CAMPAIGN
AGAINST
MILITARISM
Conference

WAR DRUMS
AND
PEACE TALKS

Wembley 5-6 March 1994

70955*244026“ ‘I.l”l

9

US$5 DM7 FF2s

UK £2 February 1994 No64

'
»
»
e
"

2l : —— y T Dl e N
“1 ¢ P gl 1 LR
e e )
. .
5, Sl .
- » o _F
- S o - 1
- .
P " o
: = h
- o
‘ -
. . .
. .. S
.
. ¥
B v
-
; s
o il
! oK "
¥ '
. § o -
’ "l"‘ v "
. o N W
g

-~

Plus: Who needs sex education? @ Who's afraid of Russian fascism?
. No man is a monkey ® Defend the right to silence and much more

P R R - —
emam— e —



Revolutionary ideas for today

22-28 July 1994

A week of discussion organised by —

the Revolutionary Communist Party = ————
at the University of London Union,

Malet Street, London WC1.

Tickets cost £45 waged/£30 unwaged before 7 March,
and £50/%£35 before 1 June, £55/£38 before 22 July and
5£60/£40 on the door. School/FE Students £20.

Make cheques payable to RCP Association and send to BM RCP,
London WC1N 3XX. For further details phone Kate Flint on (071) 278 9908.

Sponsored by




Two new features for February

TA B()()b

Today many issues are ruled unsuitable for critical discussion,
and strong opinions are condemned as ‘offensive’ to one
group or another. Living Marxism wants to break all of
the taboos and open up the debate.

Each month, our new ‘Taboos' feature will take
a hard look at conventional wisdom on social,
moral and sexual issues.

This month: Sex education—who needs it? page 8

TE AN

We are living in a kind of modern dark age, when anti-science
sentiments and mysticism abound. Living Marxism

is dedicated to a critical defence of progress

and the human potential.

Each manth, our new *Progress’ feature will challenge
prejudice and mysticism on matters scientific, technological
and environmental.

This month: Sociobiology: no man is a monkey page 16
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The moral of the story

will have to be more closely controllea if
we are judged te be guilty of misbehaving
curselves. And these days the kind of
‘migbehaviour’ that is deemed o warrant

n Feoruary, we are all meant to receive

a copy of the government’s Parents

Charter through the post. It is packed
full of handy hints about how ta oring up
and educate children.

Apparently, you shoula not give your
cnldren hard arugs, or allow them to go
ram-raiding befere their homework is
done, but you should give them food and
make sure they can walk by the time they
start school. And most important of nl.
wou have a moral responsiblity 1o tea
your effspring the difference between n._,I t

qd left

If you dor't fanc

) ng lecturea on the
corract way tc bring up children by Tory
educalion secretary John Patten {suraly
a man whom only a mother could love),
you can put down your Parents’ Charter
and tum on the lelevision. One of the
recent highlights on the BBC nhas beer
3 series of programmas on the theme o
fdn‘hes and now to live in themdraise
them/defenc them.

The loveable Claire Rayner nas been
zent round to the homes of innocent
pecple, 1o tell them how to solve their per-
scnal problems while wearing winged
tamoocns. The BBC has also been pramol-
ing helplines that can give you profes-
sianal guidance on every family preblem
from deomestic viclence anc drink Lo sex
and snaring. Whether the TV counsellors
can tell you where tc find the money to
pay your post-oudget bills. orwhere to out
an elderly is eing careg for
'in the community” {ie, an the couch n your
living rcem) is unclear

Wea are faced wilh a bombardment ¢
intervention in our lives by official and
semi-official agencies, and it is getling
worse by the week. They want to help us,
to counsel us, to suppart us, to guide us,
lo give us good advice. In other words,

relative who
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they wanl to control us, by laying down
rules about what we should and should
not dg, waltch, read or even think. This
authoritarian ethos now runs right through
society, from the cabinet ta the classroom.

As we have said from the first in Living
Marxism, John Major's ‘Back to basics’
campaign is best understcod as the right-

wing wversion of Political Correctness.
Like the PC asscciated with feminists
and social werkers, it is about imposing

codes of personal conduct and eslablish-
ing behavioral conventions. The anly rea
difference s that the Tories seek o restricl
what we might do and say in the name of
traditional decency and family wvalues,
while the PC prefessionals want to lay
down their petty law in the name of mulua
respect and non-sexism.

Since it became embarrassingly clear
that the Ton,, Party, like the rest of society,
is full of single parents and pecple who
like sex, Major has been insisting that his
‘Back to basics' campaign was never
intended to be ‘'a crusade for personal
morality’. This is patent nonsense.

There is no way o separate the notion
of ‘values' in the abstract from what indi-
viduals ’10 how we behave. Any policy
to do with imposing rnofal values and
standards ‘s inevitably about govern-

ing incividual cenduct. Otherwise, Tory
ministers  who oroclaim  the 'Back to
basics' doctrine would effectively be say-

ing 'You can shag sheep if _-,ul., ike, sC
long as you believe in family values'.

All the talk about ‘basic stardards’ and
'core values' is really a justification for
more intervention in our lives. When politi-
cians go on and cn about the impertance
of differentiating between ‘right and
wreng', they are obviously judging our
behavicur. The clear implication s that we
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forcible intervention by parliament, the
police and the courts can be anything
from holding a rave in an empty field to
arguing audibly in your own home.

The drive tc moralise about and control
aur lives takes many different forms today.
It can be seen clearly in the top-level
government attacks upon single mothers
and their right to welfare benefits or
housing. It is cbvious, 0o, in the police
raigs and legal crackdown that hawv
accompanied high-profile panics aboul
a few ‘nome along' cases (at a time when,
racant research suggests, lack of afford-
able childcare has made leaving chilgren
to look after themselves part of the British
way of life).

But there are also many lass obviously
authoritarian attempts t@ regulate our
lives: the safer sex campaigns, the Claire
Rayner-style lectures on the do's anc
don'ts of perscnal relationships, the hys-
teria about whether or ot women of the
‘wrong' age should be allowed to have
test-tube babies. All of these moralising
trends, and many more, point in the same
direction. Taken together, they reinforce
the idea that we live in a jungle, and that
what's needed are more rules and regula-
tionis to protect us from each other and
from our own warst instincts.

The fashion for controlling and regulat-
ing everything, which we have called the
new autnortarianism, is a symptom of an
out-cf-control saciety. Faced with a slump
they cannot end anc a pelitical cnsis they
cannol resolve, the authorties' instinct is
10 crack down in & desperate bid to recre-
ate scme semblarce of control. The PC
professianals, meanwhile, believing their




privileged status to be threatened by
sacial breakdown, provide a natural con
stituency for the new authoritarianism.

None of this would be too much of
a problem if the boom in state interven-
tion was understood as the authoritarian
trend that it is and opposed accordingly.
Unfortunately, it is not. Instead, the state's
drive to enforce control coincides with
a widespread yearning by ordinary people
for some sort of stability.

The sense that things are out of coentrol
is acule among many wnho have had the
rug pullec out from under their lives by
the economic depression. The result is
uncertainty, nsecurity and the yearning
for stabiiity. This can make pecple open ©
erdarsing aspects of the new authortari-
arism, such as a disciplinarian campaign
to police youth in the schools and on
the streets.

Of course, the authonties' urge to contral
everything and the popular wish for stabil-
ity never completely coincide. The speea
with which Major's 'Back to basics' cam-
paign ran into trouble showed how few
people are prepared to swallow whole
such sermonising claptrap  from the
government. The trouble s, however, that
many who are unhappy about spec-
ific Tory initiatives, like the witch-hunt
against single mothers, remain cpen to
the wider moralistic message of the new
autharitarianism. This is confirmed in
ne way that most critics of 'Back to
basics' have focused their fire ¢n the
government's ‘hypocrisy’,

By calling the Tories hypocritas, you
accuse them cf failing to live up tw ther
own publicly espoused values. But you do
not reject those conservalive values as
such, nor challenge he need for more

The problems which are messing

up our lives today have nothing
to do with some supposed decline
in personal morality

control of perscnal tehavigur. Indeed, it
could be argued Ihal, by mplying that
hypocritical MPs who break their marriage
vows of sleep with other men are unfit for
public life, you anly strengthen ths climate
of meral conformity in scciety.

What we need now is an opposition
which fakes a siand, not just against
messed-up  government  policies, but
against the much wider tendency to
depict all our problems as maoral ones.
There is one single theme which seems
to underlie every discussion today. It is
always individuals who are 0 be jugged,
rather than society, It is always stan-
dards of personal behaviour which must
e changed, rather than forms of social
organisalicn. This attitude turns realty on
its heaa.

The problems which are truly messing
up our lives today, from wage-cuis to war,
have nothing to do with some supposed
decline in personal morality. They are fea-
tures of a society run by and for a capital-
ist mincrity, These problems will not even
be addressed. never mind sclved, so long
as attenticn is focused on a moralising
campaign about values, be they basic,
family, or otherwse. Blaming a decline
in people's maral stancards for our

preblems doesn' just let the authorities
off the hook; by giving credence to the
need for more regulation of indivigual
benaviour, it can even help to strengthen
the state’s control over our lives,

At the start of last year, when many
commentators predicted that the worst of
the Major government's prablems were
over, Living Marxism insistea that continu-
ng siump and pelitical exhausticn weoula
ensure that the Tories' stock fell even
ower in 1993. The debacle surrounding
the ‘Back lo basics' campaign suggests
that optimistic forecasts for the Conserva-
tivas in 1994 will prave equally misplaced.

That political crisis, however, should not
be allowed to distract attention from
a development with more far-reaching
implcations; the advance of the new
authoritarianism in society. As elected
politicians fall deeper into disrepute,
s0 the different arms of the state, from
the oolice and the courts to unslectec
guangos and socia! services, assume
greater authority and more powers 1o
ntervene in our affairs. Recognising and
opposing this trend 1S Tar mere impariant
than worrying about who's screwing who
tehing the parliamentary bicycle sheds.

LIVING MARXI|SM February 1894 5§



What perils of PC?

Your radiczl arg e on PC ('The peris of pelitica
corractress’, December) is vased on an
extremely narrow outlook. It is easy to altack
those who ‘masal for boing nterventionist
ard authoritarian, but contrary to what you anc
Haye< believe, intervepticn 's nol necessarly
2 bad thing. 't depends who is intervening anc
tor what reasons,

You bemoan the fact that the persenal sealm
has become politicisec, apparerlly, by pacple
who wish to 'control' us. If this hac not hap-
paned we would still have nc awarensess of sex-
ual politics, and though advances in this fizle
may have been limited, we have at least
reachec the stage where a varisty ¢f agencies
are now forced to appear PC. The fact is that
2 laissez-faire appreach in social pelicy, as wel
&5 In econom.c policy, gives way o the surviva
of the fitest. By mocking PC you echo the
Tories.

How dic people survive' bafara they had
counselling for comestic violence? In many
cases they had extremely unhappy lves
anc repezlec lhe cycle of volence in future
gererslicns, | is little consolation to tell these
people thal their msery is of less importance
than changing lhe sconamic infrastructure. If
they wait for the revolulion they'll wat all their
Ives. Far from breeding apathy, PC can
encourage people to revolulionise 1heir per-
sonzal lives. Poliical struggles can ba fought or
more than one level,

Social cohesion, as your article on language
('Speling fashism’, December) poirts out, is
desirabie, and this is inevtably deperderl
on some kind of prevailing moral framewark,
By leaving the right wing lo take the initiative on
,, you are playing a darger-

ous game,
Ashley Davies Sheffield

Don’t mind your language

David R Clarke {letters, January) argues for
opposition to the ‘value-laden nature of
language...not as an end in tsa f_but incorpo
rated in a wicer process of argansed resis
wance’, He wants to strugale for 2C language as
oart of a generzl struggle 3g9a nst what be calls
‘the ruling bloc’

It may seem only natural thal progressive
minced pecple shoule be encouraged to co
oattle on al fronts. But this is to skaie over
the fact that any sericus attempt at challenging
the status guo can only come about as a
result of icentifying the issues which most
clearly expose s inherantly regressve ralure.

In today's cireumstances. proselytising for
the use of PC language would enly confuse the
cuestion of oppression and how to fight L
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=or example, in their use of larguzage, workirg
class men would appear more oackward than
most Tory MPs. Snould we therefore conclude
tnat the man on the ouileing site is most raspon
siole for women's oppression? The welf-whistle
as the guarantor of women's inferior position in
sociely? It makes more sense to icentify anc
attack the real culprits, namely the capitalist
system and the champions of the family which
| SPONSOrs.

When the authorties are allemping 1o re-
estaolish their humanlarian credertials through
ne adeption of PC, Clarke appeals for the rest
of us to learn the same language. Instead of
equipping people with the means to confront
the authoritarian stralegy, his advice would have
the effect of disarming anc disorienting us.
Neil Abbott Stafford

Handicapped or oppressed?

| reman folaly unconvinced abeout the desir-
abilty of disputing a ‘sccial model’ of disability
M Fitzpatrick ‘Handicapped or oppressed?’,
December), What is the problem with the ides
[hat the cifficuties that arise from specifc forms
ol impaiment are not essentially rooted in a
particularly oiclogical conditien, but are con-
structec out of the meaning given to those
forms in a soecific centext?

But it is when Michzel Fitzpatrick gets down
to the old cemocracy-as-cemocracy-of-the
capab'e routing lhat the terifying implicatons
cf his standpoirt find their way to the surface.

The working class, so called racial groups,
and wamean, to name out a few, have all expe-
dencec a systematic exclusion from the paliti-
cal process on lhe basis of that evershfing
bul apparenty never-erasable line between
those able to participate in demacracy and
those rot'. An assumplicr of this right to craw
the line on the basis of a ‘common good' has
historically underpinned every denial of rights.
Is it not ime o admit that this lire can be no
maore than a visible manifestation of prejucice
and misunderstanding?

Instead of an insistence on the limits of
equality, why nol wake up 1o the idea that
equality could become a principie based on the
discevery by an individual of their own potential
for economic and politica! participation, inde-
pendence, creativity, satisfaclion, pleasure,
etc? Not on & decision made over and above
our heads by othars as 10 the precise nature cf
our potential.

Hasn't Filzpalrick missec the key to the
concept of political oppression? That it involves
the imposition of discrimination and subordina-
lion dased on common assumptions of shared
infericnly in relation to a collecton of unigue
ndividuals,

Abl Masefield Stznhope. Co Durmam
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M ssing the peint, M Hamilton of Birmingham?

(letters, January). Your first cb ection seems (o
be aover Michaa Fitzoatrick's use cf the word
handican. Tkis worc is used 1o define a dearee
of gisacvantage or depnvation of same faculty,
in this case physical. | cannol see how you can
deny that, for example, a person without the
use of their legs is nol complate. They have
a physical disaoility; they are incompiele as
a human being

We sl <now that a physical d'sability need
nct imoar & person's potantia for developing
tnoughl, ciscussing anc raasoning. which is.
after al, more important than physica ability.
However | suspact in cesperation to confirm
this point, many go too far and Incorrectly
conclude thal a physical disability need not
disadvantage a person at al
A Farrell Edinburgh

Selective silence on rape

On 23 October 1993 the New York Times print-
ed the following as oart of a ronipage cerec-
tion to & previous frentpage story: ‘the arlicie
and the headlines should slso have sad that
the nterim report concluded thal the existence
af “a systematic rape policy” by the Serbs
"remains o be praved".” More than 10 months
after the EC gave widespread cradibility tc the
idea of 'a systematic rape policy’. the UN
irterim reporl car provice no substantiatior.
The MNew York Times, having splashec the
irterim reporl ¢r its front page on 20 Octooer
as preof of a ‘systematc policy’, felt the need to
print a correction. | wonger if the comection
aoples 1o other guotes from the NYT?

‘The Eurcpean Community recently issuec
a report in which nvestgators estmated that
20 000 Muslim women nad been systematically
raped by Serbian forces curing the war)
{23 January 1983) 'The legal threal to
Mr Karadzic charges hm with responsibility
for mass rapes, forced pregnancies, murder,
torture and other alrocities,' {23 February 1993)
‘Tens of thousands of innccents have been
subjected to who'esala uprooting, system-
atc rape and grotescue forms of murder)
(12 March 1993)

Has the UN interim report mad an impact? Not
on the BBC, wha stl atriouted ‘systematic
rape’ 1o the Serbs in an item on Braaikdast News
(¥ December 1943). But tha Loncon Times, on
an nsioe page, ran a correction to 2 Reuters
report that they had carnsd: 'in a report or
21 Cctober we said that the UN had found evi-
cence that Sero forces used rape as a weapor
of war, In fact, 1he UN report was incorclusive,
(3 Novembear 1943)

The fnal UN report may still cescrbe a




'systematic  policy of rape’. Tha Interm
report can ve lucked away and forgolten by
those who dor't want ¢ think, All along, the
'systematic rape’ story was highly cuestionsb e,
anc t s gooc to see that Liing Marxism
guestioned i,

Bill Webb North London

No word on the Kurds
Mecia concern has been graduzlly shifting from

Kurds in nerthern lraq to the Shia marsh Arabs
in the south, Prince Charles expressed rc

Then there were the well-publicised

sWwamao.

which the UN subsequently found no evidence,
Claire Pointon (Guardian, 20 December 1993)
notes that the Shia oppcesition has been
demznding a safe haven-style operzticn in the
south as exists in the nortn.

Yet lite for the Kurds in the occuisd lernl-
ones in rorthen Irac is ess than blssful;
a freezirg, miserzble existence by all accounts.,
Western military jets patrol the sky, bul these
have proved ineffectve against oombing
waids from alited Turkish aircra®t. Three rzics
accurred between 30 Novemoer anc 18 Dec
ember 1993, The last attack left 200 'PKK
terrorists’ killed or weunded, accarding to Turk-
sh authorties. Iragi Kurds have disputed
Turkey's accourts of such rads, claming that
they have been indisciminale with many
cwilian casualtes,

Such atrocites are nol ‘news'. Aftar the
18 December raic, Sunday evening bulletins
on BBC and ITN carried not one word.
Monday's Guardian, Times and Independent
nad precisely nothing, whie the Telegraph gave
a two-santence quote from Turkish sources.

Although t is well kncwr that Turkey is
waging 2 gruescme campaign of lorture
against its Kurdish population, we have 1O
get detals from a lafter wrtten oy sclicitor
Louise Christian in the Guardian {18 December
1992). She peints oul thal Western jourralisis
do not go into Kurdish settlernents resulling in
under-reporting of atrocites. Worse, | appears
that a Special Branch officer has beean feeding
smear stores 10 the Sunday Telegraph sbout
2KK exiartion rackets operating cn immicrant
ousnesses in Britain

The and result is that allegations ©
graves of Kurds n Turkey zre not inveslgsled,
but we arg alowed tall tales of Kurcish Triads.
S Dale Manchester

Mass
4

Old-fashioned on Ireland

Living Marxisen usually takes a refreshingly
ratona ‘nacx to basics' zpproach towargs the
sues of the cay, olten cpoosed lo the stan-
darc PC eftsms, But when It comes to Irelanag,
You on'y give us the same clc tirec knee-erks.
Why should Eire and Ulster be consicered to
oe one country? Because ‘ong ago in the pre-
naustdal word they were once urited znc

1o tha ramance of ok songs.) Cr is it because
they are linked by roac, rather than by sea (and
ar anc lelecomms)? Belfast is roughly equi
distant fram Glasgow, Liverpeel, and Dublin.
Why should its Iinks ¢ Dubln oe consigered
the mast impartant. the most natural?

Is there any rational, scientific methoc o
ceterming which groups of people can be
cefined as nations, or what territory a nation
can c'aim as ite own? This is a questicr for the
heart, not the head, a gquestion of 'klooc' so irra-
ticnal a5 o be re nalism cannat
play 2 progressive role in the 1990s,

The people of Ulster are wasing their ime
and energy whean all they fight for s the ngnht to
choase which capitalists expleit them. which
state oppresses them. Is it rezly sc important
whether a worker is part of Dublin's economy
rather than Londor's? Eire's peliticians and
millonaires are no oetter than curs.

Wanting the revolulion @ slart here in
Britain, you pronably feel that ‘my enemy’s
gnemy 13 my friend’. This has a good no-
ronsense rng 1o i, out s surely too banal to
pass for objective, rationa’ analysis.

Paul Willlams Kennington, London

Who does police PR?

Accorcing to lan Scott {'Can you tusl a
Cenden?, QOctober), the polce force ig con-
ducting a public relations exercise in an effort
to change ite cld racist image, “Whal consul-
tancy firm is responsible? They surely are misa-
cle workers, Tne oudlic perceptions of the new
oolice force have uncergone 2 sea-charge.

Nowads

just about every se-called anti-racist
organisation demands that the opolice fight

acism,

| agree with Scott that his PR exercise ang
s mporiant. but by ignoring the coliapse of
the o'd ant-racist movement he fails to zccount
for the radically new perception psople have of
the oolice. The most impertant factor is the
demise of the old medalting forces baetween the
cporessors and the cporessed. Importantly,
crgansations such as the Ant-Nzsz League
and Arli-Racist Alliance have campagred for
the oolice to be given mera reprassive mes
sures Lo ceal with extreme nght wingers.

By nol explaning these changes, Scott
aives a superficial explaration for the police’s
new-found credibility, By 'ooking at the role of
the left and understlancing the mistakes they
have made, we can make progress in bull¢ing
our own ant-racist movement.

Alan Denehy Londcn

le

Educating teachers

As aleacher n John Pallen's constituency, | am
appalec Dy his suggeston that education
coulé be improvec if schocls were to adopt
a 'Back ¢ basics’ apprcach. Patien tells us that
we sheuld be emphasising moral values anc
leaching children the difference between rght
and wrorg.

| object to this because it is nol moliv-
aled by & cesire o develop standards and,
consecuently, will be damagng 1o pupils’
educaton. Il John Pallen was serious about
raising standards then he would invast money
to reduce class sizes. Instead. he initates
a debate about moral vaues ard n doing so
deflects attention away from more mportant
igsues I'ke depleting resources. Unfortunately,
while mary teachers aisc, instinctively, -eact
against 'Back o basics', they accepl respons:-
bility for morgl ecucation. n my school, staff
meetings and inset days focus on topics such
as oulying and childgren's rights, rather than
ncreasing class sizes {presently in the mid-
thirties and risingy.

[t's time 10 snhill the discussicor anto these
ssues that can improve ecucaton and stop
talking about the neec o teach the differance
oetween nght and wrong.

Alex Cxford
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Each month, this new Living Marxism feature
will be taking a critical look at today's
conventional wisdom on social,

moral and sexual issues.

This month, Beth Adams asks...

Sex education:
who needs it?

A new Family Planning Association
(FPA) sex education handbook for
primary school teachers has caused
something of a furore, despite its
extremely anodyne contents: lots
of stuff aboul the naming of body
parts, discussions about periods and
warnings about safer sex. In December,
launching a government circular on
sex education in schools, education
sceretary John Patten criticised such
trendy sex education. He emphasised
instead the need for schools to teach
morality as well as sexual mechanics,
and to tell pupils that marriage is betler
than single parenthoad,

The issuc of sex education, and
teachers’ role in it, always provokes
a hysterical reaction from right-wing
maoralists, largely because they find
anything that puts ‘children’ and ‘sex’
in the same sentence to be a matter of
embarrassment and concern. The issue
has become one of those modern litmus
tests which is taken to reveal someone’s
political persuasion, If you are for
more sex education you are identified
as a bit of a liberal; if you are against
it. vou are considered to be on the right.

Here, ‘sex education” means
something other than a biological
discussion of reproductive functions.
There are few people who object to the
teaching of basic human physiology.
Only the most lunatic of the lunatic
fringe believe that children should
grow up believing that babies are
brought by the stork. The controversics
arise when the issue expands beyond
basic biology into a discussion of how
and why sex happens.

Those at the conservative end
of the spectrum tend to be suspicious
of educationalists’ attempts to discuss
sex in a social or personal setling—
what the FPA would call the
negotiation of sexual relationships.
They are particularly offended by
discussion of different sexual practices
and attitudes, uqnlagss they are clearly
divided into ‘normal’ and ‘abnormal’:
‘normal’ being what your mum and dad

did to have you, and ‘abnormal’
being what perverts do (ie, just about
anvthing else).

Conservatives are wary of sex
education because they fear that talking
about sex encourages children to put
the theory into practice and experiment
with sex at an carlier age. The moral
crusaders have a rather romantic notion
of childhood as an age of innocence
which should be preserved for as
long as possible, and see sexuality as
a rather unpleasant aspect of adulthood
that the young need to be protected
against. Crucially, they also believe
that if and when it is necessary (o
teach children about matters carnal,
the family home is the place to do it
In the eyes of many conservatives,
sex education in schools undermines
parental control, rights and
responsibilities.

On the ather side of the debate.
the liberal sex education lobby stresses
that to deny children sex education is to
keep them in a state of ignorance rather
than innocence. They point out that
parents often feel uncomtortable with
the issue and are unable to discuss sex,
and so teachers must fill the breach.
They emphasise that children are
constantly exposed fo sexual images
in everyday life and need to know how
1o make sense of these. Sex education,
the liberal educationalists believe. is
essential if young people are to protect
themselves from unwanted
pregnancies, sexually transmitted
infections and abuse.

The modern liberal case for more
‘contextualised’ sex education might
sound like an enlightened alternative
1o the not-in-front-of-the-children
attitudes of the old-fashioned moral
conservatives. Yet the gap between the
two approaches is not as wide as it first
seems. Even when it is delivered from
a liberal perspective, it is possible

to see sex education as a vehicle for
steeping young people in extremely
conservative sexual and moral codes.




The main concern of the FPA
and its supporters is that sex education
should be taken out of a ‘biological’
and placed in a ‘social’ context. But
what is this social context to be?

As he made clear in his
December speech. Tory education
secretary John Patten readily agrees
that there is a need for young peaple
to learn about sex in a social context-
the context of a society based upon
traditional family values. Indeed,
the government has run ahead of
the liberals in ‘contextualising’
discussions on matters of sex. Section
46 of the 1986 Education Act requires
the local education authority, the
governing body and the headteacher
to ensure that sex cducation is ‘given
in such a manner as to encourage
those pupils to have due regard to
moral considerations and the values
of family life’.

The liberals would sav that the
social context in which they want 1o
discuss sex education is a very different
one, about empowering young people
to cope with sexual relations in the
modern world, Yet look a litle
closer and you can see that, while
the language is very different, the
moral message of both conservative
and liberal sex education is pretty
much the same.

For instance, where conservatives

stress the need to defend the traditional

family, liberal educationalists tend to

talk about the importance of stable,

responsible relationships. The need

for voung people to delay sexual

experience, and the dangers of

having sex before they are ready,

is emphasised in the FPA literature

just as much as in conservative tracts.
The curious thing about the liberal

sex education guides is that, despite

their stated aim of explaining sex as

sormal, natural activity, they are full

»f warnings about how dangerous it

= supposed to be, There are warnings

shout the risks of unplanned pregnancy,p

TEXT ANC ILLUSTRATIONS:

©

FICCOLO MCTURE BOCT

i
" S

P o PR LS
tner iee

]1-’\”»'_.7-!:': ol f"'.
LN e

gy

> @ o
s i
¥

w0

] 2P are

LEAL A Sa N s
T

LIVING

7
e 5%

2
: Feadobale T Ee fow
IS EB8USCIAL)

o

hx Voo de AL L L Y
& o/

MARXISM February?



Taboos

of sexually transmitted discases in
general and HIV in particular, about
the dangers of child abuse and of
simply being pressured into saying
‘ves” when you want to say 'no’.
Patten and the Department for
Fducation (DfE) really need not
worry that trendy sex education will
encourage young people 1o have sex
carlier—il scems more likely to put
them off it for life. It is not in the least
bit surprising that a recent study by the
World Health Organisation shows that
in countries where sex education is
provided in schools, the average age
of first intercourse is higher. The
childreen are probably scared to death.
John Patten is particularly
offended by the explicit character
of the discussion of masturbation in
the FPA guide. But even here the FPAS
emphasis is on responsibility. Mutual
masturbation is depicted as a way for
voung people to explore their sexuality
without ‘going all the way’, and
described as *an enjoyable form of
safer sex’. The explicit endorsement
of masturbation may be a modern
development, but the way that the
FPA guide draws a firm line between
penetrative sex and what used to
be called ‘petting’ echoes a very
traditional parental approach.

Sex education in schools,

cven at its trendiest is loaded with
traditional values and morals. It has
become a vehicle for promoting
conventional moral standards and
conservative social conduet in

a modernised, liberal-sounding
language. If the headmaster lectured
the fifth form about how promiscuity
would lead to hell and damnation,
the class would laugh at him for his
eccentricity. But when the Personal
and Social Education teacher explains
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in concerned tones about how
promiscuity leads to AIDS, “well,
it makes you think, doesn’t it?".

So is there anything to be said
for institutional sex education? The
one argument which scems irrefutable
is that sex education in school does
at least get people talking about sex,
and provides access to information
that voung people might not otherwisce
come by, But even here there are
problems to be considered. s it really
a good idea 10 encourage young people
to turn to their teachers for information

about sex, when the DIE is increasingly

laoking to teachers to police the
behaviour of young people? The new
DFE draft guidelines explicitly instruct
teachers of their obligations when they
believe that “the pupil has embarked
upon, or is contemplating, a course

of conduct which is likely to place him
or her at moral or physical risk or in
breach of the law™:

*In such a serious situation the
teacher should normally inform the
headteacher, who in turn should also
counsel the pupil if appropriate and,
where the pupil is under age, ensure
that the parents are made aware,
Whether specialist support services...
or the local education authority should
also be involved will depend upon the
particular circumstances and the
judgement of the staff.’

Today it seems that discussing sex

with a teacher is an invitation to having
your personal life investigated and then
dictated not only by your parents, but
by vour headteacher and various arms
of the state as well, With these
restrictions in aperation, is it really
possible to imagine that a teacher could
have a productive discussion on sex
with young people where factual

LIVING MARXISM

information, bevond basic biology,
can be conveyed?

It is even arguable that the very
category of ‘sex education’” contributes
to the problems it is trying to resolve,
by further felishising what it seeks to
demystify. Getting off with someone,
knowing how to say “yes' and ‘no’
to sexual activity, is a social skill
that we learn through experience.

It involves an interaction between

two (or more) people in a specific set
of circumstances. You can no sooner
teach people how to ‘negotiate’ sexual
relationships than you can teach them
to have a conversation or tell a joke.
To assume that young people need
‘instruction’ to make the most of their
sexuality simply makes sex seem even
more bizarre.

The liberal sex educators argue
that the institutionalisation of sex
education enables young people o
understand and act on their feelings
in a responsible manner. But you
could argue that it ‘disables’ rather
than ‘enables’. It restricts people’s
capacily lo experiment and to work
out their own attitude towards sexual
matters, and instead dictates a set of
values, standards and behavioral codes
acceptable 1o the authorities and to
older generations.

Taking control of your lite
and working out your own way
of behaving is a part of growing
up. And an essential element of that
process is breaking away from the
prescriptions of parents and authority
figures. One of the reasons why sex
has traditionally been seen as a rite of
passage [tom childhood into adulthaod
is because it is something that must be
negoliated independently of parental,
governmental or tutorial advice.

The demand for more sex
education might sound very liberal
and liberating. In fact, it is quite
the opposite. The institutionalisation
of discussion an sexuality in the
classroam has become just one more
device for introducing voung people
to a set of conservative moral values.
The way in which sex is treated as
a discrete area of education where
specific instruction is needed, and one
which teachers need specific instruction
1o conduct, enhances the conservalive
view that the whole area of sexuality
is fraught with mystical ‘problems’
and "meaning .

A recent survey of more than
1500 teenagers showed that most
turned to the pages of magazines
like Mizz and Just 17 to find answers
10 their sexual queries, Friends were
the next most popular source of
information. Hardly anvone said they
would turn to their teacher, The FPA
and associated organisations were
horrified—but, when you think about
it, mavbe it’s for the best. ®
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A challenge to these uncritical times

We are living in a culture of conformity.

The media is becoming tamer than ever, faced with
high-level demands for more ‘happy news' and less
critical coverage of the government.

The traditional puritans ¢f the back-to-basics right
and the new puritans of the politically correct left
are both calling for more censorship.

And everywhere from the universities o the work-

place, it seems that criticism and strong arguments

are now condemned as unacceptably 'offensive’ to
one group or ancther.

These are dangerous trends. In the circumstances
of today, we need to defend the right to be offensive
at all costs.

Society is at an impasse, with the market economy
n a state of slump and mainstream politics in
a state of exhaustion. There is a pressing need for
a critical examination of what exists and an open
debate abeut the alternatives. Instead we are con-
fronted with a censorious climate that narrows the
terms of every discussion and stifles dissent,

In response, there are two principles that we should
insist upon.

No censorship

Any demand for bans or restrictions will always
make matters worse. Calling for censorship
strengthens the ability of the authorities to dictate
what we are allowed to see, hear or read. Bans can
only add to the repressive almosphere and strangle
more life out of our conformist culture.

There is no acceptable pretext for censorship.
Whether it is justified as a measure lo combat
racism, to protect children or to safeguard our privacy,
censorship is an authoritarian infringement of our
rights. It should always be opposed. Bans are for
bigots and Big Brother.

No taboos

From questions about race to matters of sexual
morality, many issues are now considered un-
suitable for critical discussion. Instead we are
expected to avoid offending anyoedy, and stick to
the moral line laid down by the self-appointed
guardians of the public good, be they government
ministers, priests er PC professionals.

The idea that we should not be offensive may
sound like a call for sensitivity. In fact it is another
demand for censorship. It is a not-in-front-of-the-
children attitude towards public debale, which
nsists that we either say nothing controversial or
nothing at all.

Such uncritical regard for convention and public
sensibilities is having a stultifying effect. It is a guar-
antee that society remains stuck in its current rut.
If we are to change things for the better, we must
have the right to challenge conventions, to outrage
existing public opinion and to argue for new ideas
regardless of who might be offended. Taboos are
for the superstitious and the stupid.

If you have had enough of ‘happy news' and the
culture of conformity, join us in defending the right
to be offensive. It is time to take a stand, to shake
things up, and to tell it like it is.

Question everything—ban nothing

The Living Marxism declaration on the right to be offensive came out of our Perils of

Political Correctness conference in November. For more information or extra copies
write to Living Marxism, BM RCP, London WC1N 3XX or phone (071) 278 9908.




Who's afraid of

ZRNiring

Reactions to the Russian election results
revealed more about the West'’s fears for
its own future than about political realities
in Russia, suggests Joan Phillips
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: ow many more Hitlers
- will be discovered before

: “2 the 1990s are out? After the
December elections, most Western
commentators announced that the
Russians had voted for fascism.
The airwaves were filled with tired
analogies between 1990s Russia
and 1920s Germany, and between
nationalist leader Vladimir Zhirinovsky
and Adolf Hitler. Zhirinovsky's party’s
success in the parliamentary elections
led Western journalists to speculate
about the prospects for a fascist
dictatorship when Boris Yeltsin
finally decides to put the presidency
to the vote again.

“Victory of nationalist right shocks
Russia', said the Guardian’s frontpage
headline (14 December 1993). Who did
the Guardian headline writer think had
voted for Zhirinovsky? Martians?

Let’s face it, the Guardian, nol
Russia, was shocked by the result.
The emergence of Zhirinovsky’s
Liberal Democratic Party as the
dominant electoral force was a slap

in the face for most Western analysts,
who had confidently predicted victory
for the radical market reformers of
Russia's Choice.

Not anly did Western experts get
it wrong before the vole, however, they
also misinterpreted the resulls. As far
as most commentators were concernexd,
the spectre of fascism is haunting
Russia. They might as well have said

that communism is on the march again,
since the Russian Communist Party
came third, only three percentage
points behind the free marketeers

of Russia's Choice.

I'he reality is that most Russians
did not vote for anything, least of all
fascism-——they were voting against
everything they have experienced
during the past three vears of
market reform.

Protest vote

The vote reflected the desperation
of those Russians for whom the
arrival of capitalism has been

a humiliation greater than anvthing
they expericnced under Stalinism.
As many as 35m are now living below
the poverty line. Most people are
lighting for survival. Housewives
stand in streets and subways selling
sausage to feed their families, The
elderly have been reduced to the
indignity of the soup kitchen. Fear is
everywhere—fear of unemployment,
inflation, hunger, homelessness and
warse o come.

After all this, what did the Guardian
and the rest expect? Zhirinovsky was
the beneficiary of a groundswell
of popular protest against the
government’s market reforms,

This had little to do with any personal
aor political qualities possessed by

the charmless Zhirinovsky himself.
He captured the protest vote because
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he was the sole major contender
untainted by a spell in power.

If anything, Zhirinovsky’s success
has been exaggerated and the extent
of popular alienation has been
underestimated. Few commented
on the fact that almost half the
electorate (nearly 50m) didn't
bother to vote, Zhirinovsky may
haye gol more votes than other
parties, but capturing 23 per cent of
the 53 per cent of the electorate which
bothered to go to the polls hardly
represents a landslide victory.

And whatever else it was, the
vote for Zhirinovsky was not a popular
endorsement of fascism. The media
made the mistake of thinking that
by voting for the Liberal Democratic
Party, Russians were giving positive
assent to every word uttered by its
leader. In fact, most people who
voted for Zhirinovsky probably
could not name one policy of his party.

The point that Western observers
miss is that Russians don’t like any
politicians at all. For the past few years,
poll after poll has shown that they are
fed up with politics, politicians and
partics, Surveys have revealed that
more than 50 per cent of people
think that all the new parties have
been founded by people who
are simply ‘greedy for power’,
Almost 40 per cent say that party
activities have “no bearing on the life
of ordinary people’. Some 12 per cent

think that party activists arc

‘misfits who had nothing better

to do’. A stunning 78 per cent believe
that there are no parties anywhere

in Russia with which they can identify.

The problem evidenced by the
Russian election is not the emergence
of a fascist movement, but popular
alienation at the arrival of a market
svstem which is driving most
Russians to despair.

It is ironic that Western
commentators should claim
democracy in Russia could be
threatened if Zhirinovsky goes on
to win the presidency. Real democracy
is non-existent now, never mind in
the future, as the West's ally Yeltsin
continues the process of consolidating
his presidential dictatorship.

While attention has focused on

the authoritarian pretensions of the
leader of the Liberal Democratic Party,
the dictatorial practices of the Russian
president have been largely ignored.

In the months before the December
election, Yeltsin assumed the powers
of a despot, scrapping the constitution,
disbanding parliament. sending tanks
against his opponents, imposing a state
of emergency, censoring newspapers
and banning parties. Then he drew
up a new constitution, giving him
unprecedented powers to issue
decrees and curb.eivil libertics.

In December, while all eyes were
on Zhirinovsky’s success at the polls,

few commented on the way Yeltsin
rigged the referendum to get his
constitution passed.

The shift towards executive
authority at the expense of the
legislature is given the seal of legal
approval by the new constitution.

It invests in the Russian president far
greater powers than those possessed by
the heads of state of France or America.
The president is the head of state and
the armed forces. He appoints the
senior military commander, the head

of the security forces and the prime
minister. He is responsible for
domestic and foreign policy.

Yeltsin's decrees

Zhirinovsky's parliamentary
victory will mean nothing because
parliament has no power under the new
constitution. Yeltsin can issue decrees
which have the power of law but do
not have to be approved by parliament.
He can choose the prime minister,
who doesn’t have to be an elecled
member of parliament. He can appoint
the government, whose ministers
are not accountable to parliament,
from a party which does not
have a majority in parliament.

‘The president has the power to
velo any law passed by a majority in
parliament and to insist on a two-thirds
majority for the law to be passed.
If parliament passes a vote of no
confidence in the government, the p
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Russian myths

president can keep the government
in power for three months and can
then dissolve parliament if it passcs
another no confidence vote.

The new constitution has
been celebrated by some Western
commentators as bringing to an end
Soviet era abuses and granting new
freedoms to the Russian people,

Zhirinovsky has no power
because that is concentrated
in the hands of one man,
Boris Yeltsin

For example, il proclaims the right

to freedom of the press. But this has
not been much in evidence of late for
opponents of the Yeltsin regime.
After the president’s attack on
parliament, even friendly newspapers

were banned in the general clampdown,

And during the election campaign, the
authorities temporarily banned several
newspapers, ordering them to change
their mastheads and editors,

Another new right enshrined
in the constitution is that of reedom
of movement. But apparently this
does not apply to non-Russians
(16 per cent of Russia’s population).
In the aftermath of his coup in
October, Yeltsin launched a racist,
anti-crime purge against ‘persons
of Caucasian nationality’ in the capital,
This led lo the arrest, detention and
expulsion from Moscow of thousands
of people, some of them refugees
from war zones in the Caucasus.
In November, Yeltsin approved the
introduction of a visa entry system
to Russia for citizens of other
former Sovict republics.

Yeltsin's constitution proclaims
the right to freedom from medical or
scientific experiments without consent.
But there is no right to free medical
treatment at a time when illness
and discase ighting Russia,
The constitution grants the right to
freedom from forced labour, just when
the state has removed the guaranteed
right te work from its citizens.

It is strange thal Western
commentators should have focused
on the threat to democracy posed by
Zhirinovsky, His party may have come
out on top in December’s poll, but the
election has put it nowhere near the
levers of power. Zhirinovsky has no
power because that is concentrated in
the hands of one man, Boris Yeltsin.

Step by step. Yeltsin has moved to
strengthen his presidential powers and
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consolidate his control over the state
apparatus. Following the December
election, he dissolved the security
ministry and created a new internal
security unit, taking personal control
of telephone-tapping and other
communications interception.

It seems that, three vears after

the West féted Yeltsin as a hero,

the methods of the high Stalinist

era have returned to Russia, only
without the Stalinists.

Shock therapy

The Western reaction to the
Russian elections said a lol more
about the fears that are gripping the
advanced capitalist world than it told
us about the realities of life in Russia.
When Western observers look
at what is happening in Russia they
see a reflection of the problems
afflicting their own societies.
For a start, they see the failure of
the market system which has plunged
the Western world into economic slump
and brought spectacular misery to
Russia through ‘shock therapy’
reforms. The post-¢lection statement
by the US administration, that Russians
needed more therapy and less shock,
was an admission that capitalism isn’t
working in the region where it was
supposed to have triumphed in 1989,
‘The problem was brought home to
Bill Clinton before his trip to Moscow
in January, when the White House
could not find any sites for the
president lo visit that would dramatise
the benefits of a free market economy.

No support

Events in Russia also present

a magnificd mirror image of the crisis
of legitimacy experienced by Weslern
political elites. The election results

in Russia expressed in a more extreme
form the same popular disenchantment
with governing parties and institutions
that is apparent cverywhere from Japan
and Australia to Italy and Germany.
The mood of distemper that attached
itself 1o Zhirinovsky in Russia has led
voters in the West to lend support 1o
anybody, green, red or brown. who

is not associated with the established
order. The very public revelation

that those in power in Russia enjoy

no popular support whatsocver was
painful to behold for leaders in the
West who sense that their own

base of support is equally
unimpressive.

The presentiment that what
happens in Russia today could happen
here tomorrow fills the Western elites
with dread. It is this sense of their
own precarious grip on power that
compels the leaders of the West to put
their weight behind Yeltsin. They have
backed everydictatorial move made
by the Russian president, while
at home they are experimenting with

authoritarian measures themselves

in order to maintain control. As the
months have passed, it has become
increasingly difficult for them to keep
up the pretence that in backing Yeltsin
they are backing democracy. But at
least now that Zhirinovsky has been
painted as the devil incarnate, they
can present Yellsin as the lesser cvil,

Russian bogeyman

Indeed, some Western politicians and

pundits see developments in Russia

as a possible solution to their problems.

Instinctively, most Western leaders are

aware that the legitimacy crisis they

are now experiencing is connected to

the end of the Cold War and the loss of

their old enemy. This is why arch-Tory

Peregrine Worsthorne heaved a sigh

of relief at Zhirinovsky's electoral

breakthrough, because it meant the

emergence of a new Russian bogeyman

for the West to oppose. ‘“Modern liberal

societies badly need a foreign enemy’,

explained Worsthorne. ‘Without

such a threat they will go to picces.’

(Sunday Telegraph, 2 January 1994)
Perhaps this helps to explain

why the entire Western media and

political establishment has gone

to town against Zhirinovsky, a man

who in other circumstances would

be dismissed as a harmless buffoon.

He clearly cannot be presented as

posing the same calibre of threat

as the old Soviet empire, but no doubt

there are plenty of journalists whao

will do their best to talk up the danger

he represents.

The West rearms

Thankful for small mercies,
almost every Western leader seized
the opportunity to emphasise the threal
to world security and the need for
strong defence forces, Helmut Kohl
said in a radio interview that the rise
of Russian nationalism showed the
need for Germany to maintain an
effective defence and promised that
the armed forces “will get what they
need’ (Hundert 6, 2 January 1994).
Former US defence secretary
Dick Cheney argued that defence
cuts based on the assumption that the
world had become a safer place woulkd
have to be reversed. British and French
politicians issued practically the same
statements, calling for a reversal of
defence cuts based on the notion
of a peace dividend.

Anybody watching TV pictures
of Zhirinovsky lumbering around the
dancefloor in an ill-fitting dinner suit
after the elections would know that this
man cannot be the real reason for the
rush of enthusiasm for rearmament,
Against the background of economic
slump and post-Cold War political
chaos, the Western powers are
more scared of each other than
of a thousand Zhirinovskys. &
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Ann Bradley on the latest scare about the
use of embryos and fetuses in medical science

here are lots of problems with infertility
research and treatment. The main ones
are that the research is still extremely
primitive and the treatment is largely ineffective
and desperately hard to get. A couple with
a diagnosed infertility problem. suitable for TVF
treatment, can wait as long as four years to
receive treatment on the NHS, if their health
authority is prepared to fund the treatment—
many aren’t. Most couples are forced to go
private, paying around £1500 (plus the cost of
drugs, which can add another £500) for a treat-
ment which has just a one-in-three chance of
success in the best institutions.

Clinical ignorance about infertility is such
that a third of infertile couples cannot even find
out why they have a problem. Nobody knows
why some sperm are simply unable to penetrate
eges or why fertilised eggs repeatedly fail to
implant in a woman’s uterus. The questions far
outstrip the answers.

Against this background of ignorance, it
seems bizarre that the Human Fertilisation and
Embryology Authority (HFEA) should con-
stantly complain that research and treatment
involving human embryos and gametes is run-
ning far ahead of "fundamental social and ethical
issues'.

The HFEA is the body set up by the govern-
ment to licence centres carrying out research
and treatment involving human embryos, sperm
and eggs. Last yvear it issued a consultation paper
on the issue of embryo ‘sex selection’, which
fanned the flames of media hysteria about
designer babies. The HFEA said it waould refuse
to licence clinics which helped couples to choose
the sex of their child simply for “social reasons’,
rather than to avoid inherited sex-linked genetic
disorders. As the “sexing’ of embryos is still
a pioneering technique not yet generally avail-
able even to those with genetic disorders, this
ban seemed somewhat unnecessary. You would
have thought a more appropriate conclusion
might have been to look for ways of extending
the treatment’s availability to couples who know
that a male child is likely to suffer mental or
physical handicap from a sex-linked genetic dis-
order such as Fragile-X syndrome, haemophilia
or Duchenne muscular dystrophy.

This year the HFEA has launched a discus-
sion on the use of ovarian tissue taken from
aborted fetuses. Fertility treatment involving this
isn't clinically available either—nor is it likely to
be for some time, if ever. One of the reasons why
eggs from the ovaries of fetuses are not available
10 women requiring donated cggs is in itself
2 good justification for extended research. In the
carly weeks of development a lifetime supply of
millions of eggs is laid down in a female fetus’
ovarics. Even by the time it reaches six months
gestation they have started to deteriorate, and the |

|

number gradually diminishes until by puberty
she will have only 300 000 or so immature eggs
left. Nobody knows why this happens or how the
eggs that remain are selected. If this was under-
stood it might lead to a better undemstanding of
ovarian function in adult women— if it’s banned
we might remain in the dark for much longer.
Instead of encouraging such research, how-
ever, the HFEA is concerned to criticise and
regulate these procedures, It justifies its stance
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by ciling public concern. Insofar as there are
public concerns about research using embryos
and fetuses, they need to be challenged not
pandered to,

It is understandable that there are concerns
about infertility treatment and research. The very
existence of such procedures culs across what
is seen as the ‘natural’ process of procreation.
Infertility specialists are understood to be
playing God, with the power lo create life or
destroy it

In fact infertility techniques are ‘unnatural™—
but then so is any medical procedure. All medi-
cal treatment is designed lo intervene in and alter
an unwelcome natural condition, And what
is seen to be controversial taday, is tomorrow
considered routine. The first heart transplants
provoked moral and ethical debates similar 1o
those sparked by the discussions of fertility treal-
ment today. Doctors were accused of playing
God and moving towards the creation of modern
Frankenstein’s monsters.

Discussing the HFEA consultative document,
newspapers referred to the widespread public
‘yuk-factor” at the thought of using fetal tissue.
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Infertility research

Beyond the ‘yuk-factor’

No doubt there is a ‘yuk-factor’, but the belief
that a medical procedure is rather revolting does
not usually constitute a reason for banning it.
Besides, it is irrational to the point of perversity,
having accepted the legitimacy of abortion (as
the overwhelming majority of society does), to
insist that the resulting tissue should be sluiced
or incinerated when it could be used to some-
one’s benefit.

It is not surprising that there is public suspi-
cion of infertility techniques when we are bom-
barded with warnings about an impending
‘Brave New World™ of designer babies and
unethical research. In reality, far from being
unrestrained and unregulated. the new reproduc-

c IJUMIC

’ tive technolagies have always been restricted by
authorities which regard them with suspicion
and ambivalence. On the one hand. they enable
couples to fulfil what is seen as a legitimate
desire for a family; but, on the other, by divore-
ing procreation from sex they pose a challenge to

what is understood to be ‘natural’—the tradi-
tional functions of fatherhood and motherhood.

The authorities want to keep ‘artificial’,
assisted reproduction as close to unassisted,
“natural’ reproduction as possible. Hence the vil-
ification of a post-menopausal mother of test-
tube “twins and the condemnation of sex
selection, or indeed of anything which takes the
new reproductive technologies bevond simply
allowing infertile couples to have an average
chance of conceiving.

A government engaged in a ‘Back to basics’
campaign for traditional family wvalues is
clearly keen to regulate the new reproductive
technologies. The authorities wish 10 constrain
medical research within what they perceive as
an acceptable moral framework—that of the
{raditional family. In doing so they hold back the
potential of reproductive science to solve many
people’s problems. ®
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Each month, this new Living Marxism feature
will seek to challenge prejudice and mysticism
on matters scientific, technological and

environmental.

This month, John Gillott takes issue with
some fashionable theories of sociobiology

a mon

Laboratories around the world
are wondering what to do with their
apes. It can cost up to $30 000 & year
to hold an ape, and times are hard.
It governments won't stump up the
cash, the obvious solution is to kill
them. Animal rights activist and
professor of ethics Peter Singer
is appalled by this prospect and has
launched ‘A declaration on great apes’
1o stop it. But Singer’s manifesto
demands a lot more besides. Tt calls
for human rights to be extended to
orang-utans, gorillas, and chimpanzees
of both known species (Pan troglodytes
and P paniscus).

Many scientists, including
John Maddox, editor of Nature,
praised Singer’s motivation and ideas.
The eminent Oxford biologist, Richard
Dawkins, signed the declaration and
provided its intellectual backbone.
His argument was that in evolutionary
terms we are very close (o apes, as
reflected in the fact that we share
aver Y8 per cent of our genes with
our closest ape cousins,

Like Singer, Dawkins believes that
there is no reason to regard humanity as

being superior to apes or other animals.®

His view is based on the assumption
that humanity, like the rest of the
animal world, is a biological species
the behaviour of which is framed by its
specific genctic make-up. The positive
response to the declaration on great
apes within the scientific community
is due in large part to the widespread
support there is today for this theory,
which goes under the name
of sociobiology.”

Last year in London, a conference
sponsored by the Times Higher

No manis

Education Supplement and the London
School of Economics presented the
latest scientific evidence in an attempt
to show that all human activitics, even
our reasoning abilities, are biologically
based. Human reason, brain scientists
present argued, is no different in
origin, and no better than the instinctive
activity of animals. That humans
possess language ability, argued

Steven Pinker, is no sign of

superiority. After all, bats have sonar,

The shift in the intellectual climate
on this subject is striking, In 1975,

EO Wilson of Harvard published
Sociobiology: The New Synthesis.

He called it a ‘systemalic study of the
biological basis of all social behaviour’,
and extended the analysis to humanity.
Wilson speculated that biology ‘may
soon be in a position to investigate the
very origin and meaning of human
values'. There was uproar at this
suggestion. He was accused of being
little better than a fascist, and leading
academics campaigned against him.
Yet today views identical to Wilson’s
meet little or no opposition. When
Jared Diamond, another supporter of
the declaration on great apes. published
The Rise and Fall of the Third
Chimpanzee in 1992, it was awarded
the prestigious Rhone-Poulanc science
book prize. The book is, il anything,
more sociobiological than anything
Wilson wrote: humans are the

“Third Chimpanzee’.

Sociobiological theories point to
significant conclusions. If the character
of human life and behaviour really
is determined by our biology, then there
is little we can do to aller the world in
which we live for the better. Like the
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rest of the animal world, we are the
prisoners of our genes. And if our
genes are responsible for wars,
xenophobia, inequality. and other
undesirable features of human
existence, as sociobiologists suggest,
then what chance is there of dealing
with such problems? The best we could
hape for would be to suppress our
natural instincts and face the inevitable
alienation from our true selves. Society
would be trapped forever in a Freudian
dilemma: either war, racism and
inequality—or neurosis.

The sociobiologists® point is
that humanity has to accept these
consequences, because they flow
from hard science. But is sociobiology
correct? Tedday there seems to be two
choices: accept a sociobiological
perspective, or fall back on the
religious superstition that man is
unique because of a personal
relationship to God. But there is an
alternative: the social-historical view.

The social-historical approach
argues that man, far from being shaped
by nature, has made himself in the
course of his biological and social
development. This view is fully
consistent with natural science,
and yet is far more convincing
than sociobiology as an explanation
of what makes us unique.

In terms of hehaviour. humans
are clearly unique in possessing the
capacity to act purposively on the
world according 1o a preconceived
plan. Even the most advanced animal
lacks this capacity. An understanding
of advanced genetic theory is not
seeded 1o grasp this point, which
Karl Marx and Frederick Engels

Making

a monkey

of Roddy
McDowall for
the film Planet
of the Apes

emphasised many years ago. In Capital,
Marx argued that the worst architect
was superior to the best bee, because
an architect made plans in his head
before he built anything in reality

{and so might improve on his bad
designs!). In The Part Played by
Labour in the Transition from Ape to
Man, Engels wrote that ‘animals have
never contrived 1o impress the stamp
of their will upon the earth. It took man
to do that. [n short, the animal merely
uses external nature, and brings about
changes in it simply by its presence;
man by his changes makes nature serve
his ends, masters it’.

The core of the social-historical
perspective is that modern humanity
has not been determined by nature.
Instead, what we are is the result
historically of human action upon
and against nature, as a CONSCQUENCE
of which we have changed ourselves.
What makes modern man uniguely
human cannot be explained by human
biology. Instead, our biological
evolution has been first influenced by,
and then overcome by, the development
of human sociely.

Charles Darwin was the first to
propaose a satisfactory mechanism of
evolution. He argued that there is no
plan or purpose in nature, no necessity
for any creature, including man, to
exist; and that there is no trend for
simple creatures (o give way to more
complex ones. All that matters is
how well individuals in a species are
adapted Lo their environment. Change
oocurs because, while on the whole
creatures faithfully reproduce,
occasionally small mutations occur,
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It the mutation is favourable in the
given environmental confext, it will
tend to spread in a population, it will
be ‘selected’ by the environment. These
are the two key themes in Darwinism:
chance mutation and natural selection.
Our ancestors went through
such a pattern of evolution. In his
fascinating Origins Reconsidered:
In Search of What Makes U's Human,
leading paleoanthropologist Richard
Leakey argues that the huge tectonic
movements that led to the creation of
the Great Rift Valley in Africa changed
the environment so significantly that
a new behavioural pattern was selected
in the primate population: bi-pedal
movement 1o cover the more open
terrain in search of food, A chance
happening—changes in the African
natural environment—led to the
emergence around 7.5m vears ago
ol hominids, essentially upright apes.
Another dramatic shift accurred
around 2.5m years ago, which led to
the Home line of which we—FHomo
Sapiens—are the descendants, Again
a change in the natural environment
was the key according to Leakey.
A rapid global conling necessitated
greater calorific intake. Nature threw
up two solutions from the hominids:
greater meat-eating, or greater intake
of the largely vegetarian diet hominids
had lived on until then. Our line was
the meat-eaters. The other line died
out, possibly killed by our ancestors.
However, from 2.3m years ago
until around 50 000 years ago.
something novel became significant,
something not seen on earth before:
a process of natural evolution that was
in part culturally driven. Man began p
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to make himself. Leakey comments on
the chief symptom of this; that the rate
of natural evolution became very rapid.
The evidence we have of what caused
these changes is fully consistent with
the theory Engels put forward, which
emphasised the centrality of labour
in the transition from ape to man.
Through his own labours, man
changed his immediate environment
in an increasingly deliberate fashion,
and so affected the course of his
own biological evolution within that
environment. This led, among other
things, to a rapid growth in brain size,
as man began to create an existence
that depended on an ability to perform
complex tasks. Unlike other animals,
even many of the biological features
of humanity are due Lo its own
labour, mediated by its impact on
the environment—mediated, in other
words, by the primitive society which
early man created.

The human genetic material has
changed very little over the last 50 000
years. Yel the character of human life
and behaviour has been transformed
many times over, beyond all
recognition. Cultural development has
taken over from biological evolution,
as human society has flourished and
expanded at an ever increasing rate.
When agriculture was established
10000 vears ago, mankind for the first
time produced more than was necessary
to meet its immediate subsistence
needs. This surplus product led to
an ever more rapid development of
human productive activity, since the
accumulated resources gave people the
capacity to plan ahcad and invent new
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technologies, Science developed as
man began to learn and speculate on
the basis of his attempts to manipulate
nature. A surplus product also led o
class divisions, the formation of states,
and wars over resources, Over the past
10 000 years humanity has developed
at an increasingly rapid pace, and
different societies have proliferated
with different social conflicts.

Through this process of attempting
to master nature, something wonderful
emerged: civilisation itself. No longer
a hunter-gatherer, man has begun over
the past 10000 years to take control
of his own destiny. At the same time,
Darwinian evolution has ended for us,
because society now prevents natural
selection taking its course.

Marx said that the essence
of madern man was not fixed by
biology, but was the ‘ensemble of
social relations’, This does not mean
that biology is irrelevant—if we didn’t
have complex brains then we couldn’t
be humans. It means that what a human
being is and can achieve is framed
by the development of socicty
rather than by genctics,

Animals have only a limited ability
to learn from experience. In his most
recent book, The Making of Memory,
neuroscientist Steven Rose gives
an example of the limits that this
places on animal behaviour. He found
that he could train a chick to avoid
pecking a coloured bead by coating
it in a bitter-tasting substance. He tried
a different approach, and got a different
result: I tried to pair the bead-pecking
with a different form of discomfort.

I arranged the experiment so that every
time the chick pecked a dry. tasteless

bead, it felt a mild electric shock to

its feet.” This didn't stop the chicks
pecking the bead. If anything they did
it more. This was an experience they
were unable to learn from. What is
true of chicks is true of all animals to

a greater or lesser extent, depending on
the context and their complexity. There
is a passivity in animals’ relationship to
their own experience which means that
their behavioural patterns change very
slowly, if at all.

Steven Rose reasoned that the
inability of his chicks to learn from
their new experience was due to
the fact that *in nature they are
scarcely likely to have to leamn the
peck-pain-in-the-foot relationship’.
And hence through evolution
they wouldn’t have developed the
behavioural flexibility to deal with it.
Genetically encoded behaviour is not
rigidly deterministic, but it is limited
in this kind of way.

People can train apes to recognise
a collection of words, even follow very
simple instructions, bul try as they
might they can’t get apes to recognise
syntax, Richard Leakey is among
those who have been over-impressed
by attempts to teach apes language.
“The evidence from primate language
studies’, he notes in Origins
Reconsidered, “suggests that we

are not as special as we would like to
believe...our language skills are firmly
rooted in the cognitive abilities of ape
brains'. Leakey is referring to the
success of Sue Savage-Rumbaugh,

at the Language Research Centre

of George State University, in gefting
Kanzi, a male pygmy chimpanzee, to



recognise language to a level similar
to that of a two-year old child,

Contrary to what Leakey
and Savage-Rumbaugh claim, the
striking things about these studies is
that they show apes can only recognise
a collection of words. Unlike humans,
Ihey cannot deal with meaning, and.
crucially, they cannot use language
to organise their activity in the way
humans do. Language and purposive
activity are a package. and apes lack
both. Ape behaviour is more flexible
than that of a chick, but it is still
fundamentally limited by biology.
They cannot respond to a new
experience or human stimulation
beyond a certain point.

Humans are not so constrained.
Humans theorise and adopt new
responses accordingly, After 10 pints
we might keep on pecking like the
chick, but even without a theory of
what was causing the shock. most sober
people would stop pecking until they
worked one out. Unlike even the mosl
flexible of animals, apes, we can
imteract with our experiences and
experiment with new patterns of
behaviour because we can theorise
and act purposively, We can do this
because we have acquired purposive
behaviour in our collective history,
and, crucially, because we can draw
upon the cumulative, collective
knowledge of society. Animals do not
pass on their experiences to the next
generation. Humans do. This has
created @ unique learning patiern.

There is nothing in human
natural evolution that would have
given us the flexibility to fly, write
books, bungee-jump, or whatever.

Hurman social organisation has given us
the capacity to do these things; to pass
on knowledge from generation to
generation in the written and spoken
form; to move bevond natural evolution
and overcome the limitations of our
biological make-up.

In the words of a famous critic
of sociobiology, Richard Lewontin,
‘sacial organisation does not reflect
the limitations of individual biological
beings but is their negation’. The
capacities possessed by individual
humans are conditioned by the social
context in which they develop and
learn. As an individual is socialised
he or she gains access to, and is shaped
by, the knowledge and norms of human
society. This means that individuals are
unique neither because of a relationship
to God. nor because of their genetic
make-up, but because of unique
experiences, unigue socialisation.
More significantly, it means there are
no intrinsic limits within the individual
to what he or she can do. There are
only limits set by the character of
society at any given time. And those
can be overcome by social change.
‘Today, economic stagnation
and a conservative social climate
place severe limitations on individual
freedom. The conservative sacial
climate is also résponsible or
the rise of sociobiology.
Sociobiology thrives on
today’s culture of low expectations,
It denigrates uniguely human abilitics.
It denies our capacity to change the
world and ourselves through human
activity. It emphasises the burden that
our biological make-up places upon us.

Progress

All of this makes it a conservative
ideology for our time

Sociobiology has no basis in
science. Rather than science ‘proving’
socio-biology 1o be true, sociely’s
pessimism about human capacities
is influencing scientific thinking.

No advance in natural science has
occurred in almost 20 vears since
EO Wilson published his major work
that would justify the shift in opinion
towards sociobiology. Not 4 single
example of human behaviour has
been shown to result from our genes.
And vet today, unlike 20 years ago,
sociobiology pervades scientific
thinking and is rarely challenged.

About 70 years ago the great
Russian psychologist, Lev Vvgotsky,
observed that a pre-lingual child was
like an ape in its ability to recognise
words. So Sue Savage-Rumbaugh has
hardly made a breathtaking discovery
with her work on Kanzi. Bul note the
sequence: for Yygotsky, a young child
was like an ape. The similarity showed
how far the child had to go to become
human, not that humans are like apes.
Vygotsky’s conclusions were more
in accord with reality because he
recognised the unique human potential.
Rumbaugh’s dubious conclusions are
informed by her pessimism about
humanity.

The rise of sociobiology is a sign
of the anti-humanist times in which we
live. Enough of this monkey business
a critical defence of humanism and the
human potential is long overdue, Future
articles in the Progress series will be
taking up these themes. If you'reading
this Kanzi, it’s nothing personal. It’s the
soft-headed humans we are after. ®
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First it was South Africa, then it was Palestine, now it seems to be Ireland'’s turn.
If the happy news headlines are to be believed, peace is breaking out all over

in the 1990s.

But what is the international ‘peace process' really about, and
who is it benefiting? Eddie Veale looks behind the handshakes

he ‘peace process” has become
a staple of international affairs.
There are peace processes at
work in almost every major trouble
spot around the world, from the
conflicts inside the former Sovict
Union to the civil wars of Africa.
The protagonists in many of the most
intractable wars of the past half-century
appear Lo have been drawn into
a process of negotiations and
compromise that holds out the
ultimate promise of peace and stability.

The peace process is one of
those late twentieth-century terms
that everybady uses, but nobody
questions. Yet take away the smiling
photocalls and the televised handshakes
between leading players, and what does
a modern peace process amount to?

In particular, who initiates it? How

do we know where it is heading? Why
should we believe it will bring peace?
And why does it always seem 1o begin
somewhere in the vicinity of the
White House, Washington DC, USA?

One strange feature of the
current peace processes is that they
all seem to fit into the same pattern.

No matter whether the conflict in
question is taking place in Cambodia,
in the Caucasus, or in Angola, the
sequence of events in the peace
process seems always to be

pretty much the same.

The peace pracess usually begins
with an announcement in Washington
that the rival sides in a war zone want
peace, and that the *international

community” wants to help them find it.
There then follows a series of meelings;
these rarely take place anywhere near
the countries concerned in the war,

but instead are supervised by Western
diplomats in Washington or Geneva,
Rome, Oslo, or London. At the end of
these talks there will be a handshake~—
and maybe, if the peace process players
are lucky, there will be a Nobel Peace
Prize to celebrate, with free champagne
from a Western embassy. All of this
makes good pictures for the TV news.
But it doesn’t make much sense so far
as resalving the real causes of the
various conflicts around the

world is concerned.

After all, how could it be possible
that so many local wars, fought over
different regional issues and passions,
could be ended equitably by the same
standardised process? What qualifies
the American and other Western
statesmen who oversee the pracess
to know what kind of peace settlement
the peoples of Nagorno-Karabakh or
the Gaza Strip want or need? How
could it be that African, Asian or Latin
American wars, which have raged for
vears across hills, deserts and shattered
cities, could all suddenly draw to an
end at more or less the same time
with a presidential declaration on
the manicured White House lawn?

The closer you look at the current
prace processes, the more you start to
see that they can have little to do with
meeling the different aspirations of the
downtrodden and war-weary peoples



of the world. There is another agenda
altogether being pursued in the peace
processes. It is an agenda centrally
dictated by the Wesl, and the
settlements that it seeks are the

sort which will suit the needs

of Western governments.

The ubiquitous peace process of the
1990s is not necessarily about peace at
all. Tt is better understond as a different
way of waging war against the peoples
of the third world and the East.

Recent history shows that the start

*of a peace process does not mean the

end of violence. From the former
Yugoslavia to southern Africa. the
killings have continued throughout all

the negotiations and top-level meetings.

While the leaders talk of peace in the
rarefied atmosphere of the summit
conference room, in the real world
outside, ordinary people are still
suffering the brutal consequences

of militarism and war.

Turkey-shoot

In South Africa, for example, attention
has focused on the negotiations
between Nelson Mandela and President
FW De Klerk and the progress towards
a post-apartheid constitution, Little has
been said about the impact of the peace
process on the black masses, up to

15 000 of whom have been killed since
Mandela’s release from prison. Nor is
South Africa an isolated example.

In the occupied territories, the Israelis
have kept up their turkey-shoot of
Palestinians throughout the drawn-out
diplomacy of the peace process,
Northern Ireland, too. has continued
burying its dead while the politicians
congratulate each other on the peace
process symbolised by the

Downing Street declaration.

Around the world, the advance
of the various peace processes has not
been matched by any increase in peace,
Indeed, as the Campaign Against
Militarism briefing published in this
issue of Living Marxism shows, the
death tolls in at least 22 major wars
have continued to rise (see page 29).
Yet all of this is considered somehow
separate from the peace process, (o the
point where you can have a continuing
peace process in Angola while
4 thousand people a day are
dying as a result of the war,

The progress of a peace
process clearly has nothing to do
with the intensity of any particular
conflict in the East or the third workl,
It always seems to have something to
do with the domestic and foreign
interests of the USA and the
other Western powers,

The true meaning of today’s
international peace process is the
opposite of its public image. The peace
process is not aboul reconciling local
enemies, It is about pursuing the West’s

war against the whole of the third world

in a new form. The peace process is
nol about achieving a just settlement
to conflicts in Africa or Asia. It is about
imposing Western domination around
the globe in a mare direct fashion.

The fact that the peace process
is essentially a device of imperial
diplomacy is evidenced by the
circumstances in which it has
developed. Over recent years, the
advance of the international peace
pracess has proceeded in parallel with
the resurgence of Western intervention
around the world. The more the global
balance of power has shifted in favour
of the West, the more prominent the
peace process has become.

For much of the post-19435 era,
the West was cast in the role of
colonial tyrant, fighting dirty wars to
defeat liberation movements around the
world. The struggles in Kenya, Algeria,
Vietnam. Angola and many more
countries put America, Britain,
France and the rest of the West
in the dock as imperialist warmongers.
The reality of Western domination
remains today: but the popular
perception of the West’s role in
international conflicts has
undergone a radical transformation.

Since the end of the Cold War,
the USA and the other Western
powers have had a far
freer hand to dictate
matters in the third
world and the East.
They have used this
strengthened position
lo recast their image
as peacemakers,
The collapse of
the Soviet Union p
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Peace process

helped to disorient anti-imperialists
and to throw liberation movements
everywhere on to the defensive.
This has bolstered the position of
the Western powers, allowing them
10 turn the tables on their old enemies
and blame third world nationalists
for war and oppression.

At the same time, the arrival
of the market economy and Western

Nato's ‘Partnership for peace’
. conference quickly turned

~ into a debate about bombing
the Serbs

diplomatic interference in the former
Soviet bloc has fanned the flames

of conflicts from Yugoslavia to
Azerbaijan, as local elites fight for
resources and influence in the new East.

In responsc to these developments,
the Western authorities have seized
the apportunity to lump the third
world and the East together as
uncivilised wastelands racked by
age-old ‘tribal’ conflicts and “ethnic
nationalism’, Having found the third
world and the East guilty of barbarism,
' the Western powers have then been
able to set themselves up as the only
civilised peacebrokers on the planet,
with a mission to save the warlike
savages from themselves. The various
peace processes have developed as an
expression of this new-found faith in
the peacemaking talents of the USA
and the other great powers.

In practice, however, the peace
process is a trick through which the
West and its allies scek to dominate the
rest of the world from behind 2 mask of
humanitarianism. All of the drawn-oul
negaliations in Western capitals and all
the White House diplomatic summits
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disguise what is essentially a process
of the West Irying to impose its
will by diktat.

Whatever the outcome of the peace
process, we can be sure that it will not
benefit the people at the sharp end of
the war, The settlements imposed
on the Palestinians and black
South Africans, for example,
represent the defeat of their
struggles for genuine liberation.
Elsewhere, such as in the former
Yugoslavia, the consequence of the
West's ‘peace” diplomacy has been
constantly to increase lensions and
prolong the bloody civil war.

No more excuses

How have the Western powers got
away with selling their processed
peace to the world”? The acceptance
of the peace process is predicated

on the discrediting of liberation
movements, In order to make

a credible case for their diplomatic
interference being the path to peace,
the Western powers have first to shif
résponsibility for all of the wars on to
the shoulders of the third world.

You might think it would be hard
for the most powerful, militaristic
nations on Earth to blame some of
the most powerless and poorly armed
peoples for the global scourge of war.
But, in the circumstances of the
post-Cold War world, the Western
powers have found it easy enough.
The demoralisation of the old liberation
movements is such that many of them
have been prepared to accept partial
responsibility for conflicts caused
by Western imperialism. And within
the West itself, prominent voices
of liberal opinion have come to
the aid of the authorities.

Liberals in the West once eulogised
third world liberation movements
which fought agains! US imperialism
in Central America or South-cast Asia.
Now they have mostly accepted the
Western government line, that such
struggles were at best misguided
and at worst murderous.

Guardian columnist Martin
Woollacolt summed up the new
liberal/conservative consensus

at the end of last year. Reviewing

the Vietnam-style liberation struggles
of the sixties and seventics, Woollacoll

dismissed them as “wars that no longer |

sgem justified’, and held up today’s
peace process as a healthy antidote
to the old nationalist poison
(22 December 1993).

Pontificating from the comfort
of London or Washington, pundits like
Woollacott declare that the struggles of
the third world to break the chains of
colonial oppression no longer seem
justified. For them, the messy carnage
of today’s Yugoslav conflict
has become a prototype for all
wars outside of the West's control.

They project the Yugoslav model
backwards into the past, so that

the wars for freedom fought by the
peoples of Vietnam or Southern Africa
become as insupportable as the siege
of Sarajevo.

The discrediting of liberation
struggles through the international
peace process serves two purposes for
the Western powers. First and foremost,
it is a way of rehabilitating imperialism.
It means that the Western powers no
longer have to make cxcuses for their
colonial pasts; indeed, they now feel
able to assert that the third world was
better off in the days of Empire than
in the era of independence.

The ability to dictate terms to the
third world and present themselves as
the world's peacemakers is a precious
new source of authority for deeply
unpopular Western governmenls.

At a time when they are all suffering
crises of legitimacy and support at
home, the rulers of the great powers
will seize every opportunity to strul
about on the world stage and to lecture
the third world or the East about the
need to behave in a more civilised
manner. So Western leaders like

John Major and Bill Clinton were
quick to leave behind their domestic
scandals and go off to preach about
their ‘Partnership for peace” with
Eastern Europe at January's Nato
conference. The fact that this
discussion of ‘peace’ quickly turned
into a debate about bombing the Serbs
revealed the likely pay-off for those
on the receiving end of Western
peacemaking today.

New rules

The second purpose of the peace

process for the Western powers is

to establish new rules in international

relations. In dictating terms for

a settlement, the Wesl’s peace processes

seek to police the behaviour of peoples

and states in the third world. They lay

down firm regulations about what is

and is not acceptable in the New World

Order. The message to leaders and

movements in the third world is clear:

if you bend the knee and give up the

gun, you too could have a handshake

in Washington: but if you try to assert

your independence and stand up to

the West, vou may well have to

shake hands with the US Air Force.
The apparent advance of peace

talks around the world is really a new

method of regulating the third world

and the East. No such process can

bring a just and lasting peace, since

it does not address the problems of

Western domination which gave rise

to wars and militarism in the first place.

If we want to see some progress

towards peace and freedom, the first

thing to be clear about is that we should

have nothing to do with the processed

peace that they are trving to sell us. @



ANN BRADLEY

Bitter pill to swallow

ith this government vou have to be on the lookout for

problems with - even the  mostsensible-sounding
suggestions. Even when a change Jooks Tike aty imiprovement you ¢ian
bet there's a caich somewhere, The new enthusiasm for deregulating
post-caital cantraception (the morning after pill}is a case in poink:

The post-caital confraceptive pill 15 an invaluable fallback for
anvone Who indulges in recreational sex. Jt's a usefulbavk-up if vou
viss a pilly forget vous cap, fear your condom: arjust never quite got
around 10 usiygsome pre-coital or mid-coital method; Post-coitil
conteaception is perfectly straightforward to use—just:two doses of
a special pill; 12 hours apart. The only problem is that the first dose has
0 be faken within 72 hours of sex. While that might sound hike quite
adong tigiein theory (especially if you thought vou could only use the
‘morning after pill’ the morning after), in practice it’s a very shart time
as currenily the pill s only available from
doctors.  family “planning  clinies - and
some Accident and Emergency depart-
ments of hospitals, Given that most fam-
iy planming chinics open: for fewer than
o hours a week and that unless you are
very assertive ir can take days o get an
appointment with yaur GFP.the cusrent
situation Jeaves many of us:welkand fruly
up the spont.

The Pepartment of Health has been
considering this issue quite  canefully:
Keen, as it ta reduce the number of
single mothers; but reluctant; as:it'is; ta
inerense the rate of sbortion, emergency
contraception seems ke 2 goud oplion;

It seems pretev-obvious that mare of us would use posi-coital con-
traception if we could gerour hands on it more easily. So the big gues-
tion is, how can it be made more casily available?

The obvious answer would seem 1o be to take it off prescription and
allove us to get it from the lacal pharmacist. At least that is the answer
that seems:to be finding most favour with the Depariment of Health—
those: in'the know: seem:to think it could be deregulated in the next
1R‘months:

Allowing the morhing after pill to be sold rather than prescribted
wauld centainly be ahundred: times more convenient, And ther seems
to-he no medical argument; against it. The post-coital pill is safer than
aspinn; You can't Kill yourself by overdosing on the post-coital pill
{although you might make yonrself tarow up), nor is it addictive. Exen
ifvouhave medical problems that prevent you from taking the ordinary
comtraceplive pill: yan can still safelv yse the post-coital pill. Ordinary
pills are dangerous for some women because they involve taking low
doses of hormones for a long period of time. Although the post-coitul
pill cuntuins & Bigher dose: of Hormones it passes quickly through the
system:and sois thought to be safe even for women with a history of
circulatory problems.

The only wamen: who should sever use past-coital pills are those
whaare pregoant already, since nobodyis sure whether or nat it cau

L NS R
That the alternative
‘choice’ is to put up
with thrush is not
mentioned

damage the fetus, There may also be problems if: vou took it month
after month—nobody really kaows because it has never been fested far
use i his way,

The praposal o improve the availabilily of post-coital contracep-
tion saurds like & greal improvement-—a means 10 enhance put control
pyver ouf fertilite: The key argument against seems 10 be that women
wourld misuse ithy fiking if too often or Tater than the 72-hour deadling,
But, apart from being patronising, this argument doesn’t really hold
water, You can misuse: Lemsip—it vou drank gallons you could do
sourself all kinds of damage-—-but nobody calls for that to be available
on preseription.

Sa if deregulating post-coital pills is 'such a good idea, why am
IRagging it up a8 & possible problem?

It may cunrently be a hassle fo get your hands on the moming after
pill---but ¥ou get it free. At present we
don’t even pay for prescription charges
on:contraception. I post-coital contra-
ceptive pills come off prescription we
will have to pay a grossly inflated price.
which will be-justified as'a: deterrent to
stap us from aver-using it

There is already 4 trend for the Depart-
ment of Health to déregulate medicines
from - prescription-omly o aversthe-
counter status. The result-hys been a big
fise i prices;: Canesten: thoush: treatment
was the subject of one of the mast widely
publicised switches: A liargetute  of
¢ream, for which you wonld have paid
a‘prescripting charpe af L4.25 (o nothing if you are pn social secucity,
apOAP or a stident under 19} will fow cost vou £7.51. Of course, in
theory vou ¢an still: get it fram your doctor; bot given the: choice
between putting up with the symptoms until you cin get an:appoint-
ment-Gand spemiing halfa iy in the Surgery wailing room with six
ancienl-copies of Hello) most of us will probatily:be willing ta put our
hands i our pockets. :

Deregulation has been a devious way of saving money on the NHS
drugs. bill under the guise of improving consumer choice. Nobody
farees you to pay, you choose to, The fact that the alternative “choice’
1540 puf upwith thrushis nat menhionsd.

‘The next step far same: of these producis: will be o/ take them
nff prescription: entirel Then you will onfy be: able to get them
from: the pharmacist, rather than on prescription; regardless of vour
Circumstinees.

Tam all in: favour of the post-coital pills being available through
pharmucies—as long as the claims: about safety are frue. But I'm
deeply suspicious af why the move i being made, Tt ssems to me that
if the government is replly mativated by & desing fo prevent unplanned
pregnancy. it would alfow pharmacists to distribute them for the price
we pay povs—thatis, completely free. This seemsa be the one option
that so't nades: discussion at all—perhaps because it won't save the
attthorities any money, @
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The end of the Cold War has brought, not the peaceful New World Order we were
promised, but a new age of militarism. Yet the truth about what is happening in the world
today remains shrouded in government propaganda and distortions.

With so many high-powered lies flying around, how can we make sense of the dangerous
developments in the world today? At the Campaign Against Militarism’s War Drums and
Peace Talks conference on 5-6 March, you can discuss all of the issues that matter with
experts from Europe, the USA, Africa and Asia.
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International conference

Opposing the new age of militarism

Speakers include:

Baffour Ankomah (New African)

Thomas Fischer (editor Novo magazine, Germany)

Frank Firedi (author and chair of Development Studies, University of Kent)
Mick Hume (editor. Living Marxism)

Professor James Petras (State University of New York)

Joan Phillips (journalist and author)

Barbara Trent (Oscar-winning film director)

Saturday 5 - Sunday 6 March 1994
Registration 10am. Tickets: £30 waged/£15 unwaged and students
£10 FE and school students/block booking details on request
For further information and tickets, contact Amanda Macintosh
on (071) 278 9908—international code (44 71)—
or write to CAM, BM CAM, London WC1N 3XX.
| Make cheques payable to Campaign Against Militarism
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4 #er the Major-Reynolds December declaration, there is much uncertainty about
~hat comes next in the Irish War and Anglo-Irish relations. As a magazine which

has given great prominence to the Irish issue over the years, Living Marxism wants
to encourage the fullest discussion of current trends and future prospects.

Major’s Irish gamble

Mick Kennedy opens the discussion by identifying some hidden dangers ahead
for the British authorities

VING

ARXISM

he Joint Declaration is

a fraudulent document

&% whose political intent

is to deceive; to create illusions

of agreement where none exists, and

to hint at the existence of concessions

where none are contemplated....
“There’s nothing new in this

declaration.’

Bernadette McAliskey,

Guardian, 31 December 1993

Under her maiden name of Devlin,
Bernadette McAliskey first came to
public altention as a student civil rights
leader in the Battle of the Bogside in
August 1969, when the people of Derry
fought back against a police pogrom.
She was elected MP for Mid-Ulster

on a surge of popular enthusiasm for
civil rights and came to Westminster

at the age of 21. When she strode
across the floor of the House of
Commons in February 1972 to

cloul Reginald Maudling, the

Home Secretary who presided

over the massacre of 14 unarmed

civil rights protesters in Derry’s
Bloody Sunday, the gesture

resounded around the world.

In her spirited rejection of the
declaration issued jointly by British
prime minister John Major and
Irish Taoiseach Albert Reynolds
in Downing Street on 15 December,
McAliskey reflects the views of
many intransigent republicans.

Such sentiments are nowhere

stronger than in the border arcas

of Fermanagh, Tyrone, and Armagh
where the IRA resumed its military
campaign against the occupying British
forces within hours of the Christmas
truce ending.

McAliskey is right to say that the
declaration is a fraudulent and cynical
document. Tt offers peace while
upholding partition and the
framework of British domination
that has condemned the whole of
Ireland to decades of stagnation
and repression, and more than
20 years of colonial war in the North.
The primary aim of both the London
and Dublin governments remains
1o isolate and defeat the Irish
républican movement.

Novel features

McAliskey is wrong, however,

to claim that the declaration contains
‘nothing new’. Identityving the novel
features of this Anglo-Irish initiative
is the key to grasping both ils
contemporary significance and its
potential consequences in Ireland
and in Britain.

The novel feature of the
Major-Reynolds declaration that has
provoked most debate is its public offer
of a place at the negotiating table to
Sinn Fein, conditional upon the IRA
declaring a ‘cessation” of its military
resistance. In the weceks since
15 December, the media devoted much
attention to the nuances of statements
by various republican leaders. Thew
manoeuvres in delaying a forma
response and in seeking furthes
clarification of the docamear 2 Suet
reflect widespread recogmitum
nationalist community
declaration offers Imthe Sope o pun
and progress afier so mum
of suffering.

Yet the sensc that these
further to be gained by connim
the struggle in its correas Som



strong among nationalists in the Six
Counties. The dynamic towards some
sort of settlement in Ireland has been
strongly influenced by international
events—— the collapse of the Sovict
Union, the decline of radical national
liberation movements everywhere, and,
mast significantly, the unfavourable
deals imposed on the ANC in

South Africa and the PLO in Palestine,
The changing balance of forces
between all Western governments and
oppositional forces at home and abroad
has helped to put Britain in a position
of unprecedented strength with respect
to its old enemies in Ireland.

So, despite its remarkable resilicnce
and fortitude, the republican movement
has been fought to a stalemate. The loss
of direction of the military campaign
both in Ireland and in Britain in recent
vears, and the rise in Loyalist terror, are
expressions of this. The resulting drift
of the Irish republican movement
towards negotiating terms with Britain
has been apparent in a series of policy
statements over the past five years.
The momentum towards a deal
now appears unstoppable: the
remaining questions concern
timing and terms, and the extent
to which the republican leadership
becomes incorporated into enforcing
the settlement.

There is another novel aspect of
the Downing Street declaration which
has received less attention than the
quibbling over ceascfire terms, but
which may in the long run prove
mare important:

‘The British government agree
that it is for the people of the island
of Ircland alone, by agreement between
the two parts respectively, 1o exercise
their right of self-determination on
the basis of consent, freely and
concurrently given, North and South,
to bring about a united Treland if that
is their wish.”

The document’s characteristic
heaping of qualifying clause upon

qualifying clause indicates the historic
anxiety of the British state in broaching
the Irish national question. Yet no
amount of equivocal phrasing and
careful punctuation can disguise

a significant shift of emphasis in

the British government’s presentation
of its atfitude to the Union and to

Irish aspirations.

There can be no doubt that any
concession towards Irish unity in one
paragraph of the declaration is firmly
contradicted by its support for partition
in several others. Most politicians

and media commentators have, like
McAliskey, emphasised its explicit
commitment 1o the “Loyalist veto'.
The assertion that the integrity

of the Union will be maintained

for as long as a majority of people

in Northern Ireland desire it is the

Ark of the Covenant of the Six County
state. Though, as McAliskey shows, it
was based from the outset on a flagrant
violation of the democratic rights of
the majority of the Irish people, it

has been crucial to the legitimacy

of Northern Ireland since partition

was imposed in 1920-21, and has been
consistently reiterated in every British
policy statement since. In the weeks
since the Downing Street declaration,
republicans have routinely regretted
the inclusion of this formulation, while
Unionists have found it reassuring.

‘No selfish interest’

Yel, as more perceptive commentators
have noted, the Downing Street
declaration qualifics the “Lovalist
veto' with other, newer commitments.
Guardian columnist Hugo Young has
observed how the use of the phrase
‘the totality of relationships between
these islands’ infuriated Margaret
‘Thatcher when former Irish Taoiscach
Charles Haughey first introduced it
into a joint communique in 1980 This
phrase—or its substance—is repeated
like a mantra through the December
declaration. Thatcher objected to it
because it formally acknowledges the
right of the Dublin government 1o a say

LIVING

in the affairs of Northern Ireland.
The fear among Unionists and their
supporters foday is that the routine use
of such a term might act informally
to undermine the unigue link between
Britain and Northern Ireland,

The declaration’s affirmation
that Britain has ‘no selfish, strategic
ar economic interest in Northern

Ireland” emphasises the scparateness
of the Six Countics rather than their
integrity with Britain. This formulation,
which appeared earlier in speeches

by Tory ministers Peter Brooke

and Patrick Mayhew, was included

in the declaration at the behest of the
Dublin government. It registers a public
shift by the British government from

a traditionally pro-Unionist position

to one of aloof disinterest

Waning Union

According to Sir David Goodall,
senior British official involved in
the 1985 Anglo-Irish agreement,
the fudges and ambiguities of the
December declaration seem loaded
towards the Irish side: 'The tone

of the declaration moves the British
government a shade further towards
accepting a united Ireland as an
attainable rather than simply

a conceivable goal.” (The Tabler,

25 December 1993) The demand
from republican leaders that Britain
should move still further and adopt
the role of ‘persuader’ in coaxing
the Unionists towards Irish unity
reflects their perception of

a growing distance within the Union.
Hugo Young goes so far as to argue
that, for John Major, the Union has
become ‘an option to be considered
by individuals rather than

a solemn constitutional verity’.

But so what? What would it
matter if Britain loosened its links
with Northern Ireland or indeed
the wider United Kingdom?

For many moderate Irish nationalists
and for much liberal opinion in
Britain, this is part of the appeal

of the Anglo-Irish declaration. p
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The Downing Street declaration
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For Hugo Young, the Union

is a ‘slowly waning feature of
Britishness’, which ‘no longer scems

to be seen as an integral part of the
British national identity’. Many would
be happy to let Ireland drift quietly
away and settle for a more limited

and harmonious, if less grandiose,
Union. The fact that opposition 1o

the Major initiative in Britain scems

10 be confined to a handful of Tory back
benchers and disaffected ex-ministers
like Narman Tebbit, Cecil Parkinson
and Norman Lamont appears to confirm
that, even within the Conservative

and Unionist Party. loyalty to

the United Kingdom is limited.

Wolverhampton next?

Yet there are serious dangers for the
British establishment even in tinkering
with the constitutional arrangements
painstakingly built up over centuries.
When the Tory MP for Wolverhampton,
Nicholas Budgen, asked John Major
in the commons on the day of the
Anglo-Trish declaration whether

the gavernment still had “a selfish,
strategic or economic interest

in Wolverhampton’, he touched

on 4 sensitive point,

The legitimacy of the state is
bound up with its jurisdiction over
defined geographical areas within
which a subtle combination of culture,
tradition, deference, economic
interests and ultimately force ensure
respect for its authority. Lovalty to
the United Kingdom is only one feature
of Britishness which is waning; the
manarchy, the established church,
parliament, traditional political
parties—for many, these too are no
longer regarded as an integral part of
the British identity. A state that seems
willing to concede control in Irish
territories that have been included
within its borders since the formation
of the modern British state in the
carly nineteenth century may
find its authority undermined in
Wolverhampton, too, before long.

Cunning diplomacy

The Sunday Times sums up the
view that Major is taking a mighty
gamble: ‘the prime minister has

put his name to an agreement that
encompasses the break-up of the
United Kingdom as we know il.”
(19 December 1993) Any step in
that direction would be traumatic
for Major’s parliamentary position,
for the Conservative Party and for
Britain itsclf. But the Swnday Times
is ultimately sanguine aboul
Major’s Irish deal: after outlining
the nightmare scenario, its editor
takes comfort in the fact that *few
agreements have been prepared with
such care, eveneunning’, with both
British and Irish governments using
secrel diplomacy.

[t is to be hoped that the
complacency of the Sunday Times
and the rest of the British establishment
receives its due reward. Unfortunately
the legitimacy problems of the British
state may take some time to emerge,
and are unlikely to provide early
respite 1o beleaguered Irish nationalists.

Internal division

However, those who focus

on the near-monolithic unity that
presently characterises the approach
of the British establishment and the
Conservative Party towards Ireland
are likely to underestimate the
potential disruption that current

trends may cause. As the pressures

of slump and decline continue to take
their toll. the inability of Britain’s
ruling clite to retain popular support or
even grudging acquicscence at home is
likely 1o become inescapable. In such
circumstances, the fear of breaking

up the United Kingdom over

Ireland may yet become a focus

of internal division and strife for

the establishment—as it did

earlier this century.

Nobel Prize

‘The potential for any Irish settlement
to unravel is great. For nearly a quarter
of a century the internal affairs of
Northern Ireland, and indeed the
totality of the relationships in these
islands. have been reorganised around
the realities of war, Even a deal that
does not bring peace will destabilise
existing arrangements. Even if the IRA
dumps arms, the presence of tens of
thousands of armed British soldiers,
paramilitary police and Loyalist
paramilitaries, means that violence is
certain to continue, and may well
intensify. Some form of internment,
North and South, is likely to
accompany any settlement, to
hammer those who stand out against
it. The potential for instability in the
South. once the Dublin government
has abandoned the last vestige of the
legitimacy conferred by the nationalist
tradition by giving up its constitutional
claim on the whole territory of Ireland,
is another underestimated consequence
of the Major-Reynolds declaration.
When John Major saw John Hume
trying to bring Gerry Adams towards
him with his hands held up. he though!
he saw an opportunity too good to
miss. For a prime minister for whom
everything appeared to go wrong,
here was a chance to pull off
a major publicity coup and
perhaps even win a Nobel prize
as the man who brought peace
to Ireland. Few people
in Northern Ireland expect that
Major’s gamble will have much of
a pay-off for them; but few in Britain
yel recognise that it could turn out
to be a big loser al home too. €
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From Cold War

to hot wars

When the Cold War ended we were told that
the world was entering a new era of peace.
What happened to it? Over the past four years,
militarism and war seem to have become
permanent features of the New World Order.

Phil Johnson prepared this briefing on the death
toll in the major post-Cold War conflicts for the
Campaign Against Militarism (CAM). It is one

of a series of exposes planned in the run-up

to CAM's big Wembley conference in March

(see page 24 for details)

aday there are 22 major wars
in progress around the world.
* Mare than 1.5m people

had been Killed in these conflicts

up to the end of 1992, the last year
for which it is possible (o assess total
casualties.

Although overall figures are
unavailable for 1993, recorded deaths
in high-profile conflicts indicate that
the trend is still going up. More than
4006 Somalis were killed in the
United Nations™ Operation Restore
Hope last year; in Angola, the UN
estimates that [0(K) people are dying
each day as a consequence of the war
there, Some of the biggest death
tolls have been in countries like
Sudan (37 -40 (M0 dead), East Timor
(15-16 000 dead) and Angola (more

than 1(K) 000 dead), of which we have

heard relatively little.

By any standards, the four years
after the end of the Cold War cannot
be described as peaceful. Between
1989 and 1992, 38 countries
experienced some kind of armed
conflicl. Just counting the biggest wars,
the number of people killed since the
Berlin Wall fell at the end of 1989 had
reached 370 000 by the close of 1992,

Behind the stark figures for war
dead are the hundreds of thousands
of people who have died as an indirect
result of war. In the Gulf War of
1990-91, for example, at least
100 000 Iraqis, and perhaps more
than twice that number. were killed
by the Western forces, One vear on,
in January 1992, 31330 children under
five and 67 636 over-fives had died of
malnutrition and disease since the
imposition of UN sanctions in
August 1990, p
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Millions more have been turned
into refugees by taday’s hot wars. For
example, 63 600 have fled to Thailand
from surrounding conflicts; 200 000
have been made homeless by the war
in Georgia: the war in Tadzhikistan has
produced 400 000 refugees: more than
70000 Zairean refugees have fled to
other African states. while Zaire itself
has become a temporary home to
around 400 000 refugees from Angola,
Sudan, Rwanda, Uganda and Burundi;
and more than 1.25m Mozambicans
have fled to neighbouring countries.
By the end of 1992, there were
19m refugees around the world,
over half of them in Africa and the
Middle East, and another 24m had
been displaced and become refugees
in their own lands.

UN ‘peacekeeping’

The growth in conflict and war
throughout the world has been
paralleled by an extension of Western
intervention, often through the United
Nations,

In 1987, before the Cold War ended.
the UN had just five peacekeeping
aperations. Today, it is running a record
16 such missions around the world.
They range from the long-established
38-person observer group in India and
Pakistan, to massive new operations of
more than 25 000 personnel in Somalia
and the former Yugoslavia, The UN
has established more missions in
the past four years than it did
in the previous 40

Along with the threefold
increase in the number of UN
operations, there has been a huge
expansion in personnel to around
90 000 taday. Back in 1987,
the figure was closer to 10 000.

Retribution is swift for those
nation states which object to UN
interference. In October 1993, for
instance, Haitian demonstrators
refused to allow 200 US and
Canadian troops to land (the first
detachment of a planned UN force
of 600). Haiti’s punishment for
objecting to the presence of this
army of occupation has been the
imposition of UN sanctions and
a naval blockade by the US,

Canadian and British navies,

Made in the West

Usually, when commentators draw
our attention to the growing piles of
bodies around the world, it is in order
to argue for more intervention by
Western governments and international
agencies. Yet the roots of today’s
explosion of global conflict lie
in the West.

This is clear in the case of former
Eastern bloc countries, which were
supposed to enjoy the benefits of

LIVING MARXISM

the free market and Western-style
democracy with the end of the Cold
War, Instead, the introduction of the
market has led to economic anarchy
and a desperate scramble for resources,
and the effect of Western diplomatic
and military intervention in the
ensuing chaos—as in the former
Yugoslavia——has been to encourage
fragmentation and conflict.

When the major powers
intervene abroad nowadays, they
do so in circumstances of increasing
rivalry among themselves. The
Western alliance, a stable feature
of international politics for half
a century, has been thrown into
disarray by the end of the Cold War.
As a conseguence, all the peoples of
the former Yugoslavia have become
pawns in a Western power game.
When Germany sought to assert its
world power status by supporting
Croatian and Slovenian independence,
for example, the USA did a complete
about turn on its previous policy and
pushed for Bosnian independence, in
an attempt to reasser! its own global
leadership. The people of Bosnia
paid a heavy price for America’s
interference, as they o were
plunged into a bloody civil war,

Cynicism and apathy are the most
common responses o the established
political parties and governmental
institutions in Western countries

taday, In the face of such popular

disenchantment, Western leaders are

turning their attention abroad. Unable

to provide any answers to the growing

chaos of economies in long-term

slump, unpopular Western politicians

seek to recoup some authority by taking

the initiative ¢lsewhere—in places like

Yugoslavia, Somalia, Haiti and Iraq.
The idea that the West can and

should help out as a peacemaker or

humanitarian in the third world and

Fastern Europe is widely held today.

Yet mounting evidence points towards

the opposite conclusion: that Western

intervention makes matters worse.

In Somalia, for example, the USA

and the UN are supposedly engaged

in a humanitarian, peacekeeping

operation. And yet some 4000

have been killed to keep the peace.
Lying in a hospital

in Mogadishu, shelled by

US helicopter gunships

and carrying wounds inflicted

by hi-tech Western weapons, few

of the seriously injured Somalis

are likely to survive. Many

of the casualties have been

civilians, but apparently this is

of little concern to the peacekeepers.

Major David Stockwell, the chief

UN spokesman in Somalia, justified

the killing of more than 125 Somalis

on 9 September 1993 by stating

bluntly that, ‘the women and children

Major conflicts in
progress around
the world

The 22 major wars in progress around the
world had resulted in more than 1.5m deaths
by the end of 1992. Between 39000 and
50000 of these deaths occurred in

1992 alone.



Country

Afghanistan

P;rke;' (Kurcistan)

were combatants. Everyone on the
ground was a combatant as far as
we were concerned’.

Number games

Not only are Weslern states and
organisations like the UN complicit

in the deaths of hundreds of thousands
around the world, they also lie about
the numbers of people killed. These arc
nol poor estimates, they are systematic
distortions designed to bolster support
for Western intervention.

In Somalia, this kind of cynical
deception has meant that the figures
given for people Killed by the UN
and US “peacckeeping’ forces
are invariably underestimates. For
example, Somalis said that 73 people
had died and 200 had been wounded
on 12 July in a UN rocket and cannon
assault on a compound reportedly
housing a command centre uscd
by General Aideed's supporters.
According to the International Red
Cross, the number killed was 57.

This is quite a discrepancy, but the
UN claimed that there were, at most,
only 15 deaths caused by the raid,
and 15 wounded.

Aside from putting forward very
low casualty figures of their own, UN
and US government officials have tried
other tricks. They have used vague
terms like ‘dozens’ when discussing

Deaths by end of 1992

Includes deaths caused indirectly by the effects of war

“Up to the end of 1988
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Somali lives lost in confrontations with
the UN: emphasised instead the number
of UN deaths (83 by the end of 1993);
asserted that General Aideed was
responsible for 350 000 deaths due
to famine, civil war and disease, But
on 8 December 1993, US envoy to
Somalia Robert Oakley acknowledged
that Somali casvalties—deaths and
woundings combined—were between
G000 and 10 000.

The case of Bosnia has been
quite different, Very few of the deaths
in the civil war have been inflicted by
Western traoops. In this case, it has
suited the Western authorities to
endorse wild estimates of the numbers
killed. 'The daily tales of death and
destruction from Bosnia have created
a ¢limate of uncritical acceptance of
the need for Western intervention.
An unreal atmosphere prevails where
any exaggeration—no matter how
unrealistic—can be reported as fact.

On 30} June 1993, for instance,
the London Evening Standard gave the
figure for deaths in the Yugoslav wars
as more than 140 00K, Yet at the end
of 1992, the respected Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute
put the figure at 10-20 000 for Bosnia,
plus 6-10 000 for Croatia. The break-up
of Yugoslavia has undoubtedly caused
terrible human suffering. But are we
really to believe that 110 000 deaths
occurred in the first six months of last

Deaths in 1992
flgt.res unavalable

Conflict between Somali government and United Somali Congress, pre-UN intervention

“Upto the end of 1991

year, almost four times the number that
had been killed previously?

The Sunday fimes ran an article
on 30 May 1993 which suggested
a figure of 250 00K dead. This implies
around 220 000 deaths in the first fow
months of 1993, Why were these vast
numbers not reported as they occurred?
No evidence is ever offered to suppart
numbers like 140 000 ar 230 000
What’s more, the Sunday Times article
appeared a month before the Evening
Standard picce. Are we Lo suppose that
110000 fewer people had died by the
end of Jupe than had died one month
carlier? Strangely, such inconsistencics
have nat merited much attention in the
media. It would seem that fictional
death tolls are deployed in the
cause of encouraging further
Western involvement.

The Campaign Against
Militarism

Militarism is the most dangerous
trend in world politics today.
Yet the drive towards increasing
Western intervention attracts little
serious analysis, and the selective,
distorted information which we
are given is rarely submitted to
scrutiny. Western leaders always
lay claim to the moral high ground
over events abroad: the motives and
effects of their own interference in
other countries have been subject
to all too little criticism.

The USA and the UN
have nat hesitated, for example,
to issue a warrant for the arrest
of General Aideed, or to propose
holding war crimes trials in the former
Yugoslavia. The West, it would scem,
has an unquestioned right to sit in
judgement on the rest of the world,
Yet a country like the USA can,
without warning, commil an
act of war such as the launch
of 23 Tomahawk cruise missiles
against Irag, on 26 Junc 1993,
and not be held to account.

The Campaign Against
Militarism aims to change that.
We were the first people (o protest
against the bombing of Baghdad
in June, and have campaigned
against the UN occupation of
Somalia from the start. As well
as demonstrating our opposition
to Western militarism,
CAM has set out to question
the official version of events and
to reject the received wisdom that
the West can be a force for peace.
The War Drums and Peace Talks
conference at Wembley in
March will be an important forum for
raising more questions about the cavses
and the consequences of the wars
that characterise the Western powers’
New Warld Order. @
(Additional research by Bill Hlawk)
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ccording to Conservative

free market economics,

the defeat of inflation
is the key to resolving the problems
of the capitalist economy. Advocates
of the free market have long portrayed
the choice in stark terms, Eradicate
inflation and a benign world of
sustained growth and rising living
standards awaits. Go soft on inflation
and expect a traumatic future of job
insecurity amid violent economic
swings from boom to bust.

Low inflation has been the most
enduring objective over 13 years of
Tory government, Yet there is an irony
in the fact that it has been achieved
under John Major’s leadership,
Margaret Thatcher left No10 in
November 1990, with a reputation for
vigorously pursuing low inflation, Yet
she left with inflation near 10 per cent
—the same as when she became prime
minister in 1979. The bumbling style
of the Major administration,
meanwhile, seems unsuited to pursuing
an objective in the single-minded way
that advocates of low inflation insisl
is essential. Yet, inflation has fallen
to levels not seen for a generation.

This raises awkward questions for
those sho identify low inflation with
economic dynamism. It is clear that
inflation would have plummeted in
recent years irrespective of government
policy. This suggests thal government
policy on inflation is not the decisive
factor in determining economic
prospects. Rather, the deflationary
trends of recent vears suggest that
inflation and deflation are sympioms
of a more fundamental process.

Market harmony

Monctary trends do not have a decisive
effect on future developments; they are
themselves determined by other
economic factors. In the case of today,

low inflation has been caused by slump.

The events of mid-September
1992, when the pound was effectively
manhandled out of the European
Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM)
by foreign exchange dealers, indicate
the confusion that arises if vou try
to explain inflation and deflation
in terms of government actions.
During that crisis the trade weighted
value of the pound fell by 11 points
against other currencies on an index
of 100—exceeding the decline over
the previous seven vears, This meant
an increase in import prices, which
might reasanably have been expected
to show up in inflation. Successive
interest rate cuts during 1993 should
have added to this pressure. Yel the
collapse of the pound had little impact;
inflation continued to fall.

The recent deflation is
symptomatic of stagnation in
the realm of production. When free
marketeers claim that what happens
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Low inflation is not a cause of recovery,
but a symptom of capitalist slump,
argues Tony Kennedy

pric

failure

in the market determines what
happens in the production process,
they are turning reality on its head.
Capitalist economics says that
consumption regulates production.
According to this view, resources
are allocated across different branches
of production in line with shifts in
consumer demand. Alterations in the
pattern of demand affect the relative
prices of different goods. Increased
demand for one product will push
up its price, and this is mirrored
by a proportional fall in demand
(and price) of one or more other
products. Producers will respond to
these price signals, so that investment
decisions are made in accordance
with the pattern of consumer demand.
The belief that consumption
regulates production leads to
a harmonistic view of the relation
between production and exchange in
the market. The assumption of harmony
forces cconomists to seck explanations
for cconomic crises in the realm of
exchange. For them, crises cannot be
rooted in production, because problems
in production appear as minor matters
of technical coordination. Hence they
search for explanations of crisis in the
realm of exchange, especially among
monetary phenomena—such as

changes in commadity prices,
currency €xchange rates,
interest rates, etc.

Economists cite inflation as the
key cause of crisis, because it prevents
the efficient operation of the price
mechanism. A price increase for
a particular product could result
from a specific increase in the
relative demand for it or from
general inflation, How, then, ask
the economists, can producers
distinguish one from the other?

They will inevitably make mistakes.
The wrong investments take place

and the wrong products are produced
in the wrong quantities. Goods go
unsold and recession ensues, The
solution? Eradicate inflation, and the
price mechanism will operate properly.

To the free marketeers the aim
of production is plain—consumption.
However, this ignores the more specific
objective of capitalist production,
where control of the means
of production is monopolised
by a propertied minority. Under
capitalism the interaction of production
and consumption is mediated by the
quest for profits, Our general demand
for useful products is subordinated to
the specific need of capital for profit.
With capitalist production, a private
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prerogative must be met before
social needs. If profits prove
insufficient, production is cut

and consumplion goes unsatisfied,
and will continue to go unsatisfied
until the quest for profits has

been satisfied.

The relation between production
and consumption is far from
harmonious. Under capitalist
production there is a contradiction
between the needs of capital and
the needs of society, and it is this which
eventually leads to crisis and slump.
Economic crises are experienced in
the market, through such barriers
to consumption as unsold goods or
unemployment. But crises are rooted
in the contradictory nature of the
production process under capitalism.

Once capitalism is understood
as a contradictory system of
production, it points to a radically
different view of phenomena in the
realm of exchange, such as inflation.

The free market view that rising
inflation undermined economic
growth from the late 1960s gets
things the wrong way around.
Inflation was a symptom of economic
initiatives which kept a fundamentally
crisis-ridden system going. Inflation
is associated with the expansion of

Inflation rate

money and credit in the 1970s
and 1980s. The rationale for such
developments is easy to see. Printing
more money looked easier than getting
to grips with the deeper structural crisis
in the process of producing wealth.

Inflation was the outcome of
initiatives which manipulated the
terms of commodity circulation.
For instance, the process of financial
deregulation that gathered pace in the
1980s, encouraged the expansion of
retail eredit. This stimulated production
as capitalists could increase profits by
selling more goods faster, Yet it was
a limited solution that could only
postpone the crisis: it meant consumers
buving now with next vear’s income,
gowds that would otherwise have been
produced next year.

Inflation resulted from the limited
nature of this counter-crisis process.
It took off as producers increasingly
preferred the easy option of raising
prices rather than output to protect
profits. However, further increases
in credit to meet the rising prices
meant consumers drawing on income
ever further off into the future. Rising
incomes and booming property prices
kept things going. But the banking
system soon began to fret about
the falling credit worthiness of its

clients and the increase in bad debts.
The reversal at the start of the 1990s
was sharp and dramatic.

The recession of the early
19905 is different from previous
downturns because it marks the onset
of a long-term depression. What growth
there is will be anaemic and faltering.
This is the true significance of the
recent appearance of low inflation
and deflation, Depression marks
the end of attempts to buy some
growth through the manipulation
of credit. Such counter-measures
were finally exhausted in the 1980s.
Deflation is the market’s way of saying
prepare for hard times ahead.

Recent comments from advocates
of the low inflation = dynamic growth
outlook, in fact only confirm the image
of a depressed 1990s,

The leading City economist
Tim Congdon (one of the chancellor's
‘seven wise men’) relies on a historical
correlation in which “low inflation
and interest rates coincide with rapid
growth of output and employment’
to present an upbeat review of the
British economy (Financial Times,

4 January 1994). He assumes

that Britain will achieve its
long-run average growth rate
(around 2.6 per cent since 1950)
in the 1990s, The poor performance
since 1990 therefore implies much
more dynamic growth over the
next three or four years to reach
the required average. Furthermore,
Congdon gleefully declares that
all this can be achieved without
igniting inflation,

Clipping coupons
Such methods of statistical
extrapalation are a dubious basis
for discussing economic prospects.
More importantly, however, Congdon’s
article is a remarkable testimony to
how low economic expectations have
fallen in depressed Britain, Tt was the
failures of postwar British capitalism
that prompted calls to tackle inflation.
Now, with inflation seemingly beaten,
the prospect of equalling the poor
postwar levels of growth is a cause
for celebration.

James Buchan, writing in
the Spectator (1 January 1994),
comes closer to identifying the
character of the low inflation 19%0s.
Buchan sees deflation heralding
a new golden age—not for British
industry, but for a resurgent rentier
¢lass enriched by its ownership of
financial assets which. instead
of being devalued by inflation,
are continually revalued by deflation.
He looks forward 1o a future of
parasitic indolence where ‘I stay
at home, clipping coupons and
defending my property agains!
a highly active and dynamic
burglar class’. ®
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marks a dangerous shift

The proposal to abolish B ]
a suspect’s right to silence elr rlg t

in the relationship between

=
the individual and the state, to dICtate
says John Fitzpatrick




People

have been
presumed
innocent until
proven guilty
since they
stopped
ducking
witches

n the day that the
Birmingham Six were
released from 16 years

of false imprisonment in March 1991,
Tory Home Secretary Kenneth Baker
announced a Royal Commission on
Criminal Justice. None of the Six had
exercised their right to silence, indeed
it was not silence, but confessions,
beaten and terrorised out of the
defendants, which were at the

very core of this and the many

other *miscarriages’. Baker asked

the commission to look at eight specific
areas; one of them was the use made
by suspects of the right to silence.
That might almost be funny. were

it not so grotesque.

The commission, although
making big concessions, let Baker
down. After two years® deliberation it
decided not to recommend the abolition
of the right to silence. Not only did il
conclude that more innocent people
might be convicted. but it just
couldn’t see the point:

‘The right of silence is exercised
only in a minority of cases. It may tend
to be exercised more often in the more
serious cases and where legal advice
is given. There is no evidence which
shows conclusively that silence is
used disproportionately by professional
criminals. Nor is there evidence 1o
support the belief that silence in the
police station leads to improved
chances of an acquittal.” (Report, p53)

Never mind all that. In December
1993, less than six months after the
commission delivered its report, Home
Secretary Michael Howard introduced
his Criminal Justice and Public Order
Bill which proposes, among other
things, to abolish the right to silence.

The bill marks the culmination of

a remarkable six-year campaign by
the Conservative government to force
through abolition in the face of high-
level opposition from within the

legal system.

In November 1988 the Criminal
Evidence (Northern Ireland) Order was
issued abolishing the right to silence
in Northern Ireland, ostensibly because
of terrorism but, with application to all
offences. The ‘miscarriages’ scandals
enforced a slight pause, but having
waited for the nuisance of the
commission lo be oul of the way,
the path is once again clear.

The question is of course—why?
Why in the face of such embarrassing
scandals, damning evidence and
considerable opposition are they
pushing ahead? What is the right to
silence? Why does it matter so much
to the government, and to us?

The most important elements of the
right to silence are these: suspects have
no legal duty either to answer police
questions or, if charged, to give
evidence at their trial; their silence
shall attract no sanction of any sort,
and, in particular, neither judge nor
prosecutor can suggest at trial that
a defendant’s guilt may be inferred
from their silence under questioning
or in court. Abolishing the right to
silence does not mean literally
forcing suspects or defendants to
answer questions, It means allowing
the prosecution and judge to suggest
to the jury that guilt may be inferred
from the defendant’s silence.

Prove it

Why should we be entitled to

remain silent? Because only in

this way can effect be given to

the principles which are held

to underlie the legal system.

What are those principles?

That we are presumed innocent

until proven guilty—proven guilty

that is by the prosecution, on whom the
burden of proof lies. It is not up to us to
prove our innocence, 10 prove that we
have done nothing wrong. It is up to
the prosecution to prove our guilt,

and to prove it bevond reasonable
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doubt. As soon as we are obliged to
explain or justify our actions in any
way, the burden of proof begins to
shift to us. the presumption of
innocence starts to dwindle.
Qur ability to remain silent is the
very guarantee of the presumption
of our innocence.

Why is there such a presumption
in the first place? Why does the burden
of proof lie on the prosecution and why
is the standard so strict? Because the
state has not been trusted. Because the
power of the state, with its centralised
coercive apparatus and its monopoly on
the legal use of violence, has lang been
recognised to pose a mighty threat to
the liberty of the individual. In that
context, the assertion of the rights of
the individual to procedural protections
with respect to silence and proof has
formed part of the assertion of our
democratic rights.

Against the state

The right to silence is a matter which
goes to the heart of the relationship
between the individual and the state.
It is not simply a matter of protection
from abuse, The assertion of the right
entails an assertion of self-respect
and individual autonomy. It represents
a claim about who we are, a claim
about how we identify our own
interests as separate from and in
contradiction to those of the state,

Even Lord Gardiner, a former
Lord Chancellor, could see something
of that: “The constitutional foundation
underlying the privilege [against
self-incrimination] is the respect
a governmenl must accord to the
dignily and integrity of its citizens.’
(House of Lords QOfficial Report,
14 Feb 1973, cols 1367-68)

In attacking the right to silence
the government is seeking to reduce
our sense of our own autonomy, and
to advance and legitimate the authority
of the state, It is promoting our
dependence upon the state and our
distrust of our fellow citizens from
whom it purports to protect us.

Police caution

Supporting his bill’s abolition

of the right 1o silence, Home Secretary
Howard indicated how this proposal
marks a shift in the relationship
between the individual and the state,

in favour of the latier. As well as
condemning the right to silence as

a charter for professional criminals,
Howard criticised the existing police
caution to suspects—the “You-do-not-
have-to-say-anything-unless-you-wish-
but-what-you-say-may-be-given-in-
evidence’ line familiar from a thousand
TV cop shows. This caution, said
Howard, constitutes “an invitation to
remain silent, to refrain from providing
an innocent explanation or from
helping the police’. In other words, p
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Criminal Justice Bill

it constitutes an unaceeptable
acknowledgement of our rights as
individuals, And what matters today is
the state’s right to insist that we explain
our every action to the authorities and
fulfil our responsibility to ‘help the
police’ on demand.

The ideological importance of
promoting abolition can be judged

Whenever it threatens to get
in the way the right to silence
is removed anyway

36 February 1994

from its practical insignificance.

As the commission sensed, abolition
wouldn’t make that much difference.
Why not? Because in practice the
right to silence is a poor thing indeed.
Whenever it seriously threatens to
get in the way of the prosecution
case, il is formally removed or
diminished anyway.

Intimate samples

The reality of police power in the
police station, and the absence of any
effective safeguards for the suspect at
that crucial stage, make a mockery of
the right to silence, The right ta consult
a solicitor is supposed to be the major
safeguard. Recent surveys reveal that
only 30 per cent of all suspects receive
legal advice before being interviewed,
and 53 per cent of suspects whose

cases go to Crown Court. (Report, p33).

The study solicited by the
royal commission on this topic
from Professor Mike McConville
and Dr Jacqueline Hodgson exposes
just how worthless is the advice when
it arrives. In 78 per cent of the cases in
their study the legal adviser made no
intervention at all in the interrogation
{Research Study Nol6, p158).
Barely a quarter of the advisers
were solicitors: 16 per cent were
articled clerks. 31 per cent unqualified
clerks, and 21 per cent former police
officers acting as ‘runners’ (p17).

In any event the palice powers are
awesome, starting with the simple right
to hold suspects for 36 hours, and then

with court approvals for up to 92 hours.

These powers are bolstered by the
reluctance of the judiciary to reject
evidence because it would be unfair to
admit it. or because il was a confession
obtained in circumstances which make
it unreliable, or where it was

a confession obtained by oppression
(evidence has been rejected in only
twao cases in that last category since
the Police and Criminal Evidence Act
was passed in 1984).
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The police already have a whole
range of profoundly intimidating and
humiliating pracedures which they
might employ: fingerprints and
photographs, strip-searches,
intimate body searches, taking
of non-intimate and intimate body
samples (note adverse inferences may
be drawn from a refusal to provide
intimate samples such as blood,
uring, semen, etc). The new
bill will add new powers to
search 4 person’s mouth on arrest
and new powers to take non-intimate
samples from persons for DNA
purposes, including by plucking hairs.

Exceptions abound

In this context the caution *You do
not have to say anything unless you
wish to do so” will sound like a very
thin proposition indeed, especially
if delivered with a practised lack
of conviction. Little wonder that the
proportion of all suspects who answer
no questions at all is 5 per cent
{9 per cent in London). At most
10 per cent (16 per cent in London)
refuse to answer some questions,
(Report, pS3)

While upholding, until now,
the principle of the right to silence,
parliament and the judiciary have
increasingly chipped away at it.
Statutory exceptions already abound:
the refusal by a company director to
answer the questions of a Department
of Trade and Industry inspector may
be a contempt of court (Companies
Act 1983): refusal to answer the
questions of a representative of
the Serious Fraud Office may be
a criminal offence (Criminal Justice
Act 1987), as may failure 10 produce
information or documents when
asked by the Securities Investment
Board (Financial Services Act 1986).
The Drug Trafficking Offences
Act 1986 effectively requires
positive disclosure to the Customs
and Excise in any case where there is
a doubt as to the origin of the funds in
question. (See R Fletcher and S Ingram,
“The right of silence; does it exist
in major investigations?” Law
Societys Gazette, 24 January 1990)

Burden of proof

The Prevention of Terrorism
{Temporary Provisions) Act 1989
imposes a duty of voluntary disclosure
of any information which might help
catch a ‘terrorist”. It should be noted,
too, that many statutes define

an offence but set out certain
circumstances, by way of exemption,
proviso, excuse, etc, which mean no
offence has been committed; for
example, possessing an offensive
weapon without lawful autharity or
excuse. In such cases the burden of
proof is on the defendant to establish
the exemption. You have to explain

vourself, or risk being found guilty
by your silence.

The judiciary, who were slow to
acknowledge the right in the first place,
have grown bolder in asserting their
ability 1o comment adversely on
silence. In R v Chandler (1976) Lord
Justice Lawton observed that ‘it does
not fallow that a failure to answer an
accusation or question when an answer
could reasonably be expected may nos
provide some evidence in support of 2=
accusation. Whether it does will depenc
upon the circumstances’. In R v Raviss
(1987) Lord Justice Stocker went
further: ‘where suspicious
circumstances appear to demand
an explanation and no explanation._
given, the lack of an explanation mas
warrant an inference of guilty
knowledge in the defendant.”

Like the government, the judges
now want more, In R v Alladice (1955
the Lord Chief Justice, Lord Lane, held
forth: “The balance of faimness between
prosecution and defence cannot be
maintained unless proper comment is
permitted on the defendant’s silence in
such circumstances. It is high time that
such comment should be permitted.’
1988 was the year that Lord Lane
knocked back the appeal of the
Birmingham Six. The new
Lord Chief Justice, Lord Taylor,
also supports aholition.

The state’s rights

Abolition should be opposed
because it may well make it even
easier to convict innocent people.

If it allows greater pressure to be
applied to just one suspect, that is
one too many. It should be opposed
more broadly as part of a stand againsl
the general government offensive
on our liberties. That offensive is
contained in this bill, in the Police
and Magistrates” Courts Bill, in the
coming assault on jury trial (backed
by the royval commission) and in the
general law and order drive of the
‘Back to basics’ programme.

The authoritarian crackdown
amounts to something more than the
usual buttressing of state power and
divisive scapegoating of vouth, ravers,
squatters, criminals, etc. These attacks
on our democratic rights are part of an
attempt to redefine our relationship to
the state, The authorities are trying to
educate us in the belief that we don’t
matter, that we don’t count, that it
is right for the state to decide and
right for the state to take ever
more direct control of what we do.

This is why the abolition of the
right to silence is such an important
development. We should oppose it as
a rencwal of our claim to self-respect
and independence, and a renewal of
our determination that the state,
and the powerful, privileged interests
which it protects, will not prevail. @



TOBY BANKS

ctalife!’ and its British counterpart, “ You sad bastard!’,
are fast becoming the most overused calchphrases of the
day. The once cool epithet ‘train-spotter’ is now an everyday term of
derision, vsed by yvoung and old alike. So profonnd snd swift has been
the assunmilation of these expressions that:thev: have becomme  the
property of all-Just as ageing DIs began o ‘da’ Smashy and Nicey as
soion as Harsy Bnfield unveiled them, now trainsporters are obliged o
preface their remarks: with self-deprecatory referénces 1o aniraks
{which hive themselves become a byword for all things sad™).

The reason trainspotters address their comments in: this fashion is
that they have unwittingly become the: subjeet of g ‘trainspotter-
spotting” cult that is far sadder than the real thing. On: my last trip (6
Old: Traffand. the highlight of a depressing return journey for most of
my fellow ‘Palace supporters was when somicone shoutsd Crewst™.
In bygornie days this might have alerted us to the armival of rival fans.
Now it 1s understood by all to mean: ' We'are approaching Crewe sta-
fion [the trainspotier's Mecea |—prépare: o mock the trainspoliers on
the platform by perfarming theatrical impersonations of them mastur-
bating excitedly.” Such casval anfics are: not the half of i, thougty
Today’s trainspotters, in addition to withstanding the casual abuse fhat
goes with the territory, must also contend
with the amy of journalists, independent
tilm-makers and programme researchers
that descends npon them wherever they
gather:

Of course.it’s all one big jokd tathese
prople; or so they: will tell yvou, But it's
one thing 1o fake the piss if yow are sitting
o A trainand you happen 10 pass some
parka-clad foser peesing at you thraugh
borttle-bottom: bins, 'and  another thing
altogether actively: to seek them out. What's the difference between
walching trsinspotters and watching traims? Why shonld trainspotter-
spotters féel superiar?

Laughing at wallies is a'very reassuring pastime. There's nothing
wrong with it initself, and 1 certainly don 't think trainspotters and other
idiots should be respecied or protecied. The poiot about tiEinspoUer-
spofting is thit it is:the most extreme: example of a:much more
impaortant malaise. Large numbers of young. educated, well-adjusted;
soctallv inpegtated middle class people kave nathing betier to. do than
talk about pathetic, socially inadequate people.

pastime

Most entertainment aimed at college-cducated under-40s relics on
g constant dict of trivia served up with a heavy-handed, winking-at-the-
aulience knowingness, Young medi prince Danny Baker epiformises
current trends: Kitsch is raked over add trashed: Hapless nobodies are
paraded and mocked. Ironically cartect - guests ars  back=slapped.
Again; 1've got nothing against tfivia or cruet bumour: It's just that atter
a while the underlying contempt’ becomes: fitst: wearing - and: then
repugnant. ‘The tone is self-congsatulamony and complacent,

The appeal is obvious. 1S reassuring. Shauting *Get a Tite!” at the
TV fakes vour mind: off the nasty litle questions such 95 What am
I doing with my:1ife?" For a while it ¢crdates a feeling of being clever.
attractive and - sophisticated. It’s the most powerful drug vet for
handling the insecurities that go with arrested adolescence.

Of course, getting a life is easier for some  than for others.

Get a lifestyle

Danny Baker bas a life, and garns a 1ot of money in the process. Most
of us—including wany of the young sophisticates menticned above--
have to make do with a ‘lifestyle’s @ kind of rag-bag of nights cut,
clothes. magazines and bits of furnitore that are supposed o fulfi) us
and define who we are.

The term “lifestyle” suggests choice: People use it when talking
about things they have control over. or like to think they do. A decade
auothe word was hardly used in evervday life, [t mn]ured U a vision
[rom the pages af men’s magazines: h:drprmered executives driving
around with beautiful women: in expensive cars and holidaying with
other important people in ski-ladges. Tt was a lifestyle:built asound
a job—but it was a well-paid, glamorous jab that he wanted 10 do.
He lived to work.

Most people, of course, Jo not live toswork; they wark tolive. In the
pust they wonld clock off at five and do their best o farget about their
Jab Their real lite of friends; family. leisure pussuits, was an escape
from the boredom: and ageravation: of work, Nobody wonld have
particulany associated the nuts and bolts of travelling to work, eating
an evening meal, getting cash frony the bauk or going for a medical as

part:of a lifestyle’. Yet today; as work

— insrudes more and more. into peaple’s
Laughing at wallies
is a very reassuring

lives, with longer hours, harder work and
worse transport, we dre gl expecied 10
treat this as part of a lifestyle choice,

Some time ago, the BBC ran an edu-
cattonsl serigs aboul icluss. A working
“cluss woman was asked” the difference
between:ber class and the middie class,
“They do things, and we bave things done
to us’. she replied. For all her fatalism;
you know what she medns. Today we are stitl having things done to s,
but we're gncovraged to belicye “that it's s doing the choosing:

We are invited 10; participale in rewriting dut own'job descriptions
(to take an more work): 2o to the works gvm with our managers;
choose whether to get stuck an an unmanned bus or broken-down tube
as-customers” of Landon Transport; take out hank loans and insurance
schemes to cover unforseen costs; choose which takeaways 1o ¢al when
we arrive home too fate for the shops, and so'on. Al the time we are
making ‘lifestyle” choices at somebody else’s convenience.

Some peppleare aftered the opportunity to work from home, which
sounds. very important and high-powered, especially when 4 fax
and @ computer are thrown in, Unforfunatels thex. find themselves
Living anexecutive Tifestyle o other ways—an call atall times. with no
conesponding pay-rise.

Yowdon't have to have awhite collas job; o5 any jab.at all. to have
atlifestyle” tadayt You don'vevernchave to beawake - just alive: lying
unconscicus abtside & tube station is'a ‘lifestyle’ if you are a young
puuk rather than an:ofd tramp. You can drink the lager of your choice
and light your tags with Lifestyle brand matches. You can make toast
on i cheap Lnestyle brand toaster. If you are homeless, the DSS
recommends fish and chips as:*a nwisitious and healthy choice’ for
those whose Iifestyle does not inelude s kitchen.

One major. medical: charity organisation, dealing with a chronic
disease, now subtitlex its magazine ‘u lifestyle’, to promote the positive
aspects of the condition: Where will it end?
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In Schindler’s List, Stephen Spielberg has produced a great film. But, writes
Janice Bryan, he has also rewritten the story of the Holocaust

Splelberg’s Jews

e who saves a single life saves
the eniire world' So rung the
' Talmudic wverse inscribed on
a ring presented to Oscar
i § Schincler as = toker of apprec:-

i ¢ alion by thase Jews who came to

¢ | be known as Schindleruden—

: & Schindler's Jews. The Schindler-
juden were the 1300 Jawish workers in
the Seconc World War whose [ves were
saved through the nous, aumanity and
pravery of one MNazi ousinessman
Staphen Spielberc has Jsed that same
inscription zs the epigram w0 Schinoler's
List, nis film which talls the true story of
that smal-tme Germar businsssman,
anad his successiul allempt to protect the
wiorkers in kis enamel-making factory in
Krakow, Peland, from beirg corsumead
b; the Folocaust.

Schinoler’s List is a far better fim than
one mignt expect from the man who
brought us ET and The Color Purple—or
frorn that opening epigram, It s tharkiully
fee of the mawkish sentmentality which
has nfused much of Spielberg's earier
wark, Superbly shot in black and whie.
Schingler's List has the same cry. det-
ached style as Schindler's Ank. Thomas
Kenealy's Booker prizewnning novel,
on which the flm is based.

Born in the Suceteniand, in Czech
aslovakia, Schindler {Lam Neeson) jeins
the Nazi Party as a teenager. rot oul of
iceological conviction, out because il
makes good obusiness sense. \When the
war breaks out he moves 10 Krakow n
German-occupied Poland, realising that
grezler business ooportunities are open
to him there, He ensconces nimsell in
| the recently confiscated apartment of

a wealthy Jewish family and ouilcs his
ousiness by persuacing disenfranchised
Jews that, since ther mangy is otheny se
wiortnless, they might as well give it 1@
Schindler to invest in his factory.

An  ooportunist and a hustler,
Schindler 15 a man who <nows now 1o
grease pams, how to play the black
market and how lo create cortacis in
high places. His friends include S8 offi-
cials, Nazi Party apparatchiks ard labour
camp commandants. He is 2 man who
cares lillle about politics bul wanls o
use lhe war to make money and live the
good life.
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A businessman
against the
Nazis: Liam
Neeson plays
Oscar
Schindler
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Gradually, however,
norrar of the Final Soluticn begins ¢
dawn upon him, Witnessing the system-
atic llquication of the Krakow ghetto, and
the casual atrocites of the labour camp
into whick the remaining Jews are
moved, Schinder is repulsec by lhe
system developing around him. Almost
without thinking he beging to protect his
awn Jewish workers frem the greater
barbarsm cf the system, largely through
pribing $S and camp officials. Saving the
Schindierjudan tumns inlo an obsession,
a parsonal mission to ensure that his
1300 workers survive the war.

Spieloerg calmly and chilingly cetails
the Kafkaesgue shifts n daily life e
Krakow as 58 policy begins 1o take hala,
From the initial shock of being forced to
lve in @ compelely walec-in ghetlo to

the brutal degrzdation of the labour
camps, the film details the Jewish com
murity's desgent into a iving hell.

Spie'berg depicts in almost cocumantary
fashion everything from the black market
scams 10 the casual, randorn murders of

Jewish prisaners by SS officers and
Ireops. The only tme Spi@ r‘ﬁrq res orts to

scenes, he injects colour |ntu lhe mo
& concel that works very well.

The dispassionate tone cf the fim is
a wecome change om the emotional
and chauvnisl nawre of previcus
Haolywond acceunts of the war and the
Holocaust. Like Keneally, Splelberg tres
to make sense of the Final Solution,
ratner than dismissing it as an unimagn-
able horror that somehow arcse from
or from man's basic irhumanity.
ook anc fim show that whsat
begar as a forced labour operation to
provide workers for Germany's war effost
toox on a life of its awn and ended uo
consumng the lves of six milion Jews.
Both Spielberg and Kenealy depic
Germans—evenr convinced Nazis—not
as evil barbanans, but as ordinary human
neings who, in the exiraorcinary conlext
cf the war. are pulled into committing
acts of either immense heroism cr tlaTible
inhumanity,

Spizlberg ,presents  Schindler as
a wonderfully rich and ambigucus
character<-g Nazi businessman whose

avil

Botn

the awesome |

sheer humanity forces him to =
nordinale personal risks 1o save e
Schindlanuden. Yet the film skates o
the greatest ambiguity of all in the t=e
Schindler might have spent his millions =
protect his werkers, but those milbon
came from his abilty to use Jewish siaw=s
labour in his factory.

What eventually facilitated the Fina
Solution was aso whal crew Schindler
o Krakow—the oppotunity to make
a fortune cut of trealing workers |
cnattels. The Schindlenuden might have
neen beholden o their banefactor, out it
was the needs of capitalist businessmen
that led to lheir enslavement in the first
place. For all the subtlety of bath fim and
hook, it is an issue hat neither Spielberg
ror Keneszly seem wiling to breach
As a chroricle of one man's transferma-
tion from an opportunist businessman
interested only in making money to one
hell bent on saving his factory camp
workers from certain death in Auschwitz
Schindier's List is gripoing and men
moving. But in focusing simply on
Schindler's story. Sopielberg heps rewrte
the history of the Holocaust, In the move
Jaws are depicted as a hapless, sub-
sarvient pecple incapable of saving
themselves and desperately seexing
a savicur. As one of the Schindieqguden
says about her benefactor sfter he has
rescued a group of women from
Luschwitz, 'he was our father, our
mother, our only faith. He never let us
down', The idea of the great white saviour
rescuing a helpless people fram tyranny
and oppression has an obvious broader
resonance in today's pelitical climate

In the boek Kenealy al least give
a mention to the underground resistance
movement in the gnetto which, often very
heroicaly, fought the Nazi occupation.
Spietbeng fillets this out comolstely from
the film. Inceed he seems to suggest that
the orly form of hercism worth contam.
plating is the pragmatism of Schinder.
‘He who saves a single life saves the
entire world.” It is another message which
has consideraole resonance tooay. @

UJ

Schindler's List cpens on 18 Feoruary.
Schindier's Ank, by Thomas Keneally is
aublisned by Specre Bocks, £5.99 pok
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olonialism as bad karm

Gene McPherson on Oliver Stone’s new vision of Vietnam

! & eaven and Earth is the final part of
¢ & Cliver Stone's trilogy about the

ietnam War. Where Platocn and
Bom on the Fourth of July deall
' respectively with the Amercan
soldiers and the Amercan pub-
¢ lic’s view of the war, Heaven and
§ K Earth iIs a s wold frem the
Vietnamese noint of view.
Tke film Is based on the aulcbo-
graphy of Le Ly Hayslip, who grew up in
Ky La, a rice faming vilage in centra
Yiemnam. When she was 12 years clc,
S nelicopters landed there, Haysip's
two beoks, When Heaven end Earth
Changed Places and Chia of War,
Woman of Peace, on which Stone craws
‘ar his film, tel' the subsequert story of
her life
Like many young people n her village
-& Ly {playec oy newcomer Hiep Th Le]
wins the Vietcong resistance, She s
amrested and torlured by the South Viet-
namese amy. Her mather trades her
dowry to release her from orison. But now
the Vietcong suspect ner of naving
betrayed their cause and rape snd
torture her. She and her family are forcec
to flee o Saigen.
Le Ly ends up living with her sister.
a prostitute, and selling cigarelles i¢ Gls.
She mests Steve (Tommy Les Jonas)
a rugged Amencan soldier who Cec
that an Criental wife would do
good and whisks her off to the USA,

him
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Newcomer
Hiep Thi Le
stars in Heaven
and Earth
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In America she experiences orejudce
and hardship and. as her husbzanc fee!s
his own life regling out of control. her
marrdage breaks up leaving ner to face
Jp to Amencan |fe on her owrn.

Stone ‘s the voice of lineral America in
Halywood, And lke his previous wo
Vietnam films, Meaven and Eaerth Is an
altempt oy liberal Amerca 1o come to
lerms with the tnam War. But the icne
of Heaven and Farth is very differenl

from that of Blatoon or Born on the Fourth

of July.
In Heaven and Earth, Stone depicls the
Vietram War ag the preduct nat of imp-
eralist aggression. bul simpy of the
numan capacity for evil. Stone coes not
dismiss American atrecities In Vietnam.
But kis film portrays them as the resuit of
individua's wheo are ou! of cantrel. Steve,
for example, describes how he has
massacred woemen and children, killec
Vietnamese villagers working in the fielc.
He aso tells Le Ly of siitting the throst
of a prostiute after fucking her. The vio-
lerce of war, Stone seems 1o suggest, is
akin to that of a depravec individua
Stone emphasises  the universal
problem of violence oy equatng the

actions of the US secldiers with those of

the Vietcong. Le Ly herself compares
ner role n the«Vielcong with Steve's
concuct. "We are the same’, she tells him,
'we have made bad karma', L& Ly also

sees {he Vienamese and the Americans
aqualy as victims. 'Diferent skir’, she
says. ‘same suffenng’. In equating the
aclions of the invader anc the victim,
Stane cemeans the Vieinamese peoole’s
nightmarish experience of the war and
cbscures rasponsibitity  for
the conflict,

Bul if Stone emphasises lhe human
capacity for evil, he squal'y suggests that
human oeings have the strength to over-
come it. By the end of the film Le Ly 's
showr as a woman who has ccme 1o
terms with American Ife. Returning to
Vietnam to see her family. shs has
became a woman who has dealt with life
and triumpned. By depicling a coming
together of American and Vielnamese
culture in Le Ly, Slone expresses ne
iperal guilt felt in relation {¢ Ihe war anc
suggests a means to slone for it

In the end. Heaven and Earth, like
most Vietnam flms, is not about Yietnam
zt all, vut about America. Stone wants to
cast his country free of its past anc imag
ine a new America. We are heading
towards 2 new era in the twenty-first
century', Stone has sad of Heaven and
Earth, ‘Paople of all colours will be
sharing a shrnking planet. It is necessary |
for us to el out of our 54ins anc Cress
this spirituzl and divisive gulf we have
formed.” His rosy hopes for the future
are as misplacec as hs uncerstanding
cf the pasl ®

Amerca’s




W righ: then, David Aftenborough, if aatare: 5 sa: brilliant,

why oy albateosses tive so far away from their fond? On Life
in the Freezer {BBC), we leamed: that the albatioss is superbly
adapted o long range flight; which is just as swell, because its feeding
gmundq ahd ‘its nesting grounds: are 700 miles: apart. Now 1 may
be missing something here but if | was an albatross T would h.:ppl]»
swap v wings—superb though' they ‘he-~far-a more convenient

:shopping opportunity.

And - what about afang-utans? Superblv adapred to lite on- the

canopy of the rainforest. Why? On Wildlife on One {BBC 1) a hefty
male plummeted to his death while trying 1o settle down for a nap. Did

he wander as he fell whether being superbly adapted:to fife on thx:.

forest fivar might nat have been prcfcmblc"

The orang-utan is always presented as ‘man’s nearest: refative’

the “name’ means ‘man of the forest’—and i this -documentany
Allcnhuwngb was & grown-up Johnny Morris; anthropomorphisivg the
sex e of the arangs into An Ape’s Guide 10 Adultery. Male orangs
“don’t become futly male until they attain dominance oxer & groupof

“fomales. In this jungle soap. Boris tried (o seduce Yet away from Nor
while the couple’sson‘looked on: Only when he got'someone underhis
incredibly: long thimh did Boris ﬁmlh et the distinctive cheek::

flanges. The male in Chester zoo hasno rival; He has flanges fike dust:
i lids. Two tiny bored eves stare out of his carpark-sized face sl day:
He is superbly adapted ta a life of nccu.smg tmialcnco I Budapest zoo,
the ‘orangs ‘eat at a table, from: plates; using forks and spoons, leaning

o fheir ku.p(.t s shoulder, murmg the intirdate, unbreakable silence of

different species,

To those who like to ﬁnn higrarchies in nature, the arang is.the
‘missing link” between man and the lower apes; In factin 1799 Churles
White-—the Taunine father of ohstefrics—argied thit fhe dran wis
superior - the indigenous: husan pupulation af Sumatea, He went
so - far 48 10 claim that orangs: carmied: off *negro boss Rl women
with 4 sigw o mdkmg them  Subservient {0 their wanis: a8 slaves
o ob]uts of pussion’; Which brings me neutly fo the best thing on TV

at the: moment-~Channel 4's Sunday sormng rcnm of Planct of .

the Apes.

The story s sunple: 1o NASA astronauts land on 2 planet where
‘the human popul'mon has been enstaved by militasistic apes:-a kind
of PG Tips junta: The apes are: played: by actors with Blvis wigs.
The main anpe character 15 Gilen: who wrinkles g his nose whdnever
Yie has a thought, uot unlike Samantha in Bewdtched. In order to pick
up this tiny gesture, the camers: has to come crashing in for a close-
up. which it does with: such velacity  that ‘the actor can’t help but
look straight inta the lens, willing the comeraman W stop. It's & move

sou only see here and on Top of the Pop.s where: the camerd some-:

fimes gets horribly: close to A bdckmg snyzu ar: a clmmmv.r who thux
winks at you. :

Pierre. Boulle's nngm'll novel: Plaaer af: tlu’ hm was - mostly
concerned with: the guestion, *whatis a human?, It Was really 2'sci-fi
version of Book Four of Guiliver & Travels, where Gulliver ends up in a
place where the harses are rational and Utopian and the Tumanoids
are disgustingly basic. Oddly ‘enough; the’ horses are sl thers

nithe Planet of the Apes, - Oneof 'the main threads: in Boulle's
yersion is: sexual;
mentally o broté. And there s apc. of engaging intelligence and

sympaths who is nevertheless an ape. Which one b you go for? Whas

15t hunan?

Of Caurse, vou can't make & primetime Amenican TV serios sbont
naked people whi cannot falk, so here the humans ate not animals; but
merely oppressed pcopk They have clothes and thiey speak English
just like everyone else in the universe; These changes transform the
premise - of the story  from a  purely phl!owphtcal question: - into
a directly political one. Planet of dhe Apes is about slavery, At'the very
eénd-of Boulle’s baok, the astronauts discover that the “Planet of the

Apes’is in fact Earth in the distant futire (thex find the remains abthe

Stanne of Eiberty). In the TV series: this twist is blown by the second
ad-break (presumably because the audience would have known this
alreidy: from the moviey: Again (iis moves the debate fomwvard intoa
prickly new area—thie questian of 1épressed histary.

The iead apes know that bimans were once the dominant Specias
but they: actively: suppress this fact, They destroy: the spaceship, They
burn:books and arelaces: The partfels with Cofumbian America and
colonial Africs are obvious nd posverful. The apes themselves have

-eschewed technology. And all thev have inthe way: of culture are some

funny hats and some sort-of woled leather poncho without which they

Awould be naked. Their architecture and sespunry is of the Flintstone
‘schaol. We learn Tater that this 1& because thes believe technology was

the downfall of humantty: They have taken s Pal Pot e on history and
pone backinto the farest

Memishile the astonants have taken: the: floppy: disk from their
flight recorder in the hopc of finding s compatible compufer some-
where on the planet: This is seme hope, T take bits of my campufer back
to:te shng where Fhaughtis ahd they suck their teeth and shake theis
heads and say it can’t be dong: How they think they’se going o -do

Lo herter in the: fast caves is bevond me:

When the dark, pessimistic one expressed s danbt v this seore; e
cheery Aryanone said; well: they would just have tabuilda wmputu
That's svhien we knew the world had really changed since the seventies:
They sl felt in charge of the technology they nsed: They bdlw\.d that
if the ‘computer went wrang you could A% if.

Te every: other: age: 4 major: paxt ‘of bemnm was self-reliatice.

S Gulliver contd huild a boat o escape. Crusoe buglihis stockade. I all

heroism there 5. perverselyvy anostalgia for the apei A trug hera conld
cope in the farest-or an the desert istand, This belief was still prevalent
inthe seventies-—parthe beciuse of the story of Apolla 13, when o kam-
mier and:some pluck: saved the: hesoes from the wWastes - of space.
Nibodythinks. this any: more. Heroes aré no longer pilted against
crpliness or nature, bt against their own selves, In flws like: Blade
Runner orHook, s human is not something with conrage or reasorn; hut

“somethingwith memories. and the adventare is no mors than:y Kind of

theram Ou:the Planétof the Apes; the Iimits of modem humzmu} Wi

‘exposed. Tcould have bought it if he had said he would build a rocket.

But for ane bloke in 4 forest 1o build & computer. He might as well have
offered o butld o horse. Some things really can’t be done. L]
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his spring Charnel 4 had planned
to bring o Bm.—;m Beavis and Bolt
Hezad, Amerca's most watcheo
and talked about cartoon show.
Rolling Stone magazine callec the
twie teenace carlecon figures ‘the
voice of 8 new generation’ ard pul

1 them on the cover. Time magazine
deemed it to be the ‘bravast show ever
run on nationa television'. Ideal, you
m gt think for 3 British channel which is
frying to ooost its ralings by program-
ming any numoer of tendy Americar
shows.

But sudden'y Chznnel 4 has gone
very coy as to its plans for Beawvis
and Buli-Haad. When | phoned Chanrel
4. a spokesman refused to say sven
whether the cartoon would be aired. let
alone when. Why? Because Beawvis and
Butt-Head nzs becomea the centre of the
maral paric ir America abeut viclenca on
TV, ard Channe 4 is having ssconc
thoughts sboul sparking a similar contro-
wersy here.

LLast auwumn, a five-year o'd ooy in Ohio
humed cown his house, Kiling two chil-
dran who were insde. The boy's motner
claimed that he had been copyirg he
antcs of Beavis anc Butt-Head, In an
instant, the twe caricon characlers
became the new symbols of everything
wrong with Armerican society. According

1 the pro-censorship lobby, Beavis and

Rutt-Head had to taxe the rap “or virtually
avary anti-social acl committec by cnil-
dren ir the USA, from arson to cruelty to
apimals, MTV, which netwerked the
shew, pullec the programme from ts
early evening slot and rescheduled it for
1tpm. And Il now prefaces lhe Oro-
gramme with the Tollowing waming:
'‘Beavis and Butt-Heac zre not rele mod-
els. Tnay'ra not even human, They're car-
toans. Some cf the things they do would
cause a person to get aurt, exoelled,
arrested, possibly deportec. Ta put it
another way: don't try this at hame’
| So, whatis all Iha fuss about? Beavis
and But-Head are two gawxy, swpid
and wvery ugly teenagers. They are
patned by the rest of their classmates
and bored by school. They lake their
peasurs in lerorising classmales anc
teachers alixe They torture animals anc
mutilate themsewves. They push pencils
in eyes, cut off fingers with chainsaws
and put their hancs ‘nto boiling fat. In this
they are no cifferent from many other Car-
tacrs, from Tom and Jery to Bugs
"Lnnv 'u'rer= cnﬂrastcrs are ;mqm‘»’l

W thOJt any raa I mu'-\'

The programme is ar exaggeratec
lock at the things that teenage boys get
up to when let off the lsash. | have never
played ‘Frog Basebal', the name of the
animated short where the two herces
made their appearance, out, ke many
Brtish cnildren, | am familiar witn frog
cricket,
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The most refresning part of the show
s Beavis and Buti-Head's regular review
of the pop videos hat appesr elsewneres
on MTV. Arr,-nr'lc who has ever nean
forced 1o watch MTV viceos will immeci
ately aporeciste the Bsavis and Buff-
Head put-downs. 'This is like school’,
they comment after watching U2
A Vanilla lce videc was dismissed zs
‘one of those 501 commercials’. Bull-
Head respondec to Aerosmith’'s 'Rag
Dall' videe by sticking his hand down nis
trousers.

Tne mzin allracton of Beavis anc
Butt-Head is_that they can doc and say
what other people think but would never
actually do. They have no respact for

lan Scott on the cartoon characters that have panicked
middle America

Loony toons"

aulhority and litde regard for their own or
others' personal safety. Ano t is this
nihilism that most gets up critcs’ nases.
Bul the idea that Beavis and Bult
Head is cangerous because children
will simply imitale them is ridiculous.
Al scheal, f | was caught coing some-
thing wrong my standard line of defence
was, ‘It wasn't my icea’. To this my teach-
ars would respond, 'if your friend told you
¢ jump off the rocl, you wouldn't. would
you?', The critics of Beaws and Bolt-
Head seem Lo be tellng us thal carioon
characters told you to jump cff the roof
{or burm your house dewn) then you
would. My advice o the critics is to find
a high roof and jump off it, 9
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REVIEW OF BOOKS

Adam Eastman reviews America's intellectual quest for a New World Order

The clash of civilisations

The Clash of Civilisations: The Debate, Foreign Affairs, $7.95 pbk
The Real World Order: Zones of Peace/Zones of Disorder, Max Singer and Aaron Widavsky,

Chatham House, £17.99 hbk, £11.9S pok

Grasping the Demacratic Peace: Principles for a Post-Cold War World, Bruce Russett,

Princeton University Press, £14.95 hbk

Democracy against ltself: The Future of the Democratic Impulse, Jean-Francois Revel, Free Press, $24.95 nbk

The End of the Twentieth Century and the End of the Modern Age, Jonn Lukacs, Ticknor & Fields

:21.85 hbk

The Wrath of Nations: Civilisation and the Fury of Nationalism, Willam Pfaff, Simon & Schuster, $22 hbk
The New Cold War? Religious Nationalism Confronts the Secular State, Mark Juergensmeyer,

Unwersity of California Press, £16.95 hok, £10.95 pbk

Looking back from the perspective of 1994, “1989 and all
that’ seems a long way off. Then, somewhat to its sur-
prise, capitalism found itself triumphant over the old
Soviet enemy. Everybody was inviled to join the
celebrations, with Francis Fukuyama’s *End of History’
eulogy to the wonders of liberal democracy as the main
party piece. Now, although they are still without any
challengers, red or otherwise, the mood among the polit-
ical and intellectual defenders of the capitalist system is
decidedly downbeat. Their ‘“New World Order” is widely
derided as a new world disorder, and history, ignoring
Fukuyama's notice that it is at an end, has gone carcering
off into a chaos of local passions and conflicts.

Not surprisingly, a number of thinkers are trying to
put matters right by recapturing the system’s sense of
order and maybe even triumph. This is the setting for the
latest attempt to explain the shape of world affairs— The
clash of civilisations® thesis developed by the American
political scientist Sumuel Huntington.

Firstly, back to the beginning, The thesis advanced by
Francis Fukuyama, that the end of Stalinism mcant the
vindication of liberal democratic capitalism as the only
viable social system, became the centre of intellectual
debate in the aftermath of Soviet collapse. Its reassurance
that, aside from a few minor difficultics, the world was
sel Lo emulate the Western model was soothing, if not as
gung ho as many might have liked. Life might have
become rather boring as all the “big questions’ were now
laid Lo rest, but at least we could sleep safelv without
fear of any threat from outside. On top of this, we had the
idea of the ‘Rebirth of History’ associated with, for
example, the British writer on East European affairs,

Misha Glenny. This, too, struck an optimistic note, now
based mare explicitly on the potential lor a resurgence of
political democracy in the Eastern bloc.

Then, without ever being intellectually challenged.
the rosy views of the future seemed to be overtaken by
more worrying developments. While the capitalist slump
cast a shadow over the future of both West and East, it
also became clear that the post-Cold War world was less
rather than more stable than the old order. Even the suc-
cess of the Gulf War in 1991 was quickly overshadowed
by the onset of civil war in Yugoslavia, and the apparent
inability ol anvbody to do anything about it.

The harmonious ‘New World Order’ hailed by
George Bush lasted little longer than a soundbite. Order
seemed the last thing in evidence as the rhetoric aboul the
‘international community’ solving the problems of
Yugoslavia or Somalia only exposed the absence of unity
and concerted action among the USA and its allies,
Instead the USA found itself castigated by liberal opinion
for failing to sort out other third world upstarts like the
Serbian president, Slobodan Milosevic, in the fashion
that had bombed Saddam Hussein’s Traq back into the
Stone Age.

The Western elite’s great achievement of recent times
has been the reversal of the postwar consensus that it had
no business treating the third world like its own backyard.
The recent acceptance that the West has the right, even
duty, to determine the fate of the East and the third world
has provided a considerable boost o the authority of
Western society. Yet this key shift of opinion now passts
almost without comment, Instead. as the Yugoslav crisis
has dragged on, events in other parts of the world have p

LIVING MARXIS M Febmany 5S¢ &




THE MARXIST REVIEW OF BOOKS

only compounded the sense of chaos surrounding the
West’s management of international affairs, The descent
of the American *Operation Restore Hope’ in Somalia
into what looks like a traditional colonial-style occupa-
tion, symbolises the hazardous nature of the world which
the Western elites look down upon today.

Disturbed by the pessimism that surrounds inter-
national relations, various commentators have sought to
restore a sense of certainty to the West’s view ol the
world. The Real World Order by Max Singer and Aaron
Wildavsky deals with the widespread view that the fail-
ures in Somalia, Bosnia and clsewhere preclude the cre-
ation of any meaningful world order. Singer and
Wildavsky's own idea is that a discernible pattern does
exist, between ‘zones of peace and zones of turmoil’.
Their book is an attempt to settle scores with the liberal
doubting Thomases. Singer and Wildavsky’s desire for
order is not simply an abstract academic concern. It helps
provide the basis for the consolidation of Western author-
ity over, and interference in, the ‘zones of turmoil” in the
third world. This comes out clearly in the discussion of
nationalism. ;

In his new book The Wrath of Nations: Civilisation
and the Fury of Nationalism, William Pfaff, un
influential American columnist on foreign affairs, tries
to give order Lo the subject by explaining nationalism as,
‘a phenomenon of the European nincteenth century’,
a “political consequence of the literary-intellectual move-
ment called Romanticism, a Central European reaction
to the universalising, and thercfore disorientating
ideas of the eighteenth-century French Enlightenment’,
As nationalism is essentially rooted in the non-Western
world, we, the civilised West, can act to contain and even
climinate its dangerous consequences. Pfall now feels
able to argue for an activist foreign policy where it would
be, ‘better if the international community would
reimpose a form of paternalist neo-colonialism in most
parts of Africa’,

Replying to Pfaff in Foreign Affairs, Conor Cruise
O’Brien reveals the absence of a clear delincation in
world politics which Pfaff is reacting against. O’Bricn
argues that nationalism is in fact a pretty universal
primordial instinct. He sees no way in which such an
entrenched force can be isolated and dealt with. *There is
no “new world order” within the capacity of the West that
will have the effect of eliminating nationalist violence
and related ethnic evils from every part of the world.’
Pointing to Somalia, he asks of Pfaff’s colonial enthusi-
asm, ‘How would they fare if they were to take on all the
nationalisms and sub-nationalisms of Africa?’.

The differences in these debates are more apparent
than real. Disagreement really only revolves around
the degree of optimism about the West’s capacity for
resolving the chaos that is seen to be the modern third
warld. Crucially, all accept the moral superiority of the
West over the rest. They disagree only over the extent to
which this general sense of third world backwardness can
be made more concrete—the extent to which the sort of
clear division which divided the Cold War world between
East and West can be redefined today as a division
between our own and the non-Western worlds. Many
think it can. But to do so, the difference must be
explained as a cultural, even a civilisational divide. With
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lhe absence of any political challenge to Western capital-
ism, different ways of life and culture are now talked up
as the great schism of the nineties.

The zones of peace/zones of turmoil dichotomy
already mentioned is one example of a cultural differen-
tiation, The West is defined by its cultural stability,
surrounded by a threatening world of chaos and disorder.
Similarly, the conservative French thinker Jean-Francois
Revel in his Democracy against Itself: The Future of
the Democratic Impulse. replaces the old distinction
between democracy and totalitarianism with a distinction
between ‘normal and abnormal’ states. It matters little to
Revel whether elections take place, or even that formal
democracy is exercised, outside the normality ol the
West, For him, lawlessness and the absence of developed
civil society mean that the ‘abnormal” non-Western world
is doomed o a permanent state of turmoil.

Samuel Huntington has made the most notable
attempt, so far, clearly to divide the world along the
lines of culture and civilisation, Originally published in
Foreign Affairs and hyped as the big picture theory
to replace Fukayama’s ‘End of History’ thesis, it has
been reprinted together with replies as The Clash of
Civilisations: The Debate. Huntington has packaged the
theme of cultural division in a far sexier way than the
rather eccentric and crude formulations of Revel or
Singer and Wildavsky. His is a world where the shape of
the future will be defined by the interaction between dis-
crete civilisations—Islamic, Slavic-Orthodox, Confu-
cian, Japanese, Hindu and so on.

Huntington does not overtly denigrate non-Western
civilisations. Indeed he can sound positively PC: “The
presumption...that other peoples who modernise must
become “like us™ is a bit of Western arrogance that in
itself illustrates the clash of civilisations.” His bottom
line, however, in reply to critics who have exposed the
implausibility of squeezing cvery world event into his
civilisational category, is that “faith and family, blood and
belief, are what people identify with and what they will
fight and die for’,

The interest generated by Huntington’s thesis is
not due to any intellectual qualities. He himself virtually
concedes that it is nonsense by entitling the reply to his
critics, ‘Tf not civilizations, what?’. In other words, ‘Ok,
it's gobbledegook, but what do you suggest? We need
some way of understanding the world and our special
position within it. and at least “civilisations” sounds
good’. Huntington's aim, as the American professor
of international relations, Albert Weeks, explained, is
much the same as others seeking a ‘real world order’.
Huntington’s concern for civilisations ‘is symptomatic
of the failure of globalism—specifically the idea of
establishing a “new world order”—to take rool and
of the failure to make sense of contradictory trends
and events. His aim is thus...to get a handle on the
international kaleidoscope’. Endorsement for Hunting-
ton’s ideas comes down to agreement with the pre-
judice that the primordial instincts so beloved of the
likes of Conor Cruise O'Brien are in the ascendant.
However, beyond this his proposition does have
the virtue from a Western point of view of avoiding the
problems that emerge within the West, by concentrating
attention upon the West’s differences with the rest.




Fou;years ofbropagan&a ag~ainst

Elevating attention to a conflict among civilisations
refocuses scrutiny away from the uncomfortable subject
ol the internal state of Western society and the fracturing
of the loyalties which are supposed to hold it together.
With grandiose assumptions about civilisational ties,
Huntington neatly sidesteps the very introspective
questions that have provoked this flurry of articles. All
he has done is change the subject. Fouad Ajami, an
American professor of Middle Eastern Studies mocks our
man of civilization. “The West is unexamined in
Huntington's essay. No fissures run through it. No multi-
culturalists arc heard from. It is orderly within its

Islamic extremists have failed to

cohere a Western worldview

ramparts., What doubts Huntington has about the will
within the walls, he has kept within himsell, He has
assumed that his call to unity will be answered, for out-
side flutter the banners of the Saracens and Confucians.”

If the refocusing of attention away from the short-
comings of Western society is to be convincing, it
requires a more aggressive approach. Such aggression is
difficult when the possible targets are so pitiful. The
preoccupations of the likes of Huntington indicate that
the hunt is on to find an enemy at least some way (o being
as convincing as communism was, Few questioned the
meaning or value of the West when the Soviet Union was
the spectre at the gates. Commentators are looking for
new candidates for the old position. The new threat must
be viable enough to create a sense of solidarity in the
West, and also provide a compuarison that favourably
demonstrates the benefits of being Western.,

All the talk about ‘zones of turmoil” and *abnormal
states’ is an attempt to do just that. The construction of
such meaningless divisions aims to manufacture a threat
from a morally degenerate third world. So, too, does the
growing body of literature attempting to prove that
democracies do not fight cach other. Grasping the
Democratic Peace: Principles for a Post-Cold War World
is one example. According to this school of thought, the
Wesl is not only ordered and lawful, but intrinsically
peaceful. The violent third world by contrast is threaten-
ing, and so needs containing. But how 1o translate such
peculiar academic concerns into a tangible threat? In the
real world there is precious little in the way of a threat
from the East.

The quest for a new international threat hungrily fol-
lows any lead. Newsweek’s suggestion is a global mafia.
“Thev’re ruthless. Stateless. Hi-tech. And deadly’,
declared the front cover of the American news magazine
on 13 December 1993, They even got a senator to call
organised crime ‘the new communism, the new mono-
lithic threat’. Nice try. but unfortunately “they're’ also
non-existent. More serious intellectual energies are going
into the hyping of the threat of Islam, “There are many
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goond people’, William Pfaff wrote in the New Yorker,
‘who think that the war between communism and the
West is going to be replaced by a war between the West
and the Muslims’.

One of the ‘good people” Pfaff might have in mind is
Mark Juergensmever, In his The New Cold War?
Religious Nationalism Confronts the Secular State,
Juergensmever takes  Huntington's  civilisational
paradigm g step further, singling out Islam as the villain
of the piece. Since the American government went to
great lengths to blame the bombing of the World Trade
Centre on Islamic fundamentalists, the campaign has
gathered momentum. But while Islam may be a rather
more convincing enemy than Newsweek’s mythical
global mafia, comparison with the truly global dimen-
sions of the Soviet threat only highlights its implausibil-
ity. Despite four vears ol propaganda against Islamic
extremists, the campaign has failed miserably to cohere
a Western worldview. Criticising Jucrgensmeyer’s thesis
as ‘woefully inadequate’, Fukuyama regrets that, ‘one of
the maddening characteristics of the new world order is
that few generalisations remain valid outside of a specific
region’. Or, as one of Huntinglon’s fellow travellers
notes, ‘new and serious challenges face us abroad, but
they may not be sharply defined enough to elicit a similar
unifving response’ (B Porler, “Can American democracy
survive?’, Commentary, November 1993), Order remains
as clusive as ever.

The academics’ search [or a new global threat to
cohere the West at times seems absurd in its artificiality.
But we should not lose sight of the importance of this
discussion. The dynamic to draw new boundaries
between ‘them and us” is given by dissatisfaction with the
crumbling of the American and Western way of life.
Exaggerating the shortcomings of others and the threat
they may pose acts to case the pain of the vacuum which
the end of the Cold War has left at the heart of Western
political life.

The importance of building on the West’s unique
qualities is emphasised too by the renowned American
historian John Lukacs. Concluding his latest work, The
End of the Modern Century and the End of the Modern
Age, he asks. ‘will the American people have the inner
strength to consolidate, and to sustain, the belief that their
civilisation is different not from the so-called old world
but from the so-called third world, and not merely its
advanced model?....this is...the question”.

The drive to recreate a sense of cultural superiority
also expresses a fact of world affairs in the nineties.
Despite criticisms, it has proved considerably easier for
Weslern governments to create a sense of their own worth
and authority in the international arena than on the
domestic scene. In many respects the Tuture of the West is
now bound up with the extent to which they can sustain
their own solidarity and purpose on the international
stage. This inevitably requires the creation of villains and
victims and as much ideological coherence as can be
mustered. All the talk of civilisation and order is really an
artempt to package this project of restoring the authority
of a failed Western svstem. Recreating a coherent
sense  of Western civilisation againsl threatening
outsiders is much more than an eccentric moneyspinner
for academics out to make a name for themselves.
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| Bad Sex, John Hoyland (ed). Serpent’s Tail. £799 pok

Melvyn Bragg has just won the first Bad Sex Prize.
Awarded by Auberon Waugh's magazine the Literary
Review, il is not the ultimate date rape penance but
a prize for ‘the most remarkable example of bad sexual
description” in a recent novel, It seems a pity that Bragg’s
work doesn’t appear in the new Bad Sex anthology.
John Hoyland, editor of these 21 stories says ‘there is
a particular pleasure in reading them: the Leeling that, no
matter how many dodgy sexual experiences one may
have had onesell, at least it hasn’t always been that bad’.

So, here’s a man who's never woken up, observed
some putrid blob beside him and thought “1 don’t remem-
ber eating that last night’. In fact here’s a man who must
have been very lucky indeed if the stories included are
considered to be really that bad. Most involve characters
called Mirabelle, Edniand {‘whom nobody calls Ed’),
Oliver and Sadhbh. These sexpots engage in such horny
pursuits as throwing cushions at cach other—‘the one my
fiend of a husband bought in Bali’. All in all, Bad Sex
turns out 1o be some sort of middle class ninetics-style
‘Reader’s wives'. You won’t find throbbing love trun-
cheons in these pages, but exchange the G-plan for lkea
and the chocolate-flavoured nipple cream for Hiagun-
Dazs and there you have it: bad sex is when he has to ask
‘Did you arrive?’.

The difference between good sex and bad sex is
relative. When you're 15 sex isn’t necessarily good if
followed by conversation, but it is good if followed by
a period, The stories that [ enjoyed the most were the ones
that had a down-to-earth approach to what are supposed
to be out-of-this-world experiences: “As he sank into her,
Carolyn moaned and Hugh began to vomit uncontrol-
lably, “It was the french frics”, he kept saying, “you're
the one who fed them to me”. (‘Morning Always
Comes’, M Cohen). Or, ‘she had visions of her nipple
being rubbed clean away in a plasticine ball and rolling
under a chair to gather hair’. And, ‘she awoke to the smell
of a pungent livid fart. A cloud of pure vegetable gas that
hung like a shroud in the sleeping boudoir. It was
poisonous, Is that me or is that him?—she asked herself.
doubting she could produce something so alien to her’
(*Grub’, £ Mildmay).

Helen West

The Private Lives of Albert Einstein, Roger Highfield
and Paul Carter, Faber & Faber, £15.99 hok ;

He was once asked to put on his own three-week show at
the London Palladium. Women [ainted in his presence.
Young girls mobbed him in Geneva, Today this sort of
adulation is reserved for pop and film stars. But in the
aftermath of the First World War, Albert Einstein became
the first superstar of science. As Highfield and Carter
point out, ‘a world cxhausted by war was cager for dis-

| tractions. and relativity became a public sensation.

Warped space and the bending of light provided instantly
beguiling slogans, however obscure their detail.... Yet it
was also a triumph of human logic, a vindication of ratio-
nality after the war’s senseless barbarism’, 00
Einstein had become the twentieth century’s icon of
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deep thought and wisdom—the holy man of science who
had turned his back on the ‘mercly personal’. As he
wrote: ‘1 have never belonged wholcheartedly to any
country or state, to my circle of friends, or cven o my
family....1 lose something by it, to be sure, but I am
compensated for it in being rendered independent of
the customs, opinions and prejudices of others, and
am not tempted to rest my peace of mind upon such shift-
ing foundations.”

Highfield and Carter want to dismantle the Einstein
myth, pursuing their case with the eagerness of young
lawyers who have their first big name in the dock.
Einstein emerges as an unsympathetic and emotionally
shallow man whose famous modesty “was at war with his
arrogance’. Rather than a saint. Einstein was a mere
mortal with all the attendant failings and contradictions.
As CP Snow wamned ‘it is wrong to romanticise anyone,
even Einstein'. Irrespective of the revelations here or
those that may emerge in the future, Einstein’s scientific
contribution will tfemain untainted. a ‘triumph of human
logic’ and a ‘vindication of rationality” in a century when
these have been in short supply. Personally Twould settle
lor one Einstein over a thousand sainls.

Manjit Kumar

Speaking of Sex: The Limits of Language,
Antony Grey, Cassel, £30 nbk, £10.89 pbk

Anthony Grey made his name in the 1960’s as the secre-
tary of the Homosexual Law Reform Society, discrectly
pushing at the open door of reform that became the
1967 Sexual Offences Act. In Speaking of Sex he pursues
the postwar compromise in sexual values into the
nineties. Explicitly eschewing political correctness, Grey
relreshingly insists on the individual’s right 1o live
a promiscuous lifestyle, rejects the ritual child abuse
panics and objects to the ‘Nanny state’ interfering in
people’s private lives.

However his vision of a *‘mutually accepting, toler-
antly pluralist socicty’ must extend to everyone, leading
Grey to ‘respect the views of those who believe that all
sex outside marriage is wrong’. And not only their views,
it scems their sensibilities must also be respected. The
trouble is that this means upholding public morals.

To overcome this problem Grey engages in precisely
the kind ol linguistic dodge that is characteristic of polit-
ical correctness. Discussing the clauses of the 1967 act
which criminalise homosexual behaviour in public, he
argues that ‘legal language must be updated to eliminate
morally loaded terms such as gross indecency. and
replaced with neutral terminology which factually
describes the behaviour in question’. So, the sex crimes
remain but their names should be less offensive to
the law’s victims, Indeed, he goes on to argue that the
law against ‘importuning’ should be extended to include
heterosexuals.

Grey would have us believe that language is the
source of sexual unhappiness. but the truth is that it is the
very public morality that Grey is so keen to defend, albeit
with ‘neutral terminology’, that is the source of our hyp-
ocritical, hung-up culture.

Peter Ray
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