he said that developed 
countries need to increase climate 
ambition and action and make 
concrete eff orts to help developing 
countries strengthen their capac-
ity and resilience against climate 
change.

Xi urged developed countries 
to support developing countries in 
fi nancing, technology and capacity 
building, and refrain from creating 
green trade barriers.

“The historical responsibility, 
development stage, and coping 
capacity of developed and devel-
oping countries are diff erent, and 
that’s why the principle of common 
but diff erentiated responsibilities 

should always be followed,” said Xu 
Huaqing, director of the National 
Center for Climate Change Strategy 
and International Cooperation.

CHINA IN ACTION
Reiterating China’s goal of 

striving to peak carbon dioxide 
emissions before 2030 and achiev-
ing carbon neutrality before 2060, 
Xi said that the period of China’s 
commitment to move from carbon 
peak to carbon neutrality is much 
shorter than what might take many 
developed countries.

“That requires extraordinarily 
hard eff orts from China,” Xi said.

The targets of carbon peaking 
and carbon neutrality have been 
added to China’s overall plan for 
ecological conservation. An action 
plan toward carbon peaking is 
being formulated, and China’s 
national carbon market will also 
start trading.

“China will strictly control coal-
fi red power generation projects, 

and strictly limit the increase in 
coal consumption over the 14th 
Five-Year Plan period and phase 
it down in the 15th Five-Year Plan 
period,” Xi said.

As a participant, contributor 
and trailblazer in global ecological 
conservation, China has also been 
doing its best to help developing 
countries build capacity against 
climate change.

A number of green action ini-
tiatives have been launched, cover-
ing wide-ranging eff orts in green 
infrastructure, green energy, green 
transport and green fi nance to bring 
enduring benefi ts to the people of 
all Belt and Road partner countries.

“I am confi dent that as long as 
we unite in our purposes and eff orts 
and work together with solidarity 
and mutual assistance, we will 
rise above the global climate and 
environment challenges and leave a 
clean and beautiful world to future 
generations,” Xi said.
People’s Daily 

Mainstream media have not told you 
this: Venezuelan laboratories will man-
ufacture millions of insulin drug cap-
sules over the next fi ve years, under an 
agreement between the Government 
of Venezuela and the Russian biotech-
nology company Geropharm.

According to a press release from 

Geropharm, the plant will be established 
at the facilities of the Socialist Company 
for the Production of Biological Medicines 
(Espromed Bio) in Caracas.

Geropharm will provide both capital and 
technology for the venture, and its experts 
will train Venezuelan personnel on the 
manufacturing know-how.

The agreement also includes the supply 
of insulin “analogs” (genetically modifi ed and 
fast acting) from Russia. Venezuela will guar-
antee the purchase of the new plant’s total 
output over the fi ve-year contract period.

Suff ering from a harsh United States-led 
international fi nancial blockade, Venezuela 
has experienced acute shortages of insulin 

and other drugs necessary to attend the 
country’s 2.96mil patients aff ected by dia-
betes mellitus.

By 2019 “international insulin manufac-
turers [had] practically completely stopped 
deliveries of vital insulin drugs to Venezuela”, 
the Russian lab said.
teleSUR 
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Twitter’s news feed did not stop. Face-
book played live videos, one after 
another. Before the restless eyes of 
those following everything related to 
Cuba posted on social networks, this 
Saturday and Sunday before last, it was 
impossible not to notice that some-
thing was afoot.

From distant China and Australia to 
nearby lands across the Americas, photos 
began to circulate of people, some Cuban 
and many other nationalities, comparing 
the US economic, commercial and fi nancial 
blockade of the island to a virus, one that 
is as harmful and in need of elimination as 
SARS-COV-2.

This coming June 23, once again, 
representatives of Cuba’s revolution-
ary diplomacy will submit to the United 
Nations the draft resolution calling for 
an end to this genocidal policy. That is 
why, this weekend, the world came out 
to give its firm support to our longstand-
ing demand that the US government lift 
the blockade.

First Secretary of the Communist Party 
of Cuba Central Committee and President of 
the Republic Miguel Díaz-Canel Bermúdez, 

who is an active leader on Twitter, joined 
the global demands on this platform.

The President noted the dozens, hun-
dreds of people, who launched “Bridges 
of love” in more than fi fty cities on several 
continents, and those of Santa Clara and 
Las Tunas in Cuba, “demanding the same 
thing in all languages,” he wrote.

Seconds later, in another tweet, he com-
pared the global protest to an “unstoppable 
wave” in the midst of a global epidemic.

“#EliminateTheBlockade is demanded 
everywhere. Today there are thousands, 
tomorrow it will be millions, and one 
day it will be all of humanity. There is no 
crime that lasts 100 years, nor a sovereign 
people that accepts submission,” Díaz-
Canel stated.

The fi rst worldwide caravan against the 
blockade of Cuba took place the weekend 
of 27 - 28 March. At that time, solidarity 
organisations and Cuban residents abroad 
on the fi ve continents, in cars, on motorcycles 
and bicycles, expressed their opposition to 
this brutal US policy and held virtual and 
physical meetings to explain the impact of 
the blockade and the more than 240 sanc-
tions adopted by the Trump administration, 

not one of which has been rescinded by 
Joe Biden.

Now, one month later, new countries 
joined the initiative, with Cuba, once again, 
in the lead.

Villa Clara and Las Tunas were both sites 
of caravans against the blockade.

On bicycles, motorcycles, scooters, skate-
boards and light vehicles, among others, 
many young people could be seen, who, 
in this way, also expressed their gratitude 
to the nations that joined the worldwide 
mega caravan.

In Havana, a beautiful regatta and a 
giant mural were two of the most notable 
initiatives that saluted global activism. A 
bevy of small boats emerged on the Havana 
waterfront to extend a bridge of solidarity,

Europe, once again, was among the most 
active regions of the world, judging by the 
number of actions and messages published.

Many joined the mobilisation in Italy, 
Spain, Belgium, France, Serbia, Ireland, 
United Kingdom, Russia, Turkey, and the 
German cities of Frankfurt, Dusseldorf, 
Bonn, Munich, Bremen, Bielefeld, Hamburg, 
Schwerte, Chemnitz, Dresden, Leipzig, and 
Stuttgart.

The website Siempre con Cuba, devoted 
to solidarity with Cuba, reported actions in 
Africa, where residents in Burkina Faso, 
Gambia, Botswana, South Africa, Nigeria, 
Namibia, Benin, Tunisia, Liberia, Ethiopia, 
Egypt, and Angola sent messages of support 
to the Cuban struggle for sovereignty.

Activities were also carried out in Canada, 
Mexico, Venezuela, Belize, Panama, Domini-
can Republic, Ecuador, Uruguay, Argentina, 
and other American nations.

THE MEGACARAVAN, 
ALSO IN THE US

The blockade was also denounced in 
thirteen states and twenty-one cities in the 
United States, Lianys Torres Rivera, head 
of the Cuban Mission in the United States, 
reported on her Twitter account.

Cuban citizens residing there, and locals 
in solidarity, demanded the resumption of 
consular procedures; the elimination of 
the measures imposed by Trump; and the 
removal of Cuba from the State Depart-
ment’s list of countries allegedly sponsor-
ing terrorism.
Granma 
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Communist Party of India - 
Marxist (CPI-M) supporters 
are staging demonstrations 
across pandemic ravaged India 
demanding adequate supplies 
of COVID-19 vaccines and life-
saving medicines for govern-
ment hospitals.

The party is calling for univer-
sal mass vaccination across India, 
funded by the central govern-
ment. It accused the government 
of trying “to absolve itself of the 
colossal health crisis that it has cre-
ated” after New Delhi announced 
on Tuesday that would shift 

responsibility for vaccination to 
regional and state administrations.

“This policy is a deliberate 
attempt to liberalise vaccine sales 
and deregulate prices without aug-
menting supply,” the CPI-M said in 
a statement. “A mass vaccination 
program has to be free and uni-
versal. This has been independent 
India’s heritage and practice.”

A massive wave of coronavirus 
cases has hit the country since mid-
March, with hospitals running out 
of oxygen supplies amid desperate 
pleas for beds and medicine. The 
country has confi rmed 16mil cases 

so far, second only to the United 
States, in a country of nearly 
1.4bil people. Its death toll so far 
is 186,920.

The situation is worsening by 
the day with hospitals taking to 
social media to plead with the gov-
ernment to replenish their oxygen 
supplies and threatening to stop 
admissions of new patients.

A major private hospital chain 
in the capital, Max Hospital, tweet-
ed that one of its facilities had one 
hour’s oxygen supply in its system 
and had been waiting for replenish-
ment since early morning. Two days 

earlier, they had fi led a petition in 
the Delhi High Court saying they 
were running out of oxygen, endan-
gering the lives of 400 patients, of 
which 262 were being treated for 
COVID-19.

A year ago, India was able to 
avoid the shortages of medical 
oxygen that plagued Latin America 
and Africa after it converted indus-
trial oxygen manufacturing systems 
into a medical-grade network. But 
many facilities went back to sup-
plying oxygen to industries and 
now several Indian states face such 
shortages that the Health Ministry 

has urged hospitals to implement 
rationing.

A total of 332,730 new cases 
and 2,263 deaths were recorded 
Friday, the highest fi gures yet. With 
vaccines increasingly hard to come 
by, the crisis is likely to escalate. In 
Rajapalayam, CPI-M local secretary 
B Mariappan said that the hospital 
there had run out of the vaccines 
four days ago.

“Even today, people had to 
return home disappointed, as the 
hospital authorities said that they 
did not have stocks of vaccine,” he 
said. 

PROTESTS DEMANDING VACCINES SWEEP 
PANDEMIC-RAVAGED INDIA
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