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Cari'i'y" on 'CAM

This summer, Nato anc the United Nations were zrquing over
which one had the right to bomb the Bosnian Seros; the USA was
threstening more gunshio raids against Mogadishu, Somalia; the
Israelis were using American arms to lay waste socuthem Lebanon
the British Army was passing yet another anniversary of the start
of the Irisn War, and the Metropolitan Palice were binding and
gagaging a black woman, Joy CGardner, wno died in custody.

Meanwhile, the Campzign Against Militarism was brnging
more than three thousand people onto the streets of London, to
march against \Western warmongenng and oppressicn at home
and around the world (picture above).

CAM will oe launching further initiatives throughout the year,
in response to the rising tide of Western militarism. If you want to
be kept informed of the campaign’s plans, you can contact CAM
on (071) 278 9808 or write to CAM, 92 Cromer Street, Lendon
WC1H 8DD.

Stop Press—CAM October conference—see page 23 for details
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The state declares war on
single mothers

23-year old single motner
from Warwickshire was
jailed for six maonths in
e August, because she left
her two-year old child home alone while
she want out ta work. The woman said that
sne could not afferd to pay a chileminder
as well as buy food and clothes out of her
£100-a-week wage packet. Judge Michael
Harrison Hall said that she nad treated her
caughter worse than a doq.

The jailing of the single mother won
support from Tory health secrelary
Virginia Bottomiey anc other notables.
Even commentators who quicbled about
the prison sentence acquiesced o
the igea that it was right to btrand her
&s a criminal.

Nobody made the simple point that it is
none of judge Michael Harrisen Hali's
busiress to dictate how a desperate
women with no childcare makes ends
meet, let alone to lock her up for failing to
meet M'lud's own high standards of
motherhood.

Nar has anybody responded to the new
moral war against single mothers by
asking the basic question: what gives
government ministers, jucges, social
workers, doctors, vicars or any other
official do-gooders the right to tell wormren
how to run their lives?

When the authorities make such
a major national issue out of something
like the Warwickshire ‘home alore’ case, it
should immediately raise suspicions aboul
their matives. After all, if they were truly
concerned with the welfare of the children
of single mothers, a soluticn would appear
to be straightforward encugh. They could
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ensure that working class women receive
a civilisec income which allows them 1o
live like humans ratner than dogs. And
they could provide decent childcare
facilities for all.

It would not exactly be hard to improve
on the current state of alffairs in this
country, Britain has three million under-
fives, and just 360 GO0 places in state
day nurseries or with registered child-
minders—a ratic of around 9:1. Worse still,
less than cne per cent of under-threes can
get a place in publicly funced day
care ocay.

Even if you can find a childcare place,
it is getting harder and harder to pay for it.
A survey published in the Employment
Gazette days after the Warnwickshire
woman was jalled showed that, when
waorking mothers have to pay for childcare,
it now costs them on average a quarter of
their wages. The less ycu earn, the higher
the proporticn of your pay goes on child-
minding. And the hardest hit of all are low-
paid single mothers, The jailed 23-year old
could not afford to pay half of her wages
for childcare.

None of these issues featured in lhe
nysteria which was orchestrated around
the home alone case. Instead the authori-
ties sought to make a public example cf
the young woman, to stigmatise her as
a typically immoral ‘unmarriec mum' of
today. Jailing her and parading the case
across the national media was the modern
equivalent of the old wilage custom of
stitching a scarlet letter “A' {for adulteress)
on to the dress of such a ‘fallen woman',

The Warwickshire jailing Is just one
episode in what is becoming something of

M

a crusade against single mothers,
esoecially if they are young and working
class (and more so still if they are black).

Government ministers accuse them of
sponging off the British taxpayer, and
jumping the waiting list for council
housing. Sociologists and criminclogists
blame them for an alleged cecline in
parental responsibility and rise in juvenile
delinquency. In short, the new consensus,
often wrapped in acacemic or even chila-
friendly jargon, is that single mathers are
nasty little breeders.

The implications of this campaign are
serious, and not conly for the single
mothers at the sharp end. It is paving the
way for potentially devastating cuts in wel-
fare benefits. And it is reinforcing the
dangerous notion of ‘family values'.

The govemment is floating plenty of pro-
posals to cut single mothers’ access to
benefits. Cne idea is to curtail the right to
the housing benefit with which they pay
rent, and instead make young single
maothers live either with their parents or in
state-appointed  hostels—a  sort  of
uodated workhouse. The new Child
Support Act has already shifted financial
responsibility for the children cof single
mothers away from the welfare state and
on to ‘errant fathers'. Women who don't
cogperate in hunting down the man who
did the dirty deed face even more intense
surveillance from the social security
pecple, and loss of berefits.

For the authorities, the virtue of a moral
crusade against single mothers is that it
could help them both to cut welfare
spending, and to find scapegoats for
the crisis of the system. Crudely put, the



message is this: if you're angry about
the collapse of public services or afraid
that society is falling apart, don't blame
the government, blame teenagers
bringing up babies on social security. In
typical nineties fashion, those stuck at the
bottom are expected to carry the can for
the failures of capitalist society.

The wider corsequence of this crusade
is to strengthen the case for traditional
family values', as the alternative to degen-
erate single parenthooed. Those in power
want to promote the nuclear family as
natural and intrinsically good. They under-
stanc that reinforcing family wvalues will
tend to underpin a conservative and
conventional outlook on all issues, They
understand, too, that it can legitimise their
attempts to make families, rather than the
state, bear the burden of looking after the
young, the old and the infirm.

Family values enjoy a formidable con-
sensus of support today. Even those
who compldin about the govermment's
treatment of single parents will usually
concede that yes, in an ideal world, a two-
parent family is the best way to bring up
children. The nation that the family is in
some way natural is more or less
accepted across the board. And ance that
notion is endorsed, it becomes impossible
to challenge the basic assumptions
behind the moral war against single
metherhood.

Yet in truth it is no more ‘natural’ to live
and bring up children in a conventional
family than it is to do so alone. The
madern family unit is the product of a
system in which the wealth of saciety is
concentrated in the hands of a capitalist
mincrity, and the rest of us are left to fend
for ourselves as best we can. As a conse-
quence, people cling together in families
for suppaort. Those arrangements are then

dressed up in religious and moral mumbao-
jumbe, and presented as the ratural,
eternal way of things.

In current circumstances, it is certainly
harder to cope with children on your own.
But that, tog, is a consequence of the way
in which society is organised. If domestic
tasks like childcare were taken out of the
private sphere, and made the resconsibil-
ity of society as a whole, it would become
more possible for pecple to organise their
lives as they want, rather than as they are
told they should. Insteaad, today, the trend
is towards privatising more and more
functions of the welfare state, under
the banners of family wvalues and
community care.

The way in which single mothers are
stigmatised today, and their choices
limited by monetary and moral constraints,
is a prime example of how capitalism will
mess up your life,

Young single mothers are accused of
bleeding the welfare state. But tne real
oroblem is that, living on part-time wages
and income suppaort, they don't get nearly
enough of society's resources.

Those who complain about the maney
spent on providing income support for
single mothers like to emphasise
the headline figure—currently around
£3.4 bilion a year. That might sound like
a lot; but spread over almost a million
single parents and more than two million
children, it translates intc paverty of the
kKind that paved the way to the tragic
Warwickshire case,

Put that ‘excessive’ annual bill of
£3.4 bilion into perspective as part of
capitalist society's wealth, and it is
peanuts; equal tc a bit more than 10 per
cent of Britain's military budget, or just
1.5 per cent of what the bankers and
money men throw across the desks of the

City's foreign currency dealing rooms
every single day.

The consensus today is that single
mothers are a problem, and that a partial
solution is to provide them with more
compulsory  supervision and guidance:

from social services, from the Chilg
Support Agency, from the churches, from
the courts.,

But the real problem is the way
that these and other official agencies
increasingly interfere in people's lives in
pursuit of their own cynical motives:
seeking to control the way that we live,
and to exploit our problems in politically
motivated campaigns like the crusade
against single mothers.

To many people, the argument that
a single mother should be punished for
not looking after her child properly might
seem lke common sense. But in the
hands of the state, it is an insidious idea.
Tocay a judge sentences a woeman to jail
for leaving a child alone. If we accept his
right to do so, what comes next?

If the autherities can dictate the condi-
tions of childcare to a single mether, wny
not to all parents? After successfully using
the case of the home alone two-year old to
set a precedent, what is to stop them
imposing new rules tamorrow about how
people raise their five-year olds, 10-year
olds, or teenagers?

We live in authoritarian times, when
a court in Nerfolk can jail @ middle-aged
married couple for arguing too loudly in
their home. Against that background it is
important to give no ground at all to the
case for more state interference in our
affairs—especially when it is raised under
cover-of an emotive issue like the protec-
tion of children. So next time they start on
about 'home alone' crimes, let's tell them
to leave single mothers alone.
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Somalia: who asked to be
colonised?

So much for the Initial stated aim of the US of
restoring hope in Scmalia. What hope is there
for the pecple when innacent civilians are being
gunned down under the pretext of a human-
itarian mission? The Somall peaple have
enough murderous leaders of their own without
foreign nations intervening In such a way that
only adds to the bloodbath and exaceroates an
already unacceptably homific situation.

The Somali people did not ask for & oro-
longed and bloedy military intervention in their
country. They did not ask to be palronised,
colonised and murdered. They dic not consent
tc being part of a publicity stunt that allowed
cne US president to leave office to the
apolause of a nalion he has poisoned, and
another to enter riding on the waves of a mili-
tary action that blinkers citizens o the crises on
their doorsleps. The Somalis requested human
itarian ald, not a scavenging media machine
plucking at the carcass of a troubled nation for
pictures of dying children and heroic scldiers.

It is perhaps ironic that the US soldiers
are 'protecting’ civilians from gunmen armec
with American weapons in the conveniently
forgotten struggle for the Horn of Africa, How
can the US think to puff out its chest and pat
itself on the back when its previous involvement
has helped lead to the terrible events that are
now tearing Somalia apart?

Wny have | speken only of the US interven-
tion when the operation has of course oeen
spearheaded by the UN? Could it be pecause
offersives taken by the US appear arbitrary and
without thought for UN stipulations? Could it be
because Boutros Boulres-Ghali appears o be
nc more than a sicoge in @ macaore play
staged and directed by an American president
possessed of a paranoid obsession with being
taken seriously and seen as strong?

Whatever my reasons and regardless of
your own beliefs about who exactly is taking the
leading rele in this operation, one fact stancs
out clearly—there is no place for killers in
Somalia. Forelgn military heavy handedness
must cease, for as long as the Somali leaders
feel themselves o be backed intc a corner
with no dignfied way out, the nharder &nc
more fiercely they will fight leaving litle hope
for recovery.

The one wish of the Somali people—a wish
lhey demand to see realised—is the immediate
withdrawal of foreign troops from their soil and
for the rebuilding of Somalia to be aided oy the
agencies that genuinely care about the lives of
the people. Somalis everywhere must come
together to present a united stand against
foreign military intervention.

HI Ahmed Somali Wellare Society
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Qil imperialism

In your editerial {'Peacekeening means imper-
jalism', August) you argue that “Westem gov-
ernments are increasingly driven to intervene
abroad, under the banners of the UN, in a bid
to overceme their domestic crises. Their aim is
not 1o save lives in Somalia or Yugoeslavia, but
to safvage their cwn authority in the West'.

The United States’ intervention in Somalia
may have had more to do with old-fashicred
imperialist plunder {which is not to say that the
baloney abcut ‘restoring hope' did not serve
short-lerm propaganda purposes).

According to  journalist Mark Fineman,
wriling In the Los Angeles Times earlier this
year, ‘far beneath he surface of the lragic
drama of Somalia, four major US oil companies
are quielly sitting on a prospective fortune in
exclusive concessions to explore and exoloil
tens of millions of acres of Somali countryside,
That tand, in the opinion of many geclogists and
industry  sources, could yeld significant
amounts of oil and natural gas if the US-led
miltary mission can restore peace to the
impoverished East African nation'.

In the words of the New York joumnal Left
Business Observer, ‘nearly two-thirds of the
country was allocated to four oll companies
Conoco, Amoco, Chevron, and Phillips—by the
wretched Siad Barre regime, a Washinglon
favourite that was averthrown in January 1891.
Industry sources tcld Fineman that they hoped
lhat the US deployment would 'protect their
muti-million dollar investments’.

Left Business Observer noes that no other
major American newspaper ran this story. And
of course the same self-censorship applies on
this side of the Atiantic.

Justin O’Hagan Cc Down

PS How can you ‘campaign against militarism’
and at the same time support the military elitists
of the IRA whe go about their murderous busi-
ness with the support of around six per cent of
the Irish people? Capitalism has its glarng
contradiclions, but so toc does ‘revclutionary
cemmunism’ if your politics are anything to
qo by.

Bosnia and the West

The cry of 'do something’ reverberates through
the chattering classes as if the United Nalions
hac not dene enaugh to wreck the lives of the
hated Slavs aleady. Having carvec up
Yugoslavia, the diplomats are deing the same
to Bosnia. Our governments blockade Serbia,
fire upon Croats and persuade the Muslims to
establish an Independent state—only to stab
them in the back cnce they do.

Perhaps it's a sign of the times that the only
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kind of action that warants the name is the

action taken by people in authorty. John
Howard (letters, August) writes that the pol cy of
opposing Western intervention is a do-nothing
policy, Western interventicn is the problem;
stopping it is the best action we can take.

John Howard says that a2 193€ issue of
Living Marxism would have read "Weastern inter-
vention can only make things worse’. If so, il
would have been true, The interventicn by the
German government on the side of Franco, by
tne British govemment against the international
origades. and by Britain's liperal estaotishment
to restrain the republican government to the
limits of acceptaole behaviour, comoined 1o
frustrate the Spanish revoluton.

Nat Cohen and his comrades in the Stepney
Communist Party (the first volunteers to fight for
the Spanish republic) made many misiakes—
not the least of which was the desire to find the
revolution anywhere but where they lived. But
one thing they did understand was that you
never ask the state to act on your behalf—and
when the bailffs came round to evict a member
of the British Union of Fasclsis they would join
n giving the bailiffs & goed hiding. Nowadays
the 'must do something' brigade join in with
Hackney council officers demanding the
eviction of tenants accusec of stealing.

Working class action, independent frem
the state, is 'brave and inspiring’. Joining in with
the chorus of schoo! sneaks, pulling on
teacher's skirts ana pleading for some ‘action’
from on high, is what | call 'flaccid’,

James Heartfield London

Your article ‘How the West has won’ (July) s
a load of bollocks. It is true that no-one of any
significance has questioned the right of
Westem powers, througn the UN, to intervene
in the Yugoslavian war. Yet as far as Clinton,
Major, Milterrand, etc, are concemed, the main
rezson for intervening is to improve their
standing at home.

John Maor is the most unpopular prme
minister aver, Francois Milterrand's party has
recently received a prefty comprehensive
trashing in the French elections, and Bill
Clinton s not exactly flavour of the month,
It would appear, therefore, that intervening in
Bosnia-Herzegovina has done little to improve
their political standing. If anything it has had the
opposite effect. In other words, they have
failed in their (undeclared) aims. They have also
faillad in their declared aims.

The 'Wance-Owen peace plan' which has
been sponsored and championed by the UN fer
so long, will not be implemented. The ‘safe
areas' for Muslims have been constantly
bhombarded oy Serb artillery pieces and small
ams fire. Aid convoys to Sarajevo and other
Muslim cities have been held up, turned back,



confiscatec and in some cases cestroyed by
Sern and Croat forces.

Anather of the UN's declared intentions is (¢
prevent the carve-up of Bosnia-Herzegovina.
Recent meetings suggest that  Bosnia-
Herzegoving will ke civided up, effectively
betwean Croatia and Serbia. Another failure for
tha UN. The 'Useless Nincompoops  have
proved militarily incompetent to handle the
situation in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Finally, the UN
itseif is in pieces. Its members cannot agree en
any policy rowards Bosnia-Herzegovina. The
very raison d'efre of the UN has been brought
nto question,

How anyone can say the West ‘has achieved
an important victory’ in Bosnia-Herzegovina 1S
a mystery to me.

GC Macquarie Nottingham

PS There are many ethnic and racial
differences between Serbs, Croals and
Muslims. Serbs anc Croats do not speak the
same language. Seros speak Serbian, Croats
speak Croatian. The two languages are quite
similar, like Spanish and Italian, but they are not
the same. They even use different alohabets.
If you don't believe me, try learning to speak
Croatian and then go to Serbia and see how far
it gets you.

Ad nauseam

With regard to Living Manism's efforts 1o
expose militarism  in  society—perhaps  an
article on militarism in advertising? Perhaps,
too, the wankers and wankereties whao jerked
out 'Mzake war not love' {Nike around Wimbole-
den-time) and ‘Heat-sesking' (Vauxhall cars,
current] could pe asked to explain to us why
they are so keer to have themselves commem-
orated as Imperial War Museum postcards?
Michael Searle Twickenham

Sex and politics

John Everett (letters, August) asks 'what has
sex got W do with politics?'. This is & good
question which he should address first and
foremast to the capitalist authornities, since it is
they that continue to fine and imprison homo-
sexuals and sadomasochists for having sex.
His own answer is less than satisfactory.
Finding such sexual pleasures as mine
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‘totally  incomprehensible’,  John
concludes that hemosexualily can have nothing
to do with politics. The persecution we suffer, it
would seem, is the result of our own 'peculiar’
behavicur, leading us to ‘offend against what
other people regard as the norm', If we kept
ourselves to ourselves there would be no
problem. Meanwhile socialists should restrict
themselves to the ‘establishing of direction and
centrol of economic factors in the interests of
the pecole’,

| am completely in favour of getting sex out
of politics but | recognise that first we have to
get pelitics out of people's sex lives, John
Everstt's ‘norm' is of course highly political—
a device for defending the slatus guo by esiab-
lishing middle class family values as the only
acceplable form for working class lives. The
resulting sexual and gender divisions are then
morally policed oy the authorites so as ¢ rede-
fine society’s problems as those of ‘immaral’
behaviour on the part of deviant incividuals.

Only when working pecole jein the struggle
for basic democratic rights for homosexuals will
any of us be able to leave behind the petty
differences in sexual desires that are promoted
by the suthorties, and move wmwards our
shared interest in @ communist future,

You can't docge the issug, John. As long as
the capitalist suthorities have got you all up
tight aoout the 'oeculiar sexual pleasures
people like me are enjoying in the bushes, they
gan raelax and get on with the busiress of
screwing society,

Geoff Burnham Northampton

Pension wrongs

whilst | would agree that an alaming number
of recession-hit employers are turning to the
company pension scheme as a source of cash,
however shortsighlted and tax inefficient,
Andrew Calcutt's reporl {'Pensioners muggec
by men in suits', July} makes a number of
misieading statemenls.

As a result of a European Court judgemernit,
ceeming pensions to be pay, some women will
see their pensions reduced at 80. This will not
aftect peoople retiing now, but will gradually
equalise men's and women's pension ages, in
the future,

Mongy purchase schemes are quickly
dismissed, when they have the advantage that
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Everett | ‘cash hungry' employers have no access 1o the

funds which are allotted to individual members
at outset, To state that they are not inflation-
proof is confusing. they are simply dependent
on the amount of the contrbuticn, which is
known on an individual basis and can therafore
be judged, by the employee.

John Reld Guilaford

Viva Cromwelll

Megan Ap Gruffydd (lefters, August) has no
grounds to complain about Penny Robson's
use of a Roundheads and Cavaliers analogy to
end her anti-monarchist article ('Off with their
head of state’, July). There are two peints {c be
made here,

First, Penny Robson was using the analogy
not to draw direct paraliels between the seven-
teenth century and today, but to point out thal
the subservient attitude of the Laoour Party and
Charter '88 towards the monarchy makes them
more conservative than Oliver Cromwell.
(Clearly irony is not Megan's strang suit.)

Second, Cromwell was a revoluticnary
iclearty history is not her strong suit either).
Megan says Cromwell's stuggle was
‘conducted within the cenfines of the nuling
establishment of that period', as if it were a sort
of ore-Maastricht split in the Tory Party. In fact
his was a revolutionary war fought precisely (o
break the confines of the o'd order; cutting off
the king's head symbolised that process
perfectly,

Megan's point seems to be that Cromwell
was not a Marxist. Give in Penny, she's got you
there. Cromwe!l led the embryonic English
bourgeoisie, 200 years before there was any
such thing as Marxism, and was well orepared
10 defend his new ruling class against the lower
orders; witness the crushing of the Levelers'
movement, But that does not alter the fact that
the anti-monarchist war was progressive. It is
ronic thal the capitalists whose predecessors
fought with Cromwell now worship the monar-
chy and insis: {like Megan) that there has naver
been z revolution in Britain,

Megan really is right to say that 'the actions
of the living’ are what matter, But we will be
ill-equioped ¢ understand the present if we
start from wrong-headed assumptions about
the past.

John Makeham London
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The Broadcasting Standards Council makes weighty recommendations on
what we can and cannot see. By what right, asks Andrew Calcutt, do its members

influence what's on TV?

Whose finger

on your button?

8 Seplember 1803

hat is important
is a means of
% independent
scrutiny. We can contribule from an
independent point of view.” At the
July press launch of the Broadcasting
Standards Council’s annual report,
Lady Elspeth Howe, the newly
appointed chair, praised the
‘independent’ role of the council
and cited its contribution to the
demise of satellite-porn station Red
Hot Dutch. But what exactly is the role
of the Broadcasting Standards Council
(BSC)? Who are its members? And
in whal sense are they independent?
Established in May 1988, the BSC
became a statutory body under the
Broadcasting Act 1990. It has five
main tasks: to draw up and review
a code of practice which broadcasters
must reflect (a revised cade will be
published towards the end of 1993);
to monitor programmes and make
reports; to commission research
into such matters as the portrayal
of violence and sexual conduct; to
consider complaints and make findings
on them; to represent the United
Kingdom on international bodies
concerned with setting standards
for television programmes.

A quango
The government provides the BSC with
a substantial grant. In the financial year
ending 31 March 1993, the council
received grants fotalling £1,267,143.
The Department of National Heritage,
Film, Tourism, Sport and Broadcasting
provided £842,143. The remainder
(£425,000) came from Administration,
Immigration and Police Support
Services at the Home Office.

So it turns out that the BSC
is not ‘independent’ at all: it is
a quango, set up and wholly financed
by the Tory government. But what
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about the individual members of
the council? Can they be said to be
independent?

The annual report for 1992-93
states: ‘members of the council are
appointed by the Secretary of State for
National Heritage’. The key appointee
to date was Lord Rees-Mogg, who
chaired the council until June 1993.
Rees-Mogg was the founding father
of the BSC, and his ethos remains
paramount, But he can hardly be
described as ‘independent’: he has been
among the governing circles of Britain
for 3() years.

Lord Rees-Mogg is a former
editor of the Times, vice-chairman
of the BBC board of governors and
chairman of the Arts Council. He is
currently chairman and proprietor of
Pickering & Chatto Ltd, and a director
of GEC. He was much in the news
this year for his efforts to prevent
ratification of the Maastricht Treaty.
In matters of morality he is a Catholic
conservative, and his favourite century
is the eighteenth,

‘The Daily Telegraph recently
ran an article on Rees-Mogg’s habit
of making woefully inaccurate
political prophesies (Heseltine
to succeed Thatcher, for example).
The article concluded: ‘the problem
with Rees-Mogg is not that he was
wrong...but that he feels compelled,
despite all his previous blunders,
to sound omniscient.’

Throughout his five-year stint in
charge of the BSC, Rees-Mogg was
presented as an independent authority
on broadcasting. Programme-makers
were required, by law, to take heed
aof his ‘independent scrutiny’ of their
work. Yet his track record in public
life sheds light on the real Rees-Mogg:
not independent, but a member of the
Oxbridge in-crowd; a peer of the realm;
a British eccentric inextricably linked

1o the establishment, and too pompous
even for the Daily Telegraph.

The most recent government
appointee to the BSC is Lady Howe,
who took over from Rees-Mogg in
June. Wife of former Tory cabinet
minister Sir Geoffrey Howe and
former deputy-chair of the Equal
Opportunities Commission, she was
Margaret Thatcher’s bitter rival for
the role of top Tory woman during
the 1980s.

The pronouncements
issuing from the BSC are no more
independent than its well-connected,
government-appointed leaders.
Examination of the work of the
BSC reveals that its outlook is deeply
imbued with all of the prejudices and
patronising attitudes of the small-talk
in a Tory Party tea-room.

‘An ugly society’

The starting-point of the council’s
code of practice is ‘concern about the
effects on violent crime of violence
on television,..the possibility that
regular cxposure will desensitise the
audience...fear [of] a copy-cat effect’.
In fact, nobody has ever been able

to substantiate the claim that the
portrayal of violence on television
has any such effect on viewers. Even
the BSC feels bound to admit that
‘the evidence supporting or running
contrary to these fears is not
conclusive’.

However. the lack of hard
evidence is no obstacle to the BSC’s
determination to impose tighter
controls on violence on television:

‘in the absence of an answer, the
council takes the view that a society
which delights in or encourages cruelty
or brutality for its own sake is an ugly
society, set on a path of
self-destruction.’ In the absence of

an answer, the BSC has taken it upon p
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Sex and violence on TV

itself to save us from ourselves.

I'he BSC code of practice aims to
cover all exits down which broadcasters
might try to escape. At one point the
code suggests that broadcasting should
be regulated on the grounds that it
might affect real behaviour among its
viewers: ‘the extent of [broadcasting’s]
power uncertain, it shares a duty not
lo incite crime.” But the code’s authors
also declare that ‘programme-makers
have a responsibility not to aggravate
the imagined extent of danger’.

In other words, programme-makers

Lord Rees-Magg (ex-chair)

10 September 1883

should be regulated because TV
violence is fictional. It seems the BSC
is not concerned whether the dangers
posed by televised violence are real
or ‘imagined’: its only concern is that
programmes should be regulated.

At the BSC annual report press
launch in July 1993, Lady Howe
referred to the four-fold increase in
complaints about violence on television
which the council had received during
the previous 12 months. Admitting that
‘there has been a great deal of debate
and this may have prompted particular
contributions’, she nevertheless
insisted that ‘[this] is an indication
of the heightened feeling about
violence...if people are worried
about the effect of violence hopefully
that will influence the attitude of
programme-makers’.

Fanning the flames

[f *people are worried about

the effect of violence’ on TV, it is
because they have been influenced

by scaremongering busybodies such
as the BSC, The council contributes
to unsubstantiated rumours about the
effects of TV violence. Having fanned
the flames of hysteria, it waits for the
calls to come in, and then cites the
increasing number of complaints

as reason enough for public concern.
Concern for the public and its peace
of mind then comes to be put forward
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as justification for more control.

A flavour of the kind of control
the BSC seeks to impose on TV today
can be gained from flicking through
its nit-picking code of practice for
broadcasters:

‘|news bulletins®| use of nicknames
for notorious criminals which may
soften their image should be
discouraged....[in adult drama| care
should be taken to avoid confusion
between violence which may be
legitimated by the situation and

illegitimate violence, the kind
perpetrated by villains....the display

of weapons should be carefully
monitored, particularly when knives

or other objects readily available in

the home are involved....violence which
involves animals, even when no harm
has come to the animals involved in the
praduction, is deeply upsetting [and|
should be kept to 2 minimum....the
representation of sexual intercourse
before the Watershed [9pm] should
always be a matter for senior editorial
judgement....programmes should not
encourage smoking, especially by
children or young peaple....the
portrayal of alcohol in programmes
ought therefore to be regarded

with seriousness.’

And no doubt all feet must be wiped
and all tea-cups placed on coasters
before a programme can be broadcast.
The BSC presents itself as the
voice of the ordinary people, speaking
up for the public against the liberal
trendies of the media establishment,
Yet the council seems ready to ignore
public opinion when it fails to tally
with the BSC’s own prejudices,
On occasions when its findings proved
inconvenient, the council’s opinions
have even remained ‘independent’
of its own published research.
In 1992-93, for example, the
BSC received only six complaints

concerning UK satellite channels,
and none referring to Red Hot Dutch
Yet the BSC devoted considerable
resources to its successful lobbying
for Red Hot Dutch to be proscribed b
the heritage secretary—in the public
interest, of course.

In ‘Sex and Sexuality in
Broadcasting’, the BSC’s annual
research review in 1992, the vast
majority of respondents (81 per cent)
agreed with the statement: ‘people
who don’t like watching sex can
always switch off." A similarly large

Dame Jocelyn Barrow DBE

number (78 per cent) agreed that
‘if people want to watch sex on
television, they should be allowed to’.
In a research working paper
commissioned by the BSC, an
11 vear-old girl from Leeds
commented on ‘bed-hopping’ in
Dallas: ‘well, some people may think
it is wrong, but other people may think
it is perfectly all right. I think it is just
the individual’s decision.” If only the
grandees who sit on the BSC could
demanstrate as much maturity on
questions of sex and morality!

Grow up

Concern for children and the
allegedly damaging effects of
television is enshrined in the council’s
code of practice: ‘some, however, feel
that broadcasting, by confronting their
children with the dilemmas of adult
life, encourages them to grow up

too fast.” Additional research
commissioned by the BSC would
seem fo confirm that many children
are indeed more grown-up than their
state-appointed moral guardians.

In *Children, Teleyvision and
Morality® (BSC research working
paper Nol), Dr Anne Sheppard refutes
‘the disturbing image of a child sitting
cross-legged, hunched, isolated and
unblinking before a television set,
soaking up the images like
psychological blotting paper’,
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Matthew Parris

Interviews carried out by Dr Sheppard
indicate that, contrary o current
wisdom, children da not lack
discernment. “They can’, she
concludes, ‘distinguish reality
from fantasy on television’.

Dr Sheppard asked an cight
year-old boy if a shooting in The Bill
was the same as one on the news:

Child: ‘No. News is real and The Bill
isn't.”

Interviewer: “What is The Bill then?’

Child: ‘Just a thing they’ve made up.’

Richard Baker 0BE

The BSC's monthly bulletins
also list complaints which the council
has investigated, but not upheld, These

are said to come from a cross-section of

the British public, but they are almost
exclusively representative of what
could be called the Daily Mail
mentality,

‘Mrs Matthews of Hampshire
complained of an advertisement for
Ritz video hire...she was concerned
about the menacing terms in which two

cinema films were advertised, including

references to “murder and mavhem™.’

Rev Charles Robertsan

Sex and violence on TV

It would not be surprising if
one of the BSC’s complainants
turned out to be a certain Mrs Bucket
{pronounced *bouquet’). Absurd though
they may be, such complaints are taken
seriously by the BSC. In his foreword
to the 1991-92 annual report, Lord
Rees-Mogg pontificated: ‘every one
of those who complain to us...can
at least be assured that, on the one
hand, their complaints are treated
seriously and, on the other, that the
most senior levels of management
in the broadcasting organisations

Rhiannon Bevan

THE BROADCASTING STANDARDS COUNCIL

An eight year-old girl made the same

distinction: “The news is real. The Bill’s

not true. If someone is shot in the news,
they would be dead completely, but in
The Bill they wouldn’t be. I1°d just be

a fake.’

In all the recent discussion about
television and the dangerous influence
il exerls over impressionable young
viewers, the BSC has never stepped
forward to put the record straight.

It chooses not to let the evidence of
its own research get in the way of

a good moral fable about corrupted
children and the decay of the
nation’s values.

Narrow minds

The petty, narrow-minded
atmosphere in which the BSC
operates is reflected in the complaints
it receives and the way in which

it handles them.

In 1993 the council upheld
complaints about ‘the use of holy
names’ (such as ‘Oh my God!”
and ‘Jesus Christ!”) in episodes of
Coronation Street and Pebble Mill,
In 1992 the council upheld
complaints against Damned in the
USA, a documentary on censorship
shown in the ‘Banned” series on
Channel 4. The BSC apparently
failed to sce the irony of censuring
a television company for showing
a programme about censorship.

‘Mr John of Gloucestershire
complained of a scene in an episode
of Emmerdale...showing a man and
a woman in bed together. It showed
no sexual activity and only the nude
upper halves of the couple’s bodies.”

*Mrs Rensch of Landon and three
other viewers complained of the
oftensive use of a Christian holy name
in an episode of Bonjour La Classe.”
(Partially upheld)

'Shit' at 9.06pm

‘Mrs Rensch complained of the use
of a Christian holy name in an edition
of Smith and Jones.’

‘Mrs Rensch of Landon complained
of the use of Christian holy names on
Drop the Dead Donkey.’

*Mr Hopkinson of Staffordshire
complained aboul an item in Beadle’s
About which he described as
“a travesty of a marriage service”.’

‘Ms Smith of Yorkshire complained
of offensive references to the bodily
functions of a dog in an edition of
Side by Side.’

‘Ms Davies of Kent and another
viewer complained of a scene showing
a stripper in an episode of Love Hurts.”

‘Mr Waterfield of Cambridgeshire
and another viewer complained about
the film Tequila Sunrise. Both
complainants were concerned about
“foul language” including the inclusion
of the word “shit” at 9.06pm.’

LIVING

will be concerned in the formulation
of adequate responses.’

In other words, the BSC
will ensure that complaints from
proponents of the Datly Mail
mentality influence the
increasingly censorious climate
in which programmes are produced
and editorial decisions are made.
Rees-Mogg’s statement exemplifies
the insidious influence of the BSC
in seeking to restrict the scope
of television and radio programmes.
It chimes in with current trends
such as the call for mare emphasis
on ‘happy news’, and the new
instructions from BBC governors
(like Rees-Mogg) for
interviewers to be more
polite to government ministers.

Creeping effect

The BSC might seem like

a harmless coterie of upper-class
eccentrics lending an ear to the

fears and foibles of their suburban
counterparts. Bul it would be foolish
to underestimate the creeping effect
of the council’s work. There are plans
afoot to hand over more powers to the
BSC, and to merge it “into the work
of a new consumers’ council for
broadcasting entrusted with a much
broader remit’, A revamped BSC

is set to be the remote-control panel
you never asked for. @

MARXI|SM Seplember 1883 11



PHOTD: MICHAEL KRAMER

Their right to invad

OO0

. Ak
Tttt e

Government proposals for a legal right to privacy
can only legitimise the authorities’ control

over our affairs, says Tessa Mayes

12  September 1993

« Tom Fergic’s topless,

toe-sucking photos to

reports of John Major’s
off-camera attack on Tory ‘bastards’;
from ‘Squidgygate’ to the
trial-by-newspaper of the Taylor
sisters: for months, intrusive reporting
by the media has been a big public
issue. Now the government has come
up with a proposal to enshrine the right
to privacy in law, published in the Lord
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Chancellor’'s new consultation paper,
“‘Infringement of Privacy”.

‘A person who is harassed by
his neighbour, an aclress, pop star
or sportswoman who is harassed by
an obsessive fan, as well as people
harassed by the press, should all be
able to invoke the protection of the
law.’ (*Infringement of Privacy’,
July 1993)

Invading somebody’s privacy wowid
be a civil offence, and the law w
give the ordinary citizen a means
preventing or of obtaining redress
for unwarranted intrusions inl

his or her private life. The cours
would have powers to award up
£10 006 damages, enforce injunces
prevent intrusions and demand the
return of information.

The consultation paper stipula:
a broad, flexible arena as ‘private
a person’s health, personal
communications, family and
personal relationships,

Many people who have had caous
of the low-life tactics of the tabl
press might think that a privacy L=
sounds like a good idea. But it = »
Although the new proposals are
presented as the granting of a righ
to privacy, in practice they wou



represent another increase in the
power of the authorities to control
public debate and to interfere in
people’s private lives.

Whao is to decide what constitules
privacy? And who is to be allowed
to intrude upon it?

The ‘Infringement of Privacy’
paper proposes that ‘ordinary citizens’
should be protected from intrusions
into their private life, [n the words of
the Lord Chancellor, Lord Mackay,
‘the time has come to ensure the law
protects the privacy of everyvone’.

Whose privacy?

Yet the law already offers

a particular definition of whose
privacy can or cannot be invaded.
While the security services can
eavesdrop on our private telephone
conversations, and the paolice or our
employers now have access to video
camerd footage of just about our
every movement, there are laws and
regulations to ensure that we cannot
pry into their affairs,

A few days before the “Infringement
of Privacy’ paper was published, the
government updated the D-Notice
system—an agreement under which
the media voluntarily limits the
reporting of military and intelligence
matters, Now, under its privacy
proposals. the government is
considering banning anybody else
from using long-range photographic
lenses and bugging equipment.

Al present, self-appointed
committees of MPs, civil servants,
policemen, judges and officers from

» OUr priva

the security services and armed

forces all have full access to ‘sensitive’
material. They can pore over it at

their leisure, in private rooms—and
then decide whether the rest of us are
allowed to see it or not.

Under the proposals in the
‘Infringement of Privacy’ paper, the
state would retain the ultimate say over
what can and cannot be made public.
Indeed its authority in this area would
be considerably strengthened. Lord
Mackay’s paper questions ‘whether
juries are able to handle trials involving
difficult issues’, and advises that
privacy actions should be heard
by judges without the hindrance
of ordinary people on a jury. So the
‘ordinary citizens’ who are supposed
to be given a right to privacy are in
fact to be denied the right to a say
on such matters.

The consultation paper insists
that certain people—specified by the
authorities, of course—should have
the right to invade the privacy of
others. in the cavse of ‘necessary
protection’. Lord Mackay’s examples
include an employer who wants
personal information about a job
applicanl. He also argues that ‘a person
of ordinary sensibilities, for example,
would not object to closed-circuit
television in department stores’,
and cites the Justice report on
*Privacy and the Law’ (1970) which
says invading privacy is necessary for
‘the protection of one’s person, one’s
property or one’s legitimate business
or other interests”.

Today video cameras are going up
everywhere from city centre pubs to
workplace toilets, and state agencies
from social workers to the police are
taking a closer and closer interest in
how we conduct our private lives. The
idea that the authorities can invade our
privacy in order (0 give us ‘necessary
protection’ can only lend legitimacy to
a further increase in state monitoring
of our affairs—while denying us
any control aover their activities,

1984 in 1993

We are told we need protection,
but from whom?

Lord Mackay’s paper mentions
in passing that the protection of our
privacy must mean ‘not only seclusion
from neighbours or the avoidance
of publicity, but freedom from
unwarranted interference by the state’,
We are warned that ‘privacy is one

of the first victims of the totalitarian
state’, and the paper points to Eastern
Europe and 7984

But what of the increasing scope
for state agencies to interfere in our
lives in Britain in 19937 On this the
report has nothing to say. Instead, we
are asked to accept the idea that the
state will play the role of protecting |
us from each other,

Lord Mackay’s report suggests
that privacy can be infringed if it is
in the ‘public interest’. This would
include matters relating to ‘crime
or seriously anti-social conduct, public
health or safety, the discharge of
a public function and the correction
of 4 misleading statement’.

And who is to define the meaning
of ‘the public interest’ or “anti-social
conduct’? The politicians and the
judiciary, of course, The same people

who conduct campaigns against
*anti-social” groups in society like
single mothers, and who want to ban
the public from enjoying themselves
at festivals and raves ‘in the

public interest’.

While we are told in the consultation
paper that ‘spying, prying, watching
and besetting’ by the press should be
considered an infringement of privacy,
we are supposed to concede the state’s
right to spy. pry. watch and beset those
whom the authorities decide are guilty
of ‘anti-social conduct’. Indeed we are
now encouraged to spy and pry on
these people ourselves, whether as
journalists with the ‘public interest’
at heart or as ordinary citizens ringing
up the new MIS public hotline to report
our suspicions about ‘subversive’
neighbours, In the hands of those
who make and execute the law,
the ‘public interest’ always means
the state's interest.

All citizens now

The discussion about privacy

is typical of many political debates
today. We are told that we are 1o be
given new rights, usually enshrined in
a charter. Yet these rights are always to
be exercised by the stale, via the courts,
an ombudsman or some other official
body. In practice it means the granting
of more powers to state agencies to
regulate our lives,

Using the language of human
rights and cilizenship to justify more
state interference is a useful way of
presenting an exercise in control as
something we should all support.

If we are all citizens now, then we

all have the same interests (o protect.
John Major is as ordinary as you or

I because we all have at least one thing
in common: our need for privacy.

The debate about protecting our
privacy does not involve any public
discussion aboul the increase of state
interference in our affairs today.
Indeed the proposals can only reinforce
a climate in which society is becoming
less open and more secretive, less
public and more private, and where
any critical questioning of capitalist
values is frowned upon.

Crimewatch culture

The government’s proposals define

privacy as a combination of ‘secrecy,

anonymity and solitude’, They seck to

involve us all in an emerging Crimewatch

culture, where it is acceptable to be

nosey so long as it means prving into

the private affairs of others in order

to help the authorities clamp down

on their idea of ‘anti-social behaviour’,
If we accept that the state has

the right to decide what is discussed

publicly, who can use video cameras,

what is done privately, and who can

use bugging devices—what next?

Thought Police? @
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A mark
of the times

The Exchange Rate Mechanism is dead, and so is the
old dream of European unity. But, says Helen Simons,
the economic integration of a new Europe centred

on Germany is only just beginning

14

September 1953

hen Burope's Exchange
Rate Mechanism
(ERM) finally cracked
in July, it sent a wave of panic across
the continent. After weeks of
devaluation pressure centred on the
French franc, Europe’s financial chiefs
tried to cobble together a deal 1o save
the system. But when their only
solution was to abandon the cherished
nation of exchange rate stability and
allow Europe’s currencies to float
within bands so wide as to be
meaningless, it was clear to all

that the old ERM was dead.

The crisis of the ERM has been
accompanied by apocalyptic warnings
about ‘the end of Europe” and future
instability. According to many pundits
not only is the ERM finished, but
Maastricht is dead and even the
future of the EC itself is in question,
European cooperation, they claim, is
now set to be superseded by a return 10
the economic nationalism of the 1930s,

Certainly things have changed
since the ERM debacle. The trouble
is that any rational explanation for the
monelary crisis has been obscured by
the claims and counter-claims flying
across the continent, as governments
and economists blame each other for
the chaos. As a result many experts
have missed what is really happening
within Europe, and the likely future
of European relations.

The most ludicrous claims
about the crisis came from the
British government, The Tories
watched the turmoil in Europe’s
currency markets with barely disguised
glee. John Major’s governmenl had
been humiliatingly forced out of the
ERM last September, Now ministers
claimed that the latest episode proved
that the ERM rather than the British
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ecanomy had been the problem, as
there were fundamental *fault-lines’
within the system.

Major even seized the opportunity to
relaunch his “hard Ecu’ plan which was
laughed out of Europe two years ago.
But while Tory ministers may relish the
fact that their Europezn partners have
now run into problems, Europe is
nat about to take lessons in currency
stability from British capitalism.

Britain was forced out of the
ERM because its cconomy is the sick
man of Europe, With most of British
industry unable to compete in world
markets, sterling could not maintain
its parity with the deutschmark.
Sterling collapsed not because of
hidden fault-lines in the ERM, but
because of the obvious fault-lines
in the British economy. Far from
vindicating its position, the Major
government’s reaction to the latest
crisis only served to confirm
Britain’s isolation within Europe.

The French press argued that
"Anglo-Saxon financial speculators’
were the villains of the piece. The
right-wing paper Le Figaro claimed
that these traders set out to break the
franc because of their opposition 1o
fixed exchange rates and their suspicion
of France. Former French foreign
minister Roland Dumas even
suggested that ‘the Anglo-Saxons’
were determined ‘to see European
construction stopped’.

Mecanwhile, French premier
Edouard Balladur and many French
officials blamed the Germans for
holding Europe to ransom by refusing
to cut interest rates. By putting German
domestic fears of inflation ahead of
Europe's need forinterest rate cuts, the
Bundeshank had thrown the continent
into crisis. Since Germany was the

prablem, some French officials calle
for Germany to leave the ERM.

Unlike the British explanations,
French claims do have a resonance
within Europe. Journalists, analysts
and paoliticians have targeted the
speculators and many agree that
France is paying the price for
Germany’s post-reunification problems.
But these arguments cannol explain
the currency chaos either,

l'ake the idea that speculators
caused the crisis. Speculators,
Anglo-Saxon or otherwise, are not
aliens driven by strange and sinister
motives. They are old-fashioned
capitalists, motivated only by the
drive for profits. Speculators make
their money by anticipaling price
movemenls on the world currency
markels. But they have no magical
powers to move prices at will. Price
fluctuations are a result of the workings
of the entire market system.

Some commentators tried to
suggest that the latest ERM crisis had
partly been caused by arch-speculator
George Soros “playing up’ the
£1 billion he allegedly made from
exploiting the pound’s difficulties las:
vear. But even if Soros had speculated
every penny, it would make little
overall difference to a currency marke
in which $300 billion is traded every
day in London alone.

It also makes little sense to
blame Germany’s economic weakness
for the crisis. Suggestions that the
ills of the ERM could be solved by
Germany leaving the system are
farcical. A European monetary system
would mean nothing without German
involvement. The mark is the key
currency because Germany is
Europe’s key cconomy.

Number one

Because Germany is the number

one trading partner for all major
European countries, thev all seek
currency stability with the mark. The
fact that the ramifications of German
interest rate policy are felt across the
continent indicates the strength of the
German economy rather than its
weakness. The idea that this “weak’
cconomy should drop out of the
system to ensure stability is, as BBC
cconomics editor Peter Jay pointed
out, a bit like telling the sun to quit
the solar system.

Al pne paint during the eleventh
hour talks 1o save the ERM, Germany
did agree to leave the system and let the
rest sort things out. The response was
instructive. First the Netherlands struck
a secret deal to leave the system with
the Germans. And then, like rats
leaving a sinking ship, Belgium,
Luxembourg and Denmark all
declared that they would do the same.
‘This would have left France in an
ERM with Spain and Portugal. p

v o—

e

e




Y ¢

N

SN . :

N S

X TA T L =7

: RN

N SR
: ,ﬁ_//”.#_ & fxm./
”V/V)u//ﬂ. /n/W ”W,/I/”

N




Europe after the ERM crisis

Faced with the stark choice of
sticking with the ERM or going with
Germany, all the core economies in
Europe wanted to go with the
Germans. This demonstrates that
European institutions are only
meaningful today insofar as they reflect
the real power relations between the
nations of Europe. Instead of blaming
the speculators, the Anglo-Saxons or

The European economy
is now more truly integrated
than ever before

16 September 1993

the Germans for the ERM’s downfall,
it is more useful to look at those
relations in order to explain why

such an institution should fail.

Exchange rates between nations
reflect the relative performance of
economies at a moment in time,

If an economy is strong with high
productivity it will tend to be reflected
in a strong currency. Investors are
always on the look out for winners,
Nations with the competitive advantage
of high productivity and dynamic
growth will tend to attract investors.
Demand for that currency will increase
and its value on the foreign exchange
markets will rise.

The reverse applies o weaker
nations. If productivity is low and
economic activity is slow then there
will be little to attract investors.
Unless governments create attractive
conditions for investors through
incentives such as high interest
rates. there will be little demand
for the currency. The result will be
a relatively low exchange rate on the
money markets.

The ERM was designed to
minimise shifls between Europe’s
currencics. This was achieved by
setting a narrow largel range for
exchange rates and getling the
monelary authorities to manipulate
the foreign exchange markets, through
controlled buying and selling of
currencies by the central banks and
careful manipulation of interest rates.

The ERM worked best in the boom
years of the late eighties, when the
pressures on the system were minimal,
But when the slump caused tensions
to rise within the system, the ERM
was unable to buck the market. Last
year the system could not hold either
sterling or the Italian lire at their
over-inflated prices. When it reached
the point where the only thing
preventing a sterling or lire crisis was
massive buying in the market by the
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central banks, the mechanism gave
way. The pound and the lire crashed
and other peripheral currencies were
soon forced 1o devalue.

This summer’s ERM crisis was
precipitated by the French government
promating the franc further than was
justified by the strength of its economy.
In May, one French minister demanded
that the franc should become the
ERM's anchor currency. The Balladur
administration cut interest rates
10} times in as many weeks, while
insisting that the French economy
remained strong enough to support
the franc. However, once French
interest rates dipped significantly
below German levels, the franc fort
beloved of the Balladur government
was vulnerable.

Al first the French got away with
their bravado in the exchange markets,
as forecasters and investors became
preoccupied with what they saw as
the new problem facing Europe—the
German recession. With all eves
focused on the problems of the German
economy, French claims 1o economic
strength seemed reasonable by
comparison. Many investors moved
out of the mark and put their money
into gold, Japanese ven or even French
francs. But the moment investors took
a serious look at French and German
future prospects, the hype surrounding
French claims became transparent.

Premature obituaries

Whatever ditliculties Germany

faces in the short term, it remains
Europe's strongest economy. German
productivity is about 15 per cent above
the average of Europe’s other industrial
nations. While France can also ¢laim
productivity levels above Euraope’s
industrial average, in key sectors such
as car production and metals Germany

beats its French neighbour hands down.

Wise investors will still choose marks
aver francs every time.

Once the bubble of hype about
France’s economic strength had been
burst, the franc was left without
support. The French government
pushed through a last ditch interest
rate hike, and spent all of its foreign
currency reserves defending the franc
fort, but in vain. By attempting to
challenge Germany for the economic
leadership of Europe, the French
authorilies had created the conditions
for the franc’s downfall.

The collapse of the ERM was
a big blow to Franco-German relations.
Since this axis has been the linchpin
of the EC, it is not surprising that
many commentators declared that the
ERM crisis spelled the end for closer
European cooperation and currency
union. But such obituarics are
premature. g

It should cérlainly be clear to all

by now that the dream of a harmonious,

united Europe of ¢qual partners
is a non-starier: bul then. in reality.
it always was. On the other hand,
the fall-out from the ERM crisis
has accelerated the process of pulling !
Europe’s core economies together
under German leadership.
For a start, the summer’s events
revealed the close links between
some of the core currencies of
central Europe—those of Belgium,
Luxembourg, Holland and Denmark—
and the German mark. They all pledged
allegiance to Germany rather than the
ERM in the midst of the crisis. And
within days of the adoption of wider
ERM bands, proposals were being
floated for a smaller and tighter
ERM, This would be nearer lo a
fixed exchange rate—and hence to
a single currency—than anything
which Europe has seen so [ar,
Nor are the economies that are
coming together at the centre of
Europe restricted to existing members
of the European Community. At the
height of the crisis Hungary announces
that in future it would denote its foreses
trade in deutschmarks rather than Fous
More significantly, the Austrian and
Swiss currencies remained closely
tied to the mark throughout the turmes

No other option

The restructuring of European
economies under the pressures of the
slump is also helping to pull Europe’s
most important markets and industries
into closer proximity with one another.
Murual investment levels between
France and Germany arc now at an
all-time high, as are inter-European
mergers and acquisitions. Despite all
the political rancour. the European
economy is now more fruly integrated
than ever before,

The final factor is that none of the
other European economies has any
serious alternative to following the
Germans, France is the best example.
Recent events have shattered the
dreams of French politicians aboul
shaping Europe’s future. No doubl
many of them would love to tell the
Germans what to do with their
deutschmarks. But while French pride
is at rock bottom, France has no serious
foreign policy options other than to <
hold on to its German connection.

In the end it will have o swallow its
pride and be prepared to be humiliated
every lime it tries to outflank Germany.

Much has been said about the
ERM debacle heralding the end of
the old Europe. Yet few understand
that it also symbolises what European
capitalism is becoming,. In the months
ahead it should become clearer who are
the winners and who are the losers in
the new Europe. But there can now be
no doubt that Europe is a German
continent, in which the mark can buy
and sell the rest. @




all pen . the . semimal book: Awind -
Liberanion and popdarised the:con-

aback o hedr 1 BBC inlerviewer

ANN BRADLEY

monkey business

beo L first: switched on'a'Radie 4 programme: about the

Declaration i Creat Apes 1 thought it was ooc of those
cathier: ar¢ane BBC wmcdy programmes where: celebiities: have o
speak on-a hizaoe subject tor 10 minutes without hrsllatmn repelition,
foul language or making a prat of theimselves:

It weas only after wbout 4 qoarter of an hdur thal it dawned oo soe that
evervone involved in the: hirbadeast wis -absolufely in eaimest. Peter
bmben pmfcsmn of hioethics ar Monash Unmiversity, Australia, was
indeed atguing that: governments should extend (o 1he: great apes the
right to life, liberty and fre¢dom from fotture. Apes in his view should
b defernteal frim (reatment which would be tegarded as improper for
bom béings,

The declasation states that great apes saould not be killed except in
exceplional: circumstances. such: as self-defonce and  if imprisoned
‘without dug legal process® shauld be
immediately jeleaséd. Captive: apes
should " be: ammediately - - granted
spacious  sapctiaries: before  being o
gradually returived 10 the wild: It Is
I wasn’t particularly surprised (o
hedr thesé | preposterous | proposals
from . Peter Singer. . He  did | after .

cept uf - speciesism—(lie - supposed
sin uf allowing the . interesis: of ow
own spcucs to- takie  prionily over
other species. But I was a 1dte faken

treating him: a5 il he was makiog
a thoroughly réasonahle point:

Days later the: question: of  what
fights are dug apes was posed: again by a faséinating. TV programme
abaut how: apes onder Jaboratory. conditions show & Capacits 10 cont,
remember, salve proflems and commuricate. They can éven bo tanght
a bhasic language through wihich they can comnwmicate with. Bumans,
The theme wis picked up by the Observer which lold of Kokl (he low-
land gorilla whe communicales through d.sign language vocabulary of
1000 words, responding to theusands of words of spoken English. To
the ‘question ‘what da gorillas Tlike 1o do owast?”, she: resporids,  gorilld
fovo: cat good’. She has, according 1o researchers - ber Calitarnia
home at the Gorilla: Foundation, shoyan her ingenuity and )mellcgunce
by inventing more: than 30 sign’ words--"bottle match® fot: eigarefte
lighler, “while tiger' 1o desoribe'a zebra.

Once again the question is posed: are these animals really sa different
to humankind?

Singer wrid his colleagpes insist they dre not-and muster: bislogical
argomenis o back thei up. We lumans appareotly share a staggerimg
Y84 pét cent of our DNA with common and. pygimy chimpanzzes.

a triumph
of humanity’s
capacity to
tame and train

We share ynote genes with chimps. than theg share with gorillas or
orang-ulans which, we are wid, inakes a mocken' of the: * spu.lous
distioction” we draw: between humans and apes.

Can they be seriaus? We also share & considerable proportion of our
genes with corn, bt nobody suggests. we- draw up @ deoluration of
tights forwheat. (Not yet, anyway:)

You only have (o 1ook al humdn sociely and cootpare it to the way that
apes live 10 seeihat, however similah out DNA.  the  differencos
between man and animal are far more important thad any simdatity.

Huovans arc’ uniqué. We alone have developed a sociery which has
conscionsly changed the world 1y suil us, We dontinate other animals
because we have developed (he capacity 1.do 50,

OF arse animals can be taught 10 perform tudimentary funetions,
Dogs leatn to come when the} ‘1¢ called and eats leam: thal (he sqieak
of 1he fridge-doormeans food is on the way, It may ¢ven be possible o
leach: tdividual apes to solve particolar probkms and develop their
capacity for vertain: paticens- of ‘thought. But. whatever researchers
tcach  chimpanzess,  baboons: and
orang-utans, it will romain evidence
of ‘whal we' (people.. thdl i$) have
taught theot Ts o) triumph. of
our capacity to tame -and’ train, not
a triumph of anape’s. aspiration: to
Live in @ differenl way:

Poapes yearn. for: freedom: and
equalicy? They  certaihly  show nd
signs of utilising | their supposed
capacities to-organise. for it

Peter - Singer - argues . that . the
great apes” mental and . emotional
gapacities justify. their: inelusion io
4 ‘communily of ¢quale’. Heard his
co-thinkers argue that . these af’ us
who' insist on @ qualitarive distine-
lion between anival and hiivaokind
fall prey 1o the same sentiments that alfowed American slave- SOWIETS
10 hold blacks in captivity and allawed the Nazis to extermitale Jews.
Both justified  their uppressive: behaviour: on: the: grounds: that ‘theiy
vietims were less than timdn,

15 a strange  eyuation. Whatever their appressots: may: have felt
about' theoy, blacks and Jews: ate: humans: and - dejoonstrated: their
humanity by arganising resistanee and demandiog their rights. When
apes demand ‘their rights, Pl Gsten. But il then Pl continng: b
regard any attempt 10 reduce the consciousness of Aftican Americans
1o that'of apes as insulting and racist.

animals

It’s: a weird: world: Argoe that the Iraqi people should have the might
not 1 be boobed wnd the media treat ¥ou ds though you'se a lunatic
exirentist propose (hat gibbons be welcomed inta the human tace and
yowre tréated as a sage. @
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Bosniamania broke out in British media circles this
summer. From Channel 4's Bloody Bosnia week to the
Independent’s Save Sarajevo campaign, the message
from liberal commentators was that the West should use
force in the Balkans to save the Muslims from the Serbs.

Joan Phillips looks into why Bosnia has become a moral

at War, a critical review of media coverage of the Yugoslav

conflict, was broadcast on Channel 4 in August

In Nato’s
sights:

liberal media
commentators
have called
for air-strikes
against the
Serbs

Bloody
libera

s Nato bombers were
warming up on the

o0 S runways in August, the
people shouting loudest for Western
intervention in Bosnia were the liberal
media commentators. Exuding

a patronising contempt for all those
who are not as consumed with passion
as they are about Bosnia, liberals
everywhere combined to make sure
that the public would not be able

to escape from it.

Channel 4 brought us Bloody
Bosnia, a season of programmes
aimed al pummelling a public grown
weary with war in the Balkans out
of its apathy.

Guardian journalists joined in
the jamboree. producing a book to
accompany the Channel 4 season.

There were daily reviews of the Bloody

Bosnia coverage, printed extracts from

| crusade for liberals. Her own documentary, Journalists

the Bloody Bosnia baok and anguished
editorials and articles in abundance.

Not to be outdone, the fndependent
tried to upstage the Guardian and
Channel 4 by launching its own Save
Sarajevo campaign a week before
Bloody Bosnia began. A front-page
editorial about the folly of betraying
Bosnia was followed within days by
a fron! page taken up with the names
of Independent readers who had
responded 1o the paper’s appeal (o
wrile letters in support of the Save
Sarajevo campaign.

Artists for Bosnia got in on the
Channel 4 act: singing songs, writing
poems, painting pictures and staging
plays in solidarity with Sarajevo.
Vanessa Redgrave fronted Artists
against Racism, for whom Bosnia
has been turned into the cause of the
nineties. Susan Sontag went to

Sarajevo to organise a production
of Waiting for Godot (geddit?)
Meanwhile, Sam Fox entertained
our boys atop the tanks in Vitez....

Despite the frenetic activity, it was
all a bit tedious, We were told nothing
that we have not béen told 4 thousand
times already by the same people,
except that we were now being told
it day and night.

Essentially the argument from all
concerned was that the Serbs are the
aggressors and the Muslims are the
victims in Bosnia; that Western
inaction in the face of such aggression
is appeasement; and that intervention
to deal with the aggressors is a moral
imperative for the West.

Serb-bashing and
intervention-mongering was very
much the flavour of Bloody Bosnia.
Peter Salmon, Channel 4's Controller
of Factual Programmes, justified the
emotive content of the programmes
by arguing that ‘the time for polite
discussion has passed’ (Guardian,

20 July 1993). A Guardian editorial
opened Bloody Bosnia week with
the opinion that ‘if Serb guns tilt the
balance [urther against the Bosnian
government, the time has finally
come to take them out’ (2 August).
T'he Independent, too, advocated
the use of force if necessary to

open the road to Sarajevo.

Strong words from those
who claim that right is on their
side. But is it? It probably escaped
most people that the threat to the aid
route to Sarajevo was coming not
from the Serbs, bul, as the British
commander in Sarajevo divulged,
from the Muslims and Croats fighting
it out in central Bosnia. Another
thing that probably passed people
by was the fact that the Serbian p

S
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advance on Sarajevo was largely
a response to a series of Muslim
offensives. The fact that all the
coverage during the Bloody Bosnia
week ignored these realities raises
questions about what is going on.

There is something suspect about
the crusade for Bosnia. For a start,
the liberal conscience seems to be
somewhal selective,

Why Bosnia? Why is the
liberal conscience stirred by Bosnia
and vet left comparatively unmoved
by Angola, Liberia, Afghanistan,
Lebanon—or the dozens of other
places around the globe where
conflicts are raging?

Up to 1000 people are dying
every day in Angola, far, far more than
in Bosnia. The civil war in Liberia has
displaced 85 per cent of the population.
In Afghanistan, 1000 people were
killed in one week in May, and that
was only in the capital, Kabul. In
a few days in July, 300 000 people
in southern Lebanon were blitzed
out of their homes by the Israeli
armed forces.

Bosnia is clearly not a special case.
So why has it been turned into one by
the liberals? It surely cannot be because
all those cosmapolitan people care
more about what is happening in the
heart of Europe than on the fringes of
Africa. And it certainly cannot be that
all those liberal anti-racists make any
distinctions between the importance
of black people in Liberia and white
people in Bosnia, Could it be because
Western governments made Bosnia into
a big issue for their awn purposes and
liberals just followed that lead?

Sharp relief

Why devote all that energy to
defending the Muslims of Bosnia,
and not the Muslims of Lebanon?
The selective character of liberal
outrage was thrown into sharp relief
just before the Bloody Bosnia season
began. The Israelis chose this particular
moment to start shelling the hell out
of southern Lebanon, turning more
than a quarter of a million Muslims
into refugees through a deliberate
policy of depopulation, Yet the plight
of these Muslims did not seem to move
many British liberals as Bosnia did,

Why? Is it because Western liberals
can identify with Muslims only when
they are victims or when they are
supplicants of the West? Are Muslims
who associate themselves with
resistance movements such as
Hizbollah, and who consider
themselves to be enemies of the
Western powers, beyond the pale?
Why is the liberal conscience stirred
by the partition of Bosnia and not
by the partition of Lebanon between
Israel and Syria?

Why the Muslims of Bosnia. and
never the Serbs of Bosnia? Why have
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liberals identified with the Muslim side
in Bosnia so strongly that they have
disqualified the Serbs from any
sympathy? The Serbs have certainly
gol blood on their hands. But have all
the atrocities in the dirty war in what
was Yugoslavia been committed by
one side? Why are 800 00 Serbian
refugees invisible to those liberal
commentators searching for victims?
Is it because the Serbs really arce
demons? Or is it because an
increasingly conformist and
uncritical media jumped on the
anti-Serb bandwagon created by
their governments at the start of the
war in Yugoslavia, and never asked
serious questions about what was
going on?

Multi-something

Asked if his Bloody Bosnia

season had a governing viewpoint,
Peter Salmon said ‘we’re in favour

of a multi-ethnic Bosnia’ (Guardian,

31 July 1993). But there were no ethnic
differences in Bosnia, only confessional
ones—between Muslim, Orthodox and
Catholic Slavs. Never mind, whatever
it was, it was multi-something, and
British liberals are very upset that

it is no more.

But why are the liberals suddenly
s0 enraged by the break-up of a small
‘multi-ethnic” state (Bosnia). when
previously they had been all for the
break-up of a large “multi-ethnic’
state (Yugoslavia)? In fact, the same
people who are now crying over the
destruction of Bosnia are implicated in
it. They never acknowledged it at the
time and they have never admitted
it since, but the disintegration of
Yugoslavia which they supported
back in 1991 led inevitably to the
disintegration of Bosnia-Herzegovina.
A unitary Bosnia was a fantasy without
a unitary Yugoslavia,

And why, when there is so much
anguish aboul Sarajevo, is nothing
ever said about Belgrade? This is not
to disregard the suffering of people
in Sarajevo, but simply to point out
a double standard. The liberals are
angered by the Serbian assault on
Sarajevo. Yet they are happy to
contemplate the prostration of Belgrade
by Western sanctions. In the Serbian
capital large numbers of people are
dying for lack of medicines and
starving for lack of food. It seems
that inflicting sulfering on innocent
civilians can be for the best when
it is done by the West.

All in all, there seems ta be little
consistency and even less principle
involved in the liberal crusade for
Bosnia, It makes you think that there
might be a hidden agenda here
somewhere.

If we wanted to.be cynical,

1 suppose we could conclude that
the battle between the Guardian and

the Independent over Bosnia was the
broadsheet equivalent of the tabloid
circulation war dressed up as

a humanitarian crusade,

If it was a circulation war, the
respective campaign managers could &
with a few tips from Kelvin McKemme
about what sells newspapers. The cats
people who allowed themselves 10 b
preached to by the Bosniamaniacs
were probably the converted. Who
else would have read the same
hand-wringing article for the
twentieth time?

The fact that Bosnia was seen
as the best issue over which to fight
a circulation war suggests that there
is something more at stake here than
sales of newspapers.

The fact that some people at
Channel 4 believed that viewers would
stay awake to listen to George Soros,
currency speculator extraordinaire,
pontificating about the ethics of
Western capitalism over Bosnia shows
that somebody is on a sérious mission.

The fact that somebody
at the Independent thought that
sales would be boosted by being
4 campaigning newspaper, and
squashing 2000 signatures on o
a front page under the banner headline
‘Sarajevo: action now!’, suggests that
zealotry has vanquished commercial
COMMON Sense.

The fact that Sarajevo has
become a fashionable place to
hang out for artists and intellectuals
like Susan Sontag indicates that
liberals everywhere are looking
for a cause,

Bosniamania is a reaction to the
contemporary angst of liberals about
their role in sociely. They have lost
their bearings over the past decade.
The rollback of the postwar liberal
consensus has been disorienting.
Liberals everywhere are desperately
trying to find a new role for
themselves in the fast-changing
post-Cold War world.

Global trend

This explains why it has been

the liberals who have tried to take
the moral high ground over Bosnia.
They are the most outspoken critics
of Western inaction and the most
vaciferous supporters of intervention.
We should note that this trend is
replicated across the Western world,
from London to Bonn and Paris to
Washington. It is hard to find a liberal
anywhere who is anti-interventionist
in the 1990s,

The liberal conscience has quickly
come to terms with the realities of the
post-Cold War world. This is a world
in which the right is in the ascendant
and the left is in retreat. A world in
which the balance has shifted in favour
of the West and against the third world
and the East. In which the idea that



the Western powers know what is best
for the rest of the globe is the received
wisdom,
Far from questioning this point
of view, the liberals are often the most
forceful exponents of it. They have
found a new role for themselves as
moral propagandists for imperialism.
Their mission in life today is to dress
up imperial meddling in the affairs
of other nations as a moral crusade.
By justifying intervention in
humanitarian terms, the new liberal
crusaders have become foot soldiers

(Above)

Why Sarajevo,
and not Kabul
or Beirut or
Luanda?

for the moral rearmament of
imperialism. Regardless of whether
or not governments heed their calls
for action, the liberals have helped
to enhance the moral status of the
West as the force for peace and
civilisation around the globe.

Most difficult to stomach from
the liberals is their presumption that
they are on the side of right—and
that doing the right thing means
demanding Western intervention
in Bosnia. Nothing could be further
from the truth

Those calling for Western
intervention seem blind to the fact
that the West has been intervening
in Yugoslavia from the start. Indeed
the facl is that there was no war in
Yugoslavia until the West stuck its
nose in.

As we have argued consistently
in Living Marxism, the people of the
Balkans are the victims of a new round
of Great Power politics. From Germany

pushing Slovenia and Croatia to secede,
to America leading the campaign for
the recognition of Bosnia, the
manoeuvres of rival Western powers
led to the break-up of Yugoslavia
and the outbreak of armed conflict.
Their self-interested diplomacy has
created an almighty mess in the
Balkans. And Western diplomacy
did not simply start the war, it has kept
it going and made it worse, Take one
important example.

On 18 March 1992, before the
war really started in Bosnia, the Serb,

Croat and Muslim leaders all signed
an agreement brokered by the
European Communily in Lisbon,

The Muslims got a good deal.
They got 44 per cent of the land in
Bosnia, and only 18 per cent of their
people would have been living outside
of Muslim provinces. The Serbs fared
worse. They got 44 per cent of the land,
but 50 per cent of their people would
have been outside of these territories,
‘The Croats got the worst deal. They got
12 per cent of the land and 59 per cent
of their people would have remained
outside of Croatian provinces.

On 25 March 1992, however,
the Muslim SDA party in Sarajevo
repudiated the agreement, saying
it could not agree to the partition
of Bosnia, The Lisbon agreement
had defined Bosnia and Herzegovina
as a loose confederation of three
constituent units under a sovereign
state. But Muslim leader Alija
Izetbegovic insisted on a unitary

Bosnia

Bosnia-Herzegovina under his
presidency.

Within weeks Bosnia had been
recognised by the Western powers
and the war for control of territory
began in earnest. Some 17 months
and many thousands of Muslim,
Serb and Croat lives later, it looks
like the Muslims are going to end up
with a few bantustans in a partitioned
Bosnia.

Who is to blame for this?

Is it the Serbs? Is it the Croats?
Is it the Muslims? In fact, the West

is to blame. It seems that the Muslims

were persuaded by Western diplomats,
and the Americans in particular, to
oppose partition and hold out for

a unitary Bosnian state. In other
words, the West dangled a carrot in
front of the Muslims and effectively
encouraged them to commit political
and military suicide.

It is clear from this (and many
similar examples) that the Western
powers never had the interests of the
people of Bosnia at heart. They were
playing a cynical game in which the
Americans were leading the campaign
for an independent Bosnia in order to
assert their authority at the expense
of the Europeans. They were prepared
to shaft the EC negotiators, undermine
the Lisbon negotiations and sacrifice
the Muslims for the sake of their
own prestige.

And this is the good West that
the bloody liberals want to come
to the rescue of Bosnia. (]
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Who gains from
Tory losses?

James Heartfield explains

why the old political pendulum

has stopped swinging

fter two thorough drubbings in
bye-elections at Newbury and
“% Christchurch, and having fallen into
lhml place in the opinion polls, the Conservative
Party has less authority now than in the worst
days of Margaret Thatcher.

For the Labour Party, with a clear lead at
44.5 per cent (Gallup, 5 August 1993) against the
Liberal Democrats’ 27 per cent and the Tories’

3 per cent, it should mean success is around
the corner.

Instead, Labour is on the rocks. While the
Tories lost majorities in the tens of thousands at
Newbury and Christchurch, Labour polled so
low it lost its deposits, At Christchurch the anti-
Maastricht protest candidate, eccentric academic

Alan Sked, got within shouting distance of

Labour with 878 votes to their 1453,
In electoral terms, Paddy Ashdown’s Liberal

Democrats are the only party taking advantage of

the Tory disarray. Always stronger in a bye-
election, the Lib Dems are demolishing enough
Tory majorities to look like a genuine force in the
south of England.

Lib-Lab pact?
Mori’s opinion poll gives the Lib Dems a clear
majority in the south with 38 per cent over
Labour’s 31 per cent and the Tories” 30 per cent,
Norman Fowler’s response to Christchurch was
to promise to turn the Tories® fire on the Lib
Dems, to expose their secret socialist policies on
the social chapter, higher taxes and even an
energy lax.

The possibility that the Lib Dems might

become the de facto opposition in the south of

England is a real worry for Labour. In a recent
pamphlet, Southern Discomfort, 1Labour’s Giles
Radice made the point that the party would have
to appeal 1o the aspirations of C1 and C2 voters
to stand a chance in the old Tory heartlands,
Others hope that tactical voting will allow the
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opposition parties to concentrate their fire on the
government. Just as Labour voters in Newbury
and Christchurch switched to the Lib Dems as
the best chance of beating the Tories, goes the
argument, so too will Lib Dem voters switch to
Labour where it is in second place.

But there is no likelihood that Lib Dem voters
will ever switch to Labour in the way that Labour
voters have been prepared o vote for the Lib
Dems. Many working class voters find little to
choose between the middle class moralisers on
John Smith’s front bench and those on Paddy
Ashdown’s, For the middle classes, by contrast,
Labour is an unsupportable party for common
peaple and the poor.

Still less is Labour likely to appeal to
anybody’s aspirations. down south or anywhere
else. In the public imagination the party is
irredeemably associated with the depressed arcas
of the economy in Scotland and the north of
England. Labour’s faltering attempts to intro-
duce ‘One member, one vote” only served to
remind evervone ol its links with a defeated and
dying trade union movement.

Labour cannot take advantage of the Tories’
difficulties because the conventional political
see-saw is broken, No longer are Tory difficulties
Labour opportunities. The old cycle of politics
is at an end, and Labour is a victim of that
exhaustion to an even greater extent than
the Tories.

I anvthing, the Tories® difficulties are a con-
sequence of their success in defeating the Labour
Party, rather than any success on Labour’s part.
Throughout the cighties the campaign against
traditional Labourism and trade unionism gave
‘Tory policy coherence,

Now that John Smith’s parly is nol taken
seriously as cither a threat or a promise, Tory
attempts to frighten the middle classes with tales
of a government held hostage to the unions don’t
work, Unable to bash its traditional punch bag,
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the Tory Parly is at the mercy of a middle class
alienated by vears of recession and high-handed
leadership.

Characteristically, the political issues that
have put the Tories on the defensive of late are
not issues raised by working class opposition,
but the concerns of a slighted middle class.

Fears about crime and reseniment over taxes
would once have been staple fare in the Tory
campaign against the left. These are the sort of
issues that translated the defence of capitalism
into middle class fears about private property.
Labour could easily be painted as the party that
was soft on the criminals out of a misguided
social conscience, and too eager to pay for its
reforms by taxing the hard-working middle
classes.

Jurassic parties

Today it is the Tories who are embarrassed by the
crime figures, and the Tories who are suffering
because of proposals to put 17.5 per cent VAT on
fuel bills. Forget that Christchurch has one of the
lowest crime rates in the country: the Tories are
paying the price of middle class insecurity, how-
ever it is expressed,

Explaining away Labour’s collapse at
Newbury, Labour MP Peter Mandelson said that
‘we shook the tree but the apples fell into
somebody else’s lap’. Of Christchurch, Labour
frontbencher Jack Straw could only insist that
‘we sct the agenda from the first day of the
campaign by marking out the issue of VAT
on fuel”.

In truth Labour neither shook the tree nor set
the agenda. The 'Tories are suffering becausc,
like the Labour Party. their policies are tailored
for a political era that has passed. It is the
insecure middle classes that are influencing an
agenda which reflects their concerns at a time
when the working class has lost its political
voice and the ruling party has lost its way. B
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May the state
preserve us from
ourselves

NICHAEL KRAMER, SIMON NORFOLK. DAVE CHAPMAN
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t first sight it

seems curious to

& S5 talk about a climate

of authoritarianism. Superficially we
are living through a period that appears
tolerant, forgiving and even generous
in its provision of new rights. Almost
every month the British government
publishes a new charter offering us
rights that we did not previously enjoy.
We have a Citizen’s Charter, charters
for patients, and charters for British
Rail passengers. Words like
‘empowerment’ and ‘enablement’
have become part of the political
vocabulary, promising a distribution
of power and influence o everyone.
Even the term ‘children’s rights” has
become fashionable. It is surely only

a matter of time before the government
issues a Charter for orang-utans.

”. EIIH‘!liH

In addition to publishing new charters,
the British establishment publicly
espouses a political philosophy thal

is self-consciously anti-authoritarian.
Tory politicians regularly denounce
state intervention, government
bureaucracy and unnecessary rules
and regulations. They praise individual
choice and promise to allow local
communities more say in running their
own affairs. Clearly there is no direct
or overt promotion of authoritarian
solutions in Britain today.

And vet, despite the formal
commitmenl to reducing the activities
of the state, it seems to be expanding
its powers all the time. Local
government may have been curbed—
but its activities have been taken over
by new non-representative quangos,
appointed by the government.
Development agencies employing
thousands of people are replacing
elected councils. The same pattern
of quangoisation is evident everywhere
from the education system to the
health service. This replacement
of representation by administration
suggests that the vocabulary of
‘empowerment’ is being used to
consolidate the power of the ruling
elite. It is always they who do the
empowering—and not surprisingly,
they keep more than a little for
themselves.

LIVING

.............

Under the new authoritarianism, state agencies from
the police to social services are assuming more and
more power to regulate our lives. The key assumption
of this political culture is that we need to be protected
from each other, and from ourselves.

Frank Richards asks what's new about the new
authoritarianism, and identifies the dangerous trends
developing behind the public climate of fear and mistrust
in the nineties

A .:q".l;w.)‘ O
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The authoritarian dynamic is
particularly evident in the constant
emphasis on law and order, Permanent
roadblocks in the City of London,
police curfews on selected individuals
and controls over the movements of
groups such as the New Age travellers
are only some of the more dramatic
instances of the authoritarian culture
of our times. It is a safe bet that no
official report, inquiry or conference
will ever suggest that the police need
less power. On the contrary, they need
more resources, longer batons and
special powers ‘just to prevent
a breakdown of society’.

But matters go beyond
repressive policing. Almost every
innovation suggested by the state
todday has authoritarian consequences.
So the dubious right of parents to
choose their children’s school is
paralleled by greater government
interference in education. New
policies of national tests and
a national curriculum are presented
as an ultimatum, The strange mixture
of government diktat and the language
of choice in education typifies the
general trend,

Even initiatives which purport
to provide more protection against the
abuse of state power follow a similar
pattern. ‘Take the example of the Royal
Commission on Criminal Justice. p
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The new authoritarianism

Originally it was set up fo tackle

the problems revealed by the recent
high-profile miscarriages of justice.
By the time its report was published,
the commission’s attention was
absorbed not so much by the
miscarriage of justice as by the need
to strengthen the punitive powers of
the legal system. The lack of justice
had become equated with the flouting
of the law by crafly criminals, The

being extraordinarily soft on crime,
and unless they got their act together,
‘ordinary’ people would take matters
into their own hands.

The invitation to the state to adopt
more authoritarian solutions implies
that law and order institutions are too
liberal and too much oriented towards
the criminal. In a sense this message
is the central motif of the new
authoritarianism. It expounds an

The intrusion of the state into private life

is now a matter of everyday routine

26 September 1993

consequence of this redefinition of
the problem was that the commission
proposed to take away the right of
a defendant to a trial by jury.

The proposal to eliminale the
right to a trial by jury was accompanied
by a carefully orchestrated media
campaign about the failure of the
law to protect ordinary people from
criminals. The papers and news
bulletins were suddenly full of stories
about under-age criminals who
brazenly continue their anti-social
activities safe in the knowledge that the
law cannol touch them. These stories of
juvenile hooligans weré complemented
by a series of high-profile cases in
which an assortment of muggers,
robbers and killers were cither let off
or given ridiculously low sentences by
the courts.

Inventing vigilantes

The press manipulated these stories o
invent the British vigilante. Overnight
the media was prominently featuring
individuals and groups ‘who have had
enough’. Reports suggested that large
numbers of ordinary people were ready
1o take the law into their own hands.
For a while it seemed that any angry
taxpaver who was fed up with noisy
children would be guaranteed an
interview on national television.
Through the summer the national
media continued to fuel this vigilante
psychosis. The most famous

example was that of Joseph Elliott,

a self-confessed vandal whose

killing of another man was accepted as
self-defence by a jury in South London.
The message of the media campaign
was that the courts and juries were
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outlook which inflates the problem

of individual securily and safety, as the
justification for authoritarian solutions.
The message is that we need more
protection,

Al the most basic level the need
for protection is projected in relation
to crime. According to the widely
promoted formula, there are not enough
policemen on the street, not enough
decent magistrates and not enough
firm laws.

However, the political culture
of the new authoritarianism is not
exhausted by a law and order campaign.
The central message of the need for
more profection is expressed in
a variety of ways. The key assumption
of this political culture is that we need
to be protected from ourselves.

The need for protection is often
posed in a neutral or even in a liberal
fashion. Campaigns for ‘safer sex’
warn of the harm we do to each
other. Health campaigns on a host
of subjects—from smoking to eating—
suggest that we really are a danger to
ourselves. Children left out in the sun
too long need protection from their
miscreant parents, Onee the logic that
we constitute a threat to each other is
accepted then anything goes. We need
to protect wives from their husbands.
Errant fathers can expect to be tracked
down by a state concerned to defend
the position of the mother. But matters
do not end here, We also need to
protect children from their parents.
The intrusion of the state into private
life is now a matler of evervday
routine, '

[t appears that even the most
intimate aspects of our lives are

a legitimate concern, if not for a civil
service bureaucrat then for a social
worker or a policeman. Indeed the line
that divides the police constable and the
social worker has become increasingly
blurred. The police now provide
services that were hitherto provided

by others, such as rape counselling.
And social work has become more

and more oriented towards the policing
of family life.

No workers' rights

It would seem that the only sphere
where no protection is required
is that of workers’ rights. It appears
that workers need no protection
from employers. The government
is abolishing wages councils, refusing
to contemplate limits on the length of
the working week, and rejecting every
other similar measure. Ironically the
new authoritarian culture is prepared
to protect workers—but only from
other workers. So there is now a degree
of acceptance that workers sexually
harassing others should be disciplined.
This principle also applies—al least
formally—to racial harassment by
workers.

The thrust of this approach is tha
so long as official interference aims
to protect us from each other, il is
in principle acceptable. The question
of who is going to do the protecting
is seldom posed, since il is self-evident
that this is a job for the state.

Protection racket

The systematic extension of state
intervention and regulation in evervday
life is to some extent obscured by the
form in which this development occurs.
It seldom scems that the initiative
is taken by the state itself. Instead
il appears that state intervention is
merely a response to a demand from
concerned professionals or a frightened
public. Just how extensive this
protection racket has become is rarely
understood. Occasionally—for example
in the recent uproar about the refusal
of social services to allow a mixed
race couple to adopt a black child—
we realise the truly frightening power
that the state possesses to interfere in
our lives. There was a time when the
word ‘totalitarian’ was used to describe
such attempis by the state to regulate
the behaviour of parents towards
their children.

Of course, the state has always had
a tendency to throw its weight around.
What is new about the contemporary
form of authoritarianism is that it is
understated and presented as a response
1o people’s genuine concerns,
Moreover, unlike the traditional law
and order campaigns, this one is often
formulated in the language of liberal
common sense. Even racist violence
has been accepted by the police as
something from which the public




needs pratection. 'The Metropolitan
Police now offers gay police constables
to liaise with the gay community to
protect them from a ‘serial killer’,

[t is important not to confuse
the new authoritarianism with crude
repression. This is not the ‘lock "em all
up’ attitude of the military dictatorship.
In Britain many offenders are put on
probation rather than jailed. To save
money, the government is prepared
to release seriously disturbed people
from mental institutions ‘into the
care of the community’. So what
is at stake is not a simple police
crackdown. The important
developments involve extending the
sphere of state surveillance, regulation
and intervention. The key consequence
is the elabaration of a public climate
of fear and mistrust—a climate which
encourages conservative solutions.

‘Trendy ideas’

On one level this new interventionism
seems to go against the spirit of
conservative politics. Tt is often the
right which complains about busybody
social workers and the pretensions of
political correctness in questioning
conventional behaviour, However,
right-wing outrage regarding trendy
local government practices is tactical
rather than substantive. Conservatives
may object to state agencies imposing
‘trendy ideas’, but they do not oppose
the right of the state to regulate family

life. They might eriticise liberal
social warker-speak advice to parents,
Bul they are not against preaching
their own ‘untrendy” morals. The
government’s vindictive propaganda
against single mothers shows that
right-wing ideologues are no more
inhibited about interfering in family
life than professional social workers.
The message they preach is often
different, but both agree that they have
the right to interfere with how people
conduct their personal affairs.

What is striking about the new
authoritarianism is how often the

palitically correct professional milicu
establishes the precedent for regulating
private life. Moreover, both the state
and the liberal professionals often
agree on specific measures. For
instance, the government’s policy of
tracking down fathers who abandoned
their family responsibility is supported
by many professionals and feminists.
The repressive implications of this
measure for both the women and men
involved have escaped the attention of
do-gooders ostensibly concerned

to protect single mothers.

Strange alliance

The strange alliance of professional
nice people and the state was clearly
brought home through the BBC’s recent
campaign to recruit volunteers. For
weeks the BBC ran adverts promoting
different voluntary organisations, some
as radical as OutRage! and Greenpeace.
This showed that the appetite of the
authorities for extending their domain
is considerable; they even want to be
involved with protest groups. But more
importantly, it exposed the informal
alliance between the state bureaucracy
and the voluntary sector do-gooder.
The new authoritarianism is
a consequence of the erosion of
the postwar political consensus,
and the consequent weakening of
the legitimacy of Britain’s central
institutions. The problem of political
legitimacy has become closely linked

The fear of the masses—football hooligans, single
mothers, young criminals—creates a ready-made
audience for the new authoritarianism

with the economic uncertainty that is
the prodduct of more than two decades
of stagnation. Economic life is out

- of control and the ruling elites lack

the political instruments to create
the impression that they have a grip
over the situation.

The crisis of legitimacy and the
problem of control continually push
the authorities ta clamp down, to regain
the initiative. Economic chaos and the
lack of a political consensus ¢ncourage
a demand for order, But order is an
elusive quality in contemporary Britain,
amid a climate of economic anxicty

The new authoritarianism

and political uncertainty. Under these
circumstances government policies
invariably fail to tackle the problems
they seek to address. Such failures
create an even greater temptation to
clamp down. If local councils don’t
do what you expect—get rid of them.
If juries no longer believe the police—
get rid of the jury system.

Many middle class professionals
who experience the consequences
of the economic depression feel
particularly vulnerable, On the one
hand their profession is devalued.
On the other hand they are confronted
by the menace of a seciety more and
more out of control, in which the
behaviour of insecure individuals
becomes as unpredictable as the
fluctuations of the housing market.
For these professionals, the threat
seems o come not from an anarchic
social system, but from people who
are desperate to survive. In their
desire to insulate themselves from
the uncomfortable attentions of the
‘common’ people, the middle classes
become vociferous advocates of order.
In this way the fear of the masses—
football hooligans, single mothers,
yobbos, voung criminals—creates
a readyv-made audience for the political
culture of the new authoritarianism.

Uphold civil liberty

In these circumstances it becomes

all the more important to uphold

the fundamental principles of civil
liberty. Those who are concerned

with human freedom and progress
need to encourage the libertarian
impulse. There already exists a healthy
suspicion lowards the activities of the
state. This needs to be pointed towards
the development of an alternative
perspective, one which refuses

to yicld an inch of our space

to state intervention,

To be sure, all of us face the
prospect of insecurity during this
economic depression. Many individuals
are faced with problems beyond their
control. Some inevitably fear for their
safety. But a solution to these problems
will not come from granting more
authoritarian powers to the state.

Acceptable standards

It is only when people begin

to organise together, and to evolve
their own rules and objectives,

that anti-social acts can be curbed.

The constitution of a working class
political culture at once creates

a standard of acceptable behaviour
which communities can act on and
enforce. Without such standards

there is no way of counteracting the
destructive effects of human alienation.
Authoritarian solutions only force us to
become more fragmented, more subject
to state regulation, and therefore less
able to control our own lives. @
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‘Flexible working practices’ are the fashion today,
and we are all supposed to benefit. Ellie Dashwood finds
that in practice flexibility means bending over backwards

for your employer

28 September 1993

- lexibility is one of
“ the employers' favourite
e buzz-words. The house
journal of the Department of
Employment, Employment Gazette,
is full of articles about the rejuvenating
effect which flexible working can have
on industry. Flexibility is put forward
as the solution to corporate ills—and
it’s casy 10 see why.

Flexibility agreements caught on
in the 1980s. Although different in
name, their effect has been the same
as old-fashioned productivity deals.
Both ‘rejuvenate’ industry through
imposing redundancies, harsher
working conditions and lower real
pay levels on the worktforce. The
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employer benefits from either
productivity or flexibility deals,
because he gets a ‘leaner and fitter’
workforce, and a smaller wage bill
relative to output.

However, there is one big difference
between the two. Productivity deals
were usnally seen for what they were—
an attack on working conditions and
wages, pushed through for the benefit
of the employers, Flexibility deals,
on the other hand, are promoted as
something which helps both the
employer and the employee.

Whenever flexibility is mentioned,
it tends 1o be coupled with “and choice’
or ‘and control’. Working flexibly is
supposed to give you more choice

about how to divide your time between
work and other things during the day.
You are meant to have more control
over vour life, and to be freed from the
conventional nine-to-five straitjackel.
Instead of being forced to fit in with
management’s schedule, flexible
working is supposed to give you

more scope to decide for yourself
when and how you want to work.

If this description of the world of
work today doesn’t quite correspond
with your experience, then read on
Reality for most of us has been very
different. Diminishing job security
and lower real pay levels are the true
characteristics of the “flexible’ nineties

There are more and more reports
of workers having to make a choice
between accepting either redundancy
or wage cuts. The Citizens Advice
Burcau report, Job Insecurity,
published in March 1993, noted that,
when faced with dismissal, workers
were willing to accept the previously
unacceptable. Some were laking
wage cuts of up to 35 per cent
and were working 70 hours
a week for £140, r\<

~




Many more are accepting pay cuts
of up to 10 per cent.

Choice and control don’t come into
it. From start to finish the discussion
of flexibility has been dominated by
double-speak. A serious case of fraud
has been perpetrated, at our expense.

The ‘flexible firm® was first
conceptualised by industrial relations
academics during the early 1980s, and
was closely linked with the Institute
of Manpower Studies. [t was presented
as an attempt to deal with problems of
low output and poor productivity by
reorganising the workforce. The idea
was to employ people along lines
which would allow the company to

adapt to the expansion and contraction
of the market most effectively—in
practice, to hire and fire at will.

In theory, the *flexible firm’
model consists of a core workforce
surrounded by a periphery. The core
is made up of skilled full-time workers
in secure employment. The periphery
comprises more flexible, lower-skilled
workers; part-timers, homeworkers,
subcontractors. The idea is that the
core workforce remains relatively
stable, while the periphery expands
or contracts depending upon the
state of the market.

The model firm generated
much enthusiasm and was seen
as a breakthrough in employment
practices, Yet strangely enough it
was never implemented. The
Income Data Services (1DS) survey
reported in 1986 that with a handful

of exceptions the process of achieving
full-scale flexibility had hardly begun.
By 1988, the IDS had to concede that
the much-vaunted ‘flexible firm" model
had turned out to be ‘a tool with which
to analyse a wide varicty of changes
in employment practice rather than
a description of a real firm®.

Even in theory, the model is
bad enough. It sets out the principle
that the ‘periphery’ workforce has
to take whatever it is given. These
workers are to be employed only on
the understanding that their jobs will
disappear with the slightest shift in the
market, The real flaw with the model,
however, is the idea of a *core’
workforce. This clement of the flexible
firm never got off the drawing-board.
In reality, flexibility agreements have
not created a core workforce. Most
agreements contain some pledge on job
security, but the fragility of the promise
is increasinglv transparent. p
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Job insecurity

The theory of the core worklorce
has not been put into practice because
stagnant British capitalism cannot
measure up to the model of industrial
regeneration. In fact, the process of
introducing flexibility has been
a brutally straightforward cost-cutting

‘Earnings flexibility’
means that they can
cut our wages

30 September 1993

excercise, involving redundancies
and harsher working practices.

As early as 1982 Sir Alan Cadbury
indicated what the employers were
really after from flexible working:

‘a blurring of traditional distinctions
between full and part-time work, being
in and out of employment, between
work, leisure and education, between
the formal and informal economies’.
In this sense the ‘flexible firm” has
been a success story. Today the reality
of employment for many people is
what Cadbury dreamed of—no stable
job, take what you’re given. As the
Guardian has pointed out, the concepl
of a job for life ‘is being abandoned
all over the world’.
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What exists today is an entirely
flexible workforce, with no core but
a lot of periphery. The “flexible firm’
model may not have been implemented
in its own terms, but there have
certainly been far-reaching changes.
Today most of the British workforce
works flexibly in one way or another;
last year the Employment Gazette put
the figure as high as 75 per cent of
all employees. The reasons why have
nothing to do with empowering the
workforce, but everything to do with
giving more control 10 management.

Exploiting insecurity
Even before the latest recession began,
the Employment Gazeite reported that
the problems facing British business
had ‘increased the demand for flexible
working practices’. It noted
approvingly that the introduction
of workplace flexibility “has been
facilitated by the improved industrial
relations climate of the 1980s’
{August 1989). In other words, the
defeat of the labour movement in
the eighties improved the employers’
prospects of getting their workforces
to work harder for less money.
Management have sought to take
full advantage of that opportunity
during the economic slump,
exploiting the insecurity of their
employees in order to force through
punitive changes in working practices,
in the name of flexible working.

The employers use a lot of jargon
to sanitisc the process of introducing
low-pay, low-security jobs. They sas.
for example, that they have increased
mumerical flexibility. The Department
of Employment calls this “adjustment
in the amount of labour used’. Nine
out of every 10 changes in manning
since 1980, it says, have been made
in order to increase ‘numerical
flexibility’—reducing the number
of people employed or reducing the
hours they work. in order to save
on the wage bill.

What this means is that the number
of full-time jobs has been slashed and
the number of part-time jobs increased.
The changes imposed on the workforce
at the Burton Group are lypical.

Earlier this year Burton sacked
12(M) full-time workers and created
3000 part-time jobs. The staff are
scheduled to work an entirely flexible
week of up to 39 hours. In practice
the hours worked by much of the
workforce are reduced—so wages
arc cul, Meal and tea breaks are
now unpaid.

Part-time employment is by far
the most prevalent farm of flexible
working. More and more people,
especially women, now work part-time,
for less than 16 hours a week. I is easy
ta see why the employers like (o use
part-time labour. Part-lime pay rates
are generally lower, and part-timers
have far fewer rights at work. They
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are much easier and cheaper to hire
and fire. In Britain today a third of
all workers have no protection at
all. Homeworking, jobshares and
subcontracting are also on the
increase, for similar reasons.

The employers also talk about
increasing functional flexibility,
which also allows for a reduction
in the numbers employed. Functional
flexibility usually involves cutting the
workforce and getting the remaining
workers to do other people’s jobs as
well as their own. Emplovers can
increase an employee’s workload
for the same amount of money, or
end job demarcation and compel
a worker to do tasks they were
not employed o do.

No basic pay

In many companies, functional
flexibility has been introduced via the
mechanism of skill-based pay. Rates
of pay are determined according to

the skills the employee acquires.
The more skilled staff arc paid higher

wages, but carry out more than one job.

The main advantage of skill-based pay
identified by employers is the ability to
operate with a smaller workforce, so
that the overall wage bill falls.

Then there is the concept of
earnings flexibility, which results from
the increase in numerical flexibility.
This means that the employer can
cut workers® wages, For example,

something called zero-hour contracts
are the new trend in the retail business,
Allied Home Furnishings employ

16 per cent of their workforce on

this basis. The employer is under no
obligation to pay out even one penny
in wages. Zero-hour workers work only
if the shop hils a busy period; during
other times they wait for the call and
earn nothing. The Allied bosses have
na basic wage bill to pay. With this
kind of flexibility in vogue, it is little
wonder that the Independent has called
the current situation “the realisation of
the Thatcherite dream—that wages
should be flexible both up and down’
(14 April 1993).

Other flexible mechanisms are also
used to keep wages down, Profit-related
pay (PRP) dcals are on the increase.
According to the IDS, the number of
employees in Britain in PRP schemes
leapt from 370000 in September 1991
to three guarters of a million by the
end of last year.

Under these schemes around
20 per cent of employees’ pay is linked
to company profits: that is, basic pay is
cut by 20 per cent and replaced by the
promise of profit-related bonuses. This
is used as an alternative to pay rises,
but in the middle of a slump it is a bum
deal. As profits have plunged for most
companies, so PRP pay-outs to workers
have fallen with them. Last year, for
example, there was no pay-out at all
at Barclays, General Accident and

Job insecurity

Midland Bank. In effect, PRP
has meant a sizeable pay cut.

More broadly, in the era of
flexible working, pay cuts and wage
freezes are now commonplace, There
is a significant rise in the number of
pay deals worth less than two per cent.
The public sector pay rise of just
1.5 per cent is the most significanl,
since it covers 2() per cent of all
workers in the country. There has
been a general fall in the level of pay
deals this vear. In the first half of 1993,
three-quarters of all pay settlements
were between two and 4.9 per cent,

100 per cent attitude

Being flexible—that is, willing to bend
over backwards—is now widely seen as
a prerequisite for being employed at all.
Many companies at the forefront of
bringing in flexible working undertake
strenuous Lesting of job applicants, in
order to establish that they have
constructive attitudes as much as skills
aptitude. For instance, Sony
management has been quoted as saying
that ‘if it’s a choice, we’ll go for 90 per
cent skill and 100 per cent attitude’.

If you are prepared to do whatever
they tell you and earn whatever they
give you, you might just get the job.
Then you can enjoy the benefits of
functional flexibility and earnings
flexibility, at least until the next round
of numerical flexibility catches up
with you, ®
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‘He lost his job for health
reasons', goes the old joke:
‘The boss got sick of him.
Kate Lawrence reports

on the message behind
management’s new concern
with employee health

32 September 1993

i f you cast vour eye through the
management journals of the past
55 12 months, vou could be forgiven
for thinking that the greatest threat to
the nation’s industrial competitiveness
is the tendency of the British worker
to take a sickie. From the ‘Postie took
700 days off sick’ headlines in the
national press to the hours senior
managers spend, absent from their
desks, at conferences up and down
the country discussing ‘absenteeism’,
it would appear that the same old
problem is standing in the way of
Britain’s bosses turning in a decent
balance sheet—the lazy British worker.
But this is not all that the
unforlunate captains of industry and
finance have had to contend with. In
August, yet another report about the
quality of the British worker made
national headlines. According to the
report, Japanese inward investors have
been turning up their noses at the poor
skills and low quality of the workforce.
When il comes to Britain, it appears
that the magic of those much vaunted
Japanese management techniques just
won’t rub off. [t must be a great
disappointment to the special
Department of Trade and Industry unil
which has been hard at work selling
Britain as the ideal site for foreign
corporations 10 locate new businesses,
on the basis that ‘unit labour costs” in
Britain are now among the lowest in
Europe. (That’s rubbish wages and
working conditions to you and me.)
This kind of focus on the
inadequacies of the workforce helps to
shift the blame for mass unemployment
and a [ailing economy away from the
capitalist system itself. But more
importantly, at a lime when the only
aption left to struggling businessmen
is to cut back labour costs and squeeze
as much as they can out of every
employee, the notion of the lazy
worker can help to soften up reaction
to redundancies and pave the way
for tougher disciplinary measures
within the workplace.
Of caurse, there is nothing new
about employers blaming their inability
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to expand their profits on the individual
failings of the workforce, although the
image of the problem worker has
changed. In the 1960s the greedy
militant worker, personified by Peter
Sellers in I'm Alright Jack, who would
call a strike over the slightest change to
the tea break, was set up as the biggest
obstacle to British commercial success.
In the 1990s it’s the skiving council
worker or the car operative too stupid
to keep up with the technological
revolution who is held responsible for
the public sector deficit and the slump.

Today, when management starts
talking about ‘managing your absence’,
or Department of Employment
ministers urge employers to spend
more on training and become ‘Investors
in people’, it can sound like someone is
trying to do you a favour. Some chance.

Over the past few years,
management professionals have
become increasingly obsessed with
the lifestyle and life experience of
their workers. This includes problems
with health, alcoholism, debls, marital
bréakdown, stress, smoking, HIV, and
most recently sexual harassment. All of
these, say the management consultants
are issues which employers should be
concerned about because each one of
them at their worst can cause—ves,
you've guessed it—absenteeism,

In the past few years employers
at the cutting edge of personnel
management have introduced
employee counselling programmes,
The slightly less up to date call them

occupational health schemes. Their
function is to help employees through
personal problems which might have

a detrimental effect on their
performance at work, Your marriage
might be breaking up, but you can be
sure that with a visit or two to your
counsellor you'll still be putting in your
contracted hours. It all sounds very
caring for the 1990s.

But the lower down the job scale
you go, the clearer becomes the real
business of employee ‘counselling’,
as public sector workers have recently
discovered to their cost. In July an
Audit Commission survey reported that
London councils had reduced absence
levels by a third, saving an average
£1.5m each. The methads used
included clear targets for reductions.
Presumably if the employer tells staff
often enough that they are not going
to get ill, they do not get ill. Other
measures included making supervisors

and line managers directly responsible
for managing sickness absence,
regular monitoring of sickness,
training managers 1o deal with
absence and improving occupational
welfare services.

At Labour-run Camden council,
staff now can be required to fill out
a sickness form for taking just one day
off. Meanwhile council workers who
have regularly taken long periods of
sick leave can be sacked even if their
absence has been certified by a doctor.
At Islington council, if a supervisor
suspects a member of staff of skiving,
they can be sent for a compulsory
medical check from an outside medical
adviser. At Tower Hamlets anyone
who takes more than 10 days a year
off sick or shows a regular pattern of
absenteeism gets sent for ‘counselling’
from their manager. After two reviews,
if they continue to take more time off
sick without good enough reasons,
they can be sacked.

Elsewhere, bosses more ahead of
the game have dreamed up even better
ways of meeting their sickness targets.
For example at the Department for
National Savings, attendance levels
are assessed before a member of staff
is considered for promotion or passing
their probationary period. More
recently Yarrow Shipbuilders
introduced a scheme under which
the less time employees take off sick,
the more sick pay they get. Clearly
it doesn’t pay to catch anything more
than a short bout of flu,

At the same time as risking
disciplinary action, if you are unlucky
enough to be off sick more than your
workmates, vour head is that much
more likely to be the first on the
chopping block when redundancies
are announced. Last year a study by
the research body Industrial Relations
Services (IRS) found that in two thirds
of organisations planning job cuts,
employees who have poor attendance
records are among those most likely
to be dismissed.

Recently a much more
straightforward way of knocking
the lazy out of the British worker
has caught the headlines. Rather
than bothering with complicated
counselling, more and more firms
are now simply cutting sick pay. In
a drastic revision of working conditions
al Hoover’s plant in Scotland, all new
recruits are taken on as temporary
workers with no sickness absence
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payments for their first two years.
The banking sector has long had
a reputation for better than average
working conditions and rates of pay,
This year Barclays slashed annual sick
pay entitlement from two months to
two weeks for all new recruits until
they have clocked up two years
of service,

These companies are not alone
in cutting back what was previously
considered a standard part of working
conditions. In July the Financial Times
reporied a study which showed that
while just nine per cent of companies
had made cuts in sick pay schemes,
nearly 20 per cent were considering
doing so within the next two years.
As the FT put it: *Cutting sick pay is
a very direct, if crude, method of
attempting to control absenteeism or,
at least, minimise its financial effects.’
(1 July 1993)

Goodbye lifo

While making vour plans to get

into better shape, don’t forget to

leave some time to do something about
your work skills, The IRS redundancy
survey found one group of workers
that 73 per cent of emplovers say
would be unlikely to be made
redundant—employees “who can be
trained for or who can adapt to other
work'. Many firms no longer use the
old ‘last in. first out’ (lifo) system for
selecting redundancies, on the grounds
that it fails to meet ‘business needs’.
This means retaining workers who

are regarded as the most valuable to
management. According to the IRS
study, engineering firm Hattersley
Newman Hender warned that ‘lifo
loses good people’. Manufacturer
Magneti Marelli Electrical rejects

lifo ‘because we must ensure that
those who go are those making the
least contribution to the business’,
Warrington Borough Council said
‘now that the council has to tender for
its service, it is important that we retain
a flexible, trained, experienced and
responsible workforce’.

Of course to get vour training, you
can no longer rely on your employer
to train you at work. More likely,
vou’ll be spending long hours after
work in the company’s open learning
unit which is open to anyone—as long
as they don’t mind giving up what
little free time they have left to do
their training.

Sa the message is if you don’t
want 1o be the one with your head on
the block, you’d better start shaping up
both physically and mentally. Who can
blame your employers if they want to
get rid of you for being low quality
material? Sign up to the Health
Education Council’s ‘Look after your
heart’ campaign now, and while you
are al it, book vourself in for an extra
European language. Get well soon. @




An illegitimate

Daniel Nassim explains why Japan
is no longer a one-party state

34 September 1883 LIVING MARXISM

he results of the recent
election in Japan show that
even the most dynamic of

capitalist powers is finding 1t difficult
to cope with a changing world. Japan
has been run as a virtual one-party state
since the foundation of the Liberal
Democratic Party (LDP) in 1955, But
the general election on 18 July 1993
marked the end of that cra. A coalition
of several partics, including three that
are essentially recent splits from the
LDP, have formed a new government.
The LDP has suffered the ighominy of
joining its arch-eoenty, the Japanese
Communist Party, it opposition.

This step alone 18« dramatic. move
far Japan: In no Western country has
the influence of a single political party
been so pervasive during the postwar
period. [n many countries conservative
and leftist parties have each spent
some lime in office (Britain, France,
Germany). The choice in the USA
has been between hwo brands of
conservative politics. Not even the
Christian Democrats in Italy can
approach the LDP’s record of
permanent rule.

The LDP has been the parey of

Japancse capitalism throughout the
vears of the “economic mirdcle’,
Now, however, Japan’s business class
is clearly reconsidering its relationship
with the party. Although the EDP
continues to receive donativs from
business, the new conservative parties
have also managed te secure funds.
The Nikkei Weekiy. atop Japanese
buSiness paper, EXpresses a Ccommon
view among businessmen 1hat

a shake-up'of Japan's political
SYSIem 1S necessary:

*Temporary confusion and
instabilities are the prices we mmust
pay for demoeracy. In the long run,
we beligve, the competition: for power
among the political partics will toprove
the quality of Japangse politics and
eventually benefit the public.’
(21 June 1993).

The emergence of a coalition
government in Japan is, as the Nikkei
Weekly suggests, likely to be just an
inferim Step on the: path to transforming
the political system. [t is clear to all
informed observers that the old system
is ot of line with the demands of the:
19905, But the reasons for the current
sense of maldise arg less apparent. |
The change is often explained in
terms Of the manifest corruption of the
Japanese political system, which rivals’
even that of Jaly. Three former prime
ministers (Yasuhiro Nakasone,
Noboru Takeshita and Sosuke Uno)
were implicated in the recent Sagawa
Kyubin scandal, which involved
massive: dlegal contributions to the
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LDP by Japan’s second largest
truek-delivery service. There is
also evidénce of links between the
LDP and organised crime.

Yet many of the mast ardent
ceformers in Japanese politics are also
implicated in the ol corrupt sysieot.
Ichiro Ozawa, widely acknowledged ws
the redl driving foree behind the Japan
Renewal Party (JRP). is a former LDP
secretacy general: One reason he Keeps
d low profile is that he 1s closely linked
to the Sagawa Kyubiin affair.

Family matters

Even the new prime minister, Morihiro
Hosokaws, is an integral part of the
old svstem. Although he s head of

the Japan New Party, he is-a member
of one of Japan’s most established
political families: Often dubbed “Lord
Hosokawa’, he was an LDP governar
of Kurmameto prefectore and a member
of the upper house, His grandfather,
Prince Fumimaro Konog, was a prime
minister of Japan during the oilitarist
years of the late 1930s and carly - 1940s.

Nor is cotruption a new factor in
Japanese politics. For example, back
in 1976 a former prifme minister,
Kakuei Tanaka, was arrested bn
charges of taking ¥S00m of bribes
from the Lockheed Corporation.

After 17 yedrs of deliberation in lower
courls the case has finally reached
the Supreme court.

It is:clear then that corruption
<anoot be the real reason for the LRP's
sudden fragmentation. The teform
movement ¢comes from the very heart

of the tarnished Japanese cstablishoent.
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A genuine conversion 10 clean politics
on its part is about as likely as John
Major deciding to sell Living Marxism.
The real reason for the current
political tumult is (hat the end of the
Cold War has exposed the Tack of
legitimacy of the Japancse sysiem
of government. As has previously
been noted in Living Marxism, the
anti-communis! culture of the Cold War
gave a sense of purpose and coherence
to capitalist politics. The collapse of the
Soviet bloc has removed that cement
from the Western systems, catalysing
the sort of political erises that are naw
visihle everywhere from Europe to
Aunerica. [n this respect Japan has been
no different from the rest of the major
powers. But (here age specific features
to Japanese politics which mean that
the crisis takes a different form.

Chain of history

In some ways the crisis of legitimacy
is particularly acute for the Japancs
authornties. Compare Japan’s situation
ta Britain's. It is clear that
contemparary Japan is a far more
substantial economic power than
Brilain. Yer the British establishment
does have the polifical advantage of
being able to present iis nile as patt of

an unbroken chain of history, sieélching

back hundreds of vears: The British
state can more easily be presented as
part of the natiral arder of things.

By conlrast, it is clear to all
who care to Jook that the: modern
Japanese stale was entirely built by the
USA during the years of nccupation
following the Second World: War.

Japan’s crisis

uperpower

Soon afterwards the LDP was installed
as an unrepresentative all-powerful
party. It is more difficult to present the
Japanese state as a legitimate enltity
with a padition stretching back o
the distant past.

For over 40 years the Cold
Wiir helped Japan’s rulers mask: this
problem. They were dble tu present
Japan as part of 4 positive crusace
being fought against mtémational:
cammunism. The regeneration ot
the Japanese économy also: gave an
important boost 10 (he self-image of
Japan. But theend of the Cald:War
and the onset of world eeonomic
slump has braught dapan’s underlying
problems to; the surface,

Junior partner
The Cold War was important to
Jupin jo both its external telations and
domestic politics. On the iriterbational
front, the post-1945 refarionship: with
the USA was legitimised through
anti-communism, In reforn for Japan
accepting a junior tole, the USA agreed
to provide a security framework on east
Asia and beyond; Japan benefited
enormously from this relationship
throughout the years of economic.
boom. Accepting & junior partnership
wis seen as a small price to pay for an
enviranment conducive ta economic
prosperaty:

The Cold War relationship with
ihe United States was codified.jo the
US-Japan Security Treaty, and in
Ariicle Nine of the American-wriiten
1947 constitution, which: defined Japan
as 4 pacifist nation. By curlailiog i p
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legal right to bear arms, the Japanese
state effectively accepted a limit on its
own sovereignty and acknowledged its
junior relationship with the USA.

Just as important as the external
dimension was the role of the Cold War
in cohering domestic politics. The
LDP defined its duty as preventing
the alien scourge of communism from
infecting the Japanese way of life.
Anti-communism became an important
part of Japan’s national identity during
this period. In uniting Japan against the
supposed communist threat, the LDP
gained a temporary measure of public
legitimacy.

The demise of the Soviel Union
has meant that anti-communism can
no longer have the same sorf of
credibility. The Japanese ruling elite

has consequently had to reorganise both

its external relations and its domestic
political framework. The problem is
that there is no clear path to follow,

Political spectators

The collapse of the seemingly
omnipotent LDP demonstrates how
profound are the problems facing the
Japanese authorities at home. Without
the cloak of anti-communism, it will
not be easy for them to promote
a positive sense of what it means (o
be Japanese. The economy, although
still dynamic compared to other major
powers, is only spluttering along.
And there is little in the political
system to foster a positive sense of
lovalty or legitimacy. As Ichiro
Ozawa notes, ‘the people of today’s
Japan have virtually no sense that
the government is theirs. They sce
themselves as mere spectators in the
political arena’ (‘My commitment
to political reform’, Bungei Shunju,
December 1992, translated in
Japan Echo, XX(1) Spring 1993).
This lack of legitimacy is behind
the criticisms that conservalives
frequently make of Japanese youth.
The argument is that the vounger
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generation—often taken to mean
anyone under S0—is too individualistic
and distant from Japanese society. In
other words, they have no attachment
to the old institutions. It is a problem
that Japan's rulers will not find casy

to solve.

Contrary to the wishes of Japan’s
rulers, the confusion and instability
in Japanese politics is unlikely to be
temporary. [t seems certain that they
will be unable to win any new
popularity through campaigns for
electoral reform, at a time when even
the most dynamic capitalist economy
on earth is incapable of benefiting
the majority of its people.

Options open

The trump card which the

Japanese authorities have is in the
international arena. Although Japan
has a particularly acute legitimacy

crisis, it also has more potential options

than many of its rivals. In recent years
Japan has started to develop a political
punch in line with its substantial
economic muscle. The end of the Cold
War has accelerated the process of
redefining Japan's relations with the
USA and the rest of the world. The
aim now is to Ly Lo recreate a positive
national identity by projecting a sense
of Japan's infernational mission.

This is the issue of substance behind
the debate about reform in Japan, Both
the reformers and many LDP members
want to widen Japan's global role o
help bolster the state's legitimacy at

home. The debate is only about whether

this aim can be achieved within the old
framework around the LDP. Many on
both sides would agree with Ozawa’s
conlention that ‘Japan’s body has
grown to gigantic proportions, but its
brain and nervous system have failed
to develop accordingly ™

‘Our country lacks the maturity
to get along in the international
community. This is why reform is

such an urgent issue. We must develop
a political system capable of thinking
for itself, one that can get down to
work, move into action, and deal

with the chores before it.'(Bungei
Shunju, December 1992)

The attempt to develop a more ‘mature’
role for Japan in the world is probably
best illustrated by its actions in
Cambodia.

In September 1992 the Japanese
government, after a long and
harrowing debate, agreed to
send ground troops to join the UN
‘peacekeeping’ forces in Cambodis—
the first time Japanese troops had
been sent abroad since the war. The
UN agency which has been effectivels
running Cambodia has been headed
by Yasushi Akashi, a Japanese.
Cambaodia has become a litmus
test of Japan’s ability to take on
the broader responsibilities
expected of a great power.

Benign conqueror

Japan has also started to project
itself as a spokesman for Asia, In
the run-up to the G7 summit in
Tokyo in July, the deputy foreign
minister for international economic
affairs told Japan's leading business
paper that ‘Japan wants to emphasise
two points of view: onc as an
economic superpower and the other
as a member of the Asia Pacific
region” (Vikkei Weekly, 28 June 1993),
In the event, Japan formally conveyed
the concerns of the non-aligned
movement, representing third world
nations, to the summit.

The last time Japan emerged on
to the world stage it was as conqueror
of Asia. This time it is seeking to do
s0 in the guise of a benign capitalist
superpower speaking on Asia’s behalf.
But the world already has too many
greal powers trying to resolve their
domestic crises by jostling for the role
of global missionary. ®
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sitain’s firms are oot fo: boost business: by copyiog: the
San and genting (heir prices down, ™ Well, acmrdmg 1o 1he
Sen they g, anyway, It puts falling pnces down to:a “lesson’ in
Sun-economics-in this ‘case, the paper’s price wat with the Miror
The main casualty sa far seems (0-have been the Stn's sub desk, whose
slugdns (“You get plenty for vour 207 ¢te) fall well below: the usial
standard, The sacred front-pape lieadling \was simplhy' a giant 20p.

The' stun(s. arranged  around the. 20p theme. are.alse somewhat

Sawdry, even compared 10 1991 s notarious * Up youirs Delors!” sally in
Trafalgar Square, which atiracted: dirge sipporters and one apponet
(myself). S0 wie were told: that ‘the village of Tiventy in: Lincoln was

‘swanmped. by excitel irsts as the price-busting Sun’s. 20-manii
swept the:countey’. Punters were buttonholed iy fugh sireets up and
down the land for on-the-spot endorsements.  PC Jeffreys in Brisiol
declared the Sun fo:be entenainmg and: inleresting, while: his: paytner
PC Huckle claimed: “it tells you everything you need 1o know”.

The readers’ messages of support (dafted about the paper inder the
Ioga ] loye my:20p Swn ) are: more transparently biogus. Most purpurt
1o be from Mirtor tedders wha have just tead the Sipr for the: first time
‘and. switched loyalties. Saine, however, aré wriften in verse and have
the authenticity of niadness about them. “Friends in niy neighbourhood
call me  Top Guin/. They know I'nz wild wheri 1 haven't read oy St
begins the pocn’ of a'sad man called Rob Abeérn frony Northamplou
Howas Mr W Gifford of Gravesend svha intrigoed me, thuugh:. His
‘odeto the price cuiting heroes ends with the lines: ‘Farget the tafls who
con-us roften) 1t’s. the Sk thal: slicks up: for folk 4t the: bottam. . Such
pulemical tafent deserves 4 regular outled, T foel; Perbiaps:§ .can’ paiot
Mr Gitford in the disection of i Jess: successful: tabloid competitor of
the Mirror which may wish 16 use his doggerel jn the service of jts
ground-breaking caichpbrase: <So-clalist Worker! O-0-nly 40

pponents, of: Fergie's: short-lived: appriotment 4s 4 UN

ambassador-objected  that she would use bec position for
self-proination, and camplained. (hat she: has Heen outspoken aboot
atrocitics. which she bas never seen, and subjeels-which she knows
nothing aboot. T find it surprising that this shivnld he considered. 4. is-
adyantage, Perbaps she should lvak for djob in @ field where this talént
will bie better appreciated. f can' think of sevcral forcien affam; editors
who nn{,ht be able tohelp.:

s nice: torhear that the. “toffs; who con. o8’ rotlen” aren’t having

things all ‘their owny way. Lady S{ Oswald has staged' the first:

anstocratic car bont sale; st which wune of her mink coatswas touted as
4 ‘loss leader” far £310). lhefromgmc of the OId Vigarage, Gearichester.
home of the eminent novelist Lord Archer,: dlspl:ﬁb a-sign offering
a divan: and oiartress: for. £50. Most. ibistressing. of ‘all, the Queen
Mothdr-——nio - doubt -disoriented by the “biain pifls” which: Barbara
Cartland gives hérto *keep het young —~was scen parting with the best

picture:of A

parl of s week’s pension dt the: Sandringham  Flower Show’s white
¢lephant sfall. Her purchases incloded a:childten’s cardigan for £6 and
a £3 wastepaper basket.

Yet amid the sctimping and saving, there are; as-ahways, istunds of
prosperity, Or so Hartods seerns to believe. It now: sells: dark: green
bin bags sumped with the gold: company Ingn ar £3.2() {or 10 Thc
atiached Jabel reads: What does x Harrads rubbizfbag say abiaut you?
For once, words fail ine;

caving aside the pnhm.al implications of 1hé. government’s

Atls: awareness campaigns, [ always wondered what Mr Gum-
mer and the rost made of the high-profile discussions of anal sox, ote.
Naw a téport offers a tantalising g]lmpse of their trauma:

A DHSS official s quoted as saying that one minister closely
mvalved if the gampiign ‘had real problems’, being “deeply’ ignorant
aboutsexual matters and unable fo pronownce ithe word “vagina'. A dis-
cussion: about' gays revealed thal: another minister didn’t know what
oral sex was: When told, he said; * They don’t; do they 2"

Things: were apparcotly. even worse for the: chief. medical otficer
Sir Donald Achesan, whotied to avoid aoy discossion of such matters,
and had 10 be cotnered on 4 train from; Newcastle by DHSS officials
keen 10 discuss the pros and 'cons of “wdter sports”, “rinuning, and so
on. As.gric Of them recalls: " Business people were looking over as they
wandereil through to the buffet or the lavatory. S0/t was very: difficult
10 pin- him down.” 1t is not ‘clear Whether this tefers 1o 4 practical

“demonstration. T would be interested to bear ftom any: photography
-enthusiasts who “wandered through the. compattrent | chiat dﬂ\'

while:ago Falerted ceaders 1o *Well Done!”, u disagreeahle

statuette of a cherobic boy.on a pafty. m ‘mufactmcd by the
seputable Royal Doulton chia company. I am dismived to foarm that
Royil Doullon: is mg stranger to sheh eoniroversy, Having received
oomp!anm from angry mims aboul its *Bonnykios nursery lea sel,
When curious: toddlets asked whal the bonnjes depicted on the plate
\ere daing,  parents were homsified to discover & pait of tubbits
apparently indulging in & practice familiar aly 10’ the mire: frroscl
minded cabinet minister. Although the rabhits® UOUSErs ate-long Siice
a. terooty; their ju&kctb clearly indicate that thev are fioih rmde and
4 third (d]SO male} is assisting from behind,

Far from expressing ‘shiroe ot zegret. Roval Doulion dec'ded 10
fough it out; chiiring it the tabbils were drawn by a mn'in-the 1921
{as 'f that’s any comfoct). A spokesman: offered the usual excuse thi
the picture had heen’ takcn out of vontext’, and is a detaif front o Jarger
“ug-of-war’, -Having secen many tug-ofw-'ar dnplays fiy
1he finést teams: v Britain. (ie, Her Majesty’s forces) I cannot .recall
ever witnessiog | these! Kinds of antics., auggcat they gotell it ta
lhc TAKInES,
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As the world
chess championship

' opens in London,

Eve Anderson talked
to the man behind it,
Raymond Keane—
grandmaster, chess
fixer, Thatcherite and
sometime Hegelian

he J‘-‘l'[‘-“!ﬂ atma of
London's Savoy Theatra be
September as

m NS
meals

Britain's  Nigel

Azerbailani  Gary arov 1o
decide the world ct
the small sum of £1.7m in prize
Mone Qr at least the world
ding to the Professiona
whose two members
e Short and Kaspa
in the Netherlands
Jan Tlrrmm and Anatoly Karpoy will be

litle—and

y standards of
c 2Nt rUMpuUs seems
baffing n its comple and sheer nig-
headedness. Until a ¢ months aco
both Kz Y anc ‘”1 rt were |
MEeMmoers o 4
chamopion
the greale f
best player bllnrl has preduced this
ceniury, had successfully negotiated the
tortucus (

as one of
2. Short, the

ar raute 1o the world
championshio final. Then Fic
for a venue for the championshio,
( I‘mtrsr, aexing to boost its llageing

c bid, made a bid and Fide |
1. Short and I<;asp3r,,, l,..lru]»:J

e slarled 1o

R

that playing in Manchs
ther dignity, formed the
Fide stripped them of their rankings, and
organised zn gllemalive fina

There is. of course, more ¢ all s than
simply pique and prde. ‘Fide is a relic of
the Cold War', says Raymond Keang, 'lls
whole structura and its whele tainking is
liks cla USSR, It even nas a central
cemmillee, The USSR has ¢
is still here. Campomanes current
lingsaur. H get a oart
ark. Camposaurds Rex!’
Keane is a chess grandmaster ard
friend and canfidant t. Inthe
nties he had a rating only sligntly
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scher and Boris
pondent

below that of Baoby Fi
Sy He is ne

fear e Tiey
or e 1nmes

80 oooks on chess
he says proudly).

o] player in the :
poltics, a Mr Fix-it

ol engine
f-aggrandis wn'-"—m
thy denies thes, ‘Il was

who came to me', he
ta have a fresh
o man the

Short and Kasoaroy

says. Il was their ides

associalion. | was prepared
ship for them,’

Wh >r tne truth 3

f Fide ring true HL.t‘- has

word  since

ive, t became

nstitution, a site for the intel-

boul Keane's role,

m-i camplex
2s from the



an Revolutior,

mer commissar fo

Knylenke, a fo uld put the Soviets In thelr place,

¥as anoonted

y intellectual superiorit

ecame institution

oublicist for capi-

iet authorities,
sident Leonid Brezhing

the So
wilh pre \
<arpov, who took the championship after
Fischerin one of his eccentric fils refused
to defend his llle, b Stalinist
lden boy. Then in the eightes
ged, as a favourite of
sident Mikhail Go “hew. The rivalry
hetween Karpov and Xasparoy was
at batweae ! ld and n
Stalinism and
5 anti-cammunist
ranting did not prevent Shert. an argent
fan of Margaret Thatcher, from denounc
ing him as a Stalinist aoparatchik up to
the momenrt when the pined forces
against Fide such 15 chess palitics)

oarlicular

A ”
oo ANAIONY

ame Lhe

emer

Union. bet

Keane blasts Fide for being out of
touch with post-Cold War realilies
We've s2en the thesis, Fide, and the anli
and before we see the

. we're going through the
eaval which is historically inevitat:
as I'm sure you'll aporeciate’,
foan, Thalchensm meets Hegelan

JE,

SaYS,

philosophy.

askec Xeane, is Britain
1d al ches wid it be
old Saviet Union, Britain

relative
thal,

a game that 15 labour intensive
Keane puts #
Brtzin's natura
irit. “There's something
in the British psyche, We're very cood al
being buccaneers and pirates, and we're
very ¢
Chess

of oiracy

s very much like that, a sort
of the mind. a sort of

i1 least on the campansan
2t bankers and pirates,

agree.

opportunism.’

batwaan me
| could not

lhe British economy mignt be
going down the pan, but at leas
can still play chess. 'The
manufacturing industry s or
historical stage you h to gc
pach 2 astage of cevelcoment',
: ‘The wealth of the
future Wil be ated by ather |
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G rather
and other
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just issue ev
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WS will win
la eighl. There will be
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The good, the bad

and the western

With a new series of spaghetti western videos on the market, Graham Barnfield
reviews how the man with no name shot down the man in the white hat

jor years they were in the same
lpague as Kung Fu films. Now they
are treasured as cinema classics.
The wvideo release of a series of
" gixties' spaghett westerns has

been greeted with critical acclaim.

The resurgence of the spaghetti
8 wastern is testament to the decline
of the traditicnal form.

The spaghetti western was bom out of
the clash petween American and Euro-
pean cultures in the postwar years. In the
forties and fifties Hollywood's oulput
gained In appeal in Europe, especially in
a country like ltaly—anything seemed
preferable to the decadent order that had
brought Mussolini 1o power,

But the Hollywoad connection proved
ambiguous. While Marshall Aid dollars
offered Rome's newest writers and
directors a shot at film-making, many
were repelled oy American Imperialism.
Distaste for US harassment of Cuba
and Vietnam gelled with an obsessive
appraciation of the weslern, its aesthet-
ics, its grim inner logic. Taking its cue
from The Magnificent Seven (itself an
Americanisation of Akira Kurosawa's The
Seven Samurai), and a fistful of other
vaguely revisionist movies, the political
western was born,

In centrast to the dream faclory’s
output, directors like Sergio Leone pre-
sented the frontier as essentially amoral.
Sure, the bad guys were really bad:
the bandit chief in For a Few Dollars
More pulls the legs off an insect t©
emphasise his wickedness. But the
herces were equally prepared to cut
through swathes of men to get to their
goal. In Leone's landscape there was no
clear dwision between goocd and bad,
just violence. His masterstroke was to
cast Clint Eastwood, the cleancul char-
acter from the TV series, Rawhide, as the
quintessential man with no name.

Leone's deconstruction of the radi-
ticnal western won many admirers, But in
the late sixties, a new generation of Euro-
pean diractors sensed the shortcomings
of Lecne's critique of the frontier myth. It
had been refreshing to see steely-eyed
mercenarles replace white-hatted sher-
iffs, but there was a danger of replacing
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one myth with ancther. Initially it seemed
subversive to equate cowboys and ban-
dits. But as national liperation struggles
swepl three continents such relativism
seemed condescending and tokenistic
The new generation of directors wanted
to take sides—lo portray America's war
in Vietnam and elsewhere as the con
tinuation ©f genacide against native
Indians and the slaughter that followed
the declaration of war against Mexico in
1846, To directors like Sergio Corbucci
who made the notorious Django, the
West was won by men, not as bad as, but
far worse than the cutlaws.

As the gunfights became pelitical alle-
gories, so the films became westerns in
name cnly. To the Mexican peon there
was no West, only an oppressive North.
Counterposed to the suffering peasant is
the wicked gringo capitalist. Spaghettis
made it customary for the latter to meel
his doem in front of an aggrieved mob.
The growing commercial success
of spaghetti westems, especially of
Leone's dollar trilogy, ensured that
Hollyweoed imported the cream of Italian
directors to work in California. It also
touched the growing disillusionment with
the frontier myth within America itself,
The traditional westem had spawned the
spaghetti version. Now the spaghetti
western began to influence Hollywcod's
output. Spaghetti aesthetics became the
norm, slowly unpicking the legend.

Through the seventies and eighties
films like High Plains Onfier and
Pale Rider borrowed repeatedly from
Europe's 'opera of violence' until the
main victim was the orthodox western
itself. Clint Eastwood's Unforgiven, cne
of last year's Holywood highlights,
confimed that the westem could no
onger De Seen as  Synonymous
with American greatness. The irony of
Eastwood's dedication of Unforgiven to
Sergio Leone would not have been lost
on either man. It was an acknowledge-
ment that the man who rejuvenated the
western alse helped to bury it In its

| traditional form. @

Aktiv's Spaghettl Westem Collection is
now avallable. Price £12.99 each
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Kayode Olafimihan on a book
that reveals the truth behind
the images of war that we

are allowed to see

he Censored War is a timely Dock.
George Roecer's well-researched
and finely illustraled book is
a detailed account of how the
LUS authorities manipulated and
censorec images of voth friend
and foe durng the Sacond World
R War, to help win public backing
for the war effort. Bul the book Is not
simply history, As the Gulf War. the
conflict in Yugoslavia and Operaticn
Restore Hope in Somalia show. the
manipulation of images remains a key
aspect of militarism todzay
There is another reason, oo, why the
ook is important. As Roeder observes,
the Second World War remains an evenl
of key importance to the political elite
today because it is widely regarded as
a time when ‘America was on the right
side. Hence peliticians and historians
advertisers and teachers, film-maxers
and novelists, will continue ta call on...the
message of World War Two to bolsler
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Censored in the USA: (above, left-right) Severed head of a Japanese
soldier in Burma; American corpses being piled on to a truck, 1945;
captured Japanese troops; (below) American serviceman killed on

board ship in the Philippines, 1944

their authority, suppert thelr causes,
and offer moral guidance'. The British
establishment relies even mora on
Secand World War images o ‘belster
thelr authority' today.

Roeder shows that the idea of the war
as a crusade of the gocd against evil was
manufactured by the public relatons
machine, Because of public scepticism

about overl propaganda the US govern-,

ment oromoed a ‘strategy of truth'.
Instead of orellified images of comic strip
heroism they simply suppressed infor-
mation or presented it in a partial way.
The American pecple were allowed lo
see no images of racial conflict among
US soldiers or fights between Gls and
their allies, and none of the results of US
chemical experiments or civilian victims
of Allied bomoing.

The US authopties had few scruples,
however, when it came to the demoni-
salion of the enemy, particulary the

Japanese, In the 1845 film Action
af Anguer, produced oy the War Depart-
ment, footage of Japenese scldiers being
burnec alive was accompanied by the
following voiceover: By this time we had
shot, tlasted, or cooked 600 of the litde
apes.’ Even the supposedly more sophis-
ticated Office of War Information had this
to say in 1944; 'The Japanese should be
descrived as brutal, but not zs slimy;
cruel rather than bestial; tough and
wanton instead of toothy; scheming,
fanatcal and ruthless rather than rat-like,
yellow, and slant-eyed.

Fifty years on, instead of scheming,
fanatical, ruthless Japs, we have vicious
Serb rapists and degenerate Somali war-
lords, The enemy might be different
taday, out demons they remain, @

George H Roeder Jnr, .'.'re Censored
War: The American Visual Expenence
during World War Two, Ya‘e University
Prass, £19.95 hbk
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REVIEW OF BOOKS

Charles Longford explains the confusion and demoralisation that has followed

America’s Cold War triumph

America’s Pyrrhic victory

Around the Cragged Hill: A Personal and Political Philosophy, George F Kennan, Nortan, £16.50 hok
Seize the Moment: America's Challenge in a One-Superpower World, Richard Nixon,

Simon & Schuster, £19.99 hbk

A Cold Peace: America, Japan, Germany and the Struggle for Supremacy, Jeffrey E Garten,

Times Books, $22 hbk

The Consequences of the Peace: The New Internationalism and American Foreign Policy,

James Chace, Oxford University Press, £15 hbk

Forty-six years ago, George F Kennan, architect of
America’s postwar foreign policy, wrote a famous article,
under the pseudonym ‘X, entitled “The sources of Soviet
conduct’ (Foreign Affairs, July 1947). The article advoc-
ated the containment of the Soviet Union in order to
‘promote tendencies which must eventually find their

| outlet in either the break-up or the gradual mellowing of

Soviet power’. When the Berlin Wall collapsed in 1989
and, along with it, the Soviet Union, it was with apparent
justification that many Western foreign policy experts
congratulated Kennan for having finally had his Cold
War policy thoroughly vindicated.

Kennan's new memoir Around the Cragged Hill pro-
vides a personal and political insight into the man whom
many regard as the sage of America’s post-Second World
War foreign policy success.

The title comes from the poet John Donne’s Satyre 111
—the image of Truth standing on a huge hill, cragged and
steep, about which he who would reach Truth must go. In
a lucid and patient response to scholars who he notes
have laboured to extract from his wrilings over the years
‘something resembling a coherent personal and political

| philosophy’, Kennan circles around a variety of topics

that are important to him. Despite the fact that he has little
to say directly about the Cold War, his skirting of the
craggy mountain of America today reveals truths that
many of his supporters will have difficulty accepting.
What Kennan exposes, in direct opposition to those who
trumpet the end of the Soviet Union as proof of American
greatness, is that far from scaling the heights of craggy
mountains, America is stuck in a swirling creek below
without a paddle.

The man who is held responsible for the defeat of the
Soviet Union is very sombre about the America that won
the Cold War, Forty-six ycars ago, in the conclusion to his
seminal *X* article, Kennan described the Cold War as

‘a test of the overall worth of the United States as a nation
among nations’. Moreover, he argued back then that there
was no cause for complaint:

‘[The] thoughtful observer..will rather experience
a certain gratitude to a Providence which, by providing
the American people with this implacable challenge, has
made their entire securily as a nation dependent on their
pulling themselves together and accepting the respons-
ibilities of moral and political leadership that history
plainly intended them to bear.”

However, 46 years later, after the collapse of the Soviet
Union, Kennan’s conclusions belie any notion of America
having successfully accepted its weighty responsibility 10
history. Instead he concludes that the post-Cold War era
marks ‘something close to a major crisis in the lifc of the
nation. In the question as to whether this deficiency can
be corrected, it is nothing less than the adequacy of our
form of government to meet the unprecedented chal-
lenges of the modern age that is at stake’ (p248).
Kennan suggests that the ‘major crisis in the life of
the nation’ today is at least as great as that of the past.
However, this time Kennan does not tell Americans
to thank Providence for providing them with such
a historic challenge. On the contrary, he emphatically
rejects any and all ‘messianic concepts of America’s role
in the world: rejecting, that is, the image of ourselves as
teachers and redeemers o the rest of humanity, rejecting
the illusions of unique and superior virtue on our part,
the prattle about Manifest Destiny or the “American
Century™’(p182). And to cap it all, the architect of global
containment ends by advocating a ‘very modest
and restrained foreign policy...far less pretentious in
word and deed than the ones we have been following in
recent years. It means, in particular, a rejection of the p
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tempting but fatuous assumption that we can find, in our
relations with other countries or other parts of the world,
relief from the painful domestic confrontations with
ourselves’ (p183).

According to Kennan, the ‘painful domestic confront-
ation” America has to make will involve an attack on all
the things that were supposed to make America great:
democracy, freedom and the individual pursuit of happi-
ness. Kennan’s America is a nation fatally wounded by

Kennan sees cy and
even the market as the source
of America’s problems

modern tendencies—unbridled technology, the cults of
consumerism and growth, by the proliferation of cities,
by the spread of bureaucracy, by the overfondness of big-
ness, and by the overdoing of egalitarianism.

In his chapter on ‘“The addictions’, Kennan castigates
the national infatuation with the car, television and
advertising. Most American conservatives would prob-
ably share Kennan's nostalgia for the past in which
people lived in the countryside, walked in forests, read
books, travelled on railroads, employed domestic
servants and inhabited separate cultural and ethnic
communities (sceing no ‘intrinsic virtue in the melting
pot’). But it is when allotting blame for the “nation being
seriously out of control” that Kennan says out loud what
most conservatives would prefer kept quiel.

For Kennan, the common element of all of America’s
difficultics is that they are ‘long-term problems rather
than short-term ones’. It is the failure of modern democ-
racy, which he contends is ill-equipped to deal with long-
term problems because voters demand shorl-term
benefits. He goes even further in blaming what he calls
‘unbridled free enterprise’ and the indifference of public
authority to advertisers who have no ‘public commitment,
educational, intellectual, aesthetic, or otherwise’ (p159).
Indeed, in his epilogue, Kennan goes so far as to argue
for ‘limits...beyond which free enterprise should not
be permitted to go, and that it is the duty of the govern-
ment to make those limits clear and lo insist on their
observance” (p252).

This is a theme Kennan had begun to develop even
before the Cold War ended. In the spring of 1987, for
example, he wrote in an article, ‘Containment then and
now’, that ‘the first thing we Americans need to learn to
contain is, in some ways, ourselves’ (Foreign Affairs,
Spring 1987). In Around the Cragged Hill, Kennan is
less restrained. His solution is, as he admits quite freely,
‘unrepentant elitism’ (p133).

‘If we are 1o have a hope of emerging successfully
from the great social bewilderments of this age’, he
points out, {unlike last time when Americans as a whole
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were urged to rise to the lask), then ‘the weight must be
laid predominantly upon the spiritual, moral, and intel-
lectual shaping of the individual with a view to the dev-
elopment of his qualities for leadership, rather than on the
prospects for unaided self-improvement on the part of
leaderless masses’. And it is within this elite that the
material must be found for Kennan’s proposed Council of
State—an advisory body drawn from a national pool of
outstanding persons, which would be charged with
addressing national problems freed from the exigencies
of party or electoral politics. Thus it could ensure that
government followed through the resolution of ‘long-
term’ problems, without worrying about public opinion.

Here Kennan presents the exact opposite of what his
most fervent supporters would have us believe about
America’s victory in the Cold War. Where people like
Arthur Schlesinger argue that American democracy and
its free market ethos destroyed ‘Marxist totalitarianism’,
Kennan sees democracy and even the market as the
source of America’s current problems. Far from present-
ing these American institutions as universal for all to
emulate, he calls for their restriction. Where most estab-
lishment thinkers present the end of the Cold War as
a victory, Kennan sees it differently. He describes the
world which “appears to be devoid of anything that could
be seen as a major great-power enemy of this country” as
a ‘problem for which few of us are prepared” (p180).

Kennan’s fears about the lack of a worthy opponent
for America are almost as remarkable as his criticism of
democracy and unbridled free enterprise. Throughout the
Cold War years, the world apparently lived under the
threat of nuclear annihilation. You might imagine that the
lifting of this threat to America would be welcomed with
relief and celebration. Instead, Around the Cragged Hill
echoes with pessimism and disillusionment.

In attempting to describe the post-Cold War malaise
of American society, Kennan unwittingly puts his finger
on an uncomfortable truth about American capitalism
and Western societies in general. What he describes is
a slump-ridden society which no longer has the Soviet
system to look good against. Robbed of the Soviet Union,
America now has to stand on its own merits—an exercise
in which Kennan has revealed it to be severely wanting.
His disillusionment with American values, like his rejec-
tion of their universality and international applicability,
simply exposes the fact that whatever resonance they
had in the past relied upon the contrast with ‘totalitarian
communism’. The problem for America taday is not the
advertising which Kennan lambasts, but the loss of the
Soviet system which acted as the best advert for capitalism,
endowing the West with much needed legitimacy.

Kennan’s bleak vision reveals the embarrassing truth
that the ending of the Cold War has robbed America
of a precious mechanism for promoting a positive self-
image. When Kennan discovers there is little to be positive
aboul today, this is not because he has not looked hard
enough, or because he has looked in the wrong place. It is
because there is nothing inherently positive about Western
society. This is why Kennan can only see the end of the
Cold War as a problem. By exposing the malaise in
American society, America’s victory has been revealed to
have been a Pyrrhic one.




Beneath the Icy confusion lies
a real uncertainty about America’s
role in the post-Cold War world

THE MARXIST REVIEW OF BOOKS

While Around the Cragged Hill concentrates on the
consequences of the end of the Cold War for America's
domestic malaise, the ending of the Cold War presents
a similar problem for America’s foreign policy today.
It was inevitable that the collapse of the Soviet Union
would provoke a debate in the West about the implica-
tions for the future of international relations. It was
inevitable, too, that the debate would be most sharply
focused in America, the leader of and inspiration behind
the postwar Western alliance.

James Schlesinger, former secretary of defence and
CIA director, has written that *with the end of the Cold
War...the United States has lost the magnetic north for
calibrating its foreign policy” (‘Quest for a post-Cold War
foreign policy’, Foreign Affairs, Vol72 Nol, 1993, p17).
Schlesinger was highlighting the fact that not only
America, but the whole Western world had lost its foreign
policy. The problematic question posed by these events
was more than simply how to establish a new ‘magnetic
north for calibrating foreign policy’, but what position an
| economically weakened America would occupy in any
New World Order.

It is the quest to find the new ‘magnetic north for
calibrating foreign policy’ which has come to occupy
the minds of America’s foreign policy experts, policy-
makers and academics. Jeffrey E Garten, a managing
director of the Blackstone Group who has held senior
posts in the Nixon, Ford and Carter administrations,
argues in A Cold Peace, for example, how easily serious

frictions can arise between Germany, Japan and the USA
and how difficult it will be for them to retain their
cooperation in the absence of the Cold War. “The roots of
the world as we have known it are being pulled up’,
resulting in ‘the forces of divisiveness, not of coopera-
tion...gaining momentum’ (p45).

While he sees little hope for Japan or Germany taking
responsibility for international affairs, which by default
allows America to retain its global position, Garten, like
Kennan, believes the priority is for America to deal with
its domestic economic weaknesses and social problems,
But while Garten can easily assert that a strong America
al home will renew America abroad, he is as silent
as the other experts on the question of how the decades
of capitalist stagnation in the USA can suddenly be
reversed.

In The Consequences of the Peace, Professor James
Chace of Bard College, the former managing editor of
Foreign Affairs, recognises that America can no longer

insist that the world takes orders on how to run the global
economy, nor impose an international Pax Americana.
He sees a new global balance of power coming into
being, within which America would have to abandon any
pretence (o being the only superpower. Chace’s call for a
new ‘American internationalism’ ends up with a similar
message to that of Kennan and Garten: that America’s
ability to play an essential leadership role in the New
World Order will depend upon repairing its economy.
But just how that can be achieved remains as clusive
as ever.

Former president Richard Nixon, on the other hand,
has little doubt about America’s role in the world. He sees
international conflict remaining a fact of life which by
definition gives America its global duty. Being the most
powerful military power on Earth means America will
continue to have a leadership role. Where Chace, Garlen
and others see economic revival as part of America’s
future security, Nixon insists that the goal of US policy
must now be the expansion of freedom. Invoking that
which Kennan explicitly rejects, Nixon argues that
America now has ‘a moral imperative to use (its) awesome
capabilities as the world’s only superpower to promote
freedom and justice’. A Nixon-style ‘moral” foreign policy
would mean a bullish assertion of American power in
thethird world, such as you might expect from the man
who carpet-bombed Vietnam and Cambodia in the name
of freedom throughout his ill-fated presidency.

Seize the Moment illustrates one of the more confus-
ing aspects of America’s foreign policy debate—the ease
with which people switch from dove to hawk and back
again. Nixon's own foreign policy under Henry Kissinger
was famous for its pragmatism. In contrast to the
Kennedy and Johnson years of hawkish challenge to the
Soviet bloc, Nixon pursued a policy of detente. Today,
however, Nixon sounds uncharacteristically principled
for someone who was forced out of office for bugging his
opponent’s offices in the 1972 clections. Kennan, mean-
while, along with many conservatives, now counscls
a more cautious foreign policy, while younger liberals
are at the forefront of demands for a pro-active foreign
policy, a ‘New Internationalism’. Beneath the policy
confusion lies a real uncertainty about America’s role in
a post-Cold War world.

In fact the malaise is even worse. As the protagonists
in the debate have attempted to discover something that
will cohere the international system and give America
a leading role within it, so further divisions have
appeared. What began as a triumphant discussion about
America’s ascendancy has produced bitter acrimony and
an end to the old anti-communist consensus.

Kennan and his colleagues will find that the absence
of the Stalinist system in 1993 makes all attempis to
regenerate American foreign policy elusive. What
Around the Cragged Hill shows is that America and the
West only temporarily resolved the malaise within their
own societies when they could rely upon their sworn
enemies’ system to give them some purpose. These
books should be read by those who are concerned about
the dangerous drift of international relations, and who
wish to gain an insight into the depth of the problems
facing the Western elites today.
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May the Lord in His Mercy Be Kind to Belfast,
Tony Parker, Jonathan Cape, £16.99 hbk

This is a book you cannot put down. Despite Tony
Parker’s off-putting description of himself as a *middle-
class English agnostic pacifist’, his chosen style of letting
his 64 interviewees tell their own stories makes for
a powerful read. Parker’s professed aim is to counter the
inaccurate media coverage of Northern Ireland by allow-
ing the ordinary people of Belfast to have their voices
heard *for the first time’.

The polarisation of Belfast socicly is clear. Everyone
identifies themselves in relation to the national question.
People live in Protestant or Catholic areas. Many Protes-
tants profess never to have met a Catholic and vice versa.
In his introduction Parker describes the tell-tale signs:
‘Someone who’s given his dog a Scottish name is bound
to be a Protestant...someone pressing you to convey the
positive side of lifc in Northern Ireland is probably
Protestant middle-class.”

There’s plenty here to assist those who see the war as
a conflict between British imperialism and Irish national
liberation. Not least the admissions by Loyalist paramili-
tary groups that they regularly receive information and
weapons from the British security forces and the state-
ment from the Royal Ulster Constabulary that they
are engaged in a war. One TRA volunteer tells Parker,
*you don’t join the IRA for the same reasons soldiers join
your army, like a settled career, good money and good
housing. Those are the things you give up when you join
the IRA’.

‘Everyone’s a story, ch Tony, aren’t they for sure?’,
asks Eamon Collins, a republican. ‘And depending on
who's telling it, it'll look different in different ways.’
Collins’ comment sums up the problem with Parker’s
book. It cannot see the wood for the trees. Concentrating
exclusively upon individual experiences, taken oul of
their wider contexl, leaves the substantial questions about
the causes of the war and the potential resolutions
unanswered.

Giving a voice to both sides of the divide does little to
shed light on the causes of division or indeed the means
of overcoming it. The British media’s enthusiastic recep-
tion for Parker’s book reflects the current vogue for pre-
senting the Irish War as a religious feud defying rational
explanation.

Fiona Foster

Rethinking Camelot: JFK, the Vietnam War,
and US Political Culture, Noam Chomsky, Verso,
£9.95 pbk, £29.95 hbk

Veteran anti-war campaigner Noam Chomsky's
Rethinking Camelot demolishes the myth that president
John F Kennedy would have pulled America out of the
Vietnam war but for his assassination in 1963. The myth
of Kennedy's secret wish to end the war was the story

of Oliver Stone’s three hour-long paranoia epic JFK.

In Stone’s telling America’s Central Intelligence Agency
got wind of the president’s plans and had him killed.
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JFK summed up the nostalgia for a lost idealism
of the Kennedy era, thwarted by the conspiratorial
cfforts of America’s military-industrial complex. If only
Kennedy had lived, the argument goes, America would
have been saved the anguish and lost innocence of the
Vietnam War.

Chomsky traces back the origins of the withdrawal
myth principally to Democratic Party historian Arthur
Schlesinger who, in his 1978 biography of the late presi-
dent’s brother Robert, has John Kennedy taking advice
from Douglas MacArthur that it would be a *“mistake”
to fight in South-cast Asia’. As Chomsky points out,
this was a judgement that Schlesinger did not advance
in his memoir of John Kennedy’s administration,
1000 Days, where we read ‘1962 had not been a bad
year:...aggression checked in Vietnam'. And this was
a description of America’s escalation of the war against
Vietnam,

Chomsky meticulously traces the actual policy state-
ments of the Kennedy administration to show that there
is no evidence of any secret plan or even desire on
Kennedy’s part to withdraw. On the contrary all evidence
points to a determination to pursue whatever course was
necessary to win.

Most pointedly Chomsky overturns the traditional
view of the war as being led by the military and opposed
by the liberal wing of the Democratic Party and the
media. Rethinking Camelot provides ample evidence that
the media and the Democratic Party were overwhelm-
ingly in favour of escalation at a time when many military
advisors, like MacArthur, counselled caution.

Only after the Viet Cong's spectacular successes
in the Tet Offensive of 1968, when it seemed that the
Americans would lose, did the media and the liberal wing
of the party criticise US involvement, Until that point,
liberals like the Kennedys and Arthur Schlesinger, as
well as the US press corps, outstripped even the generals
in their demands for a decisive victory in Vietnam,

Lynn Rawley

The Revolt Against Change: Towards
a Conserving Radicalism, Trevor Blackwell
and Jeremy Seabrook, Vintage, £5.99 pbk

“We began to wonder if the reason why parties advocat-
ing radical change were so unsuccessful was because
they were striking against the resistance of people who
had changed, who had been compelled lo change, too
much.’ .

With that thought, former radicals Jeremy Seabrook,
a contributor to the New Statesman and Society, and
Trevor Blackwell adopt the mantle of conservatism.
Indeed they criticise conservatives for having sold out to
change, disrupting ordinary communities in the name of
€CONomic progress.

“We are all abused children’, they write, ‘injured by
the longing for permanence, stability and continuity,
whereas our experience is all of separation, dissolution
and disruplion’,

Cut the apron strings, you big sissies.

James Heartfield
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