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The new
authoritarianism

From Angola and Cambodia to Bosnia and Russia, the West
is putting its foot down today. Everywhere, Western interven-
tion stands exposed as a denial of democracy. And these
new anti-democratic trends in international politics are now
threatening to spill over into our domestic affairs.

This month's Living Marxism highlights the advance
of the new authoritarianism around the world and within the
West itself. It is one more example of the militarisation of
international politics—and another argument for supporting
the anti-war initiatives in July and August. (See opposite and
back caver)
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The new

authoritarianism

he democratic process'
has been redefined in the
1980s. It now means that
Western governments can
do whatever they want around the waorld.
The imrpact of this new authcritarianism
has been felt first in Eastern Europe and
the third world. But it has serious implica-
tions for our lives, 0.

Defending democracy has leng been
the avowed aim of British ang American
foreign pelicy. The West presented the
Cold War as a confrentation between the
Free World and Totalitarianism (despie
the fact that the Free World included every
pro-Westarn dictator in Africa, Asia and
Latin America). Then Wesern commenl
ators celebrated the collapse of the Soviet
bloc as the star: of a new age of 'peopla
power' and global democracy. All of that
is now finished.

Today the Western powers have a far
freer hand to intervene in the affairs o
other nations. Their right to do so is more
widely recognised than it has been for
a century. They no longer feel the same
need to champion democratic structures
in order to justify their interference avroad.
Which is just as well for them, since it has
pecome clear that international capitalism
cannot sustain democracy in much of
Eastern Europe and the third world.

When Wesiern governments do pay
lip-service to ‘fighting for democracy’
around the glooe today, they mean some-
thing wvery different than is usually
assumed. Democracy new means that
the rulers of the democratic West will
dictate what is best for the rest of the
world. |1t means that the future of people
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everywhere from Bosnia to Samalia will be
democratically decided accorging to how
Bill Clinton, John Major and Francois
Mitterrand cast their votes an the Security
Council of the Urited Nations. People
power, 1993-style, rests with the pecple
with the power in \WWesiarn capials,

Elsewhere in this issue of Living
Marxism, we detail scme of the methods
which the West is using to re-establish
colonial-slyle contrel over Africa. They
range from fixed elections 1o wars of sub-
varsion, There may now be a few more
electoral contests than in the past But in
ierms of who helds real power afterwards,
the Wes: always wins the election—even
when it backs a loser.

Any Western intervention in the East or
the third world can only be undemocratic,
since it denies people control of their
daestiny, and invests autherity over their
affairs in Washington, Whitehall, Paris,
Bonn and Tokyo. Yet in the uncritical polit-
ical climate of our time, Western govern-
ments seem able to atiach the label
‘democratic mission' to any bit of bullying
they do abroad, without fear of being
seriously challenged at home.

The notion that the West knows what's
best for the rest of the world has now
become so deeply embedded that the
authorities often feel no need even to pay
lip-service to the importance of defending
democracy in foreign lands. Instead there
is a mare explicit discussion among
politicians and commentators about the
problem of democracy in unstable parts of
the globe.

Today, prominent Western spokesmen
imply that Russian president Bons Yeltsin
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should shnelve democracy, abolish his
difficult parliament, and force market
reforms through by diktat like the Chinese
regime. Indeed it often seems that the
buichers of Tiananmen Square have
become role models for good govern-
ment., The West has alreacy approved
the assumption of dictatorial powers by
president Lech Walesa of Poland, who
suspended parliament after it dared to
pass a motion of no-confiderce in the
government.

The underlying message is that demo-
cracy remains a good political system, but
that many people in Eastern Europe ar the
third world are not yet goed enough for
it. These immature nations with their un-
developed political cultures cannct be left
alone lo exercise their democratic rights
any mere than a child can be left to play
with maiches. Insiead they need proper
supervisicn and 2 firm hang from their
elders and betters in the West.

As crises and cenflicts erupt around
the world, the Western authcrities are
seeking to shift the blame away from the
failures of g obal capitalism, ana on to the
shortcomings of the local pecples
rvolved. That in turn becomes an argu-
menl for the West to intervene further and
assume moere authaority, in order te sart oul
the mess made by Somali warlords or
Cambodian butchers or the ethnic trioes
of the Balkans. Wringing their hands about
the inability of others w0 live with popular
democracy, Western governments take
a tighter grip on the lives of millions.

The new autharitarianism has been
consolidated first and foremost in inter-
national affairs. A consensus has been



created behind the right to intervens
abroad. But these peolitical trends will not
nalt at the gates of Western society. The
new authoriiarianism has sericus implica-
tions here, toco.

All of the debates aboul intervention,
UN solutions and peace plans authored
py retired British and US politicians
are backed oy the assumption that the
Western authorities understand what s
best for the peoples of, say, Bosnia or
Cambodia, regardless of how those peopls
voie ar what aspirations they exprass.

But if we accept that cur rulers know
what's best aver there, why shouldn't they
assume that they know what's best here,
too? If the British goverrment is granted
the right to ride roughshod over those
people, what's to stop them trying the
same approach o asserting their authority
at home? The ease with which democratic
rights can nocw oe trampled around the
warld should send a warning signal about
what is coming next within the West itself.

Behind the Ccnservative gavernment's
guff about classless societies and egalit-
arianism, there is already a dangerous
undercurrent of social elitism in British
political debate. And it is breaking through
to the surface more and more often.

Note, for instance. the recent debate
about whether a marginal group such as
unmarried, uremployed mothers really
deserves the full rights of citizenship
(such as social security or NHS infertility
treatment). Or the proposal that young
people should be banned from holding
raves without the express permission of
the police. The increasing confidence with
which many similarly contemptuous

notions about ordinary people can be
expressed these days is early evidence of
how, having been steeled in international
affairs, the new authoritarianism is creep-
ing into British society.

Of course, there is a small problem
nere for the British authorities. They cannct

People power, 1993?style, rests
with the people with the power
in Western capitals

abuse their ownr pecple in quite the same
way as they treat foreigners. It is vital that
they maintain a firm distinction in the pub-
lic mind between the backward, inferior
East and third world, and the civilised
hearilands of Western capitalism—a pre-
occupation which is well illustrated by the
current discussion about war cnmes (see
page 14). However, within those limita-
tians, there remains plenty of scope for the
government to bring the spirit of the new
authoritarianism home.

For a striking illustration of what this
means, take a lock behind what, on
the surface, appears to be one of the
masl boring issues in politics today; the
Conservative government's opposition to
the sacial chapter of the Maastricht Treaty
and other related legislation coming out of
the EC.

What are the Tories really saying in
opting out of the social chapter, with its
provisions on waorking hours, conditicns
and welfare?

Stripped of all the nationalist rhetoric
about British sovereignty and not being
bullied by Brussels, they are saying that
they object to any atltempt lo give workers
any rights whatsoever, They are saying
that they want us to have nc room fto
manoeuvre in dealing with the employers
today. They are saying that working
people ought to be available to be hired

or fired at will, without the right to say
no. It appears that the one freedom which
the Tories do insist that employees must
have is the freedom to work more than
48 hours a week. In other words, the new
authoritarianism already extends into the
workplace.

This fact was recently confirmed in
a little-noticed case. At the end of April,
the Court of Appeal ruled that it was
illegal for two companies to penalise their
workers financially for being members of
a trade union. The government's immedi-
ate response was o tack an overnight
amendment on to its latest anti-trade union
bill in the House of Lords, to ensure that
no court could ever again interfere with an
employer's ability to blackmail his employ-
ees inte submission. Tory spokesman
Viscount Ullswater tore up and rewrote our
rights in a display of aristocratic arrog-
ance unseen since...well, since Lord Owen
redrew the map of Bosnia.

The trend towards greater Western
intervention is not just a problem for
people in the third world, or for those
concerned with international relations. It is
a problem for us all. The anti-democratic
assumptions underlying it are beginning
to make their mark within our supposedly
demiocratic British society, Ask the women
pickets outside Timex, summarily sacked
and surrounded by police, what they think
of the citizen’s charter.
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Roy Gutman’s story

In April, Roy Gutman of US Newsday won
a Pulitzer Prize for his reporting of the war
in Bosnia. In the May issue of Living Marxism,
Joan Phillips questioned the basis of
Gutman's award-winning stories about
Serbian ‘death camps' (see ‘Who's making
the news in Bosnia?'). Here we print Roy
Gutman's reply.

| read Joan Phillips’ cntique of my Bosnia
reportage with interest, Just as reparters claim
to be watchdogs, we must submit to the
scrutiny of others. But a critique must cbserve
the standard of objectivity it sets for the target
of examination. And absent in Phillips’
extended discussion of my methodology and
impact of my stories on public perceptions is
any discussion about the core facts, What really
happened at Omarska and Breko camps? Who
told the truth: the witnesses | quoted or the
military autherities in Banja Luka who were
responsible for the operation of the camps? The
truth matters.

First to methodology. Phillios describes
mine as relying on hearsay and double-
hearsay, My very first article on Omarska, on
July 19, was indeed based on a secondhand
account and was so presented. The military
in Banja Luka refused to take me to Omarska,
on the transparent excuse they. the ammed
authorities, could not guarantee my safety.
They refused alsc to admit the International
Red Cross until well after my articles were
published. Now there can only be cne reason
to run an account based on hearsay: o wam
that something terrible seemed o be going on.
No one, starting with the US government, 1ok
the warning seriously. | will defend the story as
the right thing to do in the circumstances
in which | could not gain access to the site.
| am grateful you gave [t the attention no
one else did.

So | returned to the region in the hopes of
locating survivors who could say what was
going on behind the closed gates. After two of
the most frustrating weeks imaginable, | found
two in Zagreb, then the biggest gathering area
for Bosnian refugees. Theirs were firsthand
accounts, not hearsay. Now, why go to pnnt
pased on only two witnesses? | was convinced
that the lives of thousands of people were at
stake and we should take the journalistic risk on
their behalf, Were the witnesses telling the
truth? At least 350 reporters headed into Bosnia
in the weeks following my 'Death camps' reporl
An Newsday on August 2. Few matched my
account. Only after my story were ITN and the

6 July 1993

Guardian allowed to visit Omarska. The ohotos
were dramatic, the settings ominous, but that
was the wrong place to get the definitive
story--for the simple reason the authorities
cleary were intimidating the oprisoners. And
t turns out they also had mountec a quick and
massive cover-up.

in retrospect, | am surprised that my
oress colleagues did not take the trouble to
dig out the story but watched passively as
governments, led by US and Britain, dic their
pest to knock down my reports. For example,
Lawrerce Eagleburger, then acting secre-
tary of state, said on August 18 that the US
gavernment had found no evicence of system-
atic killing at the camos, only of 'unpleasant
conditons’.

This prompted me Lo re-report the Omarska
story frem scratch. The arlicle ran at great
length October 18 and was based on interviews
with aoout 20 survivers of Omarska, Their
accounts were mutuglly corroborative, whereas
the story told by the Serb authorities guickly
fell apart, From the accounts of witnesses. |
estimated that at least 1000 prisoners were
killed at Omarsxa alone, The prisoners and the
Red Cross told me aoout the cover-up. The
Serb autherities closed Omarska within a day
or so of my story, moved nine-tenths of the
prisoners elsewhere, brougnt in bunk beds and
bedding and set up a Petemkin village story for
visitng reporiers, including ITN. They also
concocted a tale of events at Omarska. Serd
officials claimed that two people died at
OCmarska, both of natural causes. Yet when
cuesticned in depth, they acknowledged to me
that well over 2 dozen top officials and leading
citizens of the nearby city of Prijecor, including
Lorgd Mayor Muhamed Cehajic, ‘disappeared’
and perhaps 'died in the precess of disappear-
ing’ while at Omarska.

If the facts were not thers, rest assured
that my story would have been knocked down
long ago. The contrary is the case., Under
pressure from within the slale cepartment,
the US government began interviewing victims
at Karlovac. They now conclude that at least
5000 pecple were killed &t Omarska.
Tadeusz Mazowieckl, special rapporteur for the
UN Human Rights Commission, has also
reported the daily murder of dozens al
Omarska, but | do not know if he reached
a numerical estimate.

You need not take my word for it. Research
it yourself. The first 68 released detainees,
including many from Omarska, came to Britain
in September. Alone among .major Weslern
govemments, your government did not debrief
them or file a report to the UN commission
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examining war crmes. The British press failed
o pursue the stery on its doorstep. You should
not perpetuate the cover-up.

Let me retumn ¢ the question of metho-
dology. The Banja Luka military headquarters
never ssued a detailed rebuttal of my sicres
but in January distiouted a release which
attacked me ad hominem, alleging that | am
a CIA spy, tat | hired and paid mercenaries,
and accepted infarmation about rapes and
concentration camps from Robert Loftus. The
account was signed but cid not identify the
author. He is the head of amy propaganda.
Though he knews me personally, he made no
affort to contact me. His only explanation when
| ohoned Banja Luka was lo say he had wrilten
it under instruction from his superiors. His
attack was oublished throughout the Serbian
press, caried on Belgrade television, ang
is now being distriouted oy the Serbian
government. It is, as Phillios notes, outlandish
and with no evidence.

| have no problem with her using that
attack as the starling point fer an investigation.
But please reflect. | have reported on
a phenomenon that is best summead up in one
word: genocide.” Shouldn't you alsc subject
the source of the assault on my reporting to
a critical examination? As you know, your article
about me in May was picked up and Ireated in
the Serbian press as a confirmation of the
allegations.

Put yourself in my shoes. | asked to see
Loftus' diaries, as Phillios d'd, to cetermine how
they were being used; but the Banja Luka
command refused access. | denied the allega-
tions in writing, out the Banja Luka authorities
would not issue my denial in 2 manner similar
to the article about me and the Sero press will
not publish my letter. | seem to have no
recourse. | sent a follow-up letter reminding the
Serb newspapers that oy law, | have a right of
reply. | hireg & lawyer to seek an injuncton.
The court denied venue on the grounds that
| am a non-resident. Five months later, my letier
remains unpublished.

| believe my coverage was scrupulcus in its
methodology, accurate in its canclusions, and
will stand up to scrutiny, Can that be said of the
actions and statements of the Bosnian Serb or
Serbian authorities?

With regard to the Serdari massacre, | readily
accepted the invitation cof the military
spokesman in Banja Luka o visit the site, but
local officials in Kator Varos, instead of taking
me direclly there, held me up far three hours
without explanation. | arived in the village in the
company of the coroner, It was baffling that the
corpses had been remaved. The coroner had to



take the word of local militia who was killed,
how zand whers. The exception was wo
corpses charred from a fire in the house, That
fire was burning 12 hours after the raid, with
a garden hose at full pressure within easy
reach. Then there was the mysterious radic
conversation that the army said it had taped
ard suddenly produced for my benefit in which
the Muslim and Croat units repealedly
arnounced to each cther the number killed.
| proposed to write a story from the visit, but my
editors objected that it would raise questions
out answer nong. So | conlinued searching.
And the stary later fell in place. In Zenica at the
Muslim-run centre for investigation of war
crimes, officials introduced me to a Muslim who
nad fled to Travn k, who took part in the raid. He
told me, by the way, thal the attacking force,
mainly Muslims, had no radio.

Roy W Gutman Mewsday European Bureau
Bonn, Germany

A bitter Pilger

As an admirer of Living Marxism, | believe you
ask not ¢ be taken sericusly when you run
a piece such as 'Left, rignt, left, nght' and which
reflects much of the June issue. To suggest that
Noam Chomsky, Ecdward Said and many other
socialists, including myself—sccialists with
a proven record of independence—now belong
to some monalithic bloc known as the 'old left'
and subscripe fo a ‘new censensus behind
[Westem] intervention' is dewnright stupid and
depressingly so. And you must know it is.

For example, you lump Ken Livingstone and
me logether on the issue of Yugoslavia. Ken
Livingstone wants serlous military intervention
in Bosnia, including bombing. | am totally
opposed to thal, just as | am opposed to the
Vance-Owen plan., By describing a fake
‘consensus', you deny a range of radical
thought and argument distinguished by striking
differences of analysis and opinion. Above
all, you deny the indisputable existence of
a genuine political and moral dilemma on
Yugoslavia. Ask any socialist, whose views you
respect, and almost certainly the dilemma will
become apparent—even ameng those who co
not care to admit it.

It is Western intervention that denies the
multi-ethnic Bosnians the right to defend them-
selves. The embargo works, in practice, only
against the Bosnians; and you clearly support
mis. Using the inane argument that puts the ‘old
=7 behind Margaret Thatcher, you, alas, are in
== queue behind the British govemment,
Denis Healey, Edward Heath and Bill Clinton,

as well as others on the neanderthal right, who
wauld applaud your denial of one of the mast
basic of human rights: the right of ordinary peo-
ple to orotect and defend themselves,

In the past Living Marxism has been
astute in pointing out irony. It has become a dis-
tinguishing mark. It will be a shame If you lose
this when the irony is too close ¢ home.

John Pilger [ ondon W1

Ragga v Suede

Even if the vehement homophobia of ragga
stars is & reaction to white society ('Ragga and
the silent race war', June), this is of nc comfort,
Or even consequence, to a young gay man who
has to grow up in the hostile environment of
ignorant and bigoted peers who are encour-
aged and legtimised in their homophobia by,
among others, ragga stars.

Whilst homephobia does fester in the
politcal establishment, epitomised in Section 28,
the Laoour and Llberal parties' political
correctness ensures that overt homophobia is
discouraged and creales an atmesphere
whereby homophobia is assumed wrong.

Ragga makes homaophobia acceptable.
even fashionable. Alternatively, bands such as
Suede, although hyped by the journalists of the
music press in order to sell papers, have
managed to ensure that freedom of sexuality
has a refuge fram the reactionaries. Suede's
populanty, no matter if it is due to hype and
image, means that young people are
confronted by a band that says any sexuality is
good sexuality, helping homosexuals o
confront a new generation of bigots.

To claim that 'black men from the ghetto’ are
'some of the least powerful people in sociely’'
when they have access to millions wvia the
charts and ‘youth' television, is to deny
that music has any Influence or meaning
beyond light entertainment. If that were the
case, no one would have noticed the lyrics in
the first place.

John Williams Bristo!

Let’'s not have sloppy joumnalism in the Living
section of the magazine. The article on Suede
("White Suede blues’, June) was poor reporting.

Its message tied in with the ‘Ragga and the
silent race war' article in the same issue, which
rightly exposed the sensationalisation of ragga.
To consider Suede’s media success as part of
this racist hysteria is simply incorrect, and the
anti-American sentiment expressed in Select
magazine that you quoted should not be read
as anti-black.

The Select article was a reacticnary back-
lash against white grunge music, regrettably
calling for z return to fey parcchial English pop,
announcing their intention to 'save the Unicn
Jack from the Nazis’. Ironically, the magazine
has long heralded the elusive ‘summer of
ragga’, and acknowledged the racist nature of
the victimisation of Shabba Ranks.

Laying into Suede and Select is easy, sO
why bother to twist things to make your
arguments fit? Personally. | have no aversion to
even a faint echo of the genius of eardy Bowie
(whatever his politics) back in the charts,
and | stand guilty of the no doubt culturally
decadent crime of harking back to the musical
goed ol' days.

BM Thompson Bimingham

Ban (almost) nothing

It does seem as though nearly everyone on the
left is calling for some kind of censership these
days. | don’t agree with them but | can certainly
see the reasoning behind their actions: a ragga
record with lyrics Insulting t© gay people
pctentially has a very dangerous effect cn
young people’s perception of homosexuality.
| certainly wouldn't buy it even if it wasn't crap
anyway.

And something needs to be done about
pomegraphy which really is degrading.
Anti-pom legislation doesn't ultimately affect
availability, although it would help clear it out of
shops that people frequent every day.
Ultimatety pornography will only be overcome
by individuals choosing ta reject it. But on
a large scale Is this realistic? The left really
does need to say what it thinks about such
issues especially when a minority factien of
‘anti-censorship feminists' Is presenting women
in  pornagraphy as the paragon of ‘the
strong woman’.

| applaud your anti-censorshio stand but am
interested to know just how far you will let your
faith in papular democracy go: will you tolerate
0898 child abuse numbers? Will you allow the
mass of public opinion to re-introduce capital
punishment?

Simon Kyte Windsor

You assert that there is patently no connection
petween violence in the media and behaviour at
large {'Ban nothing', May). To my mind you are
wrong, there must be a connection because the
TV in particular is a very powerful medium,

It is important to remember that copying
is one of the most significant human attri-
butes—eg, the fashions exhibited by all the p
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sun-groups in scciety, from darx suits and ties
to jeans and white socks. An average teenager
in America will nave seen something like 200
000 fights and 50 000 murders cn TV. | find it
hard ¢ belleve that this exceedingly viclent
society owes nothing to its TV.

lan Ellis Menstie

The art of living

Why Is it that people castigate art for having
no connection with everyday life? M Hughes
(letters, June) believas that art can only survive
by ‘reaffirming its commitment to life and ta
lved experiencs’.

Capitalist production processes are often
extremely aostract.  Such  soul-destroying
processes are usec o exploit pecple in fact-
ories—picking faulty preducts off production
lines, for example, Isn't this 'lived expenence'?
Abslract processes can oe seen around us
every day. | have ne wish 1o defend all abstrac:
art, but art does occur in a social contexi,
whether it is abstract or representational,
Apstract art is another reflection of the age in
which we live.

| can't agree with the stalement that absiract
art ‘cannol contain within itself the image of
its inspiration’. 1f this were true, my own,
often wvery abstract colour photographs
iderived from ‘lived experience’) wouldn't exist,
But then they're photographs and photo-
graphy's not art, is it?

Andrew Payne Beaford

Stop Larkin about

| feel that Alistair Ward {'A vary English poet',
June) woulg fare much better If he were to take
acvice from Keznan Malik's critical review of
Edward Said's Culture and Imperiaiism: 'he
[Said] tries to force authors as differant as
Austen and Conrad, Defoe and Dickens into
a single framework with & single view of the
“other”. and thereby loses the particularity
of each.’

Apart from Malik's plea for contextualiisation,
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Ward repeats the very errors that Malik wams
against. In the ‘good old days’ of the oostwar
liberal consensus was every English writer
a racist in orivate and & liberzal oluralist n
public? Are all to be tarred with the same brush
ir nuge fillegitimate} historical sweens?

Ward writes: 'Larkin stands ir the tradition of
quintessentially English poets munning from
\Wordswarth, through Tennyson and Hardy to
Auden and Housman and such contemporary
figures as Reger McGough.' Evidentiy! Well
once, to be ‘quintessentally English’ was o be
revolutonary, Wordsworth's sentiments on the
French Revolution: 'Bliss it was in 1nat dawn to
be alive, 1o be young was very heaven.'

Ward claims that Larkin was inferior to,
separate from anrd disliked the interwar
‘modernist’  Inteligentsia and s incioient
eliusm, \Warc then goes cn 1o place Larkin with
the 'medemist’ roll call of TS Eliot, Ezra Pound
and DH Lawrence.

|'ve never read Larkin, nor do | intend to. But
| know a dodgy aralysis when | read cne.
Robert Fletcher £ssex

Timex scabs?

| had the prvilege to join witn people from all
around the UK on 17 May al Timex in Dundee
1o support the 343 sacked workers. My feelings
of elation at being part of such a successful
picket anc demonstaton wera tempered by
e ill-feeling given oul o the 'scabs’ geing into
Timex Duncee.

Let me qualify this quickly. | accept that any-
one who has the choice to work or in the face
of cuts and changes in cenditions rather than
standing in solidarity with their fellow workers,
fully deserves to pe called a 'scab’.

However, what of those scores of
unemployed who are given the choice to 1ake
a 'scab’ job or face a cut or even total
withdrawal of their income support? Under Tory
sccial security legislation, this is legal and |
wonder how many of those people being
bussed into Timex every day nave been faced
with that stark cnoice,

The reality of unemployed pecple neing
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a pool of lanour erganised by the state through
the nenefits system to defeat class struggles in
the workplace, has implicatons beyord the
Timex dispute which pickets and demonstrators
are not acdressing by calling other workers
scabs' indiscriminately,

It is tme we recognised everyone not as
workers and unemployed. bul as potential
workers, as it s clear the bosses deo, and try Lo
oring every worker inta the workers” movement
to defeat the inhumanity of the capitaiist class
and their Tory errand boys. 17 we co nct, we
allow the besses to divide anc defeat us,

Practically, this would mean offering a basic
rate for every person forced to take 'scad’ work
or face a cut in benefts. Given that the AEU
leadars are more interested in getling their feat
under the table of the bosses at Timex, rather
than getting e mud of the picket line on them,
it is clear that such action would have to oe
organised at grassrocts level, by subscription
and donation.

In the 1990s the waorkers' movement must
rot only talk aboul solidarity. it must provide
a2 framework o brng us all togethar for tis
to happen.

Paul Gostelow Glasgow

Incorrect PC

Marc Deith (letters, Jung)—le: me make ong
thing clear. Paolitical coreciness [PC) is not the
way to 'genuing demaocracy’.

Simply challengirg the way people speak
fas Deith would want] hardly challenges
oppression. In fact it's porcering on "et's be
nice to black pecole’, PC actually divides and
weakens the very people who can bring aocut
a ‘genuine demoacracy’, namely the working class.

Once PC gives oppressed people special
names (biack pecple should now be called
‘necple of celour'), where dees L end? Now
averyong lays claim to differing histaries and
identities. This celebration of difference disarms
the working class by dwision {(which is good for
the establishment), and never ooliticah
challenges the system.

Steve Hodson West London




1 Turning

The Timex dispute in Dundee is a sign of changed
times, not a return to the seventies, says Angus Kane

hen  management  at  the
American-owned Timex factory
- ¥ in Dundee locked out 343 work-
ers and bussed in scabs, the left glimpsed a return
to its golden age of the mass picket line
confrontations of the 1970s. But Timex workers
face a modern multinational employer pursuing
the methods of the 1990s—they need a response
to match.

On 3 June Jimmy Airlie, senior Scoftish
official of the Amalgamated Engincering and
Electrical Union, explained the latest manage-
ment offer to a mass meeting of Timex strikers.
The deal included a 27 per cent cut in pay.
a two-year wage freeze, cuts in bonuses and
company pension contributions, lower sick pay,
the scrapping of canteen subsidies and a chance
1o return to work subject to a skill assessment—
or a redundancy payment of £500. The meeting
lasted little over half an hour as the package was
unanimously and derisively rejected.

Bitter exchanges

The workers, some of whom have worked at the
factory for 20 or 30 vears, returned to the picket
line which they have maintained with spirit and
determination since they were locked out on
15 February. Under the influence of trade union
officials and the left, the dispute has adopted the
time-honoured pattern of bitler exchanges across
the picket line, periodic mass pickets, demo-
astrations and rallies.

On 17 May Arthur Scargill addressed a rally
outside the plant and 38 protestors were arrested
m scuffles with the police. Scargill’s presence
revived images of the 1972 miners’ strike when

he led the Yorkshire miners (o a mass pickel that
closed the Saltley coke depot in the Midlands,
It also recalled the mass pickets outside the
Grunwick film processing laboratory in
north London in 1977, when Yorkshire miners
demonstrated in solidarity with a workforce
made up predominantly of Asian women.,

Parallels with the 1970s however tend to
obscure two distinctive features of the Timex
dispute—the combativeness of the employers
and the spineless collaboration of the union
officials. At cach stage of the dispute, Timex
management have raised the stakes and gone for
victory. By contrast, senior union officials have
behaved as a sort of cross between redundancy
consultants and police informers.

At the outset of the dispute management
proposed laying off half the workforce, claiming
a fall in demand. The union’s response was to
suggest rotating the lay-offs among the workers,
Encouraged by this conciliatory response, Timex
insisted that they should choose who to lay off,
When workers voted to strike, management
broadened the redundancy package to include
a wage freeze and cuts in benefits. When workers
agreed to accept the lay-offs ‘under protest’,
rather than these terms, they were locked out
en masse and scab labour was brought in.

Union leaders made no attempt to mobilise
wider sympathy and solidarity action, instead
engaging in eight sets of talks with the employers.
These culminated in them agreeing to present
their members with the punitive 3 June package.
At the same time, officials in the Scottish TUC
have collaborated openly with the police to con-
tain the scale of mass pickets. Union leaders

e

have encouraged the police to stop and search
coaches bringing supporters to the picket line,
ensuring that they were delayed until after the
scab workers were safely inside the plant. When
the police have attacked the pickets, the union
leaders have readily condemned ‘outside
agitators’ for fomenting violence.

In the past, union officials often acted as
a bureaucratic barrier o the organisation of
effective industrial action. But their attitude
towards the Timex dispute suggests that we are
now dealing with something even worse. When
the officials appear to spend all of their time
trying to persuade workers to accepl cuts pack-
ages and helping to police picket lines, it is
legitimate to ask by what criteria these organisa-
tions can any longer be called trade unions.

No nostalgia

After five months on the picket line, Timex
workers need 1o find a way to raise the stakes
against management if they are to regain the
initiative, Token mass pickets and demonstra-
tions, with some ritual shoving and pushing, can
only provide a training exercise for the police;
it is not an effective way of putling pressure on
the company. While it is important to keep up
pressure on the scab workforce, it is necessary to
devise more effective sanctions against the
company, focusing on ils retail operations, in
Britain and abroad.

To defend jobs against ruthless employers
like Timex, encouraged by more than a decade of
anti-union laws and setbacks to workplace
organisation and militancy, it will be necessary
to break out of the straitjacket of the past and
work out new forms of action and solidarity.
Instead of indulging in nostalgia for a labour
movement that no longer exists, we need to
create new networks of activists around new
strategies for action which can put workers’
interests first and make no concessions to the
employers and their stooges in the unions. @
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by menin

When Robert Maxwell was found to have
fiddled the Mirror Group pension fund,
he was posthumously branded a robber
baron. Yet Maxwell seems to have been
something of a model for many other
employers who are interfering with our
pension funds and getting away with it.

Andrew Calcutt reports

" our pension is safe with
me’, intoned the voice
#%  of Robert Maxwell in

a Mirror Group in-house video in 1988.
A month after his mysterious death on
3 November 1991, it emerged that
£450m had been siphoned out of the
pension funds of various companies
in the Maxwell empire. More than

18 months later, 20 000 Maxwell
pensioners are still in doubt as to
whether their payments will continue.
Employees and former employees
under retirement age are equally
unsure of their position.

‘Pensions were suppased to be
gilt-edged security’, says [vy Needham,
a 67-year old partially blind widow and
former canteen manager from Leeds.
‘Now it is possible they will not be
paid. I am receiving my pension but
with great uncertainty, living in fear of
a letter saying you’ll get it this month
but not the next.” She says that the
stress of ‘living from day to day, not
knowing if you can afford a holiday
or the mortgage payments' has led to
serious, even fatal illness among
Maxwell pensioners.

Meanwhile twin sisters Sylvia and
Cynthia Hinton have been living on
unemployment benefit. They worked
at the Maxwell-owned Nuffield Press
in Oxford for 38 years before being
made redundant in February 1992,
Their combined pensions contributions
total £60 000 but they do not know if
they will receive their pensions when
they reach 60 in six years’ time.

The Maxwell pension scandal
prompted a flurry of parliamentary
activity. A government-backed

whip-round in the City raised £6m,
But more than £400m is still missing,
and Maxwell pensioners continue to
face an uncertain future.

There had been previous odd
cases of pension fund misuse (Aveling
Barford in 1988, the Charmley Davies
Group in 1991). But it was the Maxwell
scandal that provoked widespread
concern. News of Maxwell’s theft
coincided with a worsening recession.
In an already apprehensive atmosphere
created by the economic slump,
millions of workers and pensioners
became fearful that unscrupulous
employers might ‘do a Maxwell’
and abuse their pension funds to make
up for a shortfall in company profits.

‘Al dabbling’

Their fears are more than justified.
Maverick tycoons are not the only
ones hijacking pension funds. Among
employers, taking advantage of
members’ contributions is regarded
as sound business practice. As Ivy
Needham explained, while they can get
away with it, ‘they’ll all be dabbling’.

Occupational pension schemes
have mushroomed since the seventies.
British pension fund assets now total
£400 billion. More than 11 million
employees are paying into schemes
covered by the National Association
of Pension Funds, Among employees
aged 25 to 44, only 20 per cent do
not belong to a contributory pension
scheme. More than five million people
are currently receiving some income
from an occupational pension.

A typical pension amounts to
1/60th of the employee’s final salary,

multiplied by the number of years
worked. A standard contributions
arrangement would mean the
employee (member) paying five per
cent of wages into the pension fund,
with the employer contributing twice
as much. Pension funds are usually
managed by a board of trustees,
independent in theory, but almost
always company-dominated.

Largely as a result of sky-high
investment returns in the eighties,
most funds have tended to be in
surplus; the money in the fund amounts
to more than is required to meet its
current liabilities. Fund members argue
that pensions are deferred wages and
that surplus pension funds should be
used for the sole benefit of members.,
Corporate finance directors, however,
have come to view pension funds
as ‘profit centres” at the disposal of
the company,

The practice of dipping into funds is
as old as occupational pensions. But in
recent years it has been exacerbated by
the slump. There are examples to be
found in every sector of business.

£1m for them

[rregularities in the management

of the Lewis’ Group pension scheme
have eroded a £12m surplus to the
point where payment of pensions is
now in doubt. When Qa Business
Services collapsed in September 1991,
the pension fund was found to be
insufficient to cover liabilitics. Three
executives had taken early retirement
payments totalling £1m; meanwhile
130 employees lost two-thirds of their
pension entitlement.

Belling, the cooker manufacturers,
went into liquidation in March 1992,
A year earlier, £2,1m was paid from
the fund to the company to secure
a refinancing scheme which was
never implemented. Belling also sold
one of its own subsidiaries to the
pension fund for £5.5m—a back-door
device for raising cash known as
‘self-investment’. The independent
trustee appointed by the receiver
is charging £250 an hour to sort out
the mess.

Self-investment at a shoe firm,
Burlington, stripped the fund of
£7.7m before the company went
into receivership in 1992, CTU,

a London-based engineering services
company, went under in 1991 after p

LIVING MARXISM July1883 11



Plundered funds

diverting £2501 000 of pension on last year’s mass redundancy Association of Pension Funds
contributions into the business. Like package, Release "92. London submitted evidence to the inquiry.
the Maxwell pensioners, 60 former Regional Transport has been criticised 1t called for a compensation scheme
employees face an uncertain future, by a high court judge for cutting its but believes that the existing trustee
In an article entitled ‘Keep a sharp contributions by £93m. system is basically sound, although
eye on your pension’, Sunday Times Combined Actuarial Performance ‘it does rely on all the trustees being
financial journalist Barbara Ellis Surveys indicated that only 30 per cent “good eggs™'. The union-backed
concludes that *there is increasing of pension funds had a positive cash Campaign for Pension Fund
evidence of pension money missing flow in 1991, The Guardian reported Democracy has argued for a majority
from companies that have collapsed in that ‘emplovers have taken more than of trustees to be elected from the
£1 billion out of UK pension funds in workforce, but union officials are
the last seven years'. [n addition, the resigned to ‘not getling anything
| 1992 National Association of Pension like what we want’.
The law sSays the fund Funds survey showed that more than Almost everyone is appealing
. half of British employers are using fund  to the Tory government to prevent
| 1S there for manageme nt surpluses to reduce or eliminate their pension fund rip-offs. But cabinet
: : contributions, ‘Financial directors have ministers have an appetite for pension
‘ to pl ay with become addicted to pension fund contributions which makes Maxwell
' holidays’, says Bryn Davies, actuary look anorexic.
and author of the Institute of Public After a contributions holiday.
Policy Research report on fund British Coal owes the white collar staff
the wake of the recession, A disturbing ownership and control. superannuation scheme £481m. But the
pattern is emerging of pension Other scams include using Treasury and the Department of Trade
payments being—at best—delayed privatisation or takeover as an and Industry have instructed British
as businesses tried desperately to opportunity to scrap existing pension Coal 1o make up that difference by
stay alive’, schemes and set up an inferior version diverting £471m out of the pension
Bankrupting the pension fund {Travellers” Fare, City Link, Cleveland fund surplus, The £471m refund is
along with the company is frowned Guest Engineering, TI-Dowly roughly equivalent to the £500m
upon in the City. But as long as the firm Engincering, various privatised bus temporary pit subsidy recommended
stays afloat, and pension entitlements companies and electricity producers). by the house of commons (rade and
continue to be met, the law says the Some companies do not need an industry select commitiee.
fund is there for management to play excuse. National Westminster Bank . 5
with. Anything goes, including recently closed their existing pension What's the difference?
complete disregard of the original scheme to new members. There is Trustees from the National Union
terms of agreement belween employees a replacement, but new employees of Mineworkers are laking legal action
and their employer. must wail five years to join il. Standard to demand repayment of £800m to the
When pension funds are in surplus, Chartered announced that with effect mineworkers’ pension fund (the cost
companies regularly award themselves from 1 June 1992, employees joining of another BC contributions holiday).
a refund, To them, the only the bank's permanent staff will not be Union president Arthur Scargill said
disadvantage is that tax is pavable allowed to become members of the in The Miner: ‘there is little difference
at 40 per cent. pension fund until they reach the in principle between this method of
. : age of 25. withholding money. or creamin,
Bossman's hollday Some employers (APV Food off surplusfs. and ?hn: plunderini in
In April, Courtaulds announced it Engineering, Appledore Shipyard, which Robert Maxwell was involved.’
was (o recover £83m surplus from Portals Group) have pre-empted the Getting its hands on the pension funds
the pension fund. Lucas Industries government’s deliberations on raising is one reason why the government
pensioners issued a writ for the return the retircment age for women. Female wanis 10 privatise the coal industry,
of £150m transferred from their fund employees who expected to retire aged In his column in Pensions World,
to the company in November 1991, 60 on a full company pension must Anthony Hilton, managing editor of
Self-investment helped to create now work another five vears or face the London Evening Standard, wrote:
a £30m deficit in the Courage pension a reduction in their pension entitlement ‘I expect the government to take over
fund. Portals Group took £7.5m from of up to 235 per cent. the fund and use the £13 billion assets
its fund, despite the fact that the trust i ' to help meet the budget deficit.”
deed said that surplus monies should Good €ggs In March, transport secretary
only be used to increase reserves, In the wake of the recession, many John MacGregor withdrew plans to
reduce contributions, or increase smaller companies are ripping up take funds from the £8 billion British
benefits, The proposal for a refund traditional final salary schemes, in Rail pension fund and use them to
was notified to the trustees only after which the employer is expected 1o reduce the government’s public sector
the publication of the accounts. cover any deficit, and replacing them borrowing requirement by £4 billion.
Contributors to the Express with money purchase schemes, in . However, similar plans are likely to
'_L Newspapers fund were concerned which the employer’s contribution is be implemented when the railways
S about a £25m fall in surplus. When fixed and the emplovees’ contributions are privatised. The Post Office pension
"i they protested in 1990 they learned must increase 10 make up a shortfall. {fund may also be plundered.
! they had been relegated from member Money purchase pensions are not “What's the difference betwees
A 10 beneficiary status in 1988, inflation-proof and the members” final Robert Maxwell and the gosemmmes”
i While employees carry on paying entitlement depends on ihe success o1 asks a retired miner from Smmesiis
in, employers can take a contributions failure of the fund’s investment in the Nottinghamshirs contiad
. holiday whenever the fund is in surplus.  managers. *The difference is that Se sscssmm
British Telecom enjoyed a contributions The furore over Maxwell led to won’t be getting 2 vis S s
holiday from 1988 to March 1993. the setting up of the Pension Law fraud squad.’
The company recently began Review Committee, headed by
contributing again, but only after Professor Roy Goode and due to report Additional reporting ™ lav Sian
it had spent £800m of a £913m surplus on 30 September 1993, The National Andrew Morrison emd Sies W8
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Sterile deba

calth ministers must have thought it was their birthday and
Christias: come at: once when: mother-ol-sextupless Jean
Gibbon was discoversd to'he y single mum.

Two: weeks: earlier health ministers: had been ‘pilloried bs LRy
infertility specialist within reach of a TV studio. Support groups and
campaighing orgamsatans had vsed Nationsl Fertility: Week to expose
the ‘diabiolical provision of infertitity services in the UK:-fiy France
women -are entithsd 1o four state-funded ‘cveles of IV {in vigw
fertilisation) as a right, plus another two at the discretion of their con-
sultant. Here, women ‘across much of the nation (including Landon)
have oo access (o NHS provision:at-all: The infertite have to shell out
around L1800 a go for IVF with only @ slin chance of it working.

A national disgrace. Politicians said it Doctars said 1t Psythuj
thcmplbts said ‘it Amculatc wamen  were : paraded 10 - explain the:
agomies of childlessness. One: specialist ‘got so- camied ‘away he:
declared that: infertility provision: wis more important thzm cancer:
treatment. 1t takes all sorts..

But within two wieeks thn birth: of the
Leeds sextuplets had changed verything.
The worm: had turned, problems of getting
anfertility “freatment were forgotten - and
exerybody was attacking doctors for rashly:
providing [ VF with no thought o the con-
Sequences.

Why the change of heart? Thc ghghl of
wicely ‘spaken, educated; middle class but
bayren couples talking of theis longmg for:
a child tugs at the heart strings. After all:
they bave so much ta give. On the other
hund, the bisth of six infants w0 Jan Vince:
and Jedn Gibbons, 4 working class; uninar-
ried; pairof divorcess: who don’l even lne
togethcr rassea dxffcrcnt 1ssucs cnmcly

shoul

Wher the mcdla zmd poimcal Cireus: dlSt.usSctd the: Lceds sextuplek«;.

the issue was not one of how much did the parents have 10 give—but S

how much were they rving 1o take: They were psllnried for having an

agent with a brief to sell theis stary to 4 national ueswspaper and they

sere castigated for the amount that it woukd cast the state to rise their
six children. The: heultly: cmmsrmndmt ‘of the Daily Tefegraph
caleylated that Jean (rihbona would recen g fat h:zm ::45 000 in heneﬁt_f‘ &

over thc next 16 vears .:;_ s

The Leeds

_ sextuplets were

used to argue that
NHS resources

BRADLEY

hetgrosexual couples wha had bees in a stable telauonthp for three
years, West Essex Health Authority topped that with four years.

The Leeds sextuplet case should have served asan examplc, of what
National Fertility Week had tried © illusteate earlier i the month; the
inadequacy of the servive. Chumpion of the infertile; Professor Reoert
Winston shone as the one light of conimon sense when he insisted that
1o use the Leeds case as an illusteation of an abuse of the system was
bizarre. Regardless of the parents” marital Status, the very ereation of
sextuplets wiis 3 disaster for everybudy concerned : :

You cin bet your sweet life that given the chaice Jean Gibbons would
rather have conceived one child: than half a dozen; It was a disaster
which could only have happcncd because of the primitive way i which
services are: managed in many hospitals; With proper monaring the
treatment she svas undergom; wauld have tempararily halted when it
becamie clear she was al risk of & multiple pregnancy. But as Winston
explaingd o 3 largely uncomprehending press, ‘ln the NHS doctors
work with grossly imited and inadéquate resoufces. Short cits have o
be taken®.

Instead of being highlighted as an argument for a betfer health
service, Jean Gibbons® case was widely used to reinforce the point that
NHS resources should only be available to
the ‘deserving’, defined as these who not
only haye an illness which by géneral con-
sensus reguiresireatmens, butalso o way of
hte considered wonhy of public- support:
....... When Tim Yeo MP declared tl'mt ‘there
- are serius questions abour why such treat-
- ment should be provided to & woman who
is not married', the orily objections were to
“his use of the adjective ‘marmied’. Nobody
eeemed o q’uesxibn’ ttx‘:'fact t'hiaf the medical

d go to the
‘deservmg

not lsave nccess 10 Nﬂb TSOUNCES, (rame,
- set and match 1o the government,
- Once t!ns pmwpre is eswbbshcd all

: and momgamous fm 10 ye.us in order '_
: 'whm cmcna w:l[ dnmorq deude wlm
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By creating a United Nations war crimes tribunal, says Sharon Clarke,
Western governments are putting the rest of the world in the dock

Why they
love a good

PHOTO: MIGHAEL KRAMER
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hat better than
%' a war crimes tribunal
9 lo demonstrate the
W at s right to sit in judgement on
the rest of the world?

The United Nations Security
Council has decided to set up an
international tribunal to Iry those
accused of war crimes in Yugoslavia.
It is the first attempt to prosecute
alleged war criminals since the Nazis
were put in the dock at Nuremberg,

Those who complain that nothing
will come of it, because there are too
many legal and polilical complications,
miss the point. It doesn’t matter if the
11 Western-appointed judges never
convict anybody. That the court exisls,
and is internationally recognised as
legitimate, will be sufficient for the
purposes of the Western powers. It
will confirm their moral authority
around the globe.

When it comes into operation in
September, the war crimes tribunal is
due to concentrate on the civil war in
Yugoslavia. But there is already talk
of widening its remit to cover crimes
commilted by African warlords,

Iragi generals and others. Soon
Western-appointed judges could be
prying into the affairs of every third
world state and passing judgement
on their peoples.

The assumption behind the West's
war crimes initiative is that the source
of violence and barbarism is to be
found over there—in the East and the
third world. By comparison, the greal
and the good oyer here are assumed
to have clean hands, and be qualified
to decide the fate of the guilty,

The accused

What the war crimes discussion
means is that some of the poorest and
most powerless peoples on Earth are
being blamed for causing war and
oppression around the world, while
the wealthy and powerful in the West
arc absolved of all guilt. *“They’ are
held responsible for the crimes;

‘we' are responsible for
meting out the punishment.

What is a war crime anyway?

The term has now been accepted into
the evervday language of international
politics. Yet closer inspection suggests
that there is really no such thing as

a war crime, The notion of war crimes

and war criminals is an ideological

construction, used to brand those

of whom the Western powers

disapprove—and, by implication,

to boost the moral credentials of

the West itself.
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The discussion of war criminals
assumes that atrocities are committed
by a few particularly evil men with
a propensity to behave like barbarians,
The implication of singling out war
criminals in this way is that other
combatants act like gentlemen during
a war, and are guilty of nothing.

In reality, war creates an environment
in which all are brutalised. Atrocities
are committed on all sides of every
conflict. In war, anybody can become
capable of doing things which were
unthinkable beforehand; but some
have a lot more power than others
with which to do it.

The strange thing is. however,
thal massacres are not called war
crimes when they are carried out
by those with the most power
to commit atrocities—the forces
of the USA, Britain or their allies.
Since the Nazi trials at the end of the
Second World War, there has been
no mention of war crimes: not when
the Americans slaughtered an estimated

four million people during the war in
Vietnam and Cambodia; nor when the
British conducted massacres while
putting down anti-colonial rebellions
in Kenya, Aden and Malaya; nor
when British paratroopers shot dead
14 Irish civilians on Bloody Sunday:
nor when the French tortured and
killed Algerians who resisted their
rule; nor, most recently, when the
US-led alliance killed perhaps
200000 Iragis in the Gulf War,
using everything from napalm
to fuel-air explosives which suck
the oxygen out of the lungs.
Of course, there have been
occasions in the past when US
or British forces were accused of
going too far. But the inguiries and
commissions reluctantly set up in
response have not been declared as
grandiose international tribunals, and
have never suggested that the accused
be considered war criminals. Indeed
the common concern has been to play
down the importance of these incidents,

and to let those responsible off as
lightly as possible.

The classic colonial example
came in April 1919, when British
Brigadier-General REH Dyer sought
to teach rebellious natives a lesson by
ordering his troops to fire unprovoked
on a crowd of thousands in the
Indian city of Amritsar. A fusillade of
1630 rounds left, according to official
figures, 379 dead and hundreds more
maimed. The Amritsar massacre
created unrest across India. The British
imperial authorities responded by
imposing martial law, and setting up
an inquiry into the killings. A vear later
the Hunter Committee reported; it
whitewashed the massacre, suggesting
only that Dyer be ‘severely censured’.
The House of Lords then condoned
Dyer’s actions, and a group of Empire
loyalists presented him with a sword
and a purse of £20 000,

Four hours

The modern American equivalent
of Amritsar was probably the My Lai
massacre of 1968, when US troops
wiped out an entire Vietnamese village
in four hours. The details of the
massacre remained a US army secret
for 18 months, until they were revealed
by Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist
Seymour Hersh in the New York Times
in November 1969. Lieutenant William
Calley was then triecd—by the army’s
internal court martial—on charges of
killing at least 109 ‘Oriental human
beings’, one of them two years old.
In 1971 Calley was sentenced to life
with hard labour. He appealed. and
the sentence was reduced to 20 years
He appealed again, and it became
10 years. He appealed once mons
and was released in 1975 On G
personal orders of presidess Yo
Calley served his semencs wmis
‘house arrest’, in his 2y sprmwe—"
He did not spend ome & = sean

Dyer, Calley 2nd mamy e
Weslern COmmanders = s T
are well documented e s




considered war criminals or paraded in
chains before the world. Yet unknown
Serbian, Croatian and third world
soldiers, with only a fraction of the
destructive firepower at the disposal
of the West, have already been found
guilty of war crimes by the Western
media before the tribunal is even set
up. Clearly the category ‘war crime’
has nothing to do with the numbers
killed or the circumstances in which

they died. It is a political label,
invented by the Western allies to be
stuck on to foreigners as they see fit,
The capitalist powers love a good
war crime story from Yugoslavia or
Somalia because it makes the West
look morally superior, and lends
legitimacy to ils self-image as the
force for civilisation on Earth. That is
a particularly valuable political asset
for them today, when the governing

patties and institutions of the West
are all facing crises of legitimacy.

In 1993, no political party
can excite public support, and no
established institution commands much
respect. The British monarchy is up to
its neck in scandal, leading ltalian
politicians are all accused of belonging
to the mafia, president Bill Clinton’s
honeymoon period proved shorter than
Bill Wyman's...in different ways, the
pattern is repeated across the West,
The combination of economic slump
and political exhaustion has thrown
the governmental systems of Europe
and the USA into disarray.

Against that background, it is not
hard to see why the Western elites are
so keen to criminalise and condemn
people in other parts of the world,
to find an external focus through which
to demonstrate their authority. Branding
the East or the third world as a threal
to civilised values is a backhanded
way of advertising the comparative
virtues of Western capitalism.

Fix bayonets

This is the significance of the

UN decision 10 sel up a war crimes
tribunal. It institutionalises the
distinction between a morally superior
Wesl and the inferior peoples of the
rest of the world, By condemning
selected foreigners as war criminals
in this way, the Western authorities
seek to get themselves off the hook
at home. In effect they are saying,
‘Look, whatever you might think

of our system, just thank God that
you don’t have to contend with these
barbarians’. The global scourge of
war, for which the Western powers
arc primarily responsible, is twisted
into an argument for the defence

of their authority.

In 1982, when Brilish troops
recaptured the Falkland Islands
from Argentina, they were hailed
as old-fashioned heroes who had
gallantly ‘yomped’ their way to victory.
A decade later, evidence has finally
surfaced that British paratroopers
bayoneted and shot Argentine prisoners
of war. Scotland Yard has reluctantly
been prodded into investigating. But
even if any Paras were to be charged,
we can be sure that they will not end
up in the UN tribunal dock with the
Serbs and the rest.

Sir Nicholas Bonsor, Tory chairman
of the commons defence committee,
recently made clear that, regardless
of the facts about the bloodshed in
the South Atlantic, British squaddies
never, never, never shall be war
criminals. ‘1 think it is an insult to
them’, he declared, ‘to suggest that
we committed war crimes’. In other
words, it is not necessarily a war
crime to bayonet an unarmed prisoner.
It all depends who is on either end
of the bayonet, &

LIVING MARXISM Juytoes 15




e

PHOTO:. MICHAEL KRAMLR

Everybody seems to think that
the West has failed in Bosnia.

In fact it has achieved an
important victory at the expense
of all the peoples of Yugoslavia,
argues Joan Phillips

July 1993

ritics have lambasted the

. Western powers for their

i lack of moral fibre over
Bosnia, By signing the Washington
agreement, which provides for the
creation of safe havens for the Muslims
in Bosnia, the USA, Britain, France and
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Italy signalled that they did not intend
to defend the integrity of Bosnia.
According to their critics, this was
an act of betrayal against a small state
as bad as that at Munich, when Neville
Chamberlain acquiesced to the Nazi
carve-up of Czechoslovakia in 1938,
On both occasions, suggested

Noel Malcolm in the Sunday Telegraph,.

appeasement led to a loss of imperial
standing: *When Mussolini heard

of Neville Chamberlain’s decision

to kowtow to Hitler at Munich, he
remarked: “This is the liguidation of
English prestige.” The same could be
said today of the prestige and authority
of the United States and Western
Europe.’ (30 May 1993)

Far from being enfeebled by its
intervention in Yugoslavia, however,
the West has been sirengthened.
What appears to many 10 have been

How the West has won

an embarrassing failure is in fact
a political success.

Of course, individual politicians
have not come out of the diplomatic
circus looking very good. Bill Clinton
can no longer claim consistency as
a virtue, after US policy on Bosnia
changed as fast as Italian governments.
First there was the Vance-Owen plan,
which the administration rejected, then
supported, then rejected again. Then
there was the proposal for safe havens:
on 21 May, Clinton was warning
against safe havens; a day later this
was US policy.

Clinton may look like an idiot,
but there arc bigger things at stake
than the personal standing of
individual politicians. The mora!
standing of the West is what mases
more than the popularity ratings
a US president.



(Above)
Serb soldiers:

apes,
barbarians,
communists,
fascists,
rapists or
psychopaths?

The critics of Western policy in
Yugoslavia say that the West has lost
its moral authority. In fact, the opposite
is true. Many people may be critical of
what the West has done or not done
in Yugoslavia, but nobody questions
the West’s right to be involved there in
the first place. In fact the predominant
criticism of the West is that it is not
doing enough in Yugoslavia.

The Western authorities have
won because most people now believe
that they are a civilising force in the
Balkans, Everybody accepts that it is
the right and the responsibility of the
Western powers to sort things out in
Yugoslavia. Indeed the West is seen
as having a moral duty to intervene
and impose a solution,

White ‘wogs'
Even the most liberal supporters
of intervention accept that the Wesl
has a civilising mission in Yugoslavia,
When you strip away all the sugary
coating aboutl humanitarianism from
the arguments for intervention, what
you are left with is the old colonial
condescension for the natives. The
fact that even erstwhile radicals now
share this outlook reveals the extent to
which Western imperialism has been
rehabilitated as a progressive force.
Implicit in many of the
discussions of the war in Yugoslavia,
and sometimes explicit, is the
assumption that the people living
there are ‘wogs’. Although usually
disguised by diplomatic language,
racist explanations for the war in
Yugoslavia are commonplace. We
are constantly told that these people
are fired by hatreds that go back
centuries, and that is why they are
fighting today. It would appear that
peaple born in the Balkans must
be genetically programmed Lo slit
each other’s throats,

Barbarians

‘The Serbs have been singled out as the
mast barbaric, bloodthirsty and Balkan
of all the warring ‘tribes’ in Yugoslavia.
But the underlying assumption is that
they are simply the worst of a bad lot.
There is an increasing tendency to
depict all the warring parties in Bosnia
as uncivilised barbarians. In June, a few
minor incidents set off a major
discussion about ‘gangs’ of unruly
militiamen roaming the mountains of
Bosnia and looting Western aid
convoys. Perhaps they were the same
‘gangs’ that used to go round looting
food aid in Somalia. The effect of such
discussions is to suggest that these are
dark and dangerous places which need
to be subjected to the civilising
influence of the West.

The message behind the debate
about intervention is that people in the
Balkans are incapable of running their
own affairs in a civilised fashion. The

implication is that racial differences
are al the root of the problem: that these
are less advanced peoples, who need to
be guided by the superior wisdom of
the mature nations,

In one form or another, this view
is endorsed by both liberal supporters
and conservative oppoenents of Western
military intervention in Bosnia. The
interventionists believe that the
Yugoslavs are incapable of sorting out
their own problems and that the West
must intervene 1o separate the warring
factions. The anti-interventionists also
believe that the Yugoslavs are incapable
of behaving in a civilised fashion, but
draw the conclusion that the West
should avoid getting sucked into the
Balkan savagery. The fact that both
sides share the same assumptions
about Western superiority and Eastern
inferiority reveals that the Western
powers have won the moral argument.

Those who claim that the West has
suffered a moral defeat because it has
nol backed up its threats with military
action miss the point. Their mistake
isto believe that the West intervened
in Yugoslavia for principled reasons,
because it supports independence
for Bosnia or because it believes
in human rights.

Power games

That was never what Western
intervention was about, The Western
powers have used the conflict in
Yugoslavia for their own selfish
ends. They really could not care less
aboul the fate of any of the peaples
in the Balkans. Western politicians
are hard-nosed pragmatists who act
out of self-interest and nothing more,
It would be a big mistake to think that
they were guided by any principle in
their attitude towards the various
protagonists in Yugoslavia.

For example, the Western powers
never had anything against the Serbs
ideologically. Likewise, they never
had any real sympathy for the Croats
or Muslims. When they took sides,
it was only because it suited their own
strategic purposes. The truth is that all
sides in the Yugoslav conflict have been
used as pawns in a Great Power game,
And all of them have paid a high price.

Serb demons

It was an accident of history that
the Serbs were singled out as the guilty

" party in Yugoslavia. They were in the

wrong place at the wrong time. When
Germany decided to use the secession
of Slovenia and Croatia as the issue
over which to stamp its authority on
Europe, it was inevitable that support
for the secessionists would have to be
justified at the expense of the Serbs,
Germany first presented the conflict
in strong moral and ideological terms,
as one between civilisation and
barbarism. But it suited the purposes

of an awful lot of Western politicians
to go along with the idea that the Serbs
were the incarnation of evil. For
politicians down on their Tuck at home.
and missing the Cold War bogey of the
Red Menace, bashing the Serbs became
a way of bolstering their authority on
the world stage.

In order to satisfy the ambitions of
power-hungry Western politicians, the
Serbs were turned into a pariah people.
In one of the most defamatory media
campaigns of history, they were vilified
as apes, barbarians, communists,
fascists. rapists and psychopaths.

As Living Marxism pointed out a year
ago, the Serbs have been turned into
the ‘white niggers’ of the New World
Order, cast oul of every major world
body and brought to their knees

by sanctions,

High price
Even those whom the West is
supposed to support in Yugoslavia
have been used and abused with
consummate cynicism. The Muslims
of Bosnia, who were promised
everything they wanted by the West,
are the biggest losers. The Western
powers invited the Muslims to apply
for independence in December 1991,
Led by the USA, they then recognised
Bosnia as an independent state,
ignoring the wishes of the substantial
Bosnian Serb population, who wanted
to remain in Yugoslavia, Having
encouraged the Muslims to go all the
way, the West then abandoned them
lo their fate. Having been promised the
Earth, or Bosnia anyway, the Muslims
have ended up with a few scraps of
land, which ga under the ¢uphemism
of safe havens.

On the face of it, the Croats
have probably fared better than
anybody else. They have won their
independence, as well as new territories
in Herzegovina. But they oo have paid
a high price for the Weslern-sponsored
break-up of Yugoeslavia. They have
lost many lives, and, although they
may not know it yet, they have no
basis for a viable existence as an
independent state,

. The Albanians of Kosovo will no
doubt be the next to pay the price for
the West's cynical manipulation of
the situation in Yugoslavia. Western
politicians are now issuing dire threats
about what will happen 1o the Serbs if
they do anything against the Albanians
in Kosovo. The Serbs have been
oppressing the Albanians in Kosovo
for considerably longer than a few
months; but it was never before a cause
for concern in the chancelleries of the
Wesl. Yel now that bashing the Serbs
has become a way Lo prove how big
and tough you are, Western politicians
who probably don’t even know where
Kosovo is, are falling over themselves
to find human rights abuses there. @
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A fascist bookshop is not the
cause of racist murders in
south-east London, and calling
on the authorities to close it

is certainly no solution,

says Kate Lawrence

PHOTO: MICHAEL KRAMER

18 July 1993

%45 n 22 April a young black
4 man, Stephen Lawrence,
7 was murdered by racists
in south-east London. It was the fourth
racial killing in the area in lwo vears,
and it sparked a tide of anger from the
black community,

However, since violence broke
out at a demonstration called by two
Militant-backed groups, Youth against
Racism in Europe (YRE) and Panther
UK, anger over Lawrence’s death has
been displaced by a bitter row between
rival anti-racist groups,

In the wake of Lawrence’s murder,
three different groups have called
demonstrations in the area. Militant's
march was followed by a demonstration
called by the Anti-Nazi League (ANL),
reformed two vears ago by the Socialist
Workers Party, The Anti-Racist
Alliance (ARA), made up of members
of the Labour Parly and officials from
trade unions and local government,
has also called protests.

‘The row between these groups
erupted after Militant’s march ended
in violence, when a handful of
protesters escaped the attentions
of Militant stewards and attacked
a British National Party (BNP)
bookshop in the area where the racist
murders have taken place, Immediately
Marc Wadsworth of the Anti-Racist
Alliance accused the “white left’ of
stirring up trouble. *Their actions’,
Wadsworth told the Independent,

“led to black youths being beaten and
arrested by the police’ (10 May 1993),

Political ends

At the heart of Wadsworth’s attack lay
the accusation that the “white left’ was
using the death of Stephen Lawrence
for its own political ends. “The
justifiable anger of the vouth

who attended the demonstration...
was exploited by the organisers’,

he wrote in a letter to the Guardian
(18 May 1993), In case anybody
thought that ARA might be hoping

to use Lawrence’s death for its own
political ends, Wadsworth carefully
pointed out in his letter that the ARA
campaign ‘has been guided by respect
for the wishes of Stephen Lawrence’s

R
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family who...publicly disassociated
themsclves from the destructive
demonstration on Saturday 8 May’.

Wadsworth’s attack on the “white

left’ was rather ironic given that he is
a longstanding member of the Labour
Party—more white and with a worse
record on race than any left group.

In fact, ARA’s primary motive in the
row had little to do with politics.

It was concerned that the violence
which followed the Militant march
should not be allowed to upset its own
attemplts to become the official voice
of the black community, with special
negotiating rights with local authorities
and the police.

The message of Wadsworth’s attack
on ARA’s rivals was that these groups
have illegitimate political agendas. But
the real problem with the Anti-Nazi
League and the Militant-led groups is
that they share the same dubious brand
of politics as the Anti-Racist Alliance.
Behind the mud-slinging, ARA, the
ANL. Panther UK and Youth against
Racism in Europe are all squabbling
over who should have the franchise for

Far

a campaign against the ‘fascist threat’
in Britain, Whichever set of initials it
is fronted by. such a narrow anti-fascist
campaign does more harm than good.
The obsession of the left with
a handful of fascists is an evasion of
the real problem of racism in Britain.
All of the campaigns in south-east
London have focused on the presence
of a BNP bookshop in the area. But
south-gast London has a long history
of racial violence which predates the
BNP presence and has nothing to do
with any bookshop. This violence
derives from racist attitudes which
are entrenched in British society.

Top down

Racist ideas are commaonplace in
Britain because nationalism is at the
heart of mainstream politics. Hostility
towards foreigners is institutionalised
from the top down, in legislation such .
as immigration controls which are
supporied by every major political
party in Britain. The message behind
the Tories’ current Asylum Bill, for
example, is that immigrants have no
right to British jobs, housing and
welfare, The consequence is that
black peaple in Britain are regarded
as aliens and seen as a legitimate
target for attack.

Even in Germany, where the
presence of far-right groups is far more
significant than in Britain, the primary

prablem is the state clampdown on
immigration, The recent government
moves o impose tougher laws against
immigrants and asylum-scekers has
created an anti-foreign climate in which
racists can feel free to launch attacks
like the firebomb murder of five
Turkish people in Solingen.

In Britain, where the far right is
confined to a handful of boncheads in
Bexley and elsewhere, it should be far
clearer that it is the British state which
poses the most serious threat to black
people. The racist climate created by
the authoritics has ensured that you
do not need to support the far right in
order to see black people as a problem.
Indeed far more racists vote Labour
than BNF. The British “fascist threat”
is largely an invention of the left.

The rival anti-fascist campaigns
in Britain are not only focusing on the

wrong larget, They are even asking the
authorities which have institutionalised
racism to lead the fight against it.

Over the past 25 years some
80 black people have died at the
hands of the British police and prison

ight

authorities. The police force acts as the
front line in the state’s silent race war,
occupying black inner-cily areas in
semi-military fashion. Yet ARA, the
ANL, Panther UK and YRE appear

to think that the authoritics will be
good enough to defend black people
from attack. Each group has called on
the local authority to close down the
local BNP bookshop. The Anti-Racist
Alliance is quite explicit about its
willingness to negotiate with the police
about how they can play a grealer role
within areas of racial tension,

Use a Condon?

Even the Socialist Workers Pars

which sponsors the Anti-Nex Lo
has tesorted to calling om S sl
force responsible for walemes s
discrimination agaimss St ol
racism. A recent e ot e
Worker asks why e poias
to deal with the neo-Nam sag
Combat-18. ‘Combaz 25 atist
have pictures of Hler an S
“Race War” and ~Armed T
headlines’, noted the cdfmams
statement: ‘Paul Comdan. Lavtant
police commissioner. sews sl
tackle the Nazis. So wfin = wo
organising the arress of T
18 leaders?’ (15 May 2985

Raising expectations S s

Metropolitan Police ool et S
racists lends legitimmacy = S S
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that has brutalised the black
communities of London on a scale
which far-right sects can only dream
about. Condon the anti-racist was in
charge of Notting Hill police in the late
eighties when they regularly swamped
the area, systematically harassed black
vouth, and turned the annual street
carnival into a massive training
exercise for riot palice methods.
Even if Condon were to do as
Socialist Worker requested, and
arrest every member of the tiny
Combat-18, it would do nothing to
protect black people from violence
and discrimination. But it would
do a lot to improve the public image
of Scotland Yard.

‘The demand shared by all the
anti-racist groups for the authorities
lo close down the BNP baokshap in
Bexley is equally dangerous. It not
only trivialises the fight against racial
violence by reducing it to a question of
local council by-laws. It also gives the
authorities carte blanche 1 decide what
political activities are and are not to be
considered legitimate. Such powers will

inevitably be used to the detriment

af the left. When the ANL followed
up the Militant march with its own
demonstration calling for the closure
of the BNP bookshop in Bexley, the
only thing which was banned by the
authorities was the route of the march
designed to pass by the bookshop.,

Loss of faith

By calling on the police and the
authorities to deal with racists, all of
the rival campaigns risk arming the
official sponsors of British racism
with greater authority, while disarming
anti-racists with the idea that the fight
for black rights can be entrusted to
the state

The left’s obsession with fascists,
and its invitations to the police and the
authorities to lock up neo-Nazis and
ban their books, can be interpreted as
a loss of faith in its own ability to lead
a campaign against racism, Rather
than risk unpopularity by tackling the
difficult task of combating respectable
racism in British society, much of the
left now appeals to the British tradition

and wrong

Anti-fascist campaigns

of patriotic anti-fascism, and calls
on the authorities to fight the Nazis
on the streets of south-east London

Meanwhile the squabble over
which group can or cannot march
in Plumstead has set up anti-racists
everywhere for an attack on protest
as a legitimate form of struggle.

In the Guardian, leading black
conservative Joseph Harker has used
the squalid row between ARA, ANL
and the Militant-led groups as an
argument against demonstrating and
activism. Rather than taking to the
streets, said Harker, the way forward
for blacks is through mainstream
political progress and behind the scenes
lobbying—in other words keeping their
mouths shut. (14 May 1993)

The danger of narrow anti-fascist
politics is that it essentially endorses
the reactionary consequences of
Harker’s view. After all, if a handful
of fascists is the problem, and
Commissioner Condon is the solution.
then once the police have rounded
them up, what else have we got
o complain about? @
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new authoritarianism

Three years after it began, the crusade for democracy in Africa has turned
out to be a political and economic war of reconquest.

(Left)
So much for

people power:

Angolans
fight for

news of what
the USA has
dictated will
be their future

Barry Crawford identifies the new ways in which the West is dictating
how Africa is governed today. Over the page, Charles Longford
reveals how recent US policies have effectively ended Angolan

independence

hree years ago, French
president Frangois Mitterrand

“#%  announced his plans to
democralise the francophone states
of Africa. The policy was dubbed
‘Paristroika’, and it signalled the start
of the West’s high-profile crusade for
democracy in Africa. Before long,
African regimes had all been told by
Western governments, the International
Monetary Fund and the World Bank
that their future access to support
would be conditional upon them
ending corruption and human rights
abuses, and changing their constitutions
to support multi-party democracy.

The West had never previously
shown any interest in democracy in
Africa, Until the end of the eighties,
the conditions it imposed on African
governments were tied in with the
Cold War. Those who identified
with the Soviet bloc could expect
to face economic destabilisation and
Western-sponsored subversion. Such
was the treatment meted out to Angola,
Mozambique and Ethiopia from the
seventies onwards. On the other hand,

if they identified with the West and
anti-communism, African regimes
were guaranteed support, So Africa’s
most corrupt dictalors—such as
Mobutu, Barre, Moi and Banda—were
secured in power. President Mobutu of
Zaire assisted Western and South
Alrican efforts to subvert Angola.

In return, Western bankers had
rescheduled the Mobutu regime’s debts
eight times by 1987—more often than
any other country before or since.

Some clean break

When the Cold War ended, so it seemed
did the West's support for Africa’s old
dictators. In May this year, new US
secretary of state Warren Christopher
even admitted that, ‘during the long
Cold War period, policies toward
Africa were often determined not by
how much they affected Africa, but by
what advantage they brought to
Washington or Moscow’. Christopher
promised a clean break. Henceforth,
‘an enduring commitment to
democracy and human rights” would
be at the heart of America’s relations

with Africa. Aid would be allocated
accordingly.

The West's initial crusade for
demoacracy in Africa keyed into the
wave of revulsion against corrupt
dictators which swept the continent
after the collapse of Stalinism. That
helped 1o obscure the true interests
which were being pursued behind the
banner of democracy. The hidden aims
of the campaign were to establish the
authority of the *democratic’ West
over ‘uncivilised” Africa, and to force
Alrican governments to open up their
econamies to easier foreign penetration
by means of privatisation, deregulation
and currency devaluation. The
CONSEqUENCE Was even more austerity
for the peoples of Africa (sce ‘Africa’s
sham democracy’, Living Marxism,
September 1992),

Three years on, it has become
clear that the most important conditions
which the West now insists upon in
Africa are nol openness and democracy,
but obedience and control. If an elected
African government can do the West’s
bidding and maintain a modicum of p

ng Africa
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The new authoritarianism

stability, all well and good. If it
cannot, then Western governments
and institutions have proved quick
1o abandon any notion of democracy.
In Zambia, the post-Cold War
transition at first went quite smaoothly.
The incumbent president, Kenneth
Kaunda, lost an election to the West’s
nominee, Frederick Chiluba. But
when the price of staple foods rocketed
and Chiluba fired thousands of civil
servants, public apathy turned to
anger. In March, Chiluba declared
a state of emergency and arrested
opposition leaders. This has not
deterred the West from rewarding
him with $850m of aid.

Unfree and unfair

Elsewhere the sham of democracy has
been more cruelly exposed. By
terminating all aid to Kenya, for
example, the West forced the old
president Daniel arap Moi to concede
to elections. The anti-Moi ticket
wasn’l enough to hold the opposition
together, however, and the president
survived. Although the election was
not judged free or fair, the West has
resumed ties with Moi, once he mel
further harsh conditions. When Kenya’s
first multi-party parliament opened in
January, it was promptly suspended.
It is a similar tale in Ghana, where
opposition groups were so outraged by
the electoral irregularities which helped
president Jerry Rawlings return
to office that they boycotted the
subsequent elections to the legislature
in Mav. Rawlings’ Ghana remains
a favourite of the West in Africa,
receiving SY billion in loans over
the past decade,

Where election results have gone

So

i
g?  his decision’, announced

+ Bill Clinton in May,

¢ ‘reflects the high priority
that our administration places on
democracy’, The US president was
talking about his decision finally to
grant full diplomatic recognition to

the formerly pro-Soviet government

of Angola, headed by President Jose
Eduardo dos Santos of the Movement
for the Popular Liberation of Angola
(MPLA). Clinton told the world’s press
that he had turned his back on Jonas
Savimbi’s National Union for the
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wrong, the West has shown no
gualms about abandoning democracy
altogether. When the Islamic Salvation
Front (FIS) looked set to win Algeria’s
clections in 1992, the army stepped in
and suspended the vote. Western
condemnalion was conspicuous by i1s
absence. After all, democracy cannot be
extended to Islamic fundamentalists.
Where austerity programmes are
being implemented relatively smoothly,
the West is reluctant to use the
‘conditionality’ weapon alt all. President
Yoweri Museveni’s Uganda is the kind
of one-party state the Western
financicrs like. He has cut 30 000 civil
service jobs and abolished all price
subsidies. His National Resistance
Council remains Uganda’s sole legal
political organisation, and he has
dismissed multi-party elections as
a ‘diversion’, With the promise of
another S185m from the World Bank,
Museveni can afford to sustain that stance.

My friend Omar

The new conservative government in
France has stripped away the fagade of
Mitterrand’s ‘Paristroika’ policy to
reveal the real content of French
intervention in Africa today,
Democratisation can mean little when
France’s new interior minister, Charles
Pasqua. refers to old guard dictators
like Omar Bongo of Gabon, Paul Biya
of Cameroon and Gnassingbé Eyadéma
of Toga as personal friends. According
to Pasqua, French support for ‘my
friend Omar” in the forthcoming
presidential election is only the
beginning: “We will do the same in
Mali, Niger and Congo.’

In this supposed age of democracy,
Western governments are also seeking

Total Independence of Angola (Unita),
which the USA had backed for
18 years, because Savimbi had
refused to accept the latest peace plans,
However, the world’s press failed to
notice that Clinton’s fingers were
crossed while he was speaking.
Clinton’s announcement was widely
applauded. America was congratulated
for upholding democracy by facing
down Unita, which had refused to
accept the result of last September’s
elections and had restarted the bloody
civil war, Even a liberal journalist like

to dictate African politics through
old-fashioned wars of subversion.
Liberia was supposed to have held
elections in the middle of last year.
But America has some way to go
before it will allow the Liberian people
any say. Most of the country is under
the control of rebel leader Charles
Taylor, The USA is directing a West
African military ‘peace-keeping' force
which is bombing towns and villages
under Taylor’s control. The USA has
also sponsored the formation of
ULIMO, a new armed gang on the
model of Unita in Angola, 10 wage
civil war in Liberia, Until Taylor has
been decisively weakened, the
democratisation of Liberia

will have Lo wait.

No questions asked

So far, the West has little need to
be embarrassed about the increasing
cynical character of its democracs
crusade. Nobody is questioning its
fundamental right to dictate the shape
of African government. Many Afnces
leaders and intellectuals who once
criticised imperialism have now
accepled the West's argument thas
African cullure itself, rather than
Western domination, is to blame for
the lack of democracy in the continess
Having ended the Cold War,
America has shifted its interest in
Africa to countries where the collapse
of Stalinism has produced the most
marked change in attitude towards the
West, Top US aid recipients this vear
are South Africa. Ethiopia and
Mozambique. After its recent
recognition, Angola may be added to
the list. The more troublesome Zaire,
Liberia and Sudan get nothing, @

g, Angola

Victoria Brittain, one of the few public
critics of America’s past role in the
Angolan tragedy, thought that Clinton’s
belated recognition of the MPLA-led
government could be “the first small
step in redressing a humanitarian

and political crisis’ (Guardian,

21 May 1993).

Nobaody has seen fit 10 ask why
America should have any say over
what takes place in Angola at all.
Instead, the celebration of Clinton’s
recognition of the government ratifies

(continued on page 27) p
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the fact that an American president,

not an Angolan one, will decide what
can and cannot happen in Angola. After
all, the power to recognise also carries
with it the power lo de-recognise.
Control remains in American hands,
and Africans are expected to

seek Washington's blessing by
submitting to its conditions.

From the moment the MPLA led
Angola to independence from
Portuguese colonialism in 1975, the
USA and South Africa have tried to
turn back the clock, America ook

Savimbi, a defeated and discredited
guerilla leader, transformed his Unita
organisation into a killing machine and
unleashed it upon the Angolan people.
The result has been a 16-vear civil war
in which over half a million Angolans
have died, while economic devastation,
estimated by the United Nations to
have cost S100 billion in the 1980s
alone, reduced Angola o destitution,

US vendetta

Although every European government
had recognised the Angolan
government back in 1976, America
remained determined to punish
Angolans for trying to go it alone in
opposition to the West, In 1989, when
the effects of the war and the retreat of
the Soviet Union led the desperate
MPLA to endorse market economics
and apply for admittance to the
International Monetary Fund and the
World Bank, the USA fried to block
recognition. The US vendetta against
the MPLA was intensified by the
involvement of troops from Fidel
Castro’s Cuba in the Angolan civil
war. The American authorities used
the issue of democracy as a front for
their assault,

In May 1991, the USA pressurised
the government into signing the Bicesse
ceasefire agreement, which set up the
September 1992 elections. In the eyes
of the world, Bicesse meant that the
MPLA and Unita were equal
participants in the Angolan peace
pracess. America had abrogated
Angolan independence by ensuring that
its terror gang received equal billing
with the national government, But this
was only the start,

When the MPLA complained to
the United Nations that Unita was not

demobilising its army in line with the
Bicesse accords, America and the UN
ignored it, When the MPLA produced
evidence that a 20 0(M)-strong Unita
army trained in Morocco and Zaire
had been infillrated into eastern and
northern Angola before the clections,
nothing was said. Indeed documentary
evidence now shows that South Africa
and the CIA continued to arm Savimbi
even after the election.

The elections were in fact a major
trinmph for Angolan democracy, Over
90 per cent of eligible Angolans voted.
But the result was not what America or

The Clinton administration issued an open
invitation to Savimbi to reject the elections
and grab as much land as possible

Unita expected: the MPLA took 58 per
cent of the vole, giving it 54 per cent of
all legislative seats compared 1o Unita’s
34 per cent. And in the presidential
race, dos Santos of the MPLA polled
48.6 per cent, compared to 40 per cent
for Unila’s Savimbi. Dos Santos’
narrow failure to win an overall
majority meant that a run-off was
required. It never took place. Instead.
Savimbi refused to accept his party's
defeat and threatened to resume the
war. He ordered Unita senior officers to
desert from the newly unified army.

Equality for Unita

By October, Unita had effectively
restarted the civil war. Threatening
the “Somalia-isation’ of the country,
Savimbi demanded that the election
results should not be published until
they had been verified by the National
Electoral Council, Unita officials and
the UN. The US administration backed
Savimbi’s position. Herman Cohen,
president Bush’s African affairs
spokesman, told the US congress that
Washington would establish relations
with the government of Angola once
the UN certified the elections. Yet when
the UN sccurity council’s resolution
785 endorsed the election as free and
fair, American recognition was not
forthcoming. Savimbi took his cue and
upped the stakes militarily, By the end
of October, Angola had been plunged
back into a vicious civil war.
Remarkably, America justified its
refusal to recognise the newly elected
Angolan government by arguing that
premature recognition of a presidential
candidate who had not secured over
50 per cent of the vote would count as
interference in the internal affairs of
Angola and breach its electoral code!

The new authoritarianism

And, in order to avoid further
interference in Angola’s internal
affairs, America not only refused to
condemn Savimbi, it now insisted that
negotiations had to lake place between
the elected government and Unita.
Through the UN, the USA instructed
president dos Santos to travel to
Geneva to meet with Savimbi.

By enforcing all of these
stipulations, America effectively
elevated Unita to the same status as
Angola’s elected government, It
colluded with Savimbi's refusal to
abide by the democratic process which
it had insisted upon in the first place,

If the American attitude were
applied to the US presidential election,
it would produce this scenario. First,
the election of President Clinton could
not be recognised, as he received only
43 per cent of the vote on a 55 per cent
turnout, (Dos Santos, remember,
received 48.6 per cent on a 90 per cent
poll). Second, the defeated candidate
George Bush would, under threat of
violence, have to be made a virtual
partner in Clinton’s administration.
And Clinton would be told by the UN
to travel to another continent to make
a deal with Bush. When applied to
Angola, this is called the democratic
process,

Another 20000 dead

Some commentators blamed the

Bush administration and its Cold War
attachment to Savimbi for the crisis in
Angola. But what change was there
when Clinton took over—the president
who places such a ‘high priority’ on
democracy?

The new secretary of state Warren
Christopher not only endorsed the
eqquating of Sayimbi with the
government, he also insisted that
democratic elections were no longer the
condition upon which recognition
would be based. Instead. it was “the
amount of territory held by the MPLA
[which would] be a factor determining
recognition’ (Africa Confidential,

22 January 1993). This was an open
invitation to Savimbi to strengthen his
hand by rejecting the elections and
grabbing as much territory as possible.
The result was another bloody round
of conflict which is estimated to have
claimed a further 20 000 Angolan
lives. That has been the Clinton
administration’s contribution to peace
in Angola,

The MPLA's invitation to the Unita
butchers to take up ministerial posts
shows how America's campaign of
destabilisation has exacted concession
after concession from an elected
government. By granting recognition
on such restrictive conditions, Clinton
has effectively assumed control and
reversed the Angolan independence
struggle. It is recolonisation by
another name. 8
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Who killed
ambodia?

The USA and its allies have bombed and starved Cambodia into oblivion.
And now they have the nerve to blame Cambodians for the lack of Western-style
democracy there. Helene Gold reports

28 July 1993

fter Cambodia held its first
multi-party elections for

2 % 25 years at the end of May,
the political scene quickly descended
into chaos once more. Even before
the election results had been finalised,
a bitter three-way wrangle over the
formation of a new government had
broken out between Prince Sihanouk,
the royalist party Funcinpec led by his
somn, and the Cambodian People’s Party.
Meanwhile Pol Pot’s Khmer Rouge
lurked in the background, threatening
a new round of violent conflict.

It seemed to many observers that
their worst fears had been realised.
The consensus was that the West had
done its best, the United Nations had
opened up a path to the free world
by organising the elections, but
the Cambodians themselves had
proved incapable of living within
the democratic process.

In the run-up to the elections,
the United Nations took over
Cambodia. The UN Transitional
Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC)
didn’t just organise the elections,
it ran the country. Around
22 000 UN police, troops and civilian
officials governed for 18 months before
the polls, as UNTAC took control of

5
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Cambodia’s five main ministries-
defence, forcign affairs, information,
interior and (inance.

In other times such an operation,
organised as it was by powers like the
USA, France and Japan, would have
been called a colonial occupation.
This time, however, the picture
presented of the UN has been thal
of a benign outside arbiter, attempting
to bring peace and democracy to the
backward Cambodians through
a combination of diplomacy and
firm management.

Lawless land

Throughout the election campaign,
most commentators expressed fears
that the results would only lead to
more conflict in Cambodia, and that
the killings were bound to escalate
again once UNTAC withdraws (which
is due to happen within three months
of the elections).

Robert McCrum described how
the UN forces had acted as a temporary
crutch for Cambodian democracy, and
suggested that their removal could
quickly lead to its collapse, *Only
then’, he warned, ‘'will the world
discover if the Cambodians have
learned 10 walk unaided, or whether,

as so often in the past. they will
stumble back into the minefield for
another rendezvous with fear and
violence’ (Guardian, 22 May).
McCrum described Cambodia
as a country populated by people who
have been ‘killing each other without
mercy for 20 years or more...a land
of violent, despotic traditions, rife
with malaria and malnutrition, a land
virtually without laws, clinics, metalled
roads, safe water or telephones’. It was
not possible, McCrum implied. that
democracy could thrive among people
like these. An even gloomier picture
of Cambodians was painted by
Keith Dovkants, who described the
country as a ‘labyrinth of dark horrors,
interwoven evil and corruption from
which a pitiful people seem unable
to struggle free’ (Evening Standard,
25 May 1993).

‘Autogenocide’

Television news reports from
Cambodia have routinely talked of

a society prone to turn against itself,

a land of the killing fields where
Cambodians seem set to kill
Cambodians for the foreseeable future,
‘Autogenocide’ is the new word used
to explain the terrible human suffering



(Above)

The image

of the killing
fields has been
used to shield
the USA

in the country. Well before the election,
commentators were suggesting that

the brutal nature of Cambadia’s peaple
and politics meant the UN was likely to
leave with ‘mission unaccomplished’,
but only because it had engaged in

a mission impossible, 1t was, they
argued, simply too much to expect
Cambaodians to be able to live together
in peace. That interpretation has been
strengthened by the post-election
power struggle.

Blame Cambodia

Common to commentators of all
shades of apinion is the assumption
that the cause of today's problems

is in some way internal to Cambodia,
Some journalists explain the continued
destruction and suffering in Cambodia
by focusing on the brutality of the
Khmer Rouge, which ran Cambodia
from 1975 to 1979 and has been
fighting a guerrilla war ever since.
Others pin responsibility on the
Vietnamese-backed regime which ran
the country from 1979 until the signing
of the Paris peace agreement in
October 1991, and which has now been
renamed the Cambodian People’s Party,
Ultimately, all of these analyses blame
the Cambaodian people themselves for

their own problems. This is the premise
which has led so many to accept the
right of the West, through the UN,

to take over the internal affairs

of Cambadia.

The attempt to blame Cambodians
for conditions in their country turns
reality on its head. All of the
arguments used to legitimise the
UN ‘peace-keeping’ operation in
Cambodia cloud over the real issue,
People are given a glimpse of the trail
of destruction that has been carved
through this tiny country over the
past 25 vears, and encouraged to ask
how Cambadians could have done
this. and what the West should now
do about them.

A million dead

But the truth is that all of the
problems which the UN is presently
mandated to solve were created by
the Western powers in the first place,
The reporters and journalists who
focus on events internal to Cambodia
in trying to explain this tragedy are
letting the real culprits off the hook.
In the years from 1969 1o 1975,
at the height af the Vietnam War,
the USA dropped the equivalent
of five Hiroshima bombs on rural

The new authoritarianism

Cambodia in order to break up
Vietcong supply routes, It was the
most intense aerial bombardment of
a country in history—nbut US president
Richard Nixon and bis foreign affairs
chief Henry Kissinger denied that it
was even laking place.

It is estimated that at least
one million people died in
Cambodia during this period.

A further three million (nearly half
of the entire population) were forced
to flec the ravaged countryside for
the cities. The consequent disruption
of agricultural production led to mass
famine. By the end of 1973 rice and
rubber production—Cambodia’s
prime commodities—had fallen to
one third of their 1968 levels. Around
75 per cent of domestic animals had
heen killed. The roads were destroyed,
and in practice industry no longer
existed, Cambodia was now the
poorest country in the world.

It effectively had no currency.
Payment and transactions were
carried out with rice or gold.

This was the background against
which the Khmer Rouge came to
power in 1975, after overthrowing
the pro-US regime in Phnom Penh.
The conventional histories of that p
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The new authoritarianism

period attribute the millions of deaths
in Cambodia to a policy of genocide
pursued by the Pol Pot regime. In fact
by far the majority of deaths (even in
the period of Pol Pot’s rule between
1975 and 1979) were caused by
starvation, malnutrition and disease—
the direct results of the US bombing
campaign.

Amnesty International estimated
at the time that a maximum of

known that the Khmer Rouge and other

opposition groups laid the mines so

successfully thanks to British expertisc,
While the Western powers were

helping to keep the civil war going

in the eightics, America was also

encouraging another refugee crisis

by cynically advertising ‘prosperous

camps” set up in Thailand, on Voice

of America broadcasts directed at

Cambadia.

700 people lose limbs in Cambodia every
month, thanks to British expertise

30 July 1993

300 (00 people died as result of the
purges carried out by the Khmer
Rouge. Another two million died of
starvation (see G Evans and K Rowley,
Red Brotherhood at War). Today, the
Khmer Rouge is held responsible
for the immense suffering in Cambodia
in the past, while the USA is absolved
of blame, Yet the truth is that the
barbaric conditions in which
Cambodians lived and died during
the seventies were the result
of American barbarism.

Cambodia was torn apart by
the tonnage of bombs dropped on
it 20 vears ago. Famine and disease
spread through the next decade.
In 1979, the Vietnamese invaded
Cambodia and the Khmer Rouge
fell from power. The USA used the
invasion as a pretext o renew its war
against South-east Asia and reverse
its defeat in Vietnam. For the nexl
15 years Cambodia and Vietnam
were faced with complete international
isolation. Thanks to US pressure,
the devastated country of Cambodia,
stricken by poverty and disease,
became the subject of a UN aid
embargo.

Mine-warfare

At the same time, the USA and
Britain started backing the opposition
coalition in Cambodia, in order to
destabilise the country further. For
several years, the Western powers
ensured that the ousted Pol Pot regime
continued to be recognised as the
legitimate government by the UN.

It has recently emerged that the
British military trained the opposition
forces in mine-warfare throughout

the 1980s and into the nineties
(Observer, 18 April 1993). It has often
been reported that landmines have
given Cambodia the highest percentage
of amputees in the world, with an
estimated 700 people losing one or
more limbs every month. It is less well
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The West has brought nothing

but war and famine to Cambodia and
the rest of South-cast Asia. Yet now
the consensus is that the impoverished
Cambodians themselves are responsible
for their problems, History has been
rewritten to depict the victims as

the villains. So the United Nations,
which acted as a front for the

US campaign to starve Cambodia

of support in the seventies and cighties,
can now be cast in the role of benign
interventionist, seeking to bring peace,
stability and democracy to a people
torn between warring factions,

No-win
Even if the United Nations departs
after Cambadia has descended into
renewed warfare, the authority of the
West will remain intact. We are told
that UNTAC has done all that it could
to disarm the warring factions and
bring peace to Cambeodia. It has
done everything possible to teach
Cambodians about democracy and
how to vote (which according to some
commentators has been a job in itself,
since these people find it hard to
understand that you can only register
to vote once). We are told that
Cambodians have been given the
best chance possible, and if the UN
mission to establish peace and
democracy fails, it will be their
own fault. In other words, whatever
happens next in Cambodia, the
West cannot lose.
For the people of Cambodia,
on the other hand, this is a no-win
situation. They will never experience
peace as long as the USA and the rest
of the Western powers are granted the
right to trample all over their lives.
Today, foreign powers are queuing
up to exploit Cambodia’s plight for
their own sordid ends. The dynamic
towards intervention started with
Japan's emerging role in Cambodian
politics. In June 1990 Japan bypassed

the UN by holding talks with the
Phnom Penh government in Tokyo.
This was a break with Washington’s
position of not moving towards

a settlement until all of its
conditions had been met. In

July 1991 the USA was forced

to shift its policy to keep pace with
the Japanese intervention.

Cambodia has presented Japan with
an invaluable opportunity to recast its
image as a peacebroker in South-cast
Asia. Since Japan re-emerged as an
cconomic power in the world, the
expansion of its political influence in
its own region has been held back by its
bloady record of colonial conquest
before and during the Second World
War, Only recently, the Japanese
authorities felt obliged to apologise
to the peoples of South-east Asia for
atrocities perpetrated against them
50 years ago.

The Cambodian situation has
provided a perfect pretext for Japan
to start to put these troubles behind
it. It has allowed Japanese forces to
return to South-east Asia, not as
hated oppressors, but in the guise of
peacemakers. This time it is not the
imperial ambitions of Japan, but the
bloodlust of the Cambodians which
is being blamed for the bloodshed.
Cambodia has become a stepping
stone for Japan 10 return to the stage
of international diplomacy as a major
player. That is why. on 15 June 1992,
the Diet (parliament) authorised
Japanese forces to join the UN
‘peacckeeping operation” in
Cambodia—dispatching troops
abroad for the first time since the
Second World War.

Past returns

France, the old colonial power
in Cambodia and Vietnam, has also
tried to use the current crisis to clean
up its image and increase its authority
in the region. The French foreign
minister was the first from the five
permanent members of the UN Security
Council to make an official visit to
Cambodia. France has pledged to
rebuild Cambodia’s education system
(under the condition that French and
not English is taught in all the courses).
The French have offered military
assistance to any government
emerging from the clections, and
are already training Cambodia’s
police force. Once France and Japan
had started to interfere in Cambodia,
Washington then called for a UN
solution, in order to ensure it was
not left out of the carve-up,

Today all of the Western powers
are back in the country they have
destroyed, playing their Great Power
games and rewriting their sordid
colonial histories. The Cambodian
people are being used as pawns—
and blamed for the chaos that results. @
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Forget glasnost

First they said Russia had too little democracy; now they say it has too much.

Theresa Clarke reports

til recently Boris Yeltsin was held
p as the hope for democracy in
Russia, and praised for his one-man
crusade against communism, corruption and
conservatism. Commentators insisted that only
when Russia had fully embraced democracy
could it join the civilised world, and urged the
Western powers to come up with more aid to
allow Yeltsin’s democratic reforms to continue.

However, of late a different message has been
coming from the Western camp. Now it seems
that some countries are just not ready for
democracy. Democracy in Russia may be
causing loo many problems. Glasnost may no
longer be such a good thing after all.

This change of heart reflects a growing
Western uncase about the failure of capitalism in
Russia, and a recognition that the Russian
government will have to force through even
more drastic measures to shore up the market
economy. Western commentators have tried to
explain these developments away by blaming

‘communist hardliners’ for trying to reverse
Yeltsin's reforms. Worse, the hardliners arc said
to be using Russia’s new democratic institutions
to block further reform. So it is understandable,
Western experts say, that Yeltsin should seek an
authoritarian presidency to drive through reform
and safeguard democracy in the long term,

Comparisons are  often made with
China, where the introduction of the market
has attracted foreign investment and created
the fastest growing economy in the Far East.
For the West, what marks China off from Russia
is its political system. China is still a repressive,
undemocratic  regime. Which means that
Chinese rulers can impose drastic economic
change on their people. Some Weslen
observers even suggest that suddenly giving
the vote to 1.2 billion Chinese would be
downright irresponsible. Maybe, they argue,
Russia needs to adopt the Chinese way in
the future.

Today it is widely assumed that Russia needs
2 more dictatorial leadership if economic reform
is to continue and collapse is to be averted. The
mplication is that, if Yeltsin cannot reform the
economy within a democracy, then democracy
must go.

The abolition of the Russian parliament is
sow being seriously considered. Yeltsin has
sounded out possible US responses, and has

found a relatively sympathetic audience. The
Financial Times reported Senator Richard Lugar
saying that the ‘US could “conceivably™ accept
the temporary use of military power, but only if
it was invoked as an explicit prelude to proper
elections in Russia’ (15 March 1993). One
unnamed Washington official went further.
According lo the Sunday Telegraph, he argued
that the Clinton administration ‘would not
oppose a suspension of parliament, or the
abolition of the constitution, provided the blood-
shed was kept under control and the troops did
not run amok” (14 March 1993),

At each stage of the economic transition, the
West has come up with different excuses for the
failure of capitalism to regenerate Russia, First it
was not enough democracy, now Russia suffers
from having too much. Not so long ago, the West
gave the excuse of waiting for visible political
reforms before it would give more financial aid.
In 1991 the Institute of Strategic Studies
recommended that, since the Soviet Union was

moving towards & more authoritarian regime, it
was unwise to invest in the region. Now it is seen
as being in the interest of Western investors to
support a repressive regime in Russia. Reality
has been inverted.

America and the rest of the Western world
know that in the uncertain world of the 1990s,
stability must override demacracy, Western
leaders are keen for Russia not to disintegrate.
America, in particular, wants a US-Russian
alliance. It wants to use Russia as a counter to
German and Japanese expansion within the old
Soviet bloc. Most importantly for America,
the very existence of Russia symbolises the
continuation of the bipolar world of the
Cold War era, when US leadership af the Wesl
was unquestioned. The concern now is that if
Russia goes, so, oo, does America’s pretensions
to world leadership.

Just before Yeltsin held the referendum on his
reforms, Edward Mortimer summed up the
Western outlook:

‘The West’s interest clearly lies in the
successful conversion of the Russian economy
to market principles, so that it can cngage
intensively in exchanging goods and services
with the rest of the world. Whether they can be
reached by a purely democratic road is less
certain. We may have (0 accept that some

cormners will be cut, so long as the overall
direction of change is clear’ (Financial Times,
24 March 1993).

Yeltsin is certainly prepared to cut corners.
Before the referendum, he imposed special rule
by decree, suspended parliament, and outlined
a programme for authoritarian reform. He now
has the power ta overrule laws which contradict
his economic policies and has banned local
elections for over a year,

The Kremlin guard has been renamed the
presidential guard, and brought under Yeltsin’s
direct control. He has banned demonstrations
and virtually outlawed strikes in key industries.
The militia, the KGB and riot police are
portrayed as the new defenders of democracy.
After a recent anti-government demonstration
the Special Purpose Militia Team, the new
riot police, were commended for their bravery
and praised for the ‘impermissible’ moderation
they had displaved, Under Soviet rule, the

same riol police won notoriety for the brutal
suppression of opposition in the Baltics.
Last summer, the militia expressed support for
a military coup.

Even before the referendum votes were cast,
Yeltsin announced that he would ignore the
results if they went against him, In the event he
won, although he received less than a quarter of
the available votes. A recent poll showed that
over 70 per cent of the Russian people see
current political events as irrelevant to their
lives. Support for Yeltsin has been replaced by
cynical disillusionment.

Some US officials have warned that Bill
Clinton may well regret giving such full support
to Yeltsin. Former secretary of state Henry
Kissinger sees a strong possibility of Russia
relapsing into  Pinochel-style authoritarian
rule—not necessarily under Yeltsin’s control.
Senator Bill Bradley argues that it is ‘important
to keep open all lines of communications with
other centres of power, including the parliament,
the army and the Russian Orthodox church’
(Financial Times, 15 March 1993). If there is
a Chilean-style crackdown within Russia,
America needs to be able to do business with
whoever is in charge.

The message is: forget democracy. America
will support Russia if it follows the Chinese or
Chilean road to capitalist reform. 3

LIVING MARXISM 1958 0

§
z
g
>
m
B
x
£
=
-
b




Despite all the discussions of the royal family's
problems, says Penny Robson, nobody has suggested
the one sensible solution

PHOTO: THE RANK ORGANISATION

32 July 1993

he British monarchy appears
to be in serious trouble. Barely
¢ aweek passes without another
‘insider” book or tabloid ‘exclusive’
making fresh revelations about Charles,
Diana and Camilla, Andrew, Fergie
and her financial advisor, or some
other character in the sub-£ldorado
soap opera of royal life.
The fortieth anniversary of the
Queen'’s coronation in May presented
a stark contrast with previous royal
occasions. This time around, the
commemoration mugs and street
parties were replaced by heavyweight
TV debates and newspaper editorial
soul-searching about the proper role
of the monarchy in modern Britain.
The current arguments about
the standing of the monarchy are
unprecedented in modern times.
Things are now being criticised which
would previously have been considered
beyond question. and a lot of heat
and noise has been generated.
But is this great debate really
a debate at all? When it comes down
to it, every prominent participant seems
to be on the same side. They are all in
favour of preserving the Queen as the
head of state. Not one public voice
has spoken out in favour of the single
sensible solution to the issue—the
immediate and unconditional abolition
of the British monarchy.

Internal turmoil

So far, the discussion about the
monarchy has taken place within terms
laid down by the establishment itself.
This point is often missed in media
comment on the royal crisis. The most
commaon explanations of how the
current situation came about assume
that the royals have buckled under the
pressure of public opinion. In fact
there has been no great public outery
against the monarchy. No republican
movement has marched through the
streets, no high emotions have been
stirred in society at large. People are
generally cynical about the royals.
Many are sick of their self-indulgence
and amused by their present
embarrassments. But mosl are
unexcited about the whole affair,

The present problems of the
monarchy are less a result of external
political pressure than a consequence
of the internal turmoil afflicting the
British establishment itself. The British
ruling elite, along with its counterparts
clsewhere in the Western world, is
experiencing a crisis of self-confidence.
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The capitalist slump has
undermined everything in which
these people believe. As if that wasn’t
bad enough, the end of the Cold War
cra has removed the vital cement of
anti-communism from their political
system. These developments have had
a seriously disorienting effect on the
British establishment. [ts once-reliable
partics and institutions no longer seem
able to function in the old way, and it is
thrashing about in search of a way out.
The faction fights in the Tory Party,
and the trend for British grandees
to desert the Church of England for
Rome, are two examples of this
process. The ruction surrounding
the royals is another,

Carry on

In a way, the manner in which

the royal scandals have developed

is evidence of the lack of serious
opposition, In the past, when faced
with a challenge from its opponents,
the establishment would close ranks
and present a united front to the world.
Today, by contrast, the demise of
opposition politics has temporarily
rernoved that political pressure. As
things spin out of control, members

of the ruling class are now more likely
to break ranks and conduct their
squabbles in public.

The private affairs of the royal
family are always full of enough
scandal to keep Andrew Morton busy
for a lifetime. But these things never
before became public property.

At the time of the abdication crisis
in 1936, when Edward VIII deserted
the throne in order to marry an
American divorcee, the government,
the newspapers and every other pillar
of the establishment rallied around
the monarchy, conspiring to cover up
the truth and to minimise the damage
to the institution, In the fifties and
sixties, foreign newspapers often

Off
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reported stories of the Queen's marital
problems. Such tales never saw the
light of day in Britain, Today the old
restraints are off, and Fergie's toe-job
or Di’s squidgy phone-calls make
headline news.

Because the debate aboul the
monarchy has so far been an internal
establishment affair, there has been
no question of anybody involved
proposing abolition. The authorities
all understand the important role which
the monarchy has played in helping to
stabilise society under their control.

As head of state, standing above
party politics, the monarch acts as
a symbol of historical continuity.
endorsing the impression that, while
governments might come and go. the
British system will always carry on as
it is now. And while the monarchy mas
be a figurchead, it is one which helps
to shield the exercise of real power s
Britain from public scrutiny. Through
the constitutional device of the roval
prerogative, the government is able
do all manner of things in the Crown’s
name—including going o war—
without asking the permission of
parliament, never mind the public
(sce “Abolish the monarchy’,

Living Marxism, June 1992).

Toadying tradition
‘I'he continued importance of the
monarchy to the establishment was
spelled out in one of the recent debates
by Lord Rees-Mogg, who declared
that abolition would only come about
through war or revolution. There is
little danger of the current opposition
getting involved in any
such unpleasantness.

The mainstream opposition in
Britain today is so conservative and
so steeped in the habits of toadying
that it has been left behind by the new
wave of criticism directed at the royals.
It has been running to catch up with
the Murdoch press as a voice for
change. For example, Charter 88, the
constitutional reform group, was very
pleased with itself for co-sponsoring
a major conference about the monarchy
in May. Yet Charter 88’s established
list of demands for constitutional
change has never mentioned the
position of the monarchy, let alone




dared 1o whisper the dread word
‘abolition’. It was the fact that the

May conference was co-sponsored

by the Times, the old voice of the
establishment itself, which finally gave
Charter 88 the nerve to mention the
small constitutional matter of sovereign
power resting in hereditary hands,

The Labour Party, too, has been
exposed as a spineless and conservative
flunkey, Through all the furore about
who should pay how much income
tax during last year’s election
campaign. Her Majesty’s Loyal
Opposition never made so much as
a passing reference to the fact that the
Queen paid no tax on her vast wealth,
It was only after the Queen herself
conceded that she might hand a little
over to the Inland Revenue that Labour
felt able to say ‘hear hear’.

The great roval non-debate is really
a one-sided discussion about how to

ensure that the monarchy survives
intact atop the British state. It is about
how to reform and regenerate the royal
image without destabilising the system
which rules us. Such a modernising
trick has been pulled off in the past.
Queen Victoria, for example,
was turned from an unpopular old
woman into the embodiment of
Britannia, after she was made Empress
of India and linked with the success
of British empire-building, Walter
Bagehol, the leading expert on the
British constitution, was shacked by
how effectively the royal family—
‘unemployed youth and a bitter
old widow —was transformed into
a popular institution. During the
Second World War, after the
embarrassment of the abdication
crisis. George VI and Queen Elizabeth
(now the Queen Mother) restored
some credibility by foslering
a “family at war’ image, By staying
in London during the Blitz and
visiting the bombed-out
East End. they sought
to ereate the illusion
that they were
‘just like us’
(except that
their bomb
shelter
was

Buckingham Palace rather than the
platfarm at Mile End tube station).
Today’s discussion is about how
best to regenerate the royals once more
in a2 modern context. Some liberals
suggest that they should become
more like their Continental cousins,
shop in supermarkets and ride bikes
about London. That is unlikely to give
the governmental system the mystique
which the authorities want. Some
conservatives with a better idea
of what the monarchy is for have
suggested dumping the younger rovals
and just hanging on to the Queen, as
a wooden symbol who could be kept
away from the media and only wheeled
out for formal state occasions,
Whichever way this debate
progresses, there is nothing in it for
those who want to change society.
The anly decent thing to be done with
the monarchy is Lo abolish it at once,
and for all time. That in itself would
achieve little, But it would at least
clear the decks of some of the rubbish
of history, and help to bring British
politics into the present.
The current criticisms of the
royals are petty quibbles. Those
who are unwilling to get rid of such
a rotten symbol of establishment power
and privilege as the British monarchy
will have no chance of achieving
more [ar-reaching change f[or the
betler. Oliver Cromwell understood
that well. He warned his men that
if any of them were not prepared
to countenance killing the king, they
should not ride with the Roundhead
army. More than 300 years
on, Charter 88 and
the Labour Party
remain in the
Cavalicrs’
camp. &




As the Tories seek to take the axe
to the welfare state, Phil Murphy
looks at why governments have
spent 15 years trying, and failing,
to cut public spending
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hen Labour prime
minister James
Callaghan and
chancellor Denis Healey first turned
the screws on state spending in the
late 19705, government expenditure
measured aboul 45 per cent of British
economic oulpul. Since 1979
Conservative governments have
sworn to free the market system
from the shackles of the “big state’.
Yet today, government expenditure is
back 1o the same proportion of national
output as it was when the “cul state
spending’ campaign started in the
seventics,
With the government’s budgel
deficit now running at around
L30) billion & year, the Tories have
made this year’s public spending
review the centrepicee of their bid
to gel back in the economic saddle.
Michael Portillo, the minister in charge
of the review. has made clear yet again
that government spending must be cul.
Why do they bang on about the need 1o
reduce public expenditure? And why
have they consistently failed 1o slash
the government budget?

Slump economies

State spending began to be perocived as
a problem in the 1970s as the cconomy
drifted into serious trouble. This was
the start of an ¢ra of capitalist crisis
which has continued more or less

ever since, The trends towards crisis
were briefly submerged during the
credit-fuelled boom of the late 1980s,
but soon resurfaced with a vengeance
as a full-blown cconomic slump.

The crisis is rooled in the very way
that wealth is produced in a capitalis
cconomy, It is lundamentally causesl
by the intrinsic tendency within the
capitalist system for profil rates to
full, (For a full discussion of this
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phenomenon, see “The slump is here
to stay’, Living Marxism, April 1993).
However. the causes of ecaonomic
stagnation are not widely understood
in this way.

Capitalists do not see their problems
in terms of falling profitability at the
point of praduction. They experience
the crisis at the level of the market
place and competition. This obscures
the true causes of the crisis. The secular
decay of profit rales in the production
process remains hidden, while attention
focuses on superficial, surface aspects
of the recession. In this way the
symptoms of the ¢risis are mistakenly
identified as ils causes.

Tax, tax, tax

One favourite scapegoat has been
high state expenditure. The claim

that state spending causes problems
for capitalists has an apparent logic to
it. This is because public expenditure
has to be paid for out of the surplus
procuced by the economy.

Capitalists expand by invesling the
profil they reap from past operations.
If they are not making enough profil
over a period of time, they cannal keep
going (and the banks will not extend
credit indefinitely 1o unprofitable
enterprises). Capitalists may nol
understand the inherent tendency
towards falling profitability. But they
are only too aware of the problem of
finding sufficient funds to linance
their operations. State spending is
scen as exacerbating these financing
difficulties. Most state funds come
from taxation. And one way or
another, the employers have to
pay the government’s taxes out
of their pralits.

It is obvious that the employers pay
a duly like corporation tax. What is less
abvious is that, in most circumstances,
the employers also indirectly pay for
their employees” income tax, and for
sales taxes on the goods their workers
buy. This is because increased taxes
on income or purchases are usually
compensaled for by higher wage levels,
so allowing real living standards to
be at least maintained. In these
circumstances higher taxes will be
reflected in higher wage bills, which
cut into what's available as profits,

Governmenl tax revenue today
stands at over three times the level
of the post-taxation trading prafils
of British industrial and commercial
companies. This means thal a five

A fix for the

per cent cul in government spendine
and taxation would be the arithmetical
equivalent of a 15 per cent rise in
profits. So, although government
spending and taxation do not
themselves cause the tendency for
profit rates to fall, there are good
grounds for capitalists to feel that
high state spending makes their

own situation worse.

Debt trap

Borrowing money to fund state
spending doesn’t get around this
problem either. Although an advanced
ceonomy like Britain can build up quite
a large government debt without facing
pressing demands for repayment, the
loans do have to be serviced. Interest
has to be paid to the creditors and
there can be further costs involved in
rescheduling borrowings when the time
comes for notional repayment. These
costs add to the state budget and
themselves need to be financed—
through taxation, or more borrowing.
More and more government
borrowing on the world's capital
markets also tends to push up interest
rates. In turn, these higher interest
rates will swell the cost of debt
financing. In the longer lerm there are
limits to how much foreign financiers
will be prepared to lend a government.
The timing of this borrowing drought
cannot be predicted, as it depends on
many economic and political factors
in the country concerned and
internationally. However, the fear of
such a state financing crisis is another
reason for governments to wish to
cut spending levels.

‘Stop-go'

From the standpoint of the individual
capitalist and of the Treasury, there are
good reasons to want (o cul state
spending in @ time of economic Crisis,
I'he higher expenditure is, the more
likely that employers will have to bear
some of the cost. through higher taxes.
Public spending doesn’t cause the
crisis. bul il can appear to aggravate it
as a deduction from the funds which
could be made available for capitalist
growth.

Against this perspeclive some
old-fashioned Keynesians would
argue that state spending can provide
additional demand in the cconomy.
But this in itself won't help to resalve
the problems of unproductive British
indusiry. If British goods are already



less competitive than foreign goods.
then most of the demand stimulated by
government spending will simply boost
imports, contributing to the huge trade
deficit, The Keynesian argument falls
apart with the exacerbation of balance
of pavments crises—a patiern well
illustrated by Britain’s postwar
experience of the ‘stop-go” cycle.

So why has the rhetorical drive 1o
cut state expenditure had such little
effect? The essential reason is that,
despite all the limitations of state
spending, the modern capitalist
cconamy is oo feeble (o survive
without it.

Blaming state spending for the
slump is a ¢lassic case of mistaking the
symptoms of the crisis for ils cause. p

L

Public spending

N G

MARXISM

July 1993

35



Public spending

State intervention in the economy grew
in the first place because the market
system was incapable of sustaining
a dynamic of growth on its own.
Modern capitalism needs state
assistance to survive,

State intervention has been on
a rising trend for a century, during
which the secular trend in capitalism
has been towards stagnation. The statc
has become crucial to offsetting the

Modern capitalism needs state
assistance to survive
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effects of falling profitability.

The dominant role of the state

in the economy therefore reflects
the less dvnamic character of the
modern cconomy. Capitalism cannot
do without it.

There are two main aspects of
state intervention which cost money
but have been necessary to maintain
the capitalist system. The first is dircct
assistance to industry, through state
subsidies. In the past, particularly
since the Second World War, this
has involved both direct government
grants to private companies and the
nationalisation of important but
unprofitable sectors,

In recent years, however, things
have changed. The privatisation
programme has helped to create the
impression that the government has
a more free market, hands-off attitude
towards industry. In fact, the reverse
is true, State subsidising of British
industry has become even more
pervasive, but is no longer always
immediately identifiable in
government accounts,

Today, for example, government
regulations protect parts of industry
from international competition and
sanction price-fixing cartels (these
forms of state support remain vital
to some of the big privatised
corporations). The state provides tax
credits for investment. And perhaps
most importantly, central and local
government contracts provide crucial
support for British business.

Without government contracts,
for everything from building warplanes
or constructing roads 1o providing
cleaning and catering services in the
NHS, the private scctor would be in
a far deeper crisis. The multifarious
ways in which the state now aids the
private sector will be investigated
further in forthcoming issues of
Living Marxism. For the moment,
however, it is important to note that
this has implications for attempts to

LIVING MARXISM

cut the other major aspect of state
expenditure—the welfare state.

First and foremost, the welfare
state was created for the good of
British capitalism, Welfare measures
were implemented by the state from
the turn of the century in order to
ensure a fit and compliant working
class, able both to fight foreign wars
and to work effectively on the home
front. The elements of a welfare state
were established in the early years
of this century: the School Meals Act,
the Hospital Panel (the forerunner
of the National Health Service) and
the first National Insurance Act.

After the Second World War these
welfare measures were much extended
with the creation of the NHS and the
expansion of the education and social
security systems. This was partly to
ensure a healthier, better educated
workforce, and partly a key element
in the construction of the postwar
political consensus.

During the fiftics and sixties,
Britain experienced an economic boom.
While profits were relatively high, the
burden imposed on the business sector
by state spending was tolerated easily
enough. In the seventies, the impact of
the economic crisis stimulated the drive
to cut back on state spending. But it
quickly became clear that this was
much easier to propose than to execute.

A luxury wasted

Treasury figures attribute most state
spending to welfare provision. Today,
for example, spending on health, social
services and social security amounts

to 44 per cent of British government
spending. Education represents another
12 per cent and housing five per cent,
The assumption on the right has been
that this spending was a luxury wasted
on the working classes, and could
therefore be axed with little detriment
1o the functioning of the capitalist
economy. But that assumption has
proved false.

It turns out that the *welfare’
budgets contain a lot of spending
which supports the cconomy, For
example, in 1991 about 15 per cent
of total government expenditure was
accounted for by the welfare budgets’
spending on goods, services (excluding
wages and salarics) and capital grants
to the private sector. In other words,
this £34 billion of ‘welfare’ spending
in fact goes towards maintaining the
health of the private sector. As such, it
is hard for the state to cut it, especially
at a time of economic crisis.

Tory ministers seeking to cut public
spending have also faced the political
constraints created by the fact that not
just working class, but many middle
class people now rely on the welfare
state for employment; the wage bill for
this sector came to around £38 billion
in 1991. Even the social security budget

has proved politically difficult to cut
ruthlessly, since many of the transfer
payments go into the pockets of the
middle classes.

The intricate way in which even the
‘softer” parts of the state budget work
to prop up the capitalist economy and
the status of the middle classes has
created enormous barriers 10 successive
government attempts to cul spending.
This provides the backdrop to the
current public spending review.

With the budget deficit soaring cver
higher, the time is coming when the
government has to try to make some
hard decisions about forcing through
tax rises and spending cuts. [t has
already gone some way towards
preparing the ground politically.

Undeserving lords

By kite-flying the notion that

nothing could be ruled out of the

cuts discussion—pensions, child
benefits, dental care, prescription
charges—the Tories have sought to
win acceptance of the idea that deep
cuts are now necessary. They have
done so by packaging their cost-cutting
exercise as a moral campaign, dividing
people into those who deserve welfare
services and those who do not. So
cuts minister Michael Portillo argues
that universal benefits are absurd since
Lady Thatcher and Lord Callaghan

do not need a state pension, while
some health authorities insist that
patients who smoke do not warrant
proper medical care. ‘The whole
point’, says Portillo, ‘is to make

sure that our public spending goes

to the people who need it most’.

From the Tories’ perspective,
however, the people who need it most
are those running British business,
Behind the high moral tone of
government speeches, the main targets
of the cuts are not members of the
House of Lords, but working people.
The late Norman Lamont’s last budget
started the deficit-cutting campaign by
raising indirect taxes, like VAT, which
disproportionately affect the worse-off
sections of society. That is a pattern
we can expect to see repeated as the
government cmbarks on a round
of swingeing cuts and tax rises.

{And in today’s workplace climate,
where management has the whip
hand, there is little chance of passing
on tax increases to the employers
through pay rises).

By winning their moral campaign
around public spending, the Tories
hope to achieve a decisive shift against
the political constraints which have
held back previous spending cuts.
'This renders them a greater chance
of success than in the past, But the
fact that much of state expenditure is
more vital than ever to the operation
of the capitalist economy still stands
in their way. [
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Going for hioke

very era has its svmbols. Ten years ago we hyd Kieith Joseph,
Margaret Thatcher, pickets and council estales, Somewhere
along the line they were replaced by Iohs Majar, Gary Lineker, Iissex
Man and starter homes. And, of course, the Sur man:

The Sun man stands i front of 2 variety of backdrops—holiday
pool, dream: kitchen—und ‘shouts wbout Britain’s top-selling: duily
paper. He is a media bloke, 'a breed specialising in ‘no-nonsense
endotsements of  beers, safety locks and DY, He looks like he’s
probably got:a brother in the services, and i the zalf ¢lub bar he likes
o use the occasional military: expression like “SOHI {sense of
humour failure) or 'NFI™ (not fucking interested). His vaguely southers
aceent could best be described as Policeman's English, and he likes ta
call peaple ‘chaps’.

Like the Michelin man, he has evolved almost imperceptibly over the
years. He has been refined. His rough edges have been redrawn.
He shouts Tess. His leisunewear has become blander and his backdrops
more suburban. Scrupuloushy nondeseript, ever su classless. Neither
vommon nor snobbish. Trustworthy ‘snd simple, like a-dog, People
are supposed to identify: with him: ‘although in reaf life he would
be despised by the professional middle: clisses, and: envied for
his ‘house ‘and money: by auvone in’ an
inferior ‘position; Certainly he would not
inspire any great personal affinits. So for
presentational purposes he mustbe drained
of 4s many of his unappealing characteris-
tics as possible.

For a while, being this kind of torem for
the *classless sovicty” was d fairly casy job.
Forardinary people, there was the promise
of wbetter life. And the middle classes were
prepared ‘to pay ‘a price for! classless
politics: mixing with barrow boys in suits
and easrings was preferable (o' strikes and conflict.

By the nineties even the slowest public schoalboy had realised that
the best cureer move was to go for bloke, They disguised their accents
as best they could; said “chewrs! a lot and ledrned the names of foot-
ballérs. Peregrine Worsthorne remarked that by the end of his time at
the Dailv Telegraph; it had become necessary to “play down the public
school aspect®, Tn the: City, accents became “more consumer-friendiy’,
A right-wing populism gained a footing, with Andrew Neil’s Sunduy
Temes railing aghinst the “snchocracy’.

He is

The recession has pulled the rug from under the bloke. For real
Romford boys the problem is straightforward: how to keep themselves
in the styla to which they are accustomed. The middle class versions
are in & more complicated situation: for them, becoming a bloke was
4 hell of a' compromise. Before the age of the white-coltar bloke, people
knew their place. Working class boys grew up fist; Ieft school early ‘and
had a few ‘dnjovable years bunging' their mum i fiver a:week ‘and
spending the rest on booze, birds; cars and holidays. Then they 2ot

married and scttled down to a life of making ends mest. Middle tlass:

boys endurcd an extended childhood #t boarding schook; on fhe under-
sumdmg that the good life comes to those who wait: :

< Naw that - popu]m capitalism” has become to Tories what' ‘feam o! :

the eighties” is to Crystal Palace supporters, the promise of the

comfonnblz life seems like 2 rather cruel joke. The yvoung middle é &

trustworthy
and simple,
like a dog

classes aré [eeling uneasy and insecure, They are expetiencing their
own version of ihe identity crists that has stricken their establishment
elders. The fathers know who they are but don’t know where they're
going; the sons aren’t even sure of whe they are:

When people are scared of the future they take refuge in the past.
Parents look back 1o the war: Young peaple Jook: to their vouth. But
what if your youth was spent wedring sports jackets: with elbow
patches. swotting for exams; listening to Genesis albums and wonder-
g swhat girls are like? What do you get nostalgic about?

For years the middle class twenty and thirtysomethings wallowed in
their childhoods; chatlering inanely aboul those “rilly gud® bubble gum
stickers you used (o get. and how Scoabydoo was, like, amazing. 'Then
the: seventies: revival gave them the chance to trade in their life of
teenage sacrifice for a more exciting and socially acceptable vesston.
Suddenly those daxs spent chasing muddy rughy balls and translating
Latin sre transformed imto g montage of inner-city discos and parties,
football terraces and scrapes with the Okl Bill.

They are buying inlo working class culture in a big way. No
proletarian stone is left unturned: Selecied safety zones have become
theme parks for an alternative heritage industyy. Black: cabs decant
parties of well-heeled pals outside the Clapham Gala, where—afier
a quick drink in the quaint pub whene ‘everyone just watches. téle-
vision' {yah; they rilly do; honestlviy—it’s
eyes down for a night's bingo with' the
grannies and housewives. And its per-
fectly splendid fun: “The excitement whe
one has to cross off nne more number is
sometimes more than one 'can bear,”

If you think vou can handle any more
examples, you can cab it down' to the
Qld Bull and ‘Bush-=sorry. old Ferret
& Tirkin. Raolbout the hareel, the gang's all
here: a real Fast End knees-upiiwith no
cockness...im Chelsea. Tt sounds simple, yet ' the reality i more
complex: The old-time numbers imitially receive a respectful hearing;
and the Sloanes join in the bits thew know (" Alive, alive-o-ok ), I's the
seventics pop that gels them gomg, though,: and soon the pianist
swilches 1o his wedding recepting routine, pounding out the Bosey M
numbers for an:increasingly excitable crowd, which makes game
attempts at ‘disco dancing’.

However, s the night pmgccascs, brains Slip o snmethmg more
mm[oruble Ancient folk memones are surred A seml cxrcba of prop

‘\cllov. Submarmc A youug couple emc:rtams heir fnends with an :

amusing re-enactment of a film in which a car drives in the WEOng

direction on a motorway: You're going the wrong way!: thC) suream
al each mber, again and agam. gemng nedder amd redder I went to the

Evcrmne lmrnes pasL :
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Ken Loach talked to Kirsten Cale
about the problems of making
films in censorious Britain

-f? en Loach and the censor have
§ rarely seen eye to eye. Loach's
g documentary on  trade union
55% leaders, Questions of Leader
4 % ship, has never been shown in

‘% Britain. Another documentary,
§ Which Side Are You On?. was
# % dropped by the South Bank Show
after rows in the cutting room. Loach's
production of the anti-Zionist play
Peraition was pulled from the Royal Court
Theatra 36 hours before the first
performance. Hidden Agenda, his polit-
ical thrller set in Ireland, was taken
off the air by Channel 4 after the
Warrington bombing earlier this year.
'‘Censaorshin in Britain®, Loach observes,
'has been fairly constant.’

On the Coentinent Loach's work has
won critical praise. Hidden Agends and

38 July 1883
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Riff Raff noth won prizes at the Cannes
Film Festival, as has his latest film,
Raining Stories. Which Side Are You On?
won first prize at the Florence festival.

In Britain, however, Loach has been
smothered in critical silence, largely for
politica’ reasons. Hidden Agenda was
pannec by the critics and decried by the
establishment when it came out in 1890,
Tory MP Ivor Stanbrook condemned it as
an ‘IRA film'. A group of British journalists
campaigned to have it dropped from the
Cannes Festival because It didn't 'repre-
sent' Britain. The Evening Standard critic
Alexander Walker, "who has a strong
loyalist background', Loach recalls,
‘made a spectacle of nimself at the press
cenference,

What did Loach feel about Channel 4—
which supposedly supports independent

film makers—removing Hidden Agenda
from the schedule aflar the IRA bomo in
Warrington? ‘With Channel &', says
Loach, ‘the declared issue was that the
audience would be so emctionally
involved in Warrington thal anything 1o do
with Ireland would not be seen fairly, The
undeclared issue is that anything that
isn't overtly condemnatory about the
|RA is In pad taste and unacceptable,
especially when people are distressed.
Qur argument aganst this is that people
are more open 1o discussing the Irish-
situation when something lixe Wardngton
happens.

Loach points out that the media com
pletaly diverced the bomb in Warrngton
from the Irish War. “Warnngton was
presented as if it had noting to do
with the Bntish being in Ireland. The
unacceptable things that Britain is doing
there have not only had a devastating
effect on the Irish, out have further
corupted British political life.”

His description of the treatment of Whics
Side Are You Cr?, the 1985 document
ary about the miners' strike, casts light or
the way the media twist current events
Executives on the South Bank S
claimed that Loach’s film was ‘politica
weighled’ and particularly objected *
a sequence which showed the polcs
baton-charging miners at Orgreave, We
had arguments in the culling roon
recalls Loach. 'Melvyn [Bragg] came
along & bit but the key figure was Nick

| Elliott, one of the guys who's jusl paid

nimself £2m in a hand-out. He lurned
into Hitler and said, “if you cul that,
we will broadcast”™. We said, “No, we
won't cut it".”

After Which Side Are You On? won
an award in Florence, 'Melvyn negoti-
ated with Channel 4 to put it out’, But
Channel 4 was also at pains to mainiain
'palance’; ‘The pay-off was giving Jimmy
Reiad [the ex-Stalirist shop steward
tumned rabid anti-union commentator]
half an hour straight to camera attacking
the miners' leadership the next week.
That was somehow their balance.’ Loach
points out that ‘censorship is more acute
when there is something at stake like the
miners' strike’, bul 'ten years after. they
would tolerate Which Side Are You On?
pecause they know the end of the story:
they know they won'.

Loach argues with fluency that state
censorship is both insidious and dis-
creet: ‘The government appoints people
to the key posts in the media who have
a very subtle understanding that they are
guarding the long-term strategic interests
of the state. These pecole are in tum
involved with the people who write the
news and so on, They'll often be quite
anti-govemment, but not ‘anti’ the long
temn consensus an which they feel the
state is based. So they can be very
critical of say, Thatcher or Wilson, while
being quite censorious on class issues.




It's not censorsnip imposed in a cruce
way by the govemment. The state has
a very sublle, very British way of deing
things, sa it appaears that the govamment
isn't censoring.”’

He argues too that censcrshin is
nathing new. ‘We think of the sixties as
a very uncensorious time, but that was
when they banned The War Game. The
worst period was the eary eightes when
producers anc commissicning editers
were in the thrall of Thatchedsm. | was
particularly censored outl other people
were as well than,'

So where does Loach himself stano on

the issue of censorship? 'All censorship |
is dangerous', he says—but then con- |

cedes that same censorship IS neces-
sary, 'IU's a difficult case o argue', he
says, choosing his words carefully. '"You
have to maxe a oolitcal judgement about
the things being said. I's a liberal
dilemma. We say we are opposed o
censership on everything: bul we there-
fore allow the fascists to say what they
want. | am not in favour of aliowing soma-
thing thal promoted fascism or racial
hatred or the equivalenrt against minor-
ities who are vulnerable. !f you had
a coniemporary film  which = actively
encoursged supperters of the far right.
| would', he says, ‘not want it shown.'

Isn't it dangerous ¢ give the state
which ne rightly says 'operaies censor
skip in its own class interests’ more
power to do so7 Loach ducks the issue
‘It's not up to me. It's an entirely
academic qguestion,’'

Loach's latest film, Raining Stones, the
stary of a man cn the dole scamming to

pay for his daugnter's communion, is |

& commen:ary on working class survival
in modem Brtair. How, | wonderec, does
vach's portrayal of working class lives
differ from, say, that of Alan Bleasdale,
who wrote Soys from the Blackstufi and
GBH? | don't want 1¢ oa unfair to Bleas-
dale', says Loach, ‘but | think the views
| share with scriot-writers like Jim Allen
are far more positive and optimistic. The
last scenes fram Goys From the Black
Stuff were very despairing; and the work-
ing class characters were reduced lo
oddites and eccentrics. That's rot my
view at all. On the Manchester estate
[where Raining Stones was set] people
were really having a oad lime, but we
were invigerated by their strength.
Loach says that he aims to ‘give
people the sense of their power to
change things', a view he feels is sharec
by 100 few film-makers: ‘There's always
peen very little oppositicnal materizl. You
remember the highlights but the day-in
day-out stuff has always been very
anodyne. We knew that the broadcasting
nstitutions will follow a ‘ong-term politcal
ne. Our response can either be to walk
away, ©or t0 struggle t¢ get the odd
programme  out knowing we'll never
=Fect the mainstream.’ ®
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Sonic the scapegoat

Graham Barnfield takes off his anorak and wonders why video games have

created such a panic

ast night | performec a simulated
act of reification, in which slices of
immaterial code zcted as living
neings, aranged and treated as
cbjects. That is, | played with my
Game Boy,

That particular piece of cyber-
space English came from New Left
Rewview, the latest recruit o the ranks of
videa game hysterics, According to NLR,
game players are ‘socially maladjusted,
anorak-wearing males', video arcades
are like 'sex parours’. computer games
manufacturers have a 'parasitc relation-
ship to the miltary industrial-complex’,
while the games themselves invelve
the ‘censtruction of a self...[wnich] pre-
figures the hideous creations of a milltary
exploiting new applications of genetics.
nanotechnology—and comouting.' I'm
surprised that Rupert Murdoch wasn't in
tnere somewhere as wel—after all, what
could be mere scary than a video game
made \n Wapping?

| Ever since Super Mano replaced
F

Mickey Mouse azs the most recognised
children's Icon, politicians, journalists,
sacial workers and doctors have rushed
to alert us to the impending end of civil-
isation. Psychelogists have warned of the
connection between wviolent computer
games and juvenile crime, and have
wondeared what kind of adults will emerge
from the arcades. Others have worried
aoout the addictive power of ‘kiddie
cocaing'. Cementing the link between
games and family breakdown, the Daily
Telegraph interviewed a single mum
from Croxteth who had oougnt the kics
a console, despite suoposecly feeding
them on potatoes and Maltesers because
of poverty. The medical profession
has launched an ingquiry intc whether
games-playing leads 1o eplleosy. The
Briisn Board of Film Censors has
slapped a '15' cerlificate on Night Trap,
a Sega games-nasty supposedly too
violent for youngsters.

Journalist Tony Parsons (the hack who
thinks he's hip) has accused Scnic the
Hedgehog of oeing the grave-digger of
pop music. Writers on the Guardian’s
society anc women's pages have been
ousy counselling us on how to cope witn
losing touch with our eight-year old as he
withdraws Into a world of brutal graphics
and postmodem landscapes. And NLR
worries about our children being in hock
1o the military-industrial complex. No
wonder that even David Baywaich
Hasselhoff spent almost half an episoce
preventing hls son playing Streetfighter 2,
an internaticnal punch-up complete with
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a Sumo wrestler called Honda ana a fire-
preatning Indian fakir

Anyone who was @ leenager in the
late seventies and early eighties gets &
sense of dgja vu. In those days the now
quaint Space Invaders were presented
as a sinister threat to sociely’s cohesion
Extra-terrestrial jellyfish  with  mis
these two-dimensional beasties wolfe
our esmall change and were sn..l:jecte'._i
a substantial meral panic. Experts in the
media and other moral cuslodiar
claimec that ‘Astercid Addiction’ wouk
lead a whole generation inte truanc
TV academics wamed thal careers
petty crime would ensue as plays
sought to support their deoendency. The
result of the scare was (hal the manufact
urers of the Atari consa'e got rich, a lot of
schoo! dinner money disapoeared inic
amusement arcaces—out wvilisatic
somenow managed to survi-«a

A few years later Teenage Mutant
Ninja Turtles came in for the same treat-
ment. The Turtles were ‘objeclionable’,
wrote critc Bryan Aopleyard, because of
the assumption that ‘society is in disarray
and the authonties are too corrupt anc
incompetent to do anything about it." The
message of Turlle fims, argued Apple-
yard, was thal “Westem wvalues have
failed, only thcse alien systems can
protect us.’

It tells you something about the society
in which we Iwve when our moral
quardians become taermified aboul chil-
dren’s toys. We survived Space Invaders
and Ninja Turties, and ycu don't neec
a PhD in computer programming to know
that Sega. even with its new Mega-CD,
is unlikely to cpen the gates w0 the
barparians.

No matter how high a score you can
rack up on your consoles, the real winner
in all this is games manufacturer Seqga.
Having spent several million pouncs
launching sooof cat food and washing
powder ads, only to fiy-post or jam them
with pirate TV, it is clear thal a rebellious
mage sells. Last year Sega Entertain-
ment's profits were 28 villion yen cutside
of Japan, and its market performance for
this year has ratted even the giant
Nintendo comoration. No amount of hys-
teria will stop them coining it. If anything.
the latest video nighimare scenarios
were made in marketing heaven, After all,
who needs to pretend to be a pirate
station when every columnist and news
broadcaster is already telling your target
audience that you're the devil incamate?

Graham Barnfield teaches cullural |
studies at Sheffield Hallam University
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FRANK COTTRELL-BOY

n: November ITV plans’ o seréen 2 new drama series: called

& Waman's Guide o Adwltery. The chances are you will have heand
something about it already. On Breakfast Tone, pethaps, or inthe phper
If 50, you probably won’t have heard about the cast---u dazzling array
of high watfage stars ihcluding: Theresa Russell. Sean Bean and
Amanda Donohoe. Nor will vou have heard about the blinding
radiance ‘of ‘its script—the work of the only suthentic genius in tele-
vision: drama. What vou will: have 'henrd 5 that Ken' Livingstone
appears in it, playing a Labour Party apparaichik. Keu "stipulated no
sex scenes’. Now, Red Ken is in ane scene of this thres part series; but
somehow it hus become his show. Huw did this happen?:

Livi mgslonc § sex ‘shock s only the most glamorous example: of
a growing - tendency  for pohuvos bo: o upoon: non-polifical
programmes. Paul: Bowteng, for exsmple. hay done the  Clothes
Programme and & weird little dayvtime quiz called A Wort in Your Eay;
which slso: featured Neil and Glenys (vou know...Kinnack). Neil has
also done some sud radiv shows, Norman Tebbit and: Austin Mirchiell
front a’ chat show oo Skt As recently s the late’ eightics; TV was
viewed with suspicion by both the 1eftCand the nights'So; when 'did they
all‘get married? ;

In: the | eighties.  investigative TV
documentarias were the only oppositional
discourse that ‘even frisd {0 preach (o the
unconverted.: The Tories saw TV as their
enemy and Cwaged: @ owar on i the TV
establishiment  that ' started  with crude
censorship: {eg, ‘the Sinn Fein 'ban) and
ended with the virtual dismemberment af
ITV, At the samé time, howeser, the party
machines leamned 1o manipulate: the: fight
schedules of TV news ta their own ends;
providing pre-digested sound-bites and
picture apportunities: that fitted so nicely
into the TV format that they were accepted
and transmgitted ‘more of less passively by
both ITN and the BBC, '

They all

By the time of the last election, the Tories had got so good at this they
were able 10 provide an image of John Majos that appeared to be ama-
teurish, shambling and naff (John on his fittle soap box), but which was
actually a carefully staged riposte 16 the suspmnm gz of the Kinnock

“campaign. The interesting thing about thik is that at figst it looked like
~the TV news was gunning for Major, hud Set out 10 make him fook
like an ineffectunl wimp. Only later did wie realise that this was évery:
bit a5 manufactured as Maggie in her combat gear with a statue of
Churchitl, It was getting hard to 1ell the parasite from the host. :
" The clearest example of this confusion was Spitting Image At first
it looked like satire. It had a great slogan-—1f we all spit together we
can’ drown them’, In fact, having your puppet on Spitting: Image
became quickly something to brag about. only & step down framy: bemg B
'mstallod at Tussauds. Puppersum thc!pbcmgcuddly Aﬂ caricature js G

- be seen thaz Luck & Flaw saved. mc mmurchy when \Im'man St mm : ‘: i
: Stc»as couldn T B

seem to be

aspiring to the
condition of
Lionel Blair

C
LI

E
ON TV

thing happening with Have I Got News for You ? The first series had an
element of danger 1o it Angus Deavion and Tan Hislop especially

* seemed prepuned o use the: quiz show: toc publicise political scandals

which before had been known only to the readership of Privase Eye.
Guest poltiticians who Sat next to Paul Merton were Tikely (o be shown
up as tangue-tied half wits. For the first time in 2 very long time. a polit-
ical conversation appeared that was fur and cool. But mainstreany TV

- :hasa blanding-out effect that is difficult to.control.

The success of the first series made Peavion into a darling of the

glossies. ‘The ‘pre-publicity ‘for the present: series dwelt on his sex
appeal. The banter befween the rounds ones buzzed with the Tatest Iragi
sapergun allegations; now itis coneentrated on Angus’ nasal hair. The
show’s conspiratorial intimacy has cusdied into a clubby Ratufence.
They still tell Maxwell jokes (the news is that Maxwell'is dead), The
political guests look a lot more comfortable than they used to. But this
time T think they didn’ win. 1tis not the politicat establishment which
has absotbed: the lelevision opposition, but: the blandness of TV
which has absorhed the polincal. Where Spititng Image made s bate
figures ook driven, passionate and effective, Havwe I Got News makes
them look like a fow more celebrity sguares.

Of course, politicians have courted publicity and sought 1o associite
themselves with “apolitical” fun sinve the days'of the Romun Republic,
But there is & significant difference between
a Word in Your Euar and the  Coliséum,
Where the Coliseum was a venue of dizzy-
ing splendour in swhich the conflict of life,
death and power was dramatised, A Waord i
Your Eaor is a load of crap. Daytime quiz
shows are peopled by Z list ‘calebrities’——
ksowen iy the business as Tofats (Turn Out
For A Tenner).

‘There was a time when pohnaans were
reganded ‘a8 eminent. Suddenly’ the Whole
political caste seems ti be: aspiring to the
‘condition of Lionel Blair. ' When Edward
Heath ' conducted orchestras  or: sailed
vachts. ‘he was trying 10 project certain
ideas about -himself. ‘What ‘is ‘interesting
about, say, Edwinz Curric an Pebble Milf is
its almost Dadaist Tack of purpose. You: coukd not:even call it seff-
advertising as there seems {0 be no self o advertise. 1t said nothing

about Edwina except that she was cml a!we and avatlable

Livingstone is 4 speczal case here. He has been so savage!)'

‘marginalised by his panv that merely w0 advertise his existence is
-~ apalitical act, which is why | wrote him into A Woman's Guide, The
same cannot be said, however, for Tony Blair, who was apparently seen
- o0 Thar'’s My Dog. What does this mean? Tt means that conventinnal
. politics has atrophied 165 the point where politicians o jonger have
'anythmg m say exu:pl Heilo over and over agam, Islm_ &ilchkey
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Andrew Calcutt on the

glamourisation of militarism

in the glossies

nce upon a tme, journalism's
¢ hip young guns used o treat the
% military with the same cisdain as
Hawkeye in MASH. Michael
Herr's 1977 book Dispatches,
£ which first appeared in the

Amencan magazine Esquire, is
perhaps the best ournalistic
account of the Vietnam war. Herr broke
with the prevailing consensus Dy Sug-
gesting that war could be sexy and
addictive, But he patched isolated
flashes of glamour into an overall
description of the US army as Catch-22,
made vearaple only by the anzesthel-
ising combination of drugs. the Doors
and Jimi Hendrix, Herr's war was a dirty
business, whichever side you were on.

2
4
i
3
3
%

Nec longer. For today's trendy joumos
war Is synonymous with glamour. It's
fashionable now to describe the way of
the Western warrior as the route to self-
realisation and unadulterated stmuiation.
War nas joined women, cars and fashion
as a slaple ingredient of men's slyle
magazines such as GQ and FHM. From

photospreads on the sartorial style of |

US special forces to Top Gunstyle
reportage of the Guif War, militarism has
won sex appeal.

In The Jet Set' (GQ, February 1993),
Alex Kershaw profiled 'ludicrously hand-
some’ RAF fighter pilots—members of
the two-winged masler race'. After
watching 'with a lump in our throats, the
telavised pictures of young Tomadc
pilots retuming from sorties during the
Guif War', he went in search of ‘what it
was that made...[them] different from
those of us down below on Civvy Streel’,

Flying In the back seat of a fighter
gave Kershaw an experience somewhere
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Style wars

petwesn an orgasm and a cocaine high: | merchant in a souk.' Another Iraqi official

I've had my first real fix of G{-force] and
it feels better than most sex.’ He slops
himsell banging helmets with the pilot
fas in Top Gun}, because 'somehow it
would be too crass, too American, 1Co
belitting of...[the pilot's] jaw-dropping
skills'. He is admiring and even envious
of a former college mate wha has found
excitement. challenge and a sense of
purpose in the RAF: ‘a friend had left me
behind...| realise | do not, after all, have
the "rgnt stuff”.’

Kershaw wants to assure us that what-
ever e'se the "lep guns’ may be, they are
not bloodthirsty: 'They did not joir the
RAF with the faintest blocd-lust. If they
were gctuglly 1o experience comoat, well,
that would be just part of the joo.' He
quotes Gareth ‘Bon' Raoberis: ‘None of
us joined to be killers, All of us joined
the RAF to fly. It just happens to be
a sideline which we may or may not
oe involved with.'

So there you have it. The Tornado
crews that wasted lrag were really on
a personal development orogramme. I'm
sure the Iragis who were incineratec con
the road to Basra would be relieved that
they were simply the unfortunate victims,
of a sideline.

If the RAF pilots are the new glamour
boys of the men's magazines, the prob-
lem with Iragis is that they have no, well,
style. In 'Bomb Squad' (GQ, Octoper
1992), Stephanie Cock gave an account
of the work of a UN team in Irag 'in
search of Saddam's nuclear stockpile’.
UN inspector David Kay Is described as
'‘oayishly middie-aged'. In contrast Iraqi
officlal Sami al-Araji wore 'orown trousers
slung beneath an oversized belly' and
'waved his arms about lke a ng

Jaffar dia Jaffar committec the cardina!
sin {in a style magazine) of wearing a tie
with ‘a spot on it'. Now you would never
catch Joenathan Ross doing that.

Franch philosopher Jean Baudrillard
famously declared that the Guif War
never took place, but was merey an
ilusion played out on our TV screens,
Some British style magazines seem lo
think that rather it was a style war played
out on the catwalks.

Even those magazines which in the
past prided themselves on their anti-war
stance have joined in the new Top Gun
meod, In the sixties and seventies the
American magazine Rolling Stong was al
the centre of the protest movement
against the Vietnam War. But when
the American marines invaded Somalia
last Christmas, Roilling Stone was all
n favour. ‘'This is the first large-scale
military operation in history’, gushed
PJ O'Rourke, ‘to be launched for purely
altruistic reasons.’

O'Rourke (a liberzl turned Republican
reptile) painls a picture of Somalia as
a sorl of more nightmarish wversion
of South Central LA: a olace filled with
'‘packs' of thieves and ‘huge wads of
filth'; a country which has experienced
‘the complete breakdown of everything
decent and worthwhile’ (except Somali
women who are ‘mainly Deautiful’);
a place where 'the average Somali' is ‘the
man in the gutter’.

Into this vision of hell enters a beatific
George Bush, hugging crphans. ‘The
expression on George Bush's face’,
observes O'Rourke, ‘was better than
decency—it was pleasure.” And | bet his
tie was spot-on. &®
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REVIEW OF BOOKS

Daniel Nassim separates the prejudice from the analysis of Japan's national

resurgence

Merchants and samurai

The Japanese Question: Power and Purpose in a New Era, Kenneth B Pyle, AEl Press, £14.50 hbk
Pacific Rift: Adventures in Big Business where Japan Meets the West, Michael Lewis,

Hodder & Stoughton, £8.899 hbk

People and Power in the Pacific: The Struggle for the Post-Cold War Order, Walden Bellg,

Plute Press, £7.50 pbk

The Secret Sun, Fred Hiatt, Simon & Schuster, £14.99 nbk

Underground in Japan, Rey Veniura, Jonathan Cape, £7.99 pbk

There is an enormous gap between the importance of
Japan and the quality of the Western literature on the
subjecl. Japan has the world’s second largest cconomy and
a growing political profile. Yet many studies of the
country consist of little more than prejudice.

The Japanese Question and People and Power in the
Pacific stand out as serious studies of Japan and its
relation to the wider world. In particular Kenneth Pyle,
a professor at the University of Washington in Seatlle, has
written a book with some important innovations in the
lreatment of Japanese national identityv. The Japanese
Question is an unusual study of how the world looks from
Japan’s point of view and an examination of what he calls
Japan’s sense of ‘national purpose’. His aim is to show
how Japan’s understanding of its position in the world is
being transformed. This approach enables Pyle to link
such apparently disparate themes as foreign policy,
controversies about the school curriculum and discussions
of Japanese culture. Walden Bello, a Filipino who is
the executive director of the Institute for Food and
Development Policy in San Francisco, has produced
a useful primer on Japan's relationship to East Asia.

Japan’s dilemma today lies principally in the tension
between its economic power and its political and military
weakness. That can be seen in the strains internal to
Japanese politics between its postwar pacifist constitution
and outlook and the growing recognition that Japan will
have to become more assertive internationally. It can be
seen too in the strains upon the alliance with America; the
division of labour established during the Cold War, during
which America guaranteed the peace while Japan rebuilt
its economy, is coming apart at the seams.

Pyle starts his examination of Japan's national
purpose with a fresh look at the postwar era. He suggests
that ‘much more than has been commonly recognised,
Japan's purpose in the postwar world was the result of an

opportunistic adaptation to the conditions in which the
Japanese leadership found their nation, and a shrewd
pursuit of a sharply defined national interest within the
constraints that the postwar international order placed
upon them? (p20).

The phrase ‘opportunistic adaptation’ is an important
one. Immediately after the war the USA demilitarised
Japan and redefined it as a pacifist state, a concept
enshrined in Article 9 of the constitution. Japanese leaders
expressed public support for the ‘peace constitution’,
while seizing the opportunity to concentrate on economic
growth. In the view of many American commentators the
Japanese hitched a free ride at the USA’s expense.

The postwar sense of purpose was codified in what is
generally called the * Yoshida Doctrine’, after the conser-
vative prime minister Shigeru Yoshida (1946-47 and
1948-54). The three main tenets of the Yoshida Doctrine
as defined by Pyle (p25) were: Japan’s economic rehabil-
itation must be the prime national goal: Japan should
remain lightly-armed and avoid involvement in inter-
national political-strategic issues; to gain a long-term
guarantee for its own security, Japan would provide bases
for the US army, navy and air force.

The conception of Japan as a ‘merchant nation” was
the dominant one in the postwar period. Japan was to
concentrate on economic growth while ‘samurai nations’,
like the United States, would ensure global security. Not
evervone accepted the metaphor of samurai and merchant,
but most Japanese conservatives agreed that Japan would
be an economic rather than a military power.

Naohiro Amaya, a top bureaucrat at MITI (the
Ministry of International Trade and Industry) was one of
Japan’s leading exponents of the merchant nation theory.
In a controversial article published in March 1980 in the
Bungei Shunju, Japan’s leading conservative magazine,
he explained how a merchant nation had to behave in  p
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a world dominated by warriors. *For hares to multiply in
the jungle, and for merchants to prosper in the warriors’
society, it is necessary to have superb information-
gathering ability, planning ability, intuition, diplomatic
skills, and at times whining sycophancy’. He went on to
say that ‘if circumstances compel, Japan must grovel
before the military nations’.

Amaya did not believe that Japan should be prepared
to grovel under all circumstances, He warned that if
Japan’s security was threatened, ‘the time will have
arrived to forsake our merchant past and become a warrior
nation’. But on balance he believed that Japan should
preserve its merchant role for as long as possible.

Amaya’s restatement of the longstanding merchant
nation thesis provoked uproar, because it was written af
a time when Japan was beginning to re-examine itself. In
the late seventies and the eighties, the Yoshida doctrine
came under attack. For the far right of Japanese politics,
a marginal force throughout the postwar years, Article 9 of
the constitution had always been an abomination. But the
main movers in the conservative renaissance of the
eighties were two prime ministers: Masayoshi Ohira
(1978-80) and Yasuhiro Nakasone (1982-87).

The intellectual foundation for the right-wing
resurgence was laid by Ohira. He commissioned nine
study groups, consisting of the country’s leading conser-
vative intellectuals and bureaucrats, to cxamine various
aspects of Japanese socicty. These included Japan’s
national security, culture, the economy and its relation
with the Pacific Basin,

Ohira died before the study groups presented their
final reports. 1t was not until Nakasone's premiership that
many of the ideas were implemented. Pyle defines the four
main elements of Nakasone’s grand design: Japan would
no longer be a follower nation; Japan would be prepared
for global leadership by being remade into an international
state; Japan would develop a new liberal, rather than
traditional, nationalism; Japan would assume an active
role in global strategic affairs.

Some of Pyle’s terminology is misleading. For
example, the call for a ‘liberal nationalism” means that
Japan should be less parochial. Nakasone believes that the
Japanese should not just concern themselves with
economic growth. In his view they also need a sense of
self-confidence based on the quality of the nation’s
tradition. The main reason for reforming the education
system was to gear it more towards inculcating a sense of
national pride among Japanese schoolchildren.

One of the consequences of the growing tide of
nationalism that Nakasone tried to promote is clearly
drawn out in Underground in Japan. As an illegal migrant
worker in Japan for almost a year, Rey Ventura experi-
enced the growing force of Japanese racism at first hand.
He was one of a growing army of illegal migrant workers
in Japan, now estimated to number about 300 000.

That nationalism—and consequently racism—is
growing in Japan is clear to see. The more interesting
question is why is it happening now? Pyle fails to spell out
why Japan’s leadership felt the need to start forging a new
national identity. He tends to take the debates at face value
rather than relate them to broader developments in the
real world.

The conservative resurgence in Japan coincided with

LIVING MARXISM

a growing perception of American decline. Often this was
experienced as a failure on America’s part to defend Japan
from communism or from third world nationalism. For
almost three decades the Japanese economy had boomed
while the US, playing the role of world policeman, had
ensured a relatively stable global environment. But in the
seventies the Japanese c¢conomy began to lose ils
dynamism just as America’s world power began to falter.

By far the most important indicator of American
decline was its defeat in Vietnam. It was not the loss of
Vietnam itself that was so devastating. Tt was that it
proved the US to be no longer all-powerful. The fall of
Saigon in April 1975 was a symbolic event in Japanese
history as well as American. For Japanese conservatives it
meant that their nation would have to become more
assertive and self-reliant.

The defeat in Vietnam coincided with growing
economic problems inside America and foreign policy
reverses overseas, The report commissioned by Ohira on
national security noted in 1980 that ‘the most fundamen-
tal fact in the changing international situation in the 1970s
is the termination of clear American supremacy in both
military and economic spheres’ (quoted in Y Nagatomi
|ed], Masavoshi Ohira’s Proposal: To Evolve the Global
Society, Foundation for Advanced Information and
Research, p232).

Even Amaya’s 1980 article, while holding to the
merchant nation concept of Japan, spelt out a positive
litany of American failures: ‘On top of Vietnam came the
Watergate affair, the Arab-Israeli war and the oil crisis of
1973, uncontrollable inflation combined with the loss of
American industry’s competitive urge. the decline of the
dollar, the exposure of the embarrassing gap between the
promise and reality of president Jimmy Carter’s human
rights diplomacy, and the incredibly swift fall of the Shah
of Iran. Against this backdrop there were menacing Soviet
advances into Angola, Ethiopia, South Yemen and
Afghanistan, the decline of US influence in the Middle
East peace negotiations, and the erosion of American
military superiority over the Soviet Union to the point of
actual inferiority in some respects.”’

Japan has been trying to come to terms with American
decline for almost 20 years. In response Japan has
gradually taken a more activist role in the world. Gone are
the days when, as one former ministry of finance official
recalled, ‘Japanese delegations to international confer-
ences were ridiculed as ‘rriple S° delegations: smiling,
silent. sometimes sleeping’ (P Volcker and T Gyohten,
Changing Fortunes: The World'’s Money and the Threat to
American Leadership, p37).

As long as the Cold War existed, the basic relationship
between the USA and Japan remained intact. Japan’s
growing world role from the 1970s was more of
a modification than a rejection of the previous relationship.
Anti-communism provided a justification for an alliance
in which the US was still the senior partner. The existence
of the Soviet Union provided legitimacy and coherence to
the relationship between the USA and Japan.

Even the best authors on Japan have failed to come to
terms with the implications of the end of the Cold War.
The more far-sighted, like Pyle and Bello, recognise that
some modification is needed. But they do not fully grasp
that none of the old rules apply any longer. Any attempt to
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preserve the old US-Japan relationship, even if in
a modified form, is doomed to failure.

Pyle’s answer to these tensions is that the USA should
lake a more far-sighted view. Rather than cling on 1o
existing relationships the US should give Japan some
leeway to develop a broader role in the world. The two
should, in his view. be tied into a multilateral relationship
with other countries in Asia, with the USA still playing
a leading role.

If Pyle had explored the changing context more fully,
he would see that reforging US-Japan relalions cannot be
so straightforward. It is not a simple question of clever
diplomacy and new multilateral institutions. The US-
Japan relationship was stable after the Second World War
because il was tied with a bond of common interest. In
today’s world the forces of conflict are greater and the ties
of mutual interest are weaker,

Walden Bello describes a region in which the USA is
the leading military power and Japan the economic giant.
America became a power in the Pacific at the end of the
nineteenth century. By the 1880s American planters had
taken control of Hawaii. After the Spanish-American war
of 1898 the US touk over the Philippines and Guam in the
Western Pacific. General Arthur MacArthur, chief of the
American army that colonised the country, described the
Philippines as the ‘finest group of islands in the world . Its
strategic location gave its captors ‘a means of prolecting
American interests with the very least output of physical
power, that has the effect of a commanding position in
itself to retard hostile action’ (People and Power in the
Pacific, p10),

It was MacArthur’s son Douglas, the US Pacific
commander in the Second World War, who most clearly
expressed America’s vision of the Pacific after the war
with Jupan. “The strategic boundaries of the United States
were no longer along the western shore of North and
South America; they lay along the eastern coasl of the
Asiatic continent.” (p13) And the boundaries have stayed
there ever since 1945, with the USA retaining a massive
military presence.

Yet Japan is the leading economic player in East Asia
today. It has the highest levels of investment, the largest
trade flows, is the main source of high technology and the
chief provider of bilateral aid. Japan has established
a division of labour in which Japanese goods are produced
on a regional basis. In this set-up, the capital-intensive
functions are usually performed in Japan, while labour-
intensive functions are carried oul in countries where
labour is cheaper.

Bello underestimates how unstable this gap between
cconomic and military power makes the region. The
Situation he describes is relatively new. Japan only began
to play an economically dominant role in the eighties. As
Japan extends its economic reach and the US suffers more
domestic problems, the geopolitical set-up in East Asia
will become more fragile. To make matters even more
complex, both Russia and China have at least some
capacity to play a regional role.

The growing power of Japan has led some Americans
to make outspoken comments against whal is ostensibly
an ally nation. The top US marine corps general in Japan,
Henry C Stackpole III, told Fred Hiatt in an interview that
‘The Japanese consider themselves racially superior. They

feel they have a handle on the truth, and their economic
growth has proved that, They have achieved the Greater
Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere economically, without guns.’
He added that American troops should remain in Japan for
years ‘largely hecause no-one wants a rearmed, resurgent
Japan, S0 we are the cap in the botde, if you will'.
(Washington Post, 27 March 1990, quoted in The
Japanese Question, plo) Although the general was
rebuked by the Bush administration, there is no doubt that
his views are widely held.

Stackpole’s interviewer, Fred Hiatt, was the
Washington Post correspondent in Tokyo from 1987 to
1990. He has packaged American fears into the plot of his
novel, The Secret Sun. His hero, an American journalist
{naturally), has unravelled a plot by Japanese scientists to
use minialure atomic weapons against the US. The
combination of prejudice against Japanese micro-
clectronics and the fear of revenge for Hiroshima are
characteristic of the new genre of Japan thrillers.

The Secrer Sun does have a few redeeming features.
One of them is a cameo character called Theo Zarsky:
‘A magazine editor from New York who had spent three
months in Tokyo and then written a book telling the world
everything that was wrong with Japan and the Japanese.”
(p44-5) Zarsky is evidently based on one of America’s
leading “Japan experts’. The Secret Sun also has the
dubious merit of containing the most ludicrous sex
scene that Thave read in years, bul I won’t spoil it for vou.

A real life Theo Zarsky can be found in the shape of
Michael Lewis, an associate editor of the Spectator and
best-selling author, whose Pacific Rift 1ells us in all
seriousness that ‘anyone who has seen one of the 17 (and
counting) Japanese-produced Godzilla movies has also
seen. in miniature, the Japanese view of the world’ (p17).
You might just as well try to understand the British view
of the world from watching an episode of Thunderbirds.

Lewis’ tale focuses on a Japanese businessman in
New York and an American businessman in Tokyo. As
well as interviewing his two subjects, he has evidently
made a short trip to Japan, read a few books and skimmed
some press cutlings. Unfortunately he seems to believe
this has turned him into an instant expert.

Like many other books on the subject, Pacific Rift and
The Secret Sun are examples of the growing American
paranoia about Japan. Although both bouks are ostensibly
about Japan, they tell us more about American fears and
anxieties. Indeed it is 1o anti-Japanese chauvinism that
Rey Ventura’s otherwise fine Underground Japan owes its
publication. Whatever the realities of discrimination in
Iapan, the charges of racism that Americans like General
Stackpole make against the Japanese are cvnical in the
extreme, The most striking feature of Ventura’s story is
how familiar it sounds. Ventura describes a routine of
discrimination by employers, harassment by indigenous
workers and coercion by the police. The privations that he
endured are common to migrant workers everywhere,
whether Mexicans in the USA, Turks in Germany or
Bengalis in Britain.

For American thriller writers, the image of Japanese
racism is an excuse for their own Japanese-bashing.
For those serious about understanding Japan, these
developments are best understood in the context of greater
international tensions.
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Post-War Britain: A Political History New Edition
1945-92, Alan Sked and Chris Cook, Penguin,
£7.99 pbk

This is a fine introduction to postwar British history. The
first edition was published in 1979 and this new version
takes the story up to the fall of Margaret Thatcher and the
Major premiership. The strength of the book remains the
firm narrative and good prose which enable the authors to
impart a great deal of material without overwhelming the
reader. For anyone familiar with this history and
especially the political views of Alan Sked, Euro-sceptic
candidate in the Newbury by-clection, the most interest-
ing sections are both new and short: the new introduction
and Chapter 15, ‘From Thatcher to Major’, and in
particular the last three pages—* A Final Judgement on the
Thatcher Years'.

In the introduction Cook and Sked claim that they
have ‘striven (o resist’ making the book an analysis of
Britain’s decline. Yet their concluding section begins with
the insight that the hope that the Thatcher government had
reversed decline between 1985 and 1988 was no longer
credible. The same section ends with their comment on
the Major/Hurd acceptance of the Maastricht treaty:
‘Great Britain had not merely declined. She had now
given up.’

Sked and Cook hope that the one British institution to
survive intact is the monarchy. Time to start writing the
fifth edition.

Alan Harding

To End All Wars: Woodrow Wilson and the
Quest for the New World Order, Thomas J Knock,
Oxford University Press, £27.50 hok

' Woodrow Wilson was the US president who took America

into the First World War and sought to shape the new order
which emerged from it. In the preface to this book,
Thomas Knock, an associate professor of history at the
Southern Methodist University, argues that with the end of
the Cold War and the talk of a New World Order,
‘Wilson’s message still awaits its realisation by the
makers of American foreign policy.” (px) As far as Knock
is concerned, Wilson’s message, his ‘progressive inter-
nationalism’ with its central appeal for collective
cooperation and disarmament institutionalised through
a League of Nations, can act as a point of departure for
American foreign policy today.

Knock’s thesis is that Wilson’s ideas have become
more relevant today. George Bush’s proposed New World
Order, for example, with its emphasis upon international
cooperation through the United Nations, suggests that
Wilson’s time may have, belatedly, arrived. There are
other apparent parallels. At the end of the First World War,
Wilson’s America had to renegotiate its role in the inter-
national capitalist system; today Bill Clinton’s USA faces
a similar problem, albeit in very different circumstances.

Knock’s concemn is to celebrate how he belicves

history has vindicated Wilson and condemned his critics .

and detractors. The Wilsonian project, as Knock says, is
apparently still before us (p275).
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The enthusiastic endorsement of Wilson today by
those who criticised him in the past suggests that this
renewed debate has been motivated, not by historical
interest, but by the changing contemporary situation—the
quest for a coherent US foreign policy with which to
negotiate the post-Cold War world. And if there is one
lesson o remember about Woodrow Wilson. it is that
his quest for a new world order foundered on the rock of
rivalries among the Western powers—the same tensions
that the end of the Cold War has revealed.

Charles Longford

Pandaemonium: Ethnicity in International
Relations, Daniel P Maynihan, Oxford University
Press, £17.95 hbk

Democratic senator Moynihan argues that ethnicity has |
always been the driving force in international politics,
and, until Washington accepts this, it will be unable to
construct a viable foreign policy. To substantiate his case,
Moynihan claims that as far back as the seventies, he
predicted that the Soviet Union would collapse into the
current ethnic cauldron (p23).

Moynihan’s more perceptive foreign policy colleague,
Stanley Hoffman, in his kind review of Pandaemonium in
the New York Times, correctly points out that ethnic
conflicts resulted from Soviet disintegration but were
not the principal cause of it (4 April 1993). In any case,
Western ethnologists like Moynihan, Richard Pipes and |
Hélene Carrére d Encausse had always placed their hopes
on a Soviet Muslim uprising against the Kremlin, whereas
in fact the central Asian republics have proved even more
loval to Moscow than most Muscovites.

The interesting aspect of Pandaemonium is the fear
of nationalism that Moynihan betrays. This represents
a trend that until recently was well hidden in the West,
where nationalists used to be held to be good or evil
depending on which side they took in the Cold War.
Pandaemonium by contrast locates the source of modern
barbarism in cthnicity. Looking for villains in the past,
Moynihan castigates both the First World War US
president Woodrow Wilson and the Bolsheviks for
unleashing the Pandora’s box of nationalist emotions with
their slogans for self-determination. Wilson may be
forgiven for his ‘fit of absent-mindedness’ but ‘from the
outset communist politics were the politics of ethnicity”
(p110). With his crusade for self-determination for the
Sudeten Germans, Hitler apparently merely carried on
where Wilson and Lenin left off.

Today, Moynihan finds his nationalist scapegoats
mainly in the third world and Eastern Europe. To impose
some order in an age of chaos, the newer nations of Africa
and Asia may have to be deprived of fuller political rights
like self-determination and democracy: ‘It will be
necessary for the United States and the democracies of
Western Europe to reconsider...the idea that democracy is
a universal option for all nations.” (pp168-9) With ideas
like these abroad in the American senate, Lenin’s support
for the right of nations to self-determination is more
apposite than ever.

Andy Clarkson
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