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Fun in the sun?

. This month’s Living Marxism sets the scene for the truncheon-tastic
gﬁ%ﬁﬁi i = - summer of 1994: crazy days and naughty nights filled with the
i ‘*;“E‘“’ = = Criminal Justice Bill, armed police and all-round law-and-order mania.
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Raves are being made illegal, festivals and protests are being
criminalised, videos are on the wrong end of a legal crackdown.
So what is there left to do this summer?
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Well, you can sit in the garden (but keep off the grass). Or you can
stand up to the government, get in touch with the Campaign Against
Militarism, and get active in opposing the Criminal Justice Bill and
all the rest of the treats that the strongarm state has in store for us.

| <0 m Hﬁﬁiﬁm - Last year the authorities brought charges against 10
Amanda Ma: Campaign Against Militarism members, arrested after invading
the US embassy in London in protest at the bombing of Somalia.

CAM has successfully defended all of the Embassy 10,
demonstrating that if we are bold and we stick together we
can defend our right to protest.
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For more information, turn to page 8.
Or phone Geraldine Hetherington on (071) 278 9908.
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am against the Criminal Justice Bill
because it is an attempt by the
' government to tell us what we can and
cannot do and where we can and cannot
go. For the same reason, | am against all of
the other schemes now seeking to regulate
and control life in Britain. | want no bans on
raves and protests—and no bans on racist
literature or cigarette advertising either.
| want to defend the right to silence—and
oppose all attempts to censor porno-
graphic material or anti-lrish jokes.

A lot of people reading the coverage
of the Criminal Justice Bill in this issue of
Living Marxism will be outraged by the
government's attack on basic freedoms
and its attempt to dictate how others live.
Although the official opposition parties
have gone along with the general drift of
the law-and-order clampdown, thousands
are bitterly opposed to the bill. But it is
a safe bet today that many of those same
people also support demands to impose
some alternative controls on human
behaviour,

The fashionable causes of these politi-
cally correct times all seem to have
a strong authoritarian element. There are
demands, led by feminists like the
American Catherine MacKinnon, for exten-
sive censorship of material they deem
pornographic or anti-women. There are
demands, led by anti-fascist groups, for
bans and media boycotts on the British
National Party and other scum whom they
call Nazis. And there is a general vogue in
radical circles for demanding more regula-
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Who needs
ontrols?

tions against ‘offensive’ remarks and jokes
in colleges and workplaces, along with
more measures to outlaw everything from
smoking to boxing.

From their different perspectives, the
government and its critics all want to regu-
late and control what we can do, see or
hear. When differences arise, it is usually
over the question of which social evils
should be targeted. But there is a more
basic question that needs to be asked.
Shouldn't people who set out to defend
freedoms and oppese repression be wor-
ried to find themselves sharing the authori-
tarian and censorious approach of those
who authored the Criminal Justice Bill?

Their expressed aims might often sound
very different; for example, anti-racists want
a law to stop violence against black people
while the government wants one to stop
violence against people in red hunting
jackets. Yet some dangerous assumptions
about what people are like seem to under-
pin the approach of baoth.

Whatever cause it is supposed to sup-
port, the call for more controls, bans and
regulations reveals a low opinion of the
humanity of which we are all a part. It is
an attitude which says that the majority of
people cannot be trusted, that they need to
have their instincts curbed and their
behaviour regimented by those few who
somehow know better.

The whole culture of ‘don't-let-them-see-
that/say-that' might be presented in high
moral terms but it rests upon a decidedly
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low opinion of our neighbours—and ulti-
mately of ourselves. It starts from the
assumption that the beast within us is
always prowling, ready to burst out of the
cage of civilisation at the first whiff of a joint
or glimpse of a BNP pamphlet, so that it
must be chained with laws, codes of con-
duct and new social taboos.

Take the Tory justification for introducing
the Criminal Justice Bill. In defence of
its huge boost to legal and police pow-
ers, the government has painted a picture
of decent British society under threat
from photo-fit young thugs and crimi-
nals, excited by video viclence and
dance drugs.

That is a distorted image of reality which
opponents of the government's bill have
dismissed. Yet what is the alternative view
offered by feminists and anti-Nazi groups in
support of their demands for more bans
and controls? They have painted their own
picture of decent British society under
threat from photo-fit young thugs and crim-
inals, except that these ones are excited by
video porn and racist propaganda.

The message from both anti-racist
groups and Home Office ministers is that
society is at risk, with the general popula-
tion divided between two basic categories:
the passive victims and the potentially
violent.

Their notions of who the victims are
might diffe—the Tories champion their
‘quiet majority’ of decent men and women,
while others are concerned with defending
minorities. But their views on where the
threat comes from often seem strikingly
similar, focusing on stereotypes of violent
young working class louts.

In this grim world, polarised between
the victims and the violent, it appears
that everybody has at least one thing in
common; we are all deemed completely
incapable of controlling our lives. The vic-
tims are depicted as passive punch-bags
who simply have things done to them, while
the aggressors are seen as people over-
taken by animal urges. The conclusion
reached by the government and its critics




alike is that all of these out-of-control
individuals need to be either protected
(the victims) or policed (the violent).
In short, we all need to be more closely
controlled—for our own good, of course.

Pick just about any issue today and
you will find a spontanecus demand from
all sides for order, for clipping ears and
telling people that they cannot say this or
do that. And you will find too that this
always means calling in a policeman of one
sort or another to interfere in our affairs.
In this atmosphere, even interventions
ostensibly designed to help people tumn
into policing operations before long.
For example, health visitors and social
workers are supposed to be caring profes-
sional arms of the welfare state. Yet, as
anybody involved in these areas of work
today knows, they spend much of their time
mounting surveillance operations to police
people’'s private lives, particularly within
working class families.

The fact that not only the government, but
also feminists, anti-racists and others now
see a need for more regulation and control
has dangerous consequences. It means
that what used to be opposed as authori-
tarian interference by official agencies or
unofficial do-gooders is now widely toler-
ated; and far worse, it is even seen as a
liberating, empowering experience. In this
respect, the discussion which followed the
recent award of £6000 compensation to
a man who said he was driven out of his job
by anti-lrish jokes is a cautionary tale for
our times.

The ground-breaking award was based
upon the industrial tribunal's finding that
management at the foundry concerned had
not done enough to stop workers cracking
offensive jokes. The decision was cele-
prated by the Commission for Racial

Equality as a major landmark in the fight
against discrimination and prejudice in the
workplace. Aubrey Rose, chairman of the
CRE's legal commission, was in no doubt
as to whose responsibility it was to take that
fight further: ‘There is not sufficient control
and clamping down from those in superior
positions. In future, employers will have to
watch very carefully.’

Any attempt to impose more ‘control and
clamping down' by management would
once have been denounced as an assault
on the conditions of the workforce, and
resisted accordingly. Yet today, when
employers everywhere are already seeking
to clamp down in the workplace and to
‘watch very carefully’ everything we do,
old-fashioned capitalist coercion is encour-
aged and applauded as a blow against
racism. ‘Those in superior positions’, with
their no doubt superior sense of equality,
are being called upon to control the base
behaviour of the foul-mouthed mob of
employees—that is, the rest of us.

Who is really likely to benefit from the
kind of workplace regime demanded by the
CRE? Would it be black, Irish and women
workers, who might be able to do a grotty,
badly paid job in a foundry or a super-
market without hearing the odd joke?
Or ‘those in superior positions’, wha would
be empowered to terrorise and divide the
entire workforce under the liberal banners
of anti-racism? It is not hard to see why
the Tories have agreed to include an
anti-harassment clause in their Criminal
Justice Bill, giving the police and courts
even more power to harass people.

Why do we need experts and authorities
to tell us that we cannot do this or say that?
Why should we accept that employers,
government ministers or anybody else has
the right to ‘control and clamp down' on our

behaviour? We ought to have confidence in
our capacity to get together and sort out
our problems for ourselves—not hand over
control to those who are responsible for
many of our difficulties in the first place.
Even where the problem identified is
real, the solution of calling for more bans
and restrictions is a bogus one. Racism is
a major problem in Britain. But people are
not racist because they heard some BNP
spokesman on the TV. Similarly, women are
still treated unequally in all walks of life.
But that is not because their husbands and
bosses saw some pornographic pictures.
These fringe factors did not cause, or even
contribute to, the dominant prejudices in
our society. To call for them to be censored
can only spread confusion about the nature
of social problems, and the likely solution.

However they are justified, all controls
and regulations are essentially anti-human.
They rest upon the patronising, not-in-front-
of-the-children assumption that most
people are low-life, so stupid and gullible
that they can be turned into Dbeasts
by a word from a racist or the glimpse of
a nipple. If we were to accept that bigoted
judgement on humanity, then we would
also have to accept that our prospects of
changing the world for the better are nil.
We might as well retreat into a smoke-free,
non-racist plastic bubble, where jokes and
penetrative sex are banned, and wait for
vandals to destroy civilisation.

Should we exercise our minds dreaming
up alternative bans and laws for the author-
ities to impose? Or should we instead start
to believe in ourselves, in the ability of peo-
ple to control their own lives, and oppose
every instance of authoritarian interference
in our affairs? We are free to choose—at
least until somebody passes a law against
that, too.
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Prozac and cons

Stuart Derbyshire’'s analysis of the likely
implications of the drug Prozac (‘Under the
influence’, June), is theoretically flawed. This
leads him to false conclusions.

Derbyshire is correct to criticise the biologi-
cal reductionist conceptualisation of human
consciousness which seeks to explain all men-
tal life by reference to innate genetic factors.
However, his own formulation (never made
explicit) is no great advance.

Derbyshire draws a sharp distinction bet-
ween the biological and social influences on
mental life. He misses the point that even the
social influences on depression must have
a physiological impact on the brain, unless we
adopt some quasi-religious belief in the soul or
human spirit, a view which Marx torpedoed in
1846! The error of biological reductionism does
not lie in its claim that consciousness has
a physiological existence, but in the assertion
that this physiology is innate and, therefore,
unaffected by social experiences. | am not
making the crass proposition that all mental life
can be explained biologically: this would be like
claiming that a book can be understood simply
by studying the paper and ink from which it is
made. But even our most abstract thoughts
must have a physiological existence as well as
a semantic one.

We can dismiss Derbyshire’'s gloomy
conclusions about Prozac. For example, his
claim that the pharmaceutical management of
our moods and emotions must inevitably act as
a brake on revolutionary activity, is based on
a crude mechanistic model in which social
problems lead to mental distress, which leads
to dissatisfaction with existing social arrange-
ments, which in turn leads to revolutionary
activity. Thus any attempt to alleviate mental
distress by pharmacological means must
inevitably break this chain and lead to guietism
or passivity.

There are several errars here: first, that there
is an association between mental distress and
political activity, Rather than being the shock
troops of the revolution, the severely depressed
(by Derbyshire's own admission) are often inca-
pable of taking control of even the most mun-
dane aspects of their own lives, let alone
bringing about social change. In fact our moods
and emotions often disable us and reduce our
capacity for rational thought and action.

Secondly, that the discovery of mood-
altering substances will automatically override
the consciousness of people who might use
them. If a social phenomenon depresses me,
| might well decide to engage in individual or col-
lective action to change it. However, if this is not
viable in the short term | might take something
to ease the immediate pain (Holsten Pils is
particularly effective). But this does not reduce
my commitment to genuine social change,
any more than taking an aspirin reduces my
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desire to remove the cause of my headaches.
Moreaver, if | felt that a substance was likely to
cause long-term impairment of my critical fac-
ulties (Valium, for instance), | would not take it.
| am a rational human being capable of man-
aging my own mental life; radical politics is
one method, Holsten Pils is another, neither
one precludes the use of the other, and | do
not need a neuropsychologist to tell me which
to use.

Prozac might be an effective means of
improving memory. It might be an effective way
of combatting depression. Both of these possi-
bilities should be tested by randomised
controlled trials, not written off in advance by
the dogmatic espousal of nineteenth-century
metaphysics.

David Wainwright Brockley, Londan

D-Day misfires

Your editorial on D-Day is somewhat wide of the
mark (‘Pornography for patriots’, May). It may
well be that certain politicians would love to stir
up nationalist ‘Two world wars and one World
Cup' feelings, but this they have found embar-
rassingly difficult, The more popular sentiment
has been the sombre ‘never again’ approach,
with some commentators going so far as to
suggest that all the war dead (Germans
included) be remembered.

This sophisticated view of D-Day appears to
transcend narrow anti-Germanism, and conse-
quently appeals to young people who are not
particularly patriotic but very much anti-war.
Attacking this as ‘Pornography for patriots’ only
serves to confuse the matter.

The explanation given is that the dead must
be respected because they were victims of
mankind'’s inhumanity. In other words, D-Day is
primarily no longer about patriotism, but has
become yet another issue (along with crime,
Aids, etc) in which we are encouraged to
identify with that emblem of powerlessness,
the Victim.

Any commemoration of D-Day will only serve
to reinforce this victim culture that is inviting the
state to ‘protect’ us, and further interfere in our
lives. Exploiting this culture is proving much
more useful to the state in its attempt to relegit-
imise itself than raising the national flag and
asking us to all to salute it. Dismissing it as
patriotic rubbish (as if it is old-style nationalism)
will not work if we are to go beyond the low
horizons of today.

Ciaran Weston Nottingham

We are writing to express our anger that the
Second World War is being characterised as
a moral crusade against the evil totalitarian Naz
state. We wholeheartedly agree that Naz
Germany was an evil totalitarian state, but war
was not engaged because of the internal evils
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of that state (many of which did not in fact come
to light until after the war). On the contrary, the
resort of warfare was used because of territorial
concerns about the balance of power in Europe.

Whilst we would condemn the invasions of
Poland and Czechoslovakia, we would point out
that the apparently important principle of their
independence was not considered so impor-
tant in the carve-up of Europe after the war.
Moreover Allied opposition to Nazi Germany
was not a selfless altruistic sacrifice on their
behalf, but a self-interested defence, not of
freedom, but of trade and Empire.

We recognise that a German invasicn of the
British Isles would have been to our great
detriment, but we refuse to sanctify the war as
a defence of freedom and the British way of life.
If we had truly cared about the evils of Nazi
Germany, we would have done something
practical to oppose its ideology before 1939.
The uncomfortable truth is that we legitimised
Nazi rule by continuing trade and royal visits.
As a nation, we shared some of Nazi Germany's
principles and prejudices, particularly its oppo-
sition to communism, its execration of homo-
sexuality, and its racism and anti-Semitism,

The anniversary of D-Day is not a cause for
celebration, but for commemoration and for
repentance of our apathy and inaction during
the 1930s. Victory is no cause for celebration
either. Let us not forget that it was bought at the
incalculable cost of human lives, not only
military but civilian, A true commemoration of
the end of the Second World War would be the
opposition of racism, fascism, militarism, state
violence and human rights abuses, wherever
they occur in the world, including Britain.

R Black, Helen F Jones,

Ruby J Smith and others,

Newcastle Student Christian Movement,
University of Newcastle Upon Tyne

Boxing stupid

Ann Bradley's list of deaths in sports other than
boxing (‘Gloves off’, June) has limited meaning
if such deaths are not correlated to the number
of participants. But even if the proportion of
fatalities is higher elsewhere, the main problem
with boxing is not death but unavoidable brain
damage.

Bradley claims the middle classes dislike
boxing because it expresses working class
violence. Not at all. Bradley's admiration for
supposed working class values—'there is
a clear winner and loser, and the hardest, most
determined guy wins'—admirably sums up the
reason why many middle class spectators
port. It encapsulates the Tory ethic
d what better way to inculcate the

g message of capitalism than to
age the working class to knock the
rains out of each other?

Rene Gimpel London
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Social workers

| myself am not a social worker, but
| found some of Sara Hinchliffe's arguments
(‘Anti-social work’, May) somewhat over-
zealous. It is ridiculous to suggest that social
workers' 'sole role is to lay down petty laws
about how pecple should live', and that
‘we would be better off if there were no social
workers to interfere at all’. Hinchliffe totally
disregards the thousands of elderly, infirm and
disabled people whose quality of life is very
much improved by the efforts of social workers,
and this is an enormous insult to the many
dedicated and caring members of the social
services.

It is true that social workers cannot prevent
child abuse from taking place in the first
instance, but surely this does not mean that
once a child has been abused, then the dam-
age caused to the child should nat be limited
as much as is possible through the work of
social services.

Finally, does the fact that 180 children have
died annually for the past 20 years through
neglect, mean that we should resign ourselves
to the fact that these deaths are inevitable and
we should no longer try to reduce this number?
Obviously, social services are not perfect by
any means, but matters would be much worse
if no provision were made for the protection of
the vulnerable in society.

Leon Jones Markel Drayton

Absolutely fatuous

Just when we thought it was safe to feel all right
about ourselves, Ann Bradley (‘Fat's not a fem-
inist issue’, June) seeks to justify her latest diet.
The reasons she gives for it are fatuous in the
extreme: a) she's not as ‘pretty’ as Dawn
French; b) she doesn't want to be fancied by
Toby Banks; and c) the fat is beautiful move-
ment is a conspiracy thought up by thin people
to make them lock better by comparison.

Hasn't she heard that 98 per cent of dieters
put back on all and often more than they have
lost? Not only that, but more heart disease is
caused by yo-yo dieting than by obesity. Hasn't
she also noticed that thin people can be
ugly too?

| am surprised that Living Marxism, which
| had always assumed to be a magazine about
real issues written by and for real people,

should print such fattist attitudes. If I'd felt like
going on a diet, | would have bought one of
the cellulite-obsessed women's magazines
Ann Bradley's attitudes echo.

Never mind, girls. Next month she'll be
telling us about her latest binge.
Isabel Pearce Canterbury

| agreed with some of the points Ann Bradley
made. However, | feel that eating disorders
are often mentioned in articles relating to diet-
ing, and | believe they actually have little in
common. Whereas dieting may be a way to get
rid of excess fat from overindulgence, women
who develop eating disorders tend not to be fat
in the first place.

My understanding of eating disorders is that
they are compulsive and addictive behaviours
leading to self-destruction and in many cases
death. Because of this | see them as akin
to alcoholism and drug-addiction rather than
slimming. The underlying reasons for these
behaviours are complex but essentially the
same.

We live in a society which demands that
women be thin, hence women's bodies become
the focus of their self-abuse. We know that
a high percentage of women develop eating
disorders and a very small percentage of men.
However, men have a higher rate of abusing
drink and drugs.

| think we should be asking why do people
resort to self-abuse, why do many of us want
to self-destruct? By looking at society and
its many institutions, particularly the family, we
will find answers to this guestion; and by act-
ually changing these institutions, rather than
just changing our point of view, we will find
solutions.

Heather McEvoy Bath

Cybernought

It is not Andrew Calcutt or Mark Bowman
(‘The disinformation age’, May) who are unnec-
essarily negative about the Net (letters, June).
Rather it is the stultifying climate in which we
live that means the new possibilities for free
exchange of information and ideas can only
be viewed as a threat, It was with wearisome
predictability that so much commentary on the
Net has focused on computer porn or cyber-
Nazis. Neither of these, nor the supposedly

‘subversive' character of the Net, represents
a tangible immediate threat to anyone.
Gary Dale gd@ee.ed.ac.uk

Hugh Cannon believes in a ‘subversive...Net
culture’ (letters, June). He puts forward no
examples of this. Perhaps facts are not required
on the Net and guestioning would breach
‘Netiguette' (resulting in a ‘flame’).

With 15m people soaking up a part of this
subversive culture, you would expect a good
few tens of thousands across the world to
demonstrate, subversively, against the Nato
bombing of Serbs in Gorazde, or the slaughter
of over 4000 Somalis by US and UN peace-
keepers. But how many Net subversives
supported the 700 Serbs and Greeks outside
the UN in New York, or the 30 Campaign
Against Militarism demonstrators inside the US
embassy in London last September?

So if the Net is not dripping with subver-
sives, what is it like? Imagine all the letters
pages of the newspapers and periodicals
(national and local) in the US and Britain, and
you'd be close to the level of discussion on
major (and tediously minor) topics. The bottom
line is that the same old prejudices and short-
comings define the boundaries of discussion.

As Andrew Calcutt says (Read on, May), the
Net ‘is not a current of liberation in its own right’.
There is not a progressive culture just waiting
for us to come along and use it. If we don't
make it ourselves, that culture will never exist.
In that way the Net is no different from real life.
Bill Webb Holloway, London

Thanks from the Embassy 10

The last of the cases against the Embassy 10—
charged after occupying the American
embassy in protest at the massacre of
80 Somalis last September—was dismissed on
9 June 1994. Not one of the charges resulted in
a conviction as the Director of Public Prosecu-
tions retreated from the politically motivated
accusation of criminal trespass, and the other
charges did not hold water.

We won because of the many people who
opposed the DPP's attempts to stage a show-
trial against us, through their protests, resolu-
tions, petitions and contributions. To them, all
our thanks.

James Embassy 10 defendant
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why

On a recent anti-racist demon-

RIIRGI stration to Campsfield House,
s C1l the Home Office detention
centre where asylum-seekers
are held without charge or trial,
a uniformed policeman ostenta-
tiously photographed marchers with the aid of
a flash bulb mounted on a large gleaming, reflec-
tive disk. Later, he moved among the assembled
crowd of a few hundred, taking photographs as
directed by a colleague.

This open photography by the police is now
common practice. In the past they would have
taken their mug shots surreptitiously from roofs
of buildings or using men in plain clothes.
No longer. For the state openly to take photo-
graphs of everybody on a demonstration is a cal-
culated piece of insolence. The message is clear:
“You have no rights here. We can do what we
like. Your card is marked.’

Justice
Bill

It was telling that neither crowd nor stewards
remonstrated with the man, let alone separated
him from his equipment. Far too many people
seemed to accept that this was normal behaviour
from the forces of state, or at least that there was
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nothing we could do about it. The whole experi-
ence, of overt state repression meeting little
resistance from the usual sources of opposition,
brought to mind the Criminal Justice Bill.

Lord Renton boasted in the House of Lords
that this bill had ‘the longest Long Title in
modern history’. The Long Title recites the
objects of the legislation, and in the case of the
Criminal Justice Bill a long list of targets had
to be accommodated: young offenders, bailed
persons, squatters, travellers, ravers, protesters,
trespassers, arrested persons, defendants, hunt-
saboteurs, pornographers, video pirates, obscene
telephone-callers, prisoners, racists, terrorists,
ticket touts, cannabis-smokers, serious fraud-
sters and not forgetting gay men under 18.

You might think that only a very paranoid
reactionary having a very bad nightmare could
call to mind this lot at one go, but with this cast
of monsters, home secretary Michael Howard
was able, with just a brief flash of his bill, to send
the last Tory Party conference shuddering
towards a collective orgasm.

Who is the government really trying to
impress, and with what? Round up the usual
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suspects. They want to be seen to be doing some-
thing about crime; they want to scapegoat
as many unpopular sections of the population
as possible; they want to ram home the message
that the criminality of irresponsible individuals
is a bigger threat to society than anything an
incompetent government might do; they want to
boost police powers. All true, but there is some-
thing more.

There is something desperate about the
Criminal Justice and Public Order Bill. Only
desperation could account for the determination
that an ill-prepared government has shown in
facing down considerable high-level opposition
to the legislation. For example, Home Office pol-
icy on young offenders, evolved over many years
and commanding widespread support, has been
torn up. In seeking to abolish the right to silence,
the government has ignored the recommenda-
tions of two royal commissions (1981 and 1993)
Some of the most senior lawyers in the country
have queued up to press criticisms and qualifica-
tions of the bill. Its partner, the Police and
Magistrates’ Courts Bill, which seeks to give the
home secretary powers to appoint members p



The new uniform that
the police will need
to match their powers
under the Criminal
Justice Bill, as
modelled on the

May demonstration
against the bill
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The Criminal Justice
and Public Order Bill

RIGHT TO SILENCE ABOLISHED

NEW POLICE POWERS TO STOP RAVES, REMOVE PEOPLE
AND VEHICLES FROM RAVE SITES AND SEIZE SOUND
EQUIPMENT

NEW POWERS ENABLING POLICE TO STOP AND SEARCH
ANY PERSON OR VEHICLE FOR NO REASON AT ALL
(FOR 24-HOUR PERIODS IF THE POLICE SAY IT WILL
HELP STOP '"SERIOUS VIOLENCE")

NEW POWERS TO STOP AND SEARCH ANY PERSON OR
VEHICLE FOR 28-DAY PERIODS FOR 'ANTI-TERRORIST'
PURPOSES

EXTENSION OF POLICE POWERS TO REMOVE PEOPLE AND
VEHICLES TRESPASSING ON LAND (eg, TRAVELLERS)

NEW POLICE POWERS TO REMOVE TRESPASSERS WHOM
POLICE SEE AS DISRUPTIVE AND INTIMIDATING
(eg, HUNT-SABOTEURS)

NEW POLICE POWERS TO BAN ASSEMBLIES OF
TRESPASSERS WHO POLICE CLAIM WILL CAUSE
'SERIOUS DISRUPTION TO THE LIFE OF THE
COMMUNITY' (eg, FESTIVALS)

NEW CRIMINAL OFFENCES FOR SQUATTERS WHO FAIL TO
LEAVE PROPERTY AS DIRECTED BY OWNERS OR COURTS

NO RIGHT TO BAIL FOR THOSE ACCUSED OF COMMITTING
OFFENCES WHILE ON BAIL.

EXTENSION OF POLICE POWERS TO TAKE INTIMATE BODY
SAMPLES, AND SEARCH THE MOUTHS OF ARRESTED
PERSONS

NEW DETENTION ORDERS ('SECURE TRAINING ORDERS'
OF SIX MONTHS TO TWO YEARS) FOR 12 TO 14-YEAR OLDS

MAXIMUM SENTENCES FOR 15, 16 AND 17-YEAR OLDS
DOUBLED TO TWO YEARS

NEW POWERS FOR LOCAL AUTHORITIES TO DIRECT
UNAUTHORISED CAMPERS TO LEAVE ANY LAND
(eg, GYPSIES)




« and chairmen of police committees got an
even rougher ride, and will not emerge in its
original form.

As for the Criminal Justice Bill itself, the final
product reeks of panic: from the absurd diversity
of its targets to the confused jumble of
afterthoughts and compromises with which it has
been thrown together. Reading through the bill,

| it is possible to sense a government at bay,

a ruling elite that feels threatened on all sides;
threatened, not by New Age travellers or hunt-
sabs, but by the fragmentation of society at large,
the sense that things are out of their control.

Behind the Criminal Justice Bill hovers a per-
ception of a need to set firmer ground rules for
what people can and cannot do, and to impose
them. There is a recognition here of the belea-
guered government’s need to establish confor-
mity, stability and control. The detail doesn’t
much matter, even when, as in the brutal treat-
ment of young offenders, it flies in the face of
received wisdom, it will cost more money and it
won’t work in the sense of rehabilitating them.
What matters is that the government gets some
broader messages across.

At the core of the Tory curriculum is the idea
that individuals should defer to the authority of
the state. That is why the abolition of the right to
silence, which will mean a suspect is considered
guilty unless he can prove his innocence to the
authorities’ satisfaction, has been rightly identi-
fied as the heart of the proposals (see ‘Their right
to dictate’, Living Marxism, February 1994). The
same message of control comes from the whole
bill, yoking together as it does criminal justice
and public order issues, and from every nook,
cranny and vindictive detail of the 140-plus
clauses. You will allow your mouth to be
searched when you are arrested, you will give
intimate body samples for DNA-testing, you will
leave land when ordered to do so by a police
officer, you will turn out your pockets and open
your car boot on demand to a police officer
conducting a stop-and-search operation.

The bill proceeds on the basis that important
rights are of no consequence and can be casually
removed. Indeed, this is one of its central
messages. The right to jury trial will be removed
at a stroke for many defendants in criminal dam-
age cases. Defendants must be accused of at least
£5000 worth of damage before they will be
allowed a jury trial. In 1980 it was £200, in 1984
£400, in 1988 £2000. With another stroke of the
pen the police rather than the courts will now be
able to set bail conditions (including movement
restrictions and curfews).

Several activities are simply to be exten-
sively criminalised—squatting, raving hunt-
sabbing, festivals, travelling, (see page 11).
The police are here given an extraordinary
array of discretionary powers. If a police offi-
cer ‘reasonably believes’ your gathering may
cause ‘a serious disruption to the life of the
community’ then your demonstration becomes
‘a trespassory assembly’ and he could have you
banned (designed for solstice festivals, but
widely drawn). If an officer ‘reasonably
believes’ that you intend to disrupt, obstruct or
intimidate those carrying out a lawful activity on
private land in the open air, then you are now
committing the offence of ‘aggravated trespass’
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(designed for hunt-sabs) and the officer can
arrest you (without warrant) or evict you.

One of the recurring features of the bill is the
extent to which the presumption of innocence is
undermined. This is most obviously so with the
abolition of the right to silence, but there are
many examples. It will be an offence for a person
‘without lawful authority or excuse (the proof of
which lies on him)...to collect or record any
information which is of such a nature as is likely
to be useful to terrorists’. So if you are found
with a list of names and addresses of prominent
people, the burden of proof is upon you to estab-
lish your innocence. You are no longer presumed
innocent of an offence for the purposes of bail if

you are charged with an offence while already on |

bail. Simply being charged with a second
offence may ensure that you are imprisoned.
The bill is an outlandish assault on civil
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liberties and clause 55 sums it up. It provides that
a police superintendent, if he ‘reasonably
believes’ that serious violence may take place in
his locality, can confer random stop-and-search
powers on his officers for a 24-hour period.
During that time, ‘A constable may, in the exer-
cise of these powers, stop any person or vehicle
and make any search he thinks fit whether or not
he has any grounds for suspecting that the person
or vehicle is carrying weapons or articles of that
kind’. That clause, together with those imposing
restrictions on travelling to raves and festivals,
spells the official end of freedom of movement in
this country.

How can they get away with it? Like the
police photographer, they have not faced any real
challenge from the opposition. In the parliamen-
tary debates on the bill, Labour and the rest
prefaced their every remark with apology and

Have you got a licence
to do that?
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concession. Tony Blair attacked the bill in the
commons on the basis that it was ‘not an accept-
able and effective measure to tackle crime....
We do not oppose the strengthening of the crim-
inal justice system—on the contrary, we support
measures that actively strengthen that system’.

There is of course widespread public indiffer-
ence or even satisfaction at the plight of the
marginal groups on the receiving end of these
clauses. The government learned well from the
success of the Public Order Act 1986 the value of
targeting unpopular groups in order to justify
more state power and diminished freedom for the
individual. The inclusion of child pornographers
and obscene phone-callers no doubt serves fur-
ther to legitimate the authority of the state in
the eyes even of many who oppose most of the
bill’s measures.

The perils of cheering on the state’s law-and-
order campaign at one moment and fretting
about it the next were particularly evident in the
promotion by radical Labour MPs of a clause
seeking to make racial harassment a specific
offence. No wonder the Tories have taken the
opportunity to introduce a new clause outlawing
‘persistent harassment’. Here was the left rein-
forcing the idea that the police (the very people
who they had just been suggesting should not
be trusted with discretionary stop-and-search
powers) were appropriate defenders of black
people. More than that, the parliamentary left
was reinforcing the idea that we should look to
the state to help solve our problems—even
when, as with racism, that state is the main prop
of the problem in the first place.

Labour MP Harry Cohen summed up the
helplessness that passes for political opposition
today when he plaintively declared in this

| debate, ‘We need a law; we need the state to
come out firmly and say that racism will not be
tolerated’. No we don’t Harry. We need a new
opposition; one which says firmly that state
authoritarianism will not be tolerated, whether it
is dressed up as an attack on ravers or racists. @

Kill the bill

Raves, festivals and protests could all be banned
under the Criminal Justice Bill. Yet these measures
to curb and criminalise the activities of a generation
have attracted little criticism.

Josephine Hussey attacks the all-party alliance that

wants to control young people’s lives today

A law to make

If they have their way, attend-
ing free parties and raves,
attempting to attend a rave,
looking like you are preparing
for a rave and inciting other
people to attend a rave will all
become criminal offences. Sound systems will
be confiscated and, if you are found guilty, they
won'’t be returned.

Raving has for the first time been defined.
Clause 58(1) of the Criminal Justice Bill defines
a rave as ‘a gathering on land in the open air of
100 or more persons” who do not have to be tres-
| passing, just playing ‘amplified music’ with ‘rep-

etitive beats’ which is ‘likely to cause serious
distress to the inhabi-
tants of the locality’.
If a superintendent be-
lieves that two or more
people are preparing
for a rave, 10 or more
people are waiting for one to happen, or 10 or

Kill the
Criminal

Justice
Bill

~ more people are attending a rave already in

Fight for the right to protest
Fight for the right to party
Kill the Criminal Justice Bill

Warning: Danger Ahead
Kill the Criminal Justice Bill

Kill the Criminal Justice Bill

- (See picture on page 51)

 ® CAM Briefing on the Criminal
Justice and Public Order Bill

 der at the suits sitting

. how one might define

. progress, he can order them to leave the area.
.~ If they don’t go, or they return within a week,
- they will have com-
mitted a crime.

You can only won-

in cabinet committee,
. discussing what on
Earth a ‘rave’ is and

it: ‘No, Sir Humphrey
I don’t think “making
a bloody racket” will
work, how about “play-
- ing amplified music™?’

. Did villagers tell the

Tories that the raves caused them ‘serious
distress’, or was that what the government
researchers experienced when trying to dance to

~ ‘repetitive beats’? It is a bizarre thought that sud-

denly serious distress is being caused around the

‘All they want to do is put
people under control!
Steve, festival-goer (28)

‘From what I've read
about it, everything from

a house party to standing
on a street corner will now
be illegal...it’s doing away
with the fundamental right
to have a good time!

Mark, rave-goer (23)

you raving ma

country by a gathering of people who want to
dance. Yet on this basis, the police are being
given all sorts of powers to order people around,
confiscate property and generally harass young
people.

It seems each MP has his own pet idea of the
threat young ravers pose. For Alun Michael
(Labour, Cardiff South and Penarth) the bill’s
crackdown is welcome because ‘a new youth
drug culture has developed, associated with
raves and so-called dance drugs such as ecstasy,
LSD and amphetamines...it is also clear that
there is a link between crime and drugs. Addicts

frequently steal to support their habit and the |

amounts of money they require to do so are truly

frightening’.  Robert
Maclennan  (Liberal
Democrat, Caithness

and Sutherland) was
pleased that the bill
‘tackles the problem
of hardcore juvenile offenders who number per-
haps several hundred, of rave parties and of mur-
derers who re-offend’ (Hansard, 28 March 1994).
In the eyes of MPs, it seems the country is being
overrun by teenage
ravers and criminals
addicted to all sorts of
drugs who steal fright-
ening (!) amounts of
money and are some-
how mixed up with
serial murderers.

The media is full of
stories about teenagers
from hell—hooligans,
rapists, burglars, young
joy-riders, and gun-
slinging juvenile drug-
pushers. The authorities have justified making
partying illegal by promoting the notion that the
youth of today are on the rampage. Anyone who
can be fitted into the frame will be a target for
police attention. p-
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‘Does this mean that a group of slightly
| dishevelled youths in Archway can be stopped
on the “reasonable suspicion” that they are
heading, albeit erratically, for a rave in Kings
Cross?’, asked the London Evening Standard
(18 February 1994). ‘And what about that
odd-looking couple in that car with the stereo
blaring out manic
techno? Will the long
arm of the law fall
on their shoulder for
being in possession of
an unruly hairdo or
a funny hat?’ If they
have their way!

If they have their
| way, it will also be
a criminal offence to
attend festivals or stage any kind of assembly or
protest that disrupts ‘lawful activity’ (like road-
building or fox-hunting).

According to home secretary Michael
Howard, Part V of the bill ‘contains important
measures designed to tackle the destruction and
distress caused mainly to rural communities
by trespassers. Local communities should not
have to put up with, or even fear the prospect of,
mass invasions by those who selfishly gather,
regardless of the rights of others’ (Hansard,
11 January 1994).

Howard justifies taking away the general
freedom of movement and right to protest as
a defence of the property rights of a few farmers.
He talks of mass invasions, destruction and dis-
tress in a way that might make anybody think
whole villages are under siege by the inner-city
‘underclass’. Sir Cranley Onslow (Conservative,
Woking) spelled this
out in his defence of
the bill’s assault on
hunt-saboteurs. ‘It is
a disgrace that organ-
ised violence, deliber-
ate provocation and
physical assaults on
people and animals have become an accepted
way of life for a militant section of urban society.
| The saboteur movement has its roots not in the
countryside, but in the towns. Anyone who has
seen busloads of Millwall supporters brought in
to disrupt a hunt knows exactly what I am talk-
ing about.” (Hansard, 11 January 1994) Anyone
who has seen Millwall supporters hunt-sabbing
must have taken too many of those ‘so-called
dance drugs’ that MPs are so concerned about.

On these justifications, freedom of assembly
will be curtailed. A chief police officer will be
able to issue an order banning the holding of any
‘trespassory assemblies’ of ‘20 or more persons’
| for up to four days within a radius of five miles,
if he decides that it will cause ‘serious disruption
to the life of the community’ or damage to
a building or monument of historical, architec-
tural or scientific importance (of which, no
doubt, there are many in the middle of fields).
It will be an offence to organise, take part in or
incite another to take part in such an assembly.

On these justifications, freedom to protest
will be curtailed. Anyone that disrupts, obstructs
or intimidates ‘lawful activity’ in the open
air will be committing ‘aggravated trespass’,
Anyone convicted of aggravated trespass can be
jailed for up to three months. Protesting used to
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be a lawful activity, our right; by turning it into
a criminal offence the police are given the right
to obstruct or intimidate protesters at will.

If they have their way, not happy with target-
ing protesters, animal rights campaigners, ravers
and ‘Millwall fans’, travellers and squatters will
be criminalised too.

‘If you get caught with a sound system they
can impound it. If you break a blade of
grass on a piece of property that you're
actually allowed to be on, they can cart you
off it. They can do anything they like!

Kirk, rave-goer (19)

‘It's great for the judiciary. They can fall
back on it to attack anyone they don't like,
especially groups in society that they want
to crack down on. It’s just like a tool of

the police! Amanda, squatter

The Criminal Justice Bill gives local authorities
power to move travellers on, confiscate their
vehicles and split them up. Squatting is made
a criminal offence. It will be easier to get an
order for possession of property, and violence

| can legally be used by the owner or his agent to

gain entry. A squatter will have 24 hours to leave
or he can be charged.

But why stop at squatters? This draconian
piece of legislation has broader implications.
Clauses that are framed to deal with ‘New Age’

‘’d really like to ask them what is their
problem with 11 people getting together
in an empty space and having a dance!
Lofty, student (24)

‘As it stands, supposedly you’re innocent
until proven guilty, but if they take away
the right to silence, it changes the whole
accentuation of the system. Now you're
guilty until proven innocent. | think it

sucks! Jinx, traveller (19)

travellers or hunt-saboteurs create offences
which give the ownership of land the sanction of
the criminal law in a completely new way. Police
will have new powers to stop people entering
land, remove them from it and jail them if they
won’t go. Journalist David Rose has pointed out
a few of the other targets against whom these
same measures could conceivably be used:

“Walkers and climbers straying on to private
land used for grouse-shooting might become
criminals. Mass trespasses to secure access to the
hills, such as the celebrated Peak District gather-
ings of the 1930s, would be illegal: the police
could stop any car they suspected of travelling
to such an event. A local authority could invoke
the law to criminalise mothers protesting on
the town hall steps at the closure of a nursery;
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a company could use it to prevent a picket.’
(Observer, 17 April 1994).

By exploiting images of rampaging youth, the
government is bringing in laws that create
a framework for criminalising dissent on a wider |
front than ever before.

A letter headed ‘Criminally ignored’
appeared in the New Musical Express on 21 May
from Paul Ackrill, who had been on the big
march against the Criminal Justice and Public
Order Bill on 1 May. Ackrill found it ‘sinister in
the extreme’ that although ‘10-15 000 people’
| marched in central London, ‘not a mention was |

made of the event on any channel, radio or TV".
| The letters’ editor described it as an ‘T’'m in love
| with life letter, cruelly twisted by a last-minute
burst of conspiracy
theory nonsense’.
Whether Paul Ackrill
was being conspirato-
rial or not, it is striking
that Section V of the
Public Order Bill has
(18) attracted no real public
criticism. While debate
has focused on the right to silence and restric-
tions on videos, the attacks upon ravers, frav-
ellers and protesters have passed almost without
comment outside the pages of the music press,
whose readership is directly targeted by the bill.
The only ones to have demonstrated opposition
are those young people who marched on 1 May—
and their protests have been ‘criminally ignored’.

It is clear that, whatever their quibbles about
specific measures, the opposition parties have
accepted the basis on which Section V of the bill
is being introduced—the need to control young
people. The New Statesman has assured us that
Labour ‘will not support the full weight of the
proposed legislative clampdown on squatting,
trespass, travellers and “raves” (though it will go
some way with the Conservatives on some of
these issues)’ (8 April 1994). Labour certainly
won’t take a stand
against these mea-
sures, for fear of being
sesn - s sellvon |
young  delinquents.
The only evidence of
Labour not supporting |
the full weight of the
clampdown so far was
Tony Blair’s weakly
voiced worry about
arresting hunt-saboteurs. Meanwhile, both the
Tory and Labour Parties are busy dreaming up
more measures to control teenagers. If they have
their way, the next step will be national voluntary
| service as suggested by Labour, or the more
direct boot camps which are being considered by
Michael Howard.

It is time to stop this dangerous nonsense.
Through painting pictures of a society out of con-
trol and menaced by unruly young people, the
authorities are gaining more powers to control
our lives. With the opposition’s acquiescence, the
police are being given more force to deal with
these ‘threats to society’. The threat we ought to
worry about is the increasing power of the state,

It is time to fight for the right to party, the
right to protest, the right to control our own lives.
Don’t let them get their way. [
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_ eall value the

- image of the British
% ©.. bobby butwe have
to police the real world. Having had
two officers murdered, two shot and
several stabbed, I am not going to

ask my officers to carry out their

job without proper protection.’

o
-

On 16 May 1994, Metropolitan Police
commissioner Paul Condon held a press
conference to announce that the three-
man crews of 12 armed response
vehicles in London are now to wear
.38 Smith & Wesson pistols on the hip
at all times. Condon’s announcement
came amid a flurry of media coverage
depicting defenceless police officers
under attack in the mean streets of
Britain. The Times editorial of 17 May
captured the mood of the moment:

‘the streets of Britain’s inner

cities, London’s in particular, have
seen a sharp increase in stabbings
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and shootings of unarmed
policemen...[perpetrated] by

terrorists, drug dealers and a new

breed of reckless lawbreaker...criminals
who refuse to abide by any unwritten
code of combat.’

But the current debate about arming
the police cannot really have been
prompted by unprecedented violence
against officers. Their own records
show that the much-publicised ‘sharp
increase’ has not in fact occurred.

Two police officers have been
killed in the past year. This is no more
than in previous years. Since 1984,
when WPC Yvonne Fletcher was
shot dead, 20 police officers have
been killed (excluding the Royal Ulster
Constabulary). Of these deaths, one
occurred earlier this year, two in 1993,
none in 1992, five in 1991, one in 1990,
two in 1989, three in 1988, one in 1987,
none in 1986, two in 1985, three in
1984; and before that there were four

police killed in 1983, six in 1982, two
in 1981 and one in 1980.

A total of three Metropolitan Police
officers have been shot in the past year.
In 1992, one Met officer was shot and
there were 11 instances in which guns
were held at constables but not fired.
In 1989, Met officers were fired at five
times and held at gunpoint on 15
occasions. In London 46 officers were
attacked with knives in 1993, compared
to 63 in 1992.

In the year ending 31 March 1994,
officers reporting injuries from attacks
numbered 3902. In the previous year,
3370 Met officers were assaulted (only
200 sustained injuries such as broken
bones or worse), compared to 4172 in
1990, and nearly 5000 five years ago.
Behind the hysterical headlines,

a Home Office press release shows

‘a level trend in the number of officers
assaulted’. The current assault rate for
the Met is around one in eight. This is
half the turn-of-the-century assault rate.



How did the most heavily armed Force o |
streets come to be regarded as society’s

Bill the kill: police
officers have heen
armed since the
1820's

On the face of it, there is
a debate in progress to determine
whether the British police will carry
firearms. Commissioner Condon’s
announcement that some police would
be permanently armed on the streets
of London has been interpreted as
a ‘Rubicon’ (Evening Standard,
17 May 1994), with no going back to
the good old days of the unarmed
British bobby. But when exactly were
the good old days? And how can there
be a debate about arming the police
when they already have as much
firepower as a medium-sized army?

The Metropolitan Police force
has had access to firearms since its
formation in 1829. In the 1890s officers
were accustomed to carrying guns
on night patrol. A full-time firearms
training unit was set up in 1967
after gunmen killed the crew of an
unmarked police car in Shepherd’s
Bush. Nottinghamshire police have
maintained an armed presence

on the M1 since 1978. By 1980 an
estimated 15 per cent of London police
were authorised to carry guns. Greater
Manchester Police acquired two
sub-machine guns in 1981. Home
Office records for 1983 show 3180
armed police operations in England
and Wales. In the mid-eighties it

was common practice for detectives

to carry small arms in the south-east.
Since January 1986, airports have

been patrolled by officers armed with
machine guns. In 1991, armed response
vehicles (ARVs) began 24-hour
patrolling in London. ARVs were
established in Manchester the following
year. The specialist firearms unit of

the Met gave ‘tactical advice and
operational assistance’ on

857 occasions in the year

1992-93. The existence of ARVs

in Lancashire was revealed in May

of this year when officers mislaid two
loaded pistols which were subsequently
returned to Blackburn police station.

Recent press reports suggest that
more officers are gaining access to
firearms. In fact, since the mid-eighties,
the Metropolitan Police have more than
halved the number of firearms officers,
from 4800 to approximately 2000.
During the same period, however, the
Met’s armoury has been upgraded to
its highest-ever level. This means that
more firepower is now concentrated
in the hands of fewer marksmen.

Today’s debate is not what it seems.
The police are already armed and are
not facing any major increase in violent
attacks. The real issue at stake for the
authorities is the public image of the
Force. Behind the overblown publicity
about attacks on officers there is
a concerted attempt to repackage
the police for public consumption.

The plan has been to present the police
as a collection of vulnerable individual
victims in need of protection, and divert
attention away from the evolution of

a national paramilitary force.

The motive for repackaging

the police is that the public has

a dangerously low opinion of them.,

Combat gear

Police spokesmen are wont to say that
today’s violent criminals have robbed
them of their Dixon of Dock Green
image. But the Dixon image

was irretrievably lost 10 years ago
when mounted police in combat

gear charged into picketing miners
wearing t-shirts and trainers. Over the
subsequent decade, the reputation of
the British bobby has sunk lower with
the exposure of each scandal: from

the framing of the Guildford Four, the
Birmingham Six, the Tottenham Three
and the East Ham Two, to the corrupt
and violent antics of the West Midlands
serious crime squad and the Stoke
Newington drug team. It has all helped
to confirm the popular perception that
police officers are arrogant young tykes
who don’t give two hoots if you’ve
just been burgled.

The public’s low opinion of the
police is a big worry for the authorities.
The police are the state’s frontline
agency for maintaining control. Social
stability depends on the ability of the
Force to police society’s behaviour with
a modicum of public consent. What if
public support is found wanting?

In today’s cynical atmosphere, this
is a highly charged question for
those in authority.

However, alongside popular
distrust of the police, there is also
a general mood of fear and
apprehension in society today.

Even the most level-headed individuals
are predisposed to fear of crime

and over-anxiety about the spread

of lawlessness. It is a mood in which
more and more people see themselves
as victims; and it is in this context

that the authorities are struggling
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Arms and the policeman

to improve the standing of the police
by presenting them as victims like
everyone else. Except that the police,
in doing society’s dirty work, are said
to have ascended to a higher rung on
the ladder of victimhood, and to
need greater protection.

Presenting the strongarm police
as victims is a task which requires

Officers who shoot people
are now seen as victims in
need of counselling

16 July 1994

the services of a sophisticated

public relations machine. The Force
has invested heavily in PR. And

just as the police have become more
sophisticated in recasting their public
image, so journalists and broadcasters
have become more compliant in
conveying this image to their audience.
The backscratching relationship
between police and media has reached
the stage where heavily armed officers
who have beaten or shot someone, are
now portrayed as vulnerable victims
in need of counselling for
post-traumatic stress disorder.

Police PR

In cooperation with the

Metropolitan Police press bureau,
Sunday Telegraph home affairs
correspondent Valerie Elliott recently
visited South Norwood police station.
Her story, “Too little, too late: gun
patrols fail to lift morale among
officers who face thugs on the

street’ (22 May 1994), featured
policeman-as-victim PC Alan Murtagh:
‘you join the police to be an officer, not
a target. Society has said we will do its
dirty work for it...why should my wife
be left a widow on a pension?”

Other papers have

covered similar ground.

In March 1994, heroin addict
Stephen Doyle was convicted of
attempted murder after he stabbed
WPC Leslie Harrison while resisting
arrest. The police/press machine went
into overdrive. The Daily Telegraph
carried interviews with three of
Harrison’s colleagues under the
headline ‘Police who put their lives
on the line: Nigel Bunyan hears how
officers who faced a drug-maddened
addict are coping with the trauma’.
One of the trio had retired from the
Force. Another said that ‘these days
even a call to a violent domestic
incident can be a potential fatality,
yet officers go on foot patrol alone
with a pathetic piece of wood’. On
the front page was a large picture of
WPC Harrison, who happens to be
what the tabloids would call an
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attractive blonde. The caption read

‘a surgeon saved her life by plugging
the hole in her heart with his finger’,
and the story underneath was

headed ‘Senior officers discuss

guns’. The unmistakeable message
was that new measures are required fo
protect vulnerable police officers from
unprovoked attack.

The PR offensive has hit home.
There were howls of protest when
armed police officers started patrolling
Heathrow in January 1986. But there
were few complaints in May 1994
when Condon announced that some
uniformed officers would wear guns
on their hips; or when Home Secretary
Michael Howard announced that every
officer will be allowed to carry
a truncheon (the ‘Arnold’) as long
as a pickaxe handle and twice as strong.

Paramilitary force

Shadow Home Secretary Tony Blair
was too busy presenting Labour as the
party that supports the police to raise
any questions about militarisation.
Meanwhile most of the press were
assiduously copying down the speech
to the Police Federation by its newly
elected chairman Fred Broughton, who
insisted that today’s beat officers are
like ‘cannon fodder’ from the First
World War. It is a testament to the
effectiveness of the police-as-victim
campaign that Broughton’s words were
taken at face-value, even though they
bear almost no relation to reality.
There is one sense, however, in
which Broughton is right: the police are
more like squaddies than ever before,
armed and organised to fight battles on
Britain’s streets. In the late eighties,
the (then) Metropolitan commissioner,
Sir Peter Imbert, conceded that
‘a subject for concern is the move
towards paramilitarism in the police.
I accept that such a move has
occurred’, The move to paramilitarism
has accelerated in the nineties, but it
has been offset by a campaign of
image-building which presents the
police as society’s victims-in-chief,

Fake support

The political decision to go public
about arming the police must have
been taken at the highest level. But

it has been convenient for the Home
Secretary and his police chiefs to claim
that the debate arose spontaneously,
in response to a groundswell of public
sympathy for injured officers. This
version of events turns reality on

its head. The suggestion that public
opinion determines whether the police
carry guns is like saying that the wind
is caused by trees moving their
branches.

Throughout April and May,
politicians and senior officers repeated
that they were reluctant to arm the
police. Any increase in the number

of armed officers would be ‘event-led’.
During the same period, numerous
police spokesmen, usually representing
junior ranks, were wheeled on to say
that they did not want to carry guns,
but that circumstances might force
them to do so.

The volume of such statements
rose to a crescendo during the Police
Federation conference at Brighton in
May. The main news story from the
conference was the publication of
a Gallup poll on arming the police.
The results were widely interpreted
as a popular mandate for the issue
of firearms to protect vulnerable beat
officers. It was claimed that 70 per cent
of the public wanted the police to have
more guns, showing how public
pressure was building up for the
police to be armed on a routine basis.

This interpretation (which was
printed in banner headlines) does not
tally with the answers given to the
polisters (which only appeared in the
small print). Twenty-two per cent of
1400 constables wanted guns to be
carried as routine, Out of 1000
members of the public, 37 per cent
believed that officers should have
arms as and when necessary, 30 per
cent thought that guns should be carried
on routine patrol, and almost 33 per
cent felt that no more arms should be
issued; the ‘70 per cent support
armed police’ figure was achieved
by disingenuously adding together the
first two groups. The results of the poll
were then rewritten in block capitals
to chime in with the claim by police
chiefs and the Home Office that they
are only reflecting the call to arms
from those on the ground.

From the top

A top-down decision has been taken to
go public on police access to firearms,
at a time when public opinion has been
softened-up by means of a prolonged
publicity campaign. The truth about
who is the driving force behind the
process of paramilitarisation could
be glimpsed in unguarded comments
by Deputy Assistant Commissioner
Larry Roach: ‘there is no resistance
on principle to an armed police force
left now among the service’s senior
management. If it has to be done, it
will be done. Resistance at ground-floor
level is still considerable: the workforce
joined an unarmed service, with
no expectation of handling guns.
But higher up opposition has melted
away.’ (Observer, 8 May 1994)

The strategic objectives of
‘senior management’ determine how
many officers will be armed, and when.
And, if it suits the purposes of police
chiefs and politicians to pretend that
they are bowing to pressure from
below, the public will be told
that it is getting what it
asked for—even if it didn’t. &




moral panic for adults

Who's afraid of Chucky, asks Alec Campbell

ideo nasties are one of the evils
attacked in the Criminal Justice Bill.
At the time of writing, the relevant
clause has yet to be published. But the Home
Office has assured crusading pro-censorship
MP David Alton that the bill will include an even
stricter classification of home videos than the
present system, and pave the way towards an
identity card for video rental.

There is now a widespread assumption that
Britain is being rocked by a wave of youth vio-
lence, and that violent video images are an
important contributory factor. According to
a Mori poll conducted for BBC2’s Late Show,
81 per cent of parents think that violence among
the young is on the increase, and 82 per cent
believe that there is a causal link between watch-
ing video violence and committing real acts of
brutality.

But take a step back and ask ‘what wave of
violence?’, and just about the only evidence that
the experts can offer is the James Bulger murder.
The killing of a two-year old by two 10-year old
boys, an act that shocked precisely because it
was unique, has been turned into a general sym-
bol of juvenile malevolence. And it has
been widely blamed on violent videos.

During and after the Bulger trial last year,
a bleak picture was painted of the nation’s youth;
a picture of violent schoolchildren, the products
of broken homes and collapsed moral standards,
victimising the vulnerable on Britain’s streets.
Whenever anyone volunteered an explanation
for the murder, you could be sure that “video nas-
ties’ would be implicated somewhere. They sub-
sequently became a catch-all answer to many of
the painful questions raised during the case.

How did the murder of a child by two other
children start a hysterical campaign against
home videos? The sequence of events reveals the
role of the press, police and politicians in
exploiting a climate of fear to invent a moral
panic that can justify more state regulation of
what we watch.

During their investigation into the Bulger
murder, the police told the press that they had a
list of videos hired by the parents of one of the
10-year olds. The significance of this only
became apparent as the press went into overdrive
after the boys were found guilty and sentenced
by Mr Justice Moreland.

In his summing up of the trial, the judge
included the throwaway remark that ‘exposure
to violent video films may in part be an
explanation’ for the boys’ actions in killing
James Bulger. The hacks in the British press
were in no mood to doubt. Frontpage banner
headlines, editorials and feature articles about
the menace of video nasties appeared in tabloid
and broadsheet alike.

In the deluge of comment that followed
the trial, the attention of the press and
middle class professionals quickly focused on
the video Child’s Play 3. It remains unclear just
how Child’s Play 3 first came into the frame, but
everybody soon agreed that this film was partly
to blame for the murder. It was reported that the
two boys ‘may’ have watched it and that there
were ‘striking parallels’ between the film
(in which a child ‘kills’ a manic doll) and the
events leading up to the murder.

The day after the Bulger trial ended, the Sun
led the reaction. A big picture of the doll
‘Chucky’ appeared with the banner headline
‘For the sake of all our kids....Burn your video
nasty’. A similar message was carried by all the
papers. Often the murder of James Bulger
was conspicuous by its absence from the
coverage, as journalists and ‘experts’ analysed
how Child’s Play 3 and other videos would turn
children violent. The Daily Mail brought in
Professor Brian Clifford of the University of
East London to opine that Chucky would
undoubtedly ‘make a profound impression upon
them and capture their imagination much more
than straightforward violence’ (26 November
1993). It was reported that Childs Play 3
was being removed from the shelves in video

it

shops around Britain and that Scotland’s largest
video chain had burned all of its copies in a giant
bonfire.

At no time during the investigation had any-
one involved mentioned Child’s Play 3. Yet the
newspapers felt able to report that “the last video
rented by Neil Venables [father of one of the con-
victed boys] before little James Bulger was
killed was the adult horror title Child’s Play 3’
(Daily Mail, 25 November 1993), and further-
more that ‘Child’s Play 3 has chilling parallels to
the murder of little Jamie’ (Daily Mirror,
26 November 1993).

The hysterical reaction to the Bulger trial
stiffied any possibility of a reasoned debate
around whether violence in film leads to violence
in society. The assertion that there is a causal link
quickly acquired the status of common sense.
The simple fact that, in 20 years” worth of stud-
ies, nobody has ever been able to offer conclu-
sive proof of any such link was buried beneath
the press assault on video nasties.

Five months later, Merseyside police inspec-
tor Ray Simpson revealed a different story. The
police investigating the convicted boys’ families
had, he said, ‘looked at all the videos in their
houses and checked their lists of rentals from the
shop. We did not find Child’s Play 3, nor did we
find anything in the list that could have encour-
aged them to do what they did. If you are going
to link this murder to a film, you might as well
link it to The Railway Children’ (Guardian,
13 April 1994). In other words, the entire post-
trial panic, started by the police and judge and
revved-up by the press, was based upon a lie.
But by the time Simpson’s admission appeared,
hidden away inside the back section of the
Guardian, the notion that videos cause children
to kill had passed into the realm of accepted fact.

The moral campaign against video nasties
received the academic seal of approval at Easter,
when psychologist Elizabeth Newson joined the
fray. Her report, “Video violence and the pro-
tection of children’, was greeted by headlines p
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Video nasties

Having dug up just three cases in two countries,
connected only by her own fevered imagination,
Newson declared her paper to be a response
to the increase in child violence

< announcing it as the final proof that screen vio-
lence caused violence in society. Around 25 top
psychologists, professionals and academics had
signed their support for Newson’s study.
Journalists and politicians laid great store by her
conclusion: ‘Many of us hold our liberal ideas of
freedom of expression dear, but now begin to
feel that we were naive in our failure to predict
the extent of damaging material and its all-too-
free availability to children.” Everybody nodded
in agreement. Something had to be done.

But what was the substance of Newson's
so-called study of video violence? It was a pri-
vate report, produced for David Alton, and not
even published. Photocopied editions proved
hard to get hold of, and when you see one, you
can understand why Newson and Alton were not
to keen to have it scrutinised. It is barely nine
pages long, and provides no new evidence what-
soever of any causal link between video violence
and violence in society.

Newson’s report hangs on the assertion
that child wviolence is reaching epidemic
proportions. As usual, the only real evidence she
can offer of this wave of child violence is the
Bulger case. But she insists that young James’
killing is part of a widespread pattern:
‘already the most cursory reading of news since
then suggests that this is not a “one-off™.’

Newson cites three other cases which she
claims fit the Bulger pattern. In the first case two
boys tried to get a third to touch an electric rail-
way line; for Newson the significance of this is
that James Bulger was killed near a railway line.
In the second case a young woman was tortured
by another woman who apparently went by the
name of ‘Chucky’. And thirdly Newson high-
lights a case in Paris where some children threw
a tramp down a well. Having managed to dig
up just three cases in two countries, connected
only by her own fevered imagination, Newson
declared her paper to be a response to the
increase in child violence.

After establishing the spurious fact that there
is a new wave of child violence, Newson goes on
to look for non-existent new causes. “What then’,
she asks, ‘can be seen as the “different” factor
that has entered the lives of countless children
and adolescents in recent years?’. Clearly the
factor influencing children like Bulger's killers
couldn’t be the circumstances in which they live,
since thousands of children have long lived in
brutalising conditions without murdering each
other. She concludes that the new development
was ‘the easy availability to children of gross
images of violence on video'.

So the solution is not to make conditions fit
for children to live in, but to ban home viewing
of 18 certificate films.

Newson's teport offers no new scientific
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evidence that any causal link exists between vio-
lence on the screen and on the streets. So what
are we to make of the change of heart revealed
in her much-publicised statement that she and
her liberal friends ‘now begin to feel that we

were naive’ in not recognising the dangers of

allowing easy access to ‘damaging material ?

What has really changed is not the facts about
screen violence, but the political and intellectual
climate in which professionals like Newson
operate. The nineties are conservative times, in
which liberalism is in retreat before the culture
of conformity. Rational analysis is out, supersti-
tion and prejudice are in, assisted by the uncriti-
cal press that has stoked the moral panic about
video nasties. Newson’s admission of her earlier
‘naivety’ in not seeing the problem with video
violence is simply a recognition that the mood of
the times has changed, and that caring, liberal
professionals are now expected to support wider
censorship of what we see, hear and read.

The public debate about imposing new
restrictions on videos in the Criminal Justice Bill
has been no more than a difference of opinion
within the pro-censorship consensus. Some. like
home secretary Michael Howard and top censor
James Ferman, argued that enough legislation
already exists to censor films, and that more con-
trols could make the system unmanageable.
Others, like Alton and Newson, wanted further
controls to reflect the new consensus. It was sim-
ply a case of sorting out the technicalities in
order to reach a form of censorship agreeable to
both camps.

Two themes in the moral panic closed the gap
between those who wanted more state controls
and those who, until recently. remained sceptical
about censorship. The first was the fashionable
obsession with protecting children from ‘evil’;
the second was the construction of a new threat
from ‘irresponsible’ working class parents.
Observer columnist Melanie Phillips, the
voice of the new pro-censorship liberals, asked
rhetorically, ‘Do you think children should con-
tinue to be exploited for commercial profit by
amoral film-makers selling images of sadism.
gratuitous violence and explicit degradation.
without let or hinderance from a nanny state?
(17 April 1994). By raising the spectre of sadis-
tic paedophiles masquerading as artists, the new
puritans of the politically correct left were able
to join in the demand for more state controls.
The writer Michael Moorcroft advanced a
similar argument, with a paradoxical twist.
‘As a passionate and frequently successful
anti-censorship activist since the 1950s°, he
began, ‘T've often been censored or silenced by
distributors, editors and publishers™. But “if they
[sadistic paedophiles] want to make money from
porn or violence, via any medium. surely
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they should be held accountable for the possi
ble effects of their actions™. All aboard the
bandwagon!

But in the new list of public enemies,
exploitative film-makers come a poor second 1o
irresponsible working class parents. The attack
on parents who allow their offspring to be turned
into psychopaths by watching Chucky & Co was
executed without criticism from the old liberal
left; after all, who could disagree with the
paramount importance of protecting children?

Elizabeth Newson's study made clear which
parents are in the firing line: not sensitive folk
like ‘us’, but the brutish ‘them™ ‘Most of us
would prefer to rely on the discretion and
responsibility of parents, both in controlling their
children’s viewing and in giving children clear
models of their own distress in witnessing sadis-
tic brutality. However, it is unhappily evident
that many children cannot rely on their parents in
this respect.”

The editorials joined the onslaught. Today
caught the mood: ‘if many parents cannot be
trusted to ensure children do not see corrupting
material....the government should step in’
(12 April 1994). The underlying contempt for
‘the underclass™ was spelled out by the Sunday
Times, worrying about those on the ‘*sink estates
where family values no longer hold sway’
(3 April 1994).

Super-parent Sue Cook of Crimewatch UK
provided the model that ‘responsible” parents
could measure themselves and their neighbours
against: ‘Violent scenes coming shortly after the
Nine O'Clock News have caught us unawares
a few times....I try to make sure I am there to put
a judgement and moral opinion on what is
transmitted.” (Times, 13 April 1994) But as
Libby Purves reminds us. some parents “are too
idle or stupid to do that”.

That something as innocuous as “video
nasties” should provide a platform for blaming
society’s problems on those at the bottom,
and for demanding more state controls and
censorship, is an indication of the danger of
government by superstition L]







James Heartfield explains why China’s slave labour
camps were no barrier to the renewal of the country’s
Most Favoured Nation trading status in Washington

Human rights
make no

... 1ve years ago American millions of Chinese people now face
" TV viewers watched in horror a dramatic new wave of repression’.

e as Chinese students protesting After he took office in 1993,
in Beijing’s Tiananmen Square were Clinton’s decision to make human
crushed under tanks and gunned down rights a cornerstone of US foreign
by government troops. The students, policy was widely interpreted as
riding the wave of protests that swept a defining moment of his presidency.
through the Stalinist world in 1989, Today, as Washington courts China’s
were demanding political liberalisation leaders, Clinton’s image as a champion
alongside the economic liberalisation of human rights is in tatters. But there
that China’s ageing leadership had has been no real change of policy; the
begun to introduce. All the more Clinton administration’s commitment
poignant for Americans was the to human rights was always a cynical
students’ choice of mascot: ploy. The American administration,
a model of the Statue of Liberty. like any capitalist state, could never
; seriously be expected to put the

COddllng Be']mg question of righpts before]?ts share
Less than three years ago, presidential of the world market.
challenger Bill Clinton poured scorn on Clinton has emphasised human
the incumbent George Bush for rights in an attempt to restore the
‘coddling’ the Beijing regime. Bush coherence to foreign policy that
had restored China’s Most Favoured America lost with the collapse of the
Nation (MFN) trading status, and the Soviet Union. The Cold War provided
low tariffs which that guarantees, while a rationale for US foreign policy
the survivors of the Tiananmen Square and American pre-eminence around
massacre were still incarcerated in the world. The global promotion
Peking Number Two jail. of American power could plausibly

One year ago president Clinton be presented as synonymous with the
restated his determination to get tough defence of the free world against Soviet
with China. He renewed Beijing’s subversion. But since 1989, there has
MFN, but gave warning that the been no external threat to cohere the
Chinese regime was on 12 months Western Alliance behind
parole. If China had not cleaned up American aims.

its human rights act within a year,

it would no longer be a most Realpolitik
favoured nation in Washington. By proclaiming a commitment
Since then, the Chinese regime to human rights and humanitarian
has kept many of the Tiananmen intervention against third world
dissidents in jail, even arresting one despots, Clinton seemed to many
leading protester, Wang Dan, in the commentators to be restoring a sense
middle of an interview with a US of purpose to American foreign policy,
television crew days before MFN returning the USA to the moral high
status was up for renewal. Meanwhile, ground of world affairs. By cloaking
evidence has accumulated of the role its diplomatic and military
which slave labour camps are playing interventions in the third world
in the advance of China’s new and Eastern Europe in the language
capitalism. Clinton’s response? of a human rights crusade, Clinton won
When the year’s trial was up in wide acceptance of America’s right to
May, he removed all conditions and dictate to the Iragis, Somalis or North
2 fully restored China’s Most Favoured Koreans.
z Nation status. According to Zhao In fact, American actions around
S Hai-ching, president of the dissident the world continued to be guided by
g National Council on Chinese Affairs, the hard-headed demands of realpolitik.
£ ‘thousands of democracy activists and But the general willingness of
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Western observers to take Clinton’s
talk of defending human rights at face
value allowed the charade to continue.
Even where American troops were
massacring people on the ground by
the score, as in Somalia, the pretence
of humanitarianism could be upheld
as long as American authority was
only challenged by those with little
clout and fewer allies.

But it is one thing for American
presidents to lecture people in Rwanda
or Somalia about human rights, or to
threaten North Korea over its atomic
energy programme—all countries
where there are no major US economic
interests at stake. It is something else
entirely for Washington to allow such
posturing to interfere with its relations
with a key trading partner like China.

In China, America’s ‘human rights’
policy has been exposed as so much
hot air, as China’s burgeoning
domestic market outweighed all
other considerations. Since 1978,
when China’s Stalinist leadership
tentatively introduced market reforms
in a bid to overcome economic
stagnation, growth has averaged
nine per cent, reaching 14 per cent
last year. With a Gross Domestic
Product of £190 billion and
a population of 1185m, the Chinese
market is one that no economic power
can afford to ignore.

Clinton’s use of Most Favoured



Only the Chinese
army marches in
Tiananmen Square
now—with the
blessing of the
American
government

Nation status as a stick to beat the
Chinese leadership with proved useful
for so long as Beijing was willing to
play along with the game. Shortly
before the decision on whether

to renew China’s MFN status was
due, the Beijing regime released two
dissident leaders, Chen Ziming and
Wang Juntao, who were accused of
being the ‘black hands’ behind the
democracy movement. A supporter
of the two told the New York Times
‘even if releasing Wang Juntao and
Chen Ziming involves a great risk for
the Chinese government, today’s action
shows that the Chinese government is
willing to take this risk in order to win
[MEN status]’ (14 May 1994).

As the New York Times pointed

out the trade privileges involved

are worth $30 billion to China.

Unfortunately for Clinton,
two freed dissidents was about all
that Beijing was offering, and when
it came to MFN the Americans had
at least as much to lose as the Chinese
government. In the event, the human
rights of a billion or so Chinese proved
a lot less important than American
industry’s bottom line.

Important as America’s domestic
market is for the Chinese, the Chinese
domestic market is growing so quickly
that it is important for the world.
Malaysia, Japan and even Taiwan were
hostile to any move on America’s part

that would dampen China’s economic
expansion—a major stimulus to growth
in East Asia. And Europe was fighting
America hard for a niche in the
growing Chinese market. As the
deadline for a decision on MFN status
approached, it became clear that, if
Washington did not renew, Air China
would drop a £3.3 billion deal with
Boeing and buy the European

Airbus instead.

Rights or trade?

As American business put pressure
on Clinton to renew China’s MFN
status, Democratic Senator Bill Bradley
caught the mood of the administration
by demanding the ‘decoupling’ of
human rights and trade. It was no
contest. China’s Most Favoured Nation
status was renewed, and America’s
crusade for human rights was shelved.
In the run-up to the American
decision, an unlikely champion
of human rights emerged: the British
government. Whitehall was working
behind the scenes to scupper China’s
MFN status. The BBC ran a series of
programmes exposing Chinese prison
labour camps—including Peking
Number Two, where most of the
leaders of the 1989 protest were held—
as the engine of the Chinese export
drive. The secret British campaign was
assisted by the publication of Amnesty
International’s report on the Tiananmen

China and the West

Square massacre that lists thoss
killed—among details of other Chinese
atrocities—for the first time.

Britain’s surprise stand for
democracy was as self-serving as
Clinton’s decision to continue trade
with China. The one country that stands
to lose out through the opening up of
the Chinese market is Britain. Currently
Britain has an advantageous position in
South-East Asia, and especially with
mainland China, because it still holds
Hong Kong as a colony. In years gone
by, the Hong Kong stock exchange was
the principle conduit for Chinese trade,
but as China opens up to the world
market, Hong Kong stands to lose
its special status. In 1997 the colony
reverts to Chinese control as governor
Chris Patten—*Fat Pang’—hands over.

‘Like a lamb’

In an attempt to bolster Britain’s
standing, Patten has, belatedly, sought
to introduce partial democracy to the
colony, and tried to guarantee human
rights in Hong Kong after 1997.

Not surprisingly the Beijing
government is unimpressed by

Britain’s sudden conversion to the

idea of democracy for the Chinese,

and Britain’s relations with China

have become decidedly frosty. British
business fears being squeezed out

of the region altogether by a new
Washington-Beijing axis. That is

why the British Foreign Office has been
working behind the scenes to persuade
the American government not to renew
China’s MFN status, ostensibly because
of Beijing’s human rights record.

But despite Britain’s last-minute
conversion to the cause of freedom for
the Chinese people, Fat Pang was keen
to make sure that Britain did not lose
out completely in the rush for China’s
markets. Within a week of Clinton’s
renewal of MFN, the British governor
had reversed a decision to set up
a human rights commission to
guarantee democracy in Hong Kong
after 1997. Members of Hong Kong’s
legislature said that Patten had gone
to London ‘like a lion” but returned
‘like a lamb’,

To make matters worse, the British
consulate in New York had already
refused visas for Hong Kong to two
exiled dissidents on the advice of
the colony’s immigration department.
Liu Binyan and Ruan Ming had been
invited to take part in Hong Kong’s
fifth anniversary protests over the
Tiananmen Square massacre, but
instead they were silenced in a bid
to improve Britain’s standing with
the Beijing regime. Like the US
administration, the British government
has acknowledged that there is no
‘coupling’ between democracy and
capitalism, and support for repression
is a price worth paying in the
for a place in the Chinese marke
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a malaise on Earth

‘Houston, Tranquility Base here.
The Eagle has landed.” It was 20:17
hours and 43 seconds Greenwich Mean
Time, on 20 July 1969. Half an hour
later, Neil Armstrong emerged in his
spacesuit and descended the 10ft metal
ladder to the lunar surface. Watched by
a TV audience of over 600m, he became
the first man on the moon. ‘That’s one
small step for man, one giant leap
for mankind.’

Armstrong was soon joined by
Buzz Aldrin for the remainder of his
two-and-a-half hour ‘moon walk’,
to complete the serious business at
hand—unfurling the US flag. Before
leaving for the biggest ticker-tape
parade in history, they collected 441bs of
moon rock, deployed a few experiments
and unveiled a plaque—‘Here men from
the planet Earth first set foot upon the
moon, July 1969AD’—for the benefit
of any passing ET conversant with
the Christian calendar.

Back then, space exploration
captured the public imagination,
the American government backed
the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (Nasa) with energy
and cash, and most of Nasa’s missions
succeeded. Today the public only tunes
in when there is a disaster, governments
lack the will and the cash to sponsor
major projects in space, and it seems
that most things which could go wrong
with Nasa’s projects do.

So what has happened? Space is
still up there, waiting to be explored.
What has changed is the mood down
here. The way we feel about space at

Twenty-five years after a man first walked
on the moon, John Gillott and Manijit Kumar
argue that today’s lack of enthusiasm for
space exploration is symptomatic of

To boldly go...
home?

any time reflects the way we feel about
ourselves and our abilities on Earth. The
loss of faith in space exploration reflects
the more downbeat outlook of our times.
In the 1960s, the USA and other
Western societies were at the end of the
most sustained economic boom in history.
Governments had more confidence in
their own abilities, and people were
better-disposed to experimenting with
new projects. For a brief moment space
exploration seemed to symbolise the
potential for achievement, the ability
of humanity to shape the future and
stamp its will on uncharted worlds.
The original TV Star Trek was based on
the premise that the essence of humanity
was to experience the new, ‘to boldly
go where no man has gone before’.

Twenty-five years later, after
more than two decades of recession,
the picture has changed dramatically.
Society is much less optimistic and
confident, less inclined to experiment,
scornful of anything that implies
planning into the future. Public views
of space reflect these changed times.
The dominant feeling is that we are an
insignificant species drifting on a small
and fragile planet in a tiny corner of
the universe, and should worry about
the survival of our own world rather
than cosmic expansion. The new version
of Star Trek—The Next Generation—is
a 1990s soap opera in space, complete
with counsellors. Just as lost souls go
on month-long treks to the Himalayas
in a futile quest to ‘find themselves’,
so the crew of The Next Generation



gaze at their navels as they drift among
the stars.

When the crew of Apollo 1 died on
the launch-pad in 1967, it was generally
seen as a price worth paying for human
exploration. By contrast the death of the
Challenger crew in 1986 was widely
taken as symbolising the folly of human
ambitions in space, even if it was, in
fact, the result of Nasa cost-cutting.

The complaint about space
exploration used to be that the Apollo
missions were a waste of money which
should be spent on solving problems
down here. Tony Benn recalled recently
how a constituent of his in 1969 asked
why we could put people on the moon,
but couldn’t run a decent bus service

m Bristol. These responses reflected the
nelief that society could tackle social
problems. Today, it is more common

0 see both space exploration and the
idea of fighting to abolish poverty
&ismissed as human hubris. The death

FUTURES

of ambition in space is of a piece with
low horizons about what humanity
can achieve on earth.

Space missions do continue, of
course. Nasa is currently engaged in
a wide range of scientific, commercial,
and military projects. Some of these are
noteworthy efforts—the observation
of space from telescopes in orbit, the
exploration of the solar system, the
study of the Earth from space (‘Mission
to Planet Earth’). Whatever happens to
such scientific projects, commercial and
military uses of space will keep Nasa
(and its equivalents in other countries)
going, come what may. But these bits
and pieces cannot alter the fact that
Nasa is in a strategic dead-end.

When the Apollo missions came
to an end in 1972, Nasa prioritised two
future projects—the space Shuttle, and
a permanent manned space station in
Earth orbit. The Shuttle would ferry
materials and personnel to the station,
which would provide the base for

R

manned exploration of the solar system.
Both projects have turned out to be
disasters. The Shuttle was a flop well
before Challenger exploded. Originally
budgeted at $5.6 billion in 1972, the cost
of the Shuttle had risen to $30 billion
(in 1972 dollars) by 1986. It was
supposed to fly up to 60 missions

a year; it managed nine in 1985, its
best year. But at least the Shuttle got
off the ground. Construction of the
space station has not even begun.

It seems certain to be scrapped, and
may already have been so by the time
you read this article.

Some of Nasa’s problems are
internally generated. But most are the
product of a shift in government policy.
Like public attitudes, government
policies towards space are shaped by
events on Earth. The moonshot was
a product of the Cold War. In the
new circumstances of the 1990s, space
exploration is low on the American
elite’s list of priorities. P
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In a speech before a joint session
of congress on 25 May 1961, President
John F Kennedy spelled out America’s
mission:

“This nation should commit itself to
achieving the goal, before the decade is
out, of landing a man on the moon, and
returning him safely to Earth. No single
space project will be more important
to mankind or more important for the
long-range exploration of space; and
none will be so difficult or expensive
to accomplish.’

Just a couple of years earlier,
President Eisenhower had dismissed
the notion of a moon mission: ‘I'd rather
have a good Redstone [missile delivery
rocket] than hit the moon. I don’t think
we have an enemy on the moon!” When
he came into office in 1961, Kennedy
shared this assessment. Within four
months, he was persuaded otherwise
by some worrying developments.

The launch-pad for American
ambitions in space was the recession
of 1958—the first since before the
Korean War arms build-up of 1950.
Could the terrible 1930s return? they
worried. For the next three years Soviet
successes in space and elsewhere
became the prism through which the
American elite’s insecurities were
expressed. This crisis of confidence
brought Kennedy into the White House,
and soon led him to launch the Apollo
programme.

America’s leaders were worried
men in the early sixties; but they still
had the resources and the confidence
in their own ability to get out and
do something about their problems.
Kennedy was converted to the Apollo
mission after Soviet cosmonaut Yuri
Gagarin went into orbit in April 1961,
and the American government was
humiliated by the failure of its attempt
to invade Fidel Castro’s Cuba at the Bay
of Pigs. Is there any space programme,
Kennedy asked vice-president Lyndon
Johnson, ‘which promises dramatic
results in which we could win?’. And so
the mission to the moon was born with
Kennedy’s bold speech the next month,
as a way of reasserting US leadership
in the world by demonstrating that
America could get things done.

After the Cold War, the US
government’s primary motivation
for space exploration has disappeared.
And so has its will to boldy go. Today
the American government is much more
insecure than it was 30 years ago, and
lacks the resolve or the resources to
carry through major space projects.
Where Kennedy could stride into the
unknown in an attempt to resolve his
difficulties, Bill Clinton can only batten
down the hatches. In June 1984, Ronald
Reagan declared that within a decade
a space station would be built. It will be

24 July 1994
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ironic if it is formally killed off exactly
10 years later. In 1988, Bush said
America would plant a man on Mars
within 50 years. Clinton has now
cancelled the project.

The death of ambition in space
reflects the US authorities’ loss of faith
across the range of science issues. In
1991, Leon Lederman, Nobel Laureate

Giordano Bruno was burned
at the stake for his dreams
of exploring the heavens

and incoming head of the American
Association for the Advancement of
Science, penned a provocative piece
entitled ‘Science: the end of the
frontier?’. ‘Once upon a time American
science sheltered an Einstein, went to
the moon, and gave the world the laser,
the electronic computer, nylon,
television, the cure for polio, and
observations of our planet’s location in

an expanding universe’, noted Lederman.

His question was, what can America
give in the future if it has lost the
ambition to explore?

The message from government
and others today is that we should forget
about bold space projects and settle for
observation of the heavens and Earth,
A 1991 Economist survey observed that
‘dreams are the hardest things to kill’
but insisted that ambitions in space must
be killed, because we don’t know why
we should go there and we can’t afford
the ticket. Indicative of the drift in
government circles is the fact that
George Brown, chairman of the US
House Science, Space and Technology
Committee, has come out against the
space station he once championed.

So is there a case for space
exploration today? The astronomer
Ian Crawford argues that human
colonisation of space is a necessity
since some day the sun will expand and
burn up the Earth. Correct as his point
is, this is, of course, a very long way off.
There are some more immediate reasons
for space exploration.

Even if there were no other reason,
it would be worth supporting space
exploration simply to raise people’s
expectations of what is possible, and
to combat the mood of pessimism in
society. For centuries mankind has
dreamed of exploring the heavens.
Italian philosopher Giordano Bruno
wrote these lines in 1584:

‘Henceforth I spread confident wings to
space; / I fear no barrier of crystal or of
glass; / I cleave the heavens and soar to

the infinite. / And while I rise from my
own globe to others / And penetrate ever
further through the eternal field, / That
which others saw from afar, I leave far
behind me.’

Bruno was burned at the stake by
the Papal authorities for his dreams.
It would be cruelly ironic if we
abandoned those ambitions now,
when, thanks to Bruno and those
who came after him, we have a far
better understanding of our position
in the universe and are on the verge
of acquiring the technical ability

to ‘cleave the heavens’.

There are some good practical
reasons for space exploration. The most
immediate gain is the new technology
we are forced to develop in order to get
up there. While it is a myth that Teflon
was developed for the Apollo missions,
many more important products in
circulation now are spin-offs from
space research. In particular, the
moon mission opened the modern
age of micro-electronics, the effects
of which we all feel today. Research to
build a reusable space rocket in America
(still at the prototype stage, and
threatened by funding cuts) has created
even better alloys and other materials
which will find wide application soon.
Beyond these spin-offs, the more
important point is that we don’t know
what we might find or develop in the
future. Space exploration is all about
opening humanity up to the unknown.
As the astronomer Frank Drake puts it:
‘space provides us with an endless
frontier: an endless supply of new
places to explore, new adventures,
new things we have never seen before,
new sources of joy, perhaps even new
sources of fear.

If instead the old fears are to prevail,
and space exploration is to be ruled out,
where will the line be drawn? Why not
abandon all forms of exploration and
experimentation in the realms of the
unknown? Why not abandon the study
of the oceans? In fact, why not abandon
the study of anything else at all if
humanity has no idea of what it might
lead to? Let’s just dismiss the foresight
of a supporter of space colonisation like
Ian Crawford as idle day-dreaming, and
instead settle down in the ‘real world’
with a mug of tea to watch endless
repeats of Neighbours.

A know-nothing, try-nothing
attitude is seeping into science policy
and practice today on both sides of the
Atlantic: not only space exploration, but
any area of science is under threat if it
does not address known applications and
possibilities and deliver a short-term
profit. It is a sad comment on those who
rule the Earth that they want to close off
the ‘endless frontier’ before we have
even begun to explore it. &
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Society is suffering from
mourning sickness, says
Frank Fiiredi

unerals, memorials, anniversaries and
“" plenty of nostalgia; modern Britain
i seems to be a society that loves to
mourn. There was something singularly morbid,
not to say unreal, in the public reaction to the
death of Labour leader John Smith. It recently
dawned on me that you cannot watch the TV
news these days without seeing the stock image
of a cheap bunch of cellophane-wrapped flowers
in front of some desolate garage. And that made
me think of John Smith’s funeral in a new way.

My most abiding memory was the transfor-
mation of the death into an occasion. Everyone
scemed to be vying with everyone else to
demonstrate the depth and breadth of their grief.
Soon it became clear that nothing less than
a state funeral was required to mark this unique
occasion.

Are all deaths of political leaders treated like
that of John Smith? Or do you have to be a leader
of Her Majesty’s opposition? But if that is the
case, why was the response to Hugh Gaitskell’s
death 30 years ago so much more low-key?
Pose a few questions, make a few comparisons
with the past, and it readily becomes clear that
something new is astir.

We are living in a period when society is
continually in search of occasions and of
characters, usually from the past. This is the
Sir Matt Busby syndrome. The funeral of the
former manager of Manchester United was
a model of late twentieth-century public grief.
In record time a man relatively far from the pub-
lic gaze was transformed into a durable figure of
affection. His funeral became an occasion for
‘bringing people together’.

Young and old were united by a common
sentiment, at least for one afternoon. And once
this event had demonstrated its potential for
affirming social cohesion, the incantation of
‘Matt Busby’ acquired the character of a reli-
gious ritual. Before, during and after Manchester
United’s FA Cup triumph, the standard rhetorical
statement from commentators and celebrities
was that it was a pity that Sir Matt was not alive
1o savour the occasion. After a while it became
routine for United players to swear that they
were playing for Sir Matt’s memory.

Contemporary British society has become
highly ritualised. In our conservative age, the
observance of rituals remains one sphere where
there is still considerable scope for innovation
and experimentation. There is a veritable scram-
ble to invent symbols of social unity. The public
need to demonstrate a sense of community is
palpable. In this climate, a rare violent crime like
the murder of James Bulger can be turned into
a moral parable for our times, a symbol of com-
mon fears and feelings.

Death, especially in major tragedies, has |

become an occasion for mass public displays of
community. When I review the media over the
past decade it becomes clear that it is through the
reaction to major disasters such as Hillsborough

that expressions like ‘the community coming
together’ can be convincingly used. It is as if
mourning has become a real social ritual, quite
separate from the act of remembering the dead.

One major innovation in the sphere of
symbolism has been the elaboration of the ritual
of leaving bunches of flowers near the place
where someone has died. Television now regu-
larly shows pictures of flowers placed outside
a public building, or near a wall where a child
was knocked down by a car, or on the footpath
in front of the house where somebody was mur-
dered. Even before words are spoken, the audi-
ence knows that someone has died. For this is
what we do in Britain.

And yet the image of bunches of unwrapped
flowers on a city pavement would have meant
very little to television viewers 20 years ago.
It was not until the eighties that this particular
display of grief acquired the character of a routine.
The flowers on the pavement are symptomatic of

the general tendency to bring mourning more |

and more into the public domain.

Mourning is one of the few social acts that
seems to have the capacity to remind people that
something binds them together. At a time of
social malaise and fragmentation, when the old
values have little authority, any opportunity to
affirm what is good about British society is
readily seized upon.

Public grief
for John Smith
in Edinburgh

The legacy of John Smith’s death was the |
message that, in spite of everything, British
politicians and public figures really are a decent
lot. Through their expression of the ‘loss’ which
they all felt, they demonstrated their humanity,
compassion and basic decency. Talking up |
John Smith was a roundabout way of celebrating |
the whole system of British parliamentary |
democracy.

The same process is at work through the
newly ritualised display of mourning in our inner
cities. Unemployment, urban decay, economic
insecurity and elementary anxieties about
survival prey on the imagination of isolated
individuals. The new public mourning rituals can
momentarily bring people together, but in a way
that solves nothing. Indeed a preoccupation with
weeping over the loss of the past can only anaes-
thetise us to the real problems of the present, and
weaken our resolve to do something about them.

The term community is a fiction which pro-
fessionals peddle when they apply for grants for
their next project. But for a brief moment the act
of public mourning can help to forge the illusion.
Captured on camera by the media, it will be
deployed throughout society to help institution-
alise a new public ritual, and to reinforce a mood
of morbid passivity in which we all stand
silently, heads bowed, waiting for another hearse |
to pass. Probably the only beneficiary is Britain’s |
flower industry. o |
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Who killed
Rwanda?

Media hype about tribalism in Rwanda hides
the West's responsibility for the violence,
argues Sabine Reul from the German

magazine Novo

wanda has become

a metaphor for tribal
bloodletting thanks to
media coverage of the conflict there.
Since the assassination in April of
the Rwandan president, Juvenal
Habyarimana, the carnage and the
corpses have never been out of the
news. As far as most people watching
TV are concerned, ancient tribal
hatreds among Rwanda’s minority
Tutsi and majority Hutu peoples are
to blame for the orgy of killing.

A modern conflict

Habyarimana’s plane was shot down
over Kigali airport. Immediately after
the killing, rebel troops from the
Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF)

moved out of the parliamentary
compound near the airport and attacked
the presidential guard. At this point,
the Rwandan war, which had been
simmering since the RPF invaded

the northern border region from
neighbouring Uganda in 1990,
exploded into a life-and-death struggle
between the government and the rebels.

30 July 1994

After two months of massacres,
the United Nations security council
authorised the despatch of
a 5500-strong peacekeeping force
to Rwanda. The fact that the UN had
played a big role in precipitating the
violence there was ignored by a media
obsessed with the gruesome details of
the carnage.

The RPF was installed in Kigali by
the UN as part of a plan to put pressure
on Habyarimana to include the rebels in
an interim government. Belgian troops
belonging to the United Nations
Assistance Mission in Rwanda sub-let
their quarters to RPF troops and trained
them. The Belgians controlled the
airport in Kigali and the area around
the presidential palace. It is unlikely
that the rocket-launchers which
fired the missiles that shot down the
president’s plane could have been used
without the connivance or at least
the knowledge of the Belgian UN
contingent. Belgian troops also
stood by when RPF forces
attacked the presidential guard.

Once the events leading to the
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outbreak of fighting are examined, it
becomes clear that the Rwandan masses
are not victims of tribalism, but of
Western meddling. In fact, there are

no ancient ethnic conflicts in Rwanda.
In pre-colonial times, Tutsi and Hutu
were not ethnic groups, nor even fixed
social layers, but social positions
attached to people depending on their
proximity to the court and their access
to wealth and power in a complex
hierarchy (see C Newbury, The
Cohesion of Oppression: Clientship
and Ethnicity in Rwanda 1860-1960,
1988). The modern antagonisms among
Rwandan people are a product of the
divisions imposed on the country under
colonial rule (see ‘The invention of
tribalism’ below).

These divisions have come to the
fore again today as a result of attempts
by outside powers to change the
balance of power in Kigali.

Since the end of the Cold War
in 1989, Africa has been at the sharp
end of Western governments’ attempts
to renegotiate their relationships with
third world states. Under the banner
of a ‘democratisation’ campaign, the
USA has led the way in opening up
Africa to greater Western tutelage.

Become a democracy!

There are many motives for the USA’s
democratisation crusade in Africa—
from trying to stabilise the region by
replacing dictatorships with elected
governments, to improving the West’s
international image by dumping old
stooges—but the effect is always the
same. The West’s democracy campaign
has not empowered the people of
Africa—on the contrary, it has given
them less say in their own affairs by
opening up their countries to more
direct Western supervision.

How is democracy being introduced
into Africa? The pattern so far is one
of Western governments telling African
states that unless they introduce some
kind of multi-party system and market
reforms they will not get economic p
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Africa behind the headlines

assistance. African regimes are at the
mercy of Western banks and financial
institutions which threaten to withhold
desperately needed dollars if they

are not obeyed. Western officials

are drafted in to oversee the election
process, and to decide who has won
the election (if the results are not

to their liking, as in Angola, they will
delay recognising the new government

American, British and Belgian
governments back the RPF
against the Kigali regime

until they can engineer a settlement
on their terms). Meanwhile, Western
advisers arrive to run the ministries,
overseeing the sale of national assets
at knockdown prices to Western
businessmen.

Everywhere that this
‘democratisation’ process has
been imposed, the result has not
been the arrival of democracy, but the
centralisation of economic and political
control over African affairs in the
hands of international bankers,
global financial institutions and foreign
advisers. The democracy crusade that
has been promoted by the American,
British and other governments has
already had disastrous consequences
throughout the continent, increasing
hardship, inflaming divisions and
igniting civil wars from Angola
to Somalia.

In Rwanda, the US-sponsored
democratisation campaign is largely
to blame for the bloodbath of recent
months. The three-year old civil war
between the government and the RPF
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was ended by a UN-sponsored peace
agreement signed in Arusha, Tanzania,
on 4 August 1993. The Arusha Accords
provided for a new office of president,
a multi-party government, a multi-party
national assembly and a new national
army. The implementation of the
accords was to be supervised by the
UN, but by the outbreak of fighting in
April only the institution of presidency
was in place.

These moves by outside powers
to change the political arrangements
inside Rwanda were presented as an
exercise in democracy. In reality they
were part of a cynical plan by powerful
Western governments to impose their
own preferences on the Rwandan
people.

The Arusha Accords were
forced on Habyarimana under threat
of economic and political reprisals by
the IMF, World Bank, UN, the USA,
Britain and Belgium. The Rwandan
government has been denied access
to the $30m due to it under the
structural adjustment programme
until it implements political reform.
The accords are the culmination of
a sustained campaign by Western
governments and institutions to
overturn the old order in Rwanda.

Museveni's game

This has involved the American,
British and Belgian governments giving
strong backing over several years to the
rebel RPF army’s attempt to oust the
Kigali regime. The RPF’s invasion of
Rwanda in October 1990 was directly
encouraged by Washington. Although
the USA disclaimed any involvement,
it had been training RPF forces in

US military facilities since 1989.

The RPF was also being sponsored
by the USAs proxy in the region, the
Ugandan regime of Yoweri Museveni.
The RPF was formed in Uganda in
1987 by Rwandan exiles who had

helped Museveni’s National Resistance
Army take power after the fall

of Milton Obote in 1986. Museveni
had his own reasons to encourage the
RPF, as he was keen to increase his
influence in the region.

But the real mover behind the scenes
was Washington. America has financed,
armed and trained Museveni’s forces
since the mid-eighties. Uganda has
become a favoured client regime and
a solid base of US influence in the
heart of Africa. From Sudan to Liberia,
where the Ugandan army is sponsoring
Washington’s men, Museveni’s regime
increasingly acts as a proxy for
the USA.

Belgians switch sides

It is not only the Americans who
are interfering in Rwanda, either. Since
1990, the country has been the focus of
intense meddling by an assortment of
Western powers, often competing
among themselves to shape events
inside the country, and extend their
own influence in the region.

For example, after the 1990
US-sponsored invasion of Rwanda
by the RPF, France threw its weight
behind the government in Kigali,
replacing Belgium as Rwanda’s single
largest supplier of economic and
military aid. The Germans also got
involved. Thanks to discreet German
support, in addition to the open backing
of the French, the Habyarimana regime
was able to delay its demise for a while.

Meanwhile, Belgium, the former
colonial power in Rwanda which had
brought Habyarimana to power in
1973, ditched its former stooge. In the
summer of 1990, a few months before
the RPF invasion of Rwanda, Brussels
suddenly expressed a commitment to
democracy in Rwanda. When the RPF
invaded from Uganda, the Belgians
withdrew their troops and let the
rebels do what they wanted. By backing




US policy in the
region, the Belgians figured that
they could reinforce their position
in the area.

Together with the Belgians,
the British, also staunch backers of
the Museveni regime in Uganda, have
armed the RPF. And, like its US and
Belgian counterparts, which banned
Kigali government officials from
visiting their capitals, the British
government has denied admission
to Habyarimana’s men. While RPF
representatives have been granted visas
to travel to England to raise support,
Kigali government officials had their
applications for visas turned down.

Stirred-up hatred

The more the Western powers have
manoeuvred to their own advantage in
Rwanda, the more they have fomented
divisions in the country and made the
prospect of a bloodbath more likely.
After the US-sponsored 1990 invasion,
and the successful seizure of the
northern border region by the RPF

in 1991, the Habyarimana regime
reacted by stirring up hatred against
the minority Tutsis. The government’s
increasingly rabid anti-Tutsi
propaganda was a desperate attempt
by Habyarimana to secure his hold
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In any country riven by severe
economic scarcity, such as Rwanda,
violence is never far from the surface.
Given that access to resources is
a life-and-death question, it is hardly
surprising that the struggle to control
those resources often leads to intense
conflict. When outside powers
intervene to overturn the old political

arrangements,
as they have done
in Rwanda, violence
is a certainty. What
happened in Rwanda is an
extreme but not exceptional
example of the inevitable
destruction unleashed by
Western intervention.

From this perspective,
the activities of many Western
aid organisations and charities
are an obscenity. For example,
the British charity Oxfam
runs peace and tolerance
classes in Rwanda, aimed
at getting Rwandans to
confront their inner violent
impulses. If we accept Oxfam’s
assumption that Africans are
naturally violent it makes
sense to support the calls
from US organisations such as
Human Rights Watch (Africa)
for more Western intervention
to stop the killing in Rwanda.
On the evidence available,
however, we must draw
the conclusion that
Western intervention
is to blame for the
bloodbath. @

Africa behind the headlines
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Tony Blair is likely to succeed
John Smith in July, amid
predictions that he will be the
next Labour prime minister.

Mike Freeman sees the bland
Blair as the ideal candidate to fill
an empty space in an empty party
that stands for nothing

t would please us no end if
*  anatural leader emerged. If the
“ politicians within the Labour
Party believed they had a consensus on
their next leader, I'm fairly certain that
would be welcome throughout the
trade union movement.’ Bill Jordan,
president of the Amalgamated
Engineering and Electrical Union
(Guardian, 16 May 1994)

This statement from a prominent
union leader shortly after the death of
John Smith was revealing in a number
of ways. Despite all the talk about ‘one
member, one vote’, Jordan indicated
how the Labour leadership is actually
decided. It was clear within hours of
Smith’s death that “the politicians
within the Labour Party” had
a consensus on who should succeed
him and this was rapidly communicated
to sympathetic media commentators.
Over the next few weeks they
persuaded Gordon Brown, a bachelor
vulnerable to invidious speculation,
to stand down in favour of Blair,
an unimpeachable family man.
The succession was virtually assured.

At the same time, Jordan’s
intervention provoked howls
of derision from *the politicians’.
They wanted Blair to win, but
they recognised that he needed the
legitimacy conferred by a contest; they
also understood that due respect had to
be paid to Labour’s fiercely contested
internal procedures and the appearance
of democracy upheld. Furthermore
they resented the public interference
of a union leader in Labour’s
leadership contest.

Jordan’s comment inadvertently
revealed the most striking feature of the
Blair ascendancy: he is destined to be
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Situation

the first leader of the Labour Party

not appointed by the trade union chiefs.

Recall only the most recent leadership
contests. The polls had scarcely
closed on Neil Kinnock’s 1992 general
election defeat before John Edmonds
of the GMB announced his backing
for the ‘dream ticket” of John Smith
and Margaret Beckett. In a similar
way, his predecessor David Basnett
had proclaimed in 1983 after Michael
Foot’s defeat that Labour should

‘skip a generation’ to find a new
leader: Kinnock was given the key
union nomination.

After James Callaghan’s defeat in
1979 a cabal of union barons conspired
to block Denis Healey’s advance to
the top job. Though he was the heir

apparent, the union bosses were so
embittered at Healey’s anti-union
record as chancellor in the late
seventies that they made sure that
Michael Foot took the leadership.
Whatever procedure Labour’s
leadership election has followed, the
outcome has always been determined
through the network of formal and
informal ties that have bound Labour
to the unions since the party was
established at the turn of the century.
The Labour Party was founded to
advance the interests of the trade
union leadership in the parliamentary
sphere: the union leaders have always
controlled the party machine, dictated
policy on key issues and decided who
filled the top job. For most of Labour’s



Labour's heir
apparent sums
up his principles

history, the party leader was more

or less a personal appointment of

the transport workers’ union, whose
headquarters also housed the Labour
Party until the early eighties. Ernest
Bevin’s celebrated public termination
of the leadership of George Lansbury
at the 1935 Labour conference was
only the most conspicuous illustration
of how this relationship worked.

Over the past 15 years, the world
of Labourism has changed utterly.
Recession turning into slump,
permanent mass unemployment,
the end of consensus politics in the
Thatcher era, the collapse of the Soviet
Union and the demise of socialism
worldwide: all these factors have led to
the effective collapse of the old labour
movement. They have also brought to
an end the role of the trade union and
Labour leaders as intermediaries
between the state and the
working class.

Christian rocker

According to one recent survey,
relations between employers and
workers in British industry are
returning to the master-and-servant
relationship that prevailed in the
nineteenth century (N Millward,
The New Industrial Relations, Policy
Studies Institute, February 1994). Trade
unions still exist, but play little role in
most workplaces. The TUC, for most
of the postwar period a major
institution in national life, has lost up to
a third of its members, disbanded most
of its committees and put its public
relations in the hands of a prominent
Liberal Democrat, Des Wilson.

For its part, the Labour Party
has long sought to ‘modernise’ by
distancing itself from the unions,
reducing their role in all spheres of
policy and organisation. Blair’s record
in repudiating Labour’s traditional
support for the unions over
Conservative legislation against
the closed shop has stood him in
good stead in recent weeks. Nor is
Blair alone in repudiating traditional
Labourism. Three of his main
challengers in the early stages of the
campaign (Gordon Brown, Robin Cook
and John Prescott) were all involved in
drawing up the recent policy document
‘Financing Investment in Infrastructure’,
This proposes abandoning Labour’s
historic commitment to public
ownership in favour of a partnership
with the private sector extending
even into health and education.

The death of John Smith has
not only created a vacancy for the

leadership, it has focused attention
on the vacuum at the heart of the
Labour machine, on the exhaustion
of the tradition of Labourism. Today’s
Labour Party has changed its
constitution to reduce the union
role and abandoned the state socialist
policies that provided its distinctive
political identity. What then is the new
Labour Party? It is simply a clique of
career politicians with an organisational
shell they have inherited from the old
labour movement, and an undynamic
electoral base concentrated in
declining regions of the country.

In the past, contenders for
the Labour leadership came from
two broad camps. Many had roots
and a continuing relationship with the
unions: Ernest Bevin, George Brown,
even James Callaghan. Others were
by birth, education or assimilation
members of the establishment who
identified with Labour as the alternative
party of government: Stafford Cripps,
Hugh Gaitskell, Harold Wilson, Denis
Healey. In recent years such figures
have been replaced by leaders whose
deepest roots are to be found in student
politics: Kinnock, Smith, Cook, Brown.
It is ironic that for John Prescott, the
only current contender with some
background in the unions, these roots
are generally held to be a liability.

Tony Blair is clearly the ideal
candidate to fill an empty space
in an empty party. He has no roots in
the unions, no record of intellectual or
political achievement. He wasn’t even
a student politician, It seems that when
the students at Oxford were revolting,
he was fronting a rock band and staying
up late at night drinking coffee and
smoking cigarettes with earnest
Anglican vicars discussing Christian
socialism. What a rebel. We can only
hope that the coffee was decaffeinated
and that he did not inhale the
cigarette smoke.

Mod revival

Blair offers an empty autocue on
which the market researchers, opinion
pollsters and public relations experts
whom Bill Jordan dignifies as
‘politicians’ can write their soundbites.
‘What is remarkable about Blair and his
team is that the more they talk about
the need for new vision and new ideas,
the more they recycle the visions and
ideas of Labour’s past. It seems that
their ignorance of Labour’s traditions
condemns them to return to them
despite all their attempts to break

out. So Blair talks about putting
‘community’ above class or sectional

interests in the same terms as Labour’s
first leader Ramsay MacDonald.

He spouts the pieties of Christian
socialism just like Keir Hardie or
George Lansbury. Even he concedes
that most of his supposedly novel
policies on crime are derived from
ministers in Clement Attlee’s

postwar Labour government.

No winner

‘What then are the prospects for Blair’s
Labour Party? One of the most pathetic
features of the current leadership
contest is the campaign against Blair
from the remnants of the old left. They
accuse him of trying to remodel Labour
along the lines of Clinton’s Democratic
Party, of retreating into something

like David Owen'’s Social Democratic
Party or even of realignment with

the Liberals. These arguments about
Blair ‘betraying Labour’s principles’
underestimate the extent to which

the old Labour Party has long

ceased to exist: none of the alternative
candidates even stands for a return

to traditional Labourism, now the
zenith of radical aspirations.

They also underestimate the
difficulties facing Labour in attempting
to transform itself into something new.
If only it was as easy to metamorphose
into the US Democratic Party as it was
to destroy the old Labour Party. A new
party requires a new programme, a new
core of activists and a new constituency
of support. As a recent survey suggests,
Labour faces a serious danger in
its search for a new role; by opting
for a low-tax policy, for example,
it risks losing some of its old base
without gaining a stable new one
(A Heath, R Jowell and J Curtice,
Labour’s last chance? The 1992
Election and Beyond).

That Blair will become Labour
leader seems certain. Whether he
becomes prime minister, now widely
assumed as inevitable by Labour
activists and many pundits, remains
more doubtful, despite the favourable
results for Labour in the Euro-elections.
His prospects depend far more on
what happens in the crisis-stricken
Conservative Party than on any
developments in Labour. And if
Labour’s man with no policies did
manage to scramble into office over
the dead body of his Tory equivalent,
what difference would it make to
the rest of us? One thing is certain;
no party led by Blair or any of the
other contenders will ever fulfil his
promise to bring full employment
in capitalist Britain. ®
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Management’s

flexible friend

Proposals for more flexibility in the workplace
only bend in one direction, says Phil Murphy

. obs row fires life into
°  Furo campaign’ was the

1 Independent’s frontpage
headline on the eve of the June
European elections. Hardly, unless
your view of life has become sadly
degraded. However, we did have the
unedifying spectacle of the three
main parties squabbling over whose
economic policies were being endorsed
by the Jobs Study document from
the Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development
(OECD). But what were they
fighting over?

The OECD report was in tune

with the current fad of focusing
on the issue of mass unemployment
(See ‘Unemployment fall-out’,
Living Marxism, June 1994).
The report outlined policies which
the authors believe can do something
to reduce the ranks of the 35m officially
unemployed in the world’s 25 leading
industrialised countries. The key
theme of its 60 recommendations
was the need to increase labour
market flexibility. This same point
has dominated just about every
international economic gathering
over the past couple of years.
It was the centrepiece of the
British government’s white paper
on competitiveness published in May.
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Structurally workshy

The OECD view confirms the
contemporary consensus that

the problem of unemployment is
‘structural’, and not to do with the
recession. This conveniently serves
to put some distance between the
global economic slump, of which
unemployment is a symptom, and
the day-to-day operations of the
capitalist market. The report instead
insists that ‘the single most important
cause of rising unemployment, as well
as a growing incidence of low-wage
jobs, is a growing gap between the
need for OECD economies to adapt
and innovate and their capacity and
even will to do so’. At first sight this
might look like a welcome attack on
inertia and conservatism, and a call
for innovation, adaptability and change.
But who exactly is being asked

to change?
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The report may be written for
governments but its recommendations
are about changing life for us, whether
in work or out of work. The starting
point for the OECD is that today’s
employment problems began in the
infamous 1960s, when the living
standards of working people apparently
began to rise too fast. From then on,
it seems we were on the slippery
slope: too many rigidities in the
labour market, too much easy public
sector employment, and too many
disincentives to accept low-paid work.

Bending over backwards

Following on from this diagnosis, the
‘structural’ solutions which the OECD
experts propose are primarily to do
with restructuring the labour market—
that is, strengthening the hand of
the employers. The emphasis is on
flexibility, and the unerring trend of
the recommendations is that we have
to be the flexible ones in order that they
might more easily enhance their profits.
There is never any suggestion of
‘flexibly’ increasing our pay or
“flexibly’ reducing our workload.

Here are just some of the OECD
recommendations:

@ ‘Increase’ flexibility of working
time: that means more low-paid
part-time jobs, and fewer laws which
can ‘impede flexible arrangements’—
ie, get rid of what limited legal
protection we do have at work. The
Tories’ proposal to cut health-and-safety
regulations is one such measure.

@ ‘Increase’ wage and labour cost
flexibility. This always means bending
wages in a downwards direction. They
also want to make collective bargaining
agreements more flexible, to give
employers a chance to renegotiate
terms in times of difficulty—that is,
give them the right to tear up wage
deals and pay us less.

@ ‘Reform’ unemployment and related
benefit systems. Welfare is supposedly
a disincentive to work, so they want to
cut the dole and other benefits to force
people to take lower paid employment
(an ingenious solution to the problem
of ‘low-wage jobs’).

® ‘Reform’ employment security
provisions. That means making it easier
to impose redundancies (an especially
helpful measure to cut ‘rising
unemployment”).

All of the main proposals centre on the
supposed deficiencies of the workforce.
We are being made the fall-guys for the
failures of the market economy. If the
OECD is really interested in the lack
of innovation, why not focus on the
desperate need for heavy investment in
new technology? But capitalists cannot
and will not make those investments
today, because their profitability is

too low. So they are trying to

blame our inflexibility instead.

The OECD proposals for training
and education programmes, which the
British Labour Party is always keen to
emphasise, complement the focus upon
the weaknesses and deficiencies of
the workforce. Here the problem
of unemployment is not due to the
market’s failure to provide us with
enough decent jobs, it is our fault for
not being educated, trained or skilled
enough. The call for more training
schemes is really a call for more
substitutes for proper employment, not
preparation for it. Anyone who’s been
on a government training scheme
knows what a waste of time they are.
In reality most skill is developed on the
job, not away from it. So the problem
is having a job in the first place to reap
the opportunity to become skilled.



You would

need to be the
fastest milkman
in the West to
keep up with

a franchised-out
round

But reports such as the OECD’s are
about more than allocating blame; they
are practical prescriptions for making
us bear the costs of capitalist survival,
In Britain and America, many of the
ideas on flexibility are already in
operation. The British government’s
recent white paper on improving the
competitiveness of industry was in
the same mould. It argued that people,
and young people in particular, are not
trained and skilled enough; and that
those in jobs are not flexible enough.

Over the past 15 years of labour
market deregulation we have seen
more not less unemployment, and
worse not better jobs. These measures
have facilitated the loss of three million
full-time jobs over that time; today’s
proposals for even more flexibility
offer many young, even qualified
people little better than the prospect
of part-time shiftwork in
a fast-food outlet.

Only a decade ago expectations
were very different. The talk then was
of a prosperous post-industrial society.
Driven by rapid technological change
and the shift from manufacturing
to service-based employment, new
patterns of working and living were on
the horizon. Higher productivity and
information-based technology held
out the promise of less work, more
leisure-time and a better life. In the
words of British management guru
Charles Handy we were moving from
a 47-hours-a-week, 47-weeks-a-year,
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47-year working lifetime to a 35-hour,
42-week, 35-year alternative.

All of this was supposed to be
realised through the switch to more
flexible working patterns. Everybody
would benefit from multi-skilling and
more cooperative ‘teamwork systems’.
The shift to “non-standard’ employment
—part-time work, temporary work,
self-employment, homeworking—
would be a boon to us all. We would
have a greater choice in our lives, and
employers would reap the advantages
of a less rigid, more flexible workforce
to meet the exigencies of a fluid
market demand.

The reality has been very
different. The working week has been
lengthening for the first time in over
100 years. After 15 years of more
deregulation and labour market changes
than in most other countries, Britain
remains the low-wage, low-investment,
low-productivity capital of the West.
Part-time work means less employment
protection and lower hourly wages;
temporary work means an easier way
of sacking staff with no redundancy
payments; self-employment means
a disguised form of contracted wage
labour and an average extra 10 hours
on the working week; homeworking
means lower wages, paying your
own overheads, and never getting
away from work.

As a typical instance of who benefits
from deregulation and flexibility, take
the franchising-out of milk deliveries

(see J O’Connell Davidson,

‘What do franchisers do? Control and
commercialisation in milk distribution’,
Work, Employment and Society, March
1994). Presented as the opportunity
for milk men to be their own bosses
and improve living standards, it has
been a big hit...with the dairies.
Replacing direct employees with
self-employed franchisees allows

the employers to:

@ charge the worker thousands of
pounds for the privilege of doing the
milk round and giving the dairy a hefty
percentage per pint delivered—some
charge for training too;

@ save national insurance and pension
contributions;

@ avoid responsibility for holiday or
sickness benefits; indeed, if the worker
is sick or hasn’t arranged cover for his
(unpaid) holiday, the dairy will charge
him for relief workers;

@ put the onus for collecting customer
debts entirely on to the worker;

@ rcceive a compensation payment
from the worker if the amount of milk
delivered declines over the contract
period—as has been the trend recently;

@ receive hire charges from the
worker for the use of the milk float
and depot space;

@ benefit from a drop in absenteeism
and sickness as milkmen are compelled
to work harder in order to survive.

In exchange for these ‘opportunities’,
milk men have had to work longer and
earlier hours in worse conditions,
sometimes rope in their families

to help, and have no entitlement to
sickness or holiday pay, redundancy
or retirement benefits. Nice deal!

Less isn't more

Flexibility in practice means

greater management power and
intensified work. The universal theme
is cost-cutting, primarily by driving
down the wages bill. This might mean
using sub-contractors, homeworkers,
temporary staff or part-timers—and
usually some combination of them all.
And what does the government, with
OECD endorsement, promise us as

a future reward for the sacrifices we
are making today? More flexibility
“The objective of labour flexibility”,
secretary of state Michael Forsyth
told the commons on 29 March “is»
support economic growtl
and reduce unemploy
experience of t
is like saying
you smoke =1
able to un L]
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takes a critical look at today’s conventional

wistdom on social, moral and sexual issues
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These days, family planning projects in the
third world are presented in feminist-speak.
But, says Amanda Macintosh, the message
is still ‘the fewer black babies, the better’

Family planning or
population control?

Descriptions of Cairo often depict
a hot, dusty city bursting at the seams
with dark-skinned, dangerous Arabs.
In September, Cairo’s numbers will be
further swelled by the delegates to the
International Conference on Population
and Development (ICPD "94). Hundreds
of family planners, population experts,
government officials and charities from
around the world will gather to debate
the latest ideas on population. For those
delegates who believe there are already
too many people in the world, ICPD
’94 in Cairo will be the living, breathing
and slowly suffocating proof of the
problem.

The Cairo conference will be
a platform for population experts who
believe that the world’s problems can
be explained by looking at numbers.
In their eyes, the poverty and hunger
that is endemic throughout the third
world occurs because there are too many
people trying to get a share of limited
resources. Rather than scrutinising the
limits of the economic system that
causes poverty and food shortages, and
trying to increase the resources available
for distribution, those attending
ICPD 94 will look for ways to stop
population growth. The delegates, world
leaders, officials from government and
non-governmental organisations are also
nervous about population movement.
They fear that hard-pressed people
from ‘over there’ will try to migrate
en masse over here, tempted by the
better standards of living.

Professor John Guillebaud,
Britain’s first Professor of Family
Planning, addressed the issue bluntly at
his recent inaugural ceremony. Speaking
to a large audience of family planning
professionals, he motivated the need
to fund and develop family planning
projects abroad, and warned of the
dangers of population growth in Africa:

‘No wall will be high enough as peopls
see the enticements of the consumer
society and vote with their feet. No wa
will be high enough to keep the hordes
out.” Professor Guillebaud could be
blunt because he was speaking to people
who probably already agree with him.
For those outside the population club,
especially uncooperative African

or Asian governments, family planning
projects designed to curb third world
populations have to be presented in

a different way.

Although the entire agenda of the
Cairo conference is about keeping down
the numbers of third world people and
teaching them to exist within the
resources currently available, much
of the language of the conference will
be about ‘enabling women in developing
countries to exercise their reproductive
choices’.

These days, population

control has to be delicately packaged.
The authorities in the West recognise
that third world governments do not
necessarily share the assumption that
numbers of people are the cause of
their problems. They also have different
views on the appropriate number

of children each family should have.

In the past, Western-funded projects
have been accused of coercing people
into sterilisation and abortion, making
local people unwilling to come forward.
Not surprisingly, many third world
governments have been actively
resistant to such intrusive intervention
into their societies. Delegates to

ICPD ’94 will be very sensitive

to this problem.

Today’s public discussions on
family planning come in a coded form,
cloaking their arguments in liberalism.
Family planning is dressed up as a w=
of safeguarding people’s health in



third world. Family planning projects
abroad are motivated as a means to
improve standards of healthcare,

to educate women about sexual health
and to give women as much control over
their lives as possible. Those who doubt
that Western agencies’ motives are that
cynical should take a look at a document
called ‘Maternal education and the
vicious cycle of high fertility

and malnutrition’, issued by the

World Bank in 1988. ‘“The progressive
integration of programmes in health,
nutrition and family planning’, it
explains, ‘has partly been a response

to the failure (and the political
costliness) of past attempts to run
population programmes separately’.

Simply scratch the surface of today’s
feminist-speak arguments for family
planning in the third world, and straight
away the old motivation of population
control begins to reappear.

Health projects, we are told, now
concentrate on the area of reproductive
and maternal health and contraception
services, because it is the most effective
way to save the lives of third world
women. It is estimated that every year
half a million women die from causes
associated with childbearing. Unsafe
abortion is a frequent killer. In Burundi
the chances of a woman dying as
a result of pregnancy are about one in
18, in stark contrast to the one in 10 000
fatalities that arise from pregnancies
in Britain,

Each of these deaths is, of course,

a tragedy, but it is interesting that the
proposed solution in Burundi is so
different to the one put forward over
here. If a woman dies during childbirth
in the UK, the call goes out for
improved maternity care, better
hospitals and more midwives and
doctors. When the same thing happens
in Burundi, however, the demand from
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Western agencies is for ways to prevent
women becoming pregnant in the first
place. Doubtless if fewer Burundi
women get pregnant, fewer will die. But
fewer pregnant women would die if the
conditions in which they gave birth were
improved. Many pregnant women are
seriously undernourished and
subsequently too weak to fight against
complications or infections. Obstetric
procedures routinely carried out in
Western hospitals simply do not exist for
most women in Burundi. Surely there

is a simple argument for international
resources to be put into maternity
hospitals where women could give

birth in sanitary conditions with

trained medical assistance. But this is

an argument that is seldom made, except
perhaps by the Vatican which has its
own agenda.

In any case, it is important to keep
the discussion about the maternal death
toll in perspective. Childbearing may be
one of the most publicised killers in the
third world, but it is not the biggest.

Each year 17.5m people die
as a result of infectious and parasitic
diseases, most of which can be cured by
modern medicine. Cholera and influenza
are major killers, but there are no
international summits to combat these
problems, If life-saving were the prime
motivation, the money which currently
goes into family planning would be
spent on finding new ways to prevent
infectious diseases. The fact is that
Western-financed projects concentrate
on providing better healthcare in the
specific arena of reproductive health
simply in order to persuade more people
in the third world to use contraception.
The individual lives that are saved are
incidental to the real agenda, which
is to reduce the number of people.

In fact, reckless disregard for the

lives of third world women is evident
even in many of the family planning
policies themselves. In the UK much

is made of the need for family planning
advice to be given by qualified
professionals. Many methods are

only available from doctors, and
organisations like the Family Planning
Association often protest that even GPs
are not up to the job. Standards are
different for third world projects.

Population Concern, a British
charity dedicated to raising funds for
third world population programmes,
recently launched a campaign to raise
money for family planning in Tanzania.
The appeal leaflet explained how
Population Concern would use the
money on short-term training projects
so that Tanzanian women could learn
how to provide each other with
contraception services. Imagine the
uproar if they launched a similar appeal
in Britain. We would not accept that
three weeks of training is sufficient
to allow anyone to begin dispensing
contraceptives, any more than we would
be happy about those people being our
friends and neighbours. If it’s not good
enough for us, why should it be good
enough for Tanzanian women?

Third world women have
long protested about family planning
programmes being used to ‘test’
contraceptives, to ensure they were
safe before use in the West. The first
contraceptive pills, the Depo Provera
injections and the Norplant rods are
known to be safe for Western women
because thousands of third world
women tested them out for us.
Linda Grant’s recent book Sexing the
Millennium explains how the Pill was
developed and funded by people who
wanted to solve the population ‘crisis’,
and tested on Puerto Rican women p
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who were not properly informed about
what they were taking. These women
were thought of as ‘a “cage” of
ovulating females to experiment with’.
Another misleading argument used
to motivate family planning projects
is that access to contraception allows
women to make real reproductive
choices. It is claimed that women
will be able to decide when to become
pregnant, or how many children to
have, or not to become pregnant at all.
In reality, decisions about family
size are affected by far more than the
availability of contraception. Even if
women are supplied with the means to
limit their families, they will be unable
to exercise their choice to have fewer
children if they live in a society where
their future welfare is dependent on the

support given by a large family network.

In societies where there is no old-age
pension or reliable healthcare, your
future depends on sons and grandsons.
In these circumstances the desire to bear
fewer children is likely to be overridden
by the need to safeguard the future. The
only way to provide real ‘reproductive
choice’ is to give people the means to
organise their lives independently of the
need for family support. But Western
agencies seem unconcerned about

financing women’s reproductive choice
in this broader sense, by raising their
living standards to a decent level.

The argument that the provision
of family planning projects is a means
to extend to third world women
the reproductive choice enjoyed by
Western women is false in another
way too. In recent years, for women

Women can ‘choose’ to have
fewer children, but not more

in Western countries the concept of
reproductive choice has expanded to
include access to infertility services to
assist those who wish to have children
but are unable to produce them. Because
of their dependence on the family, the
enhanced status that goes with
motherhood, and the stigma of sterility,
it is arguable that women from third
world countries might be particularly

motivated to choose infertility treatment
if it were available. But it isn’t, and it
isn’t likely to be. Those who fund and
administer family planning projects are
only interested in allowing women to
‘choose’ to have fewer children,
not more.
The feminist language of health,
choice, rights and education is simply
a cover to win wider support for
population control. If people are
involved in family planning projects
in the third world for genuinely altruistic
reasons then the best that we can say is
that their hearts are in the right place.
Unfortunately, what they are doing will
not help to bring any positive change.
Every penny spent on family
planning for the third world carries
the message that more black children
is bad and fewer black children is good.
Family planning projects can only force
third world people to make decisions
about their personal lives according to
an agenda set by Western governments
and agencies. That amounts to
colonial-style interference, even if it
is couched in the language of women’s
rights. The notion that family planning
in the third world is a benevolent
exercise is a dangerously persuasive
myth of our time. L3

The magazine where reds and greens meet
Dennis Potter calls his cancer Rupert because: “There is no one person more responsi-
ble for the pollution of what was already a fairly polluted press. And the pollution of the
press is an important part of the pollution of British political life.”

Red Pepper is a healthy cell in the body politic. A magazine which: refuses to conform
to money grabbing individualism; assumes its readers have brains; looks at the real facts without fear; is
owned by its readers and staff; lifts the spirits and refreshes the imagination; challenges cultural complacency;
and gives voice to the growing opposition to a political system paralysed by corruption and lack of vision.

Politics and culture with hope, humour and style... Red Pepper

OUT NOW !

Our writers and supporters include: 'Tany- Benn MP, Billy

Bragg, Victoria Brittain, Louise Christian, Julie Christie, Noam Chomsky,

Caryl Churchill, Tony Cook, Charlotte Cornwell, Jeremy Corbyn MP, Larry Elliott, Diane Elson, Mark Fisher MP, Glyn Ford MEP,
~ Maureen Foster, Stanley Forman, Fruitbat of Carter USM, Carlos Fuentes, Paul Gosling, Trevor Griffiths, David Hare, Michael
Hindley MEP, Pete Jenner, Rana Kabbani, Helena Kennedy QC, Bruce Kent, Andy Kershaw, Jean Lambert, Colin Lindsay, Ken
Loach, Mike Mansfield QC, Gabriell Garcia Marquez, Jacquetta May, Ralph Miliband, Ursula Owen, John Palmer, John Pilger,
‘Harold Pinter, Ruth Rendell, Yvonne Roberts, Tom Robinson, Sheila Rowbotham, Prunella Scales, Anthony Scrivener QC, Dick
‘Scroop, Jeremy Seabrook, Denise Searle, Margaret Sharkey, Sting, Sue Townsend, Hilary Wainwright, Timothy West. |

———--——----l—-—--—-——-———-——-—-———-—l-——--—--—-—-n—----—-

SUBSCRIBE NOW! SPECIAL OPENING OFFER: SAVE £10

Use this form and we'll send you a one year subscription to Red Pepper for £20 (usual price £30). Concessions: (students, senior citizens

and those on benefit — UK only with documentary evidence) £15. Europe: £35. Rest of the world: £40.
Name (ref:94F1LIMB1) ___ _ Address

I enclose a cheque / postal order for: _

e e e e e e

PLEASE RETURN TO: RED PEPPER, 3 Gunthorpe Street, LONDON E1 7RP. Tel: 071 247 1702
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TOBY BANKS

German we found. who said he spoke for all of them told -Day had the useful side-effect of dlstractmg attention from
that it was “the last hurrah of a fading power” ", growled the embarrassment of the Mull of Kintyre helicopter crash,
ler through gemly eri teeth on BBCI. As Garry. which we are told wiped out the ‘First XI’ of ‘IRA hunters’ (and there
appmvmglv in the Sun, ike the 3 - wasme tbink'mg they were peaoekeepers) Not that I‘m suggesting that -
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| sionist painting, completed in a matter of

July 1994

Damien
Hirst

James Heartfield puts the case
for a dead sheep

LIVING MARXISM

ot that Damien Hirst needs any
defending by me or anyone
else—he's just sold a sheep
suspended in formaldehyde for
£25 000. Hirst's dead sheep has
provoked a chorus of tutting at
. the profligacy and pointlessness
i .~ of the art market, as the army of
people who don't know about art but
know what they like, sound off. One letter
in the Times from a highland sheep
farmer in dire straits offered cut-price
dead sheep at £12 500 each. One artist
one-upped Hirst by tipping black ink into
the sheep's glass case and renaming it
‘Black Sheep’. For his troubles he was
arrested, but the sheep has now been
returned to its original off-whiteness.

T T ——

el

Hirst's sheep seems to be proof of
Kurt Vonnegut's proposition that the art
market is a conspiracy between the
artists and the rich to make poor people
feel stupid. It ranks alongside Carl
Andre's bricks—a pile of fire bricks
bought by the Tate Gallery for thousands
in the seventies. Then, too, the chorus
demanded ‘What's all that about, then?’,
before adding 'Any fool could do that!’.

But the truth is that it takes a special
kind of fool to sell fire-bricks to the Tate
or hawk pickled sheep in the Serpentine
Gallery: it takes an artist. More than
100 years ago Walter Sickert sued the
critic John Ruskin who said of his impres-

hours, that he had thrown a jar of colour
into the face of the public. Sickert’s case
was that the painting might have taken
hours rather than days or manths, but it
was the product of years of training.
He won.

The Scottish sheep farmer thinks she
can undercut Damien Hirst by selling
dead sheep half-price. But the price of
a dead sheep is £45 at my butcher's
not £12 500. And if Highland landowners
cannot compete in the meat market they
have no business bleating to us, not after
they cleared the crofters off their estates
to make way for their uneconomic sheep.
In any case, Hirst's buyer is not buying
a dead sheep any more than the Tate

| Gallery was buying fire bricks. What was
on sale was an original Damien Hirst, |

not a gamey old sheep that has been
stinking out some moor for the last two
weeks.

Hirst's sheep has been soaking up the
formaldehyde in the great vat of animal
parts that spews out from his studio.
These include a fully-grown shark, simi-
larly preserved and suspended in a tank
of fluid, as if caught in motion; and
Mother and Child—cow with calf, this
time cut in half down the middle so you
can see their innards and walk between
their dismembered parts as they stand
motionless in four glass cases.

As Vonnegut says, some art is a
private joke between dealers, buyers and
artists. Throughout the eighties, Joseph

Beuys exhibited great quantities of lard
and felt. Unless you were aware that
Beuys had been shot down over Siberia
while serving in the Luftwaffe, and then

| saved by nomadic herdsmen who

packed his frozen body in felt and lard,
you would never guess the significance
that this stuff had for him. If you knew the
story, you could share in his attempts to
recreate the experience of coming back
from the brink. If you didn't, you were just
another pleb who thought it was a load of
old lard and felt.

But Hirst's joke is far from private.
His dead sheep is everyone's property.
The image belongs to us all, though the
work does not. Cartoonists across the
country immediately made the connec-
tions between a sheep immobilised in
fluid and the prime minister, in an echo of
Denis Healey's quip that being attacked
by Geoffrey Howe was like being |




savaged by a dead sheep. The real
measure of the sheep's success—after
its price tag—is that like Carl Andre’s
bricks it has become a point of reference,
featuring in the news and editorial pages
of most newspapers. This dead sheep
savaged us all.

Why are people surprised at the
price of an original Damien Hirst? They
are not surprised at the price of a piece
of canvas decorated by Leonardo da
Vinci—even though canvas and colours
combined can only have cost a few baob.
Art has to be expensive otherwise
nobody would ever engage in this unre-
warding and precarious career. It's a bit
ke that scene in the Treasure of the
Sierra  Madre, when the old-timer
sxplains to his fellow gold-diggers that
the man who strikes lucky will gain by the
=forts of all the other poor suckers who

Damien Hirst in
a pastoral mood
at the Serpentine

dig in vain. The bad artists are the ones
that make the good artists expensive.
The extra the collector pays for is their
unsuccessful labours (and a number of
them seemed to be on show at the Ser-
pentine alongside Hirst).

Of course there is always someone
who misses the point and thinks that it's
just a dead sheep in a glass case.
Perhaps someone who thinks that some
of the notoriety will rub off if he tips some
black ink in to stain the sheep. But
nobody ever remembers these martyrs to
philistinism. A few years ago the excel-
lent sculptor David Mach built a U-boat
out of old tyres on the South Bank, to the
usual uproar. One unfortunate was so
overcome with hatred for the tyres that he
snuck up one night with a can of paraffin
and set light to the rubber, only to be
overcome by fumes and fall to his death
in the flames he himself had ignited.

It's sad, but you have to laugh at such
a wilfully ignominious end.

Militant philistines, like the gang of tra-
ditionalist hecklers who hissed the open-
ing performance of Harrison Birtwistle's
latest opera, only end up advertising
their target. Nobody is interested in the
hecklers’ leader, a conservative musician
of little note, any more than they are inter-
ested in the other work of the sheep
stainer, or the opinions of the man who
burned himself to death amid David
Mach'’s tyres.

Meanwhile, Hirst's dead sheep floats |

gracefully in its case, caught mid-
gambol. Guaranteed against rot for
a hundred years, it shows the futility of
catching an image, by taking all the life
out of it. It hasn't the drama of Hirst's
floating Shark, or the ghoulishness of
the Mother and Child. More pastoral,
really. @
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guilt trip
ethics girl

Helen West objects to adverts
using moral blackmail
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zised as a Catholic, I'm an auth-

ority on guilttripping. I've also

- had more than my fair share of it,

" which is why | cannot stand the
new drift in advertising.

Today's ad agencies are pitch-

ing a set of moral values at me.

ters into buying their client's product.
If | don't buy it, | must be a heartless
bastard.

Well I'm definitely not sold on the idea.
| think it's just another image-building
gimmick. A couple of years ago it was
Green consumerism, now it's human
rights and ethnic cultures. This girl isn't
heartless, but she isn't stupid either.

‘Then make sure your money isn't
backing them.’ The new campaign from
the Co-op invites you to put your money
in a bank which doesn’t do business with
oppressive regimes. The Co-operative
Bank also boycotts companies who
needlessly damage the environment or
are involved in animal experiments for
cosmetic purposes, as well as organisa-
tions connected with blood sports, and
companies using exploitative factory
farming methods.

Note the judicious use of the word
‘needlessly’. The advert's portrayal of

| ‘oppressive regimes' consists of a photo-

graph of a baton-wielding riot cop which
could have been taken at Orgreave,
Trafalgar Square or any Saturday night
rave banned under the forthcoming
Criminal Justice Act. When British police
are ‘oppressive’, presumably they are not
doing it ‘needlessly’.

The Co-op campaign highlights the
bank’s ethical policy launched in 1992.
Not that the Co-op has jumped on the PC
bandwagon. The ethical policy ‘was sim-
ply following our traditional outiook and
values established over 100 years ago'.
So the Co-op Bank was already estab-
lished during the scramble for Africa
a century ago. If | look in the archives
| can expect to find adverts saying ‘Don't
invest in colonial repression’. | think not.

Turn-of-the-century missionary soci-
eties used to invite the middle classes to
sponsor little black children. If you have
a yeamning for those good old days,
you can achieve a warm moral glow
with Cafedirect: ‘You discover excellent
coffee, they discover school.” Drink
enough to give yourself caffeine poison-
ing, and somebody somewhere will be
handed a free pencil.

Anita Roddick's endorsement of
American Express makes my flesh crawl.
It goes along the lines of: I'm a caring
business person who respects cultural
differences, -and | carry an American
Express card. Never have the words
‘plastic’ and 'Green’ seemed so closely

| linked. | wonder how many Body Shop

employees are respected enough to
qualify for American Express. Or is the
contrast between rich and poor just
another example of cultural difference?

In the USA, the Working Assets Long
Distance network says ‘Be responsible,
talk on the phone. Every time you call, we
give one per cent of your charges (at no
cost to you) to groups like Amnesty Inter-
national, Planned Parenthood and |
Greenpeace’. Over here we have British
Telecom's ‘It's good to talk’ campaign.
Bob Hoskins tells us ‘it's kinder, innit?".
Yeah, Bob, it's kinder to BT if we don't
switch to Mercury. 'We care’ echoes
British Gas, and don’t we know it? It's
because they care that they're laughing

| all the way to the Co-op.

But it's no laughing matter because
we're not allowed to laugh. On 12 May
1994 cigarette companies were told by
the government to cut out the gags.
This followed the ban imposed by the
Advertising Standards Association on
a campaign promoting Regal cigarettes.
The campaign was to have been shown
up north, and featured a comic character
called Reg. It was feared that hordes of
youngsters would see the ad and decide |
‘| too want to be an old, bald, Northern
codger called Reg, stunt my growth and
die of lung cancer’. At this point they
would give up playing team sports and
disappear behind the bikesheds.

Besides cutting out all the funnies, the
new code of practice means that adverts
for cigarettes can no longer be sited
within 200 metres of a school entrance.
| assume this measure is meant to bene-
fit pupils who live less than 200 metres
away from school, and who never go
anywhere else. In addition, the health
warnings on cigarette packets are to be
increased in size. Soon we'll be going
into shops and asking for ‘a packet of
Premature Births, please’.

You can already go into shops and ask
for ‘20 Death’. But | was disappointed to
hear that the Enlightened Tobacco Com-
pany, manufacturers of Death cigarettes,
make a point of donating 10 per cent of
pre-tax profits to cancer research chari-
ties (anti-vivisection, of course). I'd be
happier if they invested in Bupa on behalf
of smokers, because let's face it, there's
no guarantee we'll get treatment on
the NHS.

We're not allowed to choke and
chuckle, but you can ftitter at tits—
if youre a woman that is. Although 27
viewers (that many) complained to the
Independent  Television ~Commission
about the busty advert for Gossard's
Ultrabra, the ad escaped a ban when its
makers presented market research
showing that the majority of women in the
target audience were more likely to find it
humorous than offensive. Agency bosses
also claimed that the public expects to
see the effect of ‘performance’ lingerie.
So, as well as being humorous, the heav-
ing cleavage was brought to you in the
interests of consumer choice. Onwards,
| say, to the crotch shot in tampon
commercials. But only for the sake of
public information and moral uplift. [ ]
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Alec Campbell flags up the failings of Brit-pop

Blurred vision

i

¢ 0 their credit, Blur want to be
different. Parklife, their third
album, is proof enough that
they're on a different track. A crop
of sharp-edged songs, jaunty but
wry, make it an enjoyable ride.
But where's it heading, and have
we been there before?

Imagine a cocktail of The Small Faces
(Lazy Sunday Afternoon’), The Kinks
(‘Sunny Afternoon’), XTC for quirkiness,
Robert Wyatt for plaintiveness, and
a touch of Carry On-camp: shake 'em all
up and the result would be something
like Blur.

Derivative, yes. Revivalist, no. The art
of pop music, as Nick Lowe once said, is
knowing what to steal. He could have
gone on to say that, once you've stolen
what you need, the trick is to put it
together in unforeseen combinations.
That's how you get new wine out of old
bottles. And the sound of Blur is nothing
if not intoxicating.

it

i

i
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If only they'd left it at that. But Blur have
set themselves up as leaders of the pack
known as ‘Brit-pop’, which also includes
Pulp, new entry Gene (named after the
flip-side of ‘This Charming Man"), and
honourary members Suede. The self-
proclaimed mission of Brit-pop is to save
us from all things American.

‘America is so violent in the way it
exports itself, says 26-year-old Bilur
frontman Damon Albarn. ‘I get physically
il when | go there.' Instead of the
frustrated anger and neurosis of the
American slacker, Blur insist that pop
music should be about ‘good haircuts,
your mates, sex, smoking, drinking and
looking good'. | always thought it was
about all those things and anger and
Neurosis.

Blur's idea of ‘looking good’ is based
on the gawkiest dancers in the archive
footage of Ready Steady Go. They like to
think they're at home in down-to-earth
places like Walthamstow dog track. But

| they dare not go there on Saturday

nights, when their affected appearance
and artschool demeanour draw the mirth
of local kids, and stronger reactions from
elder siblings. Never mind. Art student
Pete Townshend was copying working
class mannerisms 30 years ago, and
getting them wrong. But it didn’t stop him
writing some of the best pop songs ever.

The pop musicians of Townshend's
generation were unlike Blur in one impor-
tant respect: they loved America

as much as Blur seem to hate it ‘
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The burning desire for American clothes,
American records and American dance-
steps, was the impetus behind the birth
of British pop. The desire for all things
American was partly derived from a
yearning to get away from fuddy-duddy
Britain: the Light programme, Billy Cotton,
brass bands and Harold Macmillan.

In the sixties, every swinger in Londaon
was trying to break the boundaries of
stale Old Blighty. But Blur regard the pop
culture of this period as the epitome of
self-contained Britishness, and they are
holding it up as a shield against the inva-
sion of slacker culture, the insidious can-
cer of out-of-town shopping malls and
theme restaurants, and the increasing
incidence of American voiceovers on
British adverts.

The siege-mentality exhibited by Blur
would have been totally alien to the

sixties Mods they claim to be descended
from. When Damon Albarn insists on the
importance of ‘community...we all need
to fit in, to belong somewhere', he echoes
the crusty left-wing intellectuals of the
fiftes and sixties who celebrated
traditional communities and objected
to new-fangled Americanisms such as
juke boxes and espresso bars.

Blur do a pretty good imitation of
sixties-style tongue-in-cheek, in fthe
manner of John Lennon or The Kinks’
Ray Davies. They are tongue in cheek
about the Union Jack, which is why
Albarn could appear on the front cover of
The Face against a Union Jack backdrop
(May 1994), while Morrissey got info 2
sorts of trouble when he wrapped himse¥
up in red, white and blue.

Blur 'take the piss’ out of sixties styls

but they also adhere to it as the bes
there is. Their double-take on the Unior
Jack is in the same vein. They share wr

smiles about being British, while sug-
gesting that the British capacity for ger-
tle self-derision is the mark of a supenor
culture. Blur can justifiably claim to have
made some superior pop music. But ther
capacity for future development is threat-
ened by their own narrow-mindedness. @

The

uteures

See them on the
Melody Maker stage
at Reading Festival
Friday 26th August

mow 9 'm a Gowgoy

The Acclaimed New Album

“A stunningly articulate second album which will
establish The Auteurs as mast precious con-
tenders for the crown jewels of British music
....The new album marks Haines' evolution as a
writer of the most scathing diatribes against
social pretention. ....Dry, sarcastic, clever. And,
as his records prove, quite brilliant".

Mojo

“Luke is perennially there, an outgrown urchin
in the comer, intent on being left out, forever
being dragged out of the kitchen at parties.
This time....he's the gunslinger....and there’s
going to be a High Noon for everyone, every
day, from now on. ‘The Upper Class' is the big
one, as Luke annihilates a strata of society
single-handedly...”  (8/10) NME

“Their second album finds them resplendent
and rocking out, with some of the most infec-
tious English tunes since the Kinks stared into
the Waterloo Sunset.” Elfe

As seen on “Later”
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REVIEW OF BOOKS

Alan Harding asks what's behind the reassessments of Winston Churchill’s career

A Churchillian hero?

Churchill, Clive Ponting, Sinclair Stevenson, £20 hbk

Whatever you make of the life and career of Winston
Churchill, he is a central figure in the history of Britain
and its Empire throughout the first half of the century.
His own military and political career put him at the heart
of things for much of this period. And if he was not there
when history was being made, as with the relief of Lady-
smith from the Boers in 1900, he wrote himself into it
afterwards for the benefit of posterity.

A junior officer who joined the last British cavalry
charge at Omdurman in 1896 and killed five unarmed
Sudanese with a Mauser firing dum-dum bullets; a highly
paid correspondent in the Boer War who escaped from
a prison camp using the plan of two fellow prisoners
whom he left behind; a leading member of Herbert
Asquith’s pre-First World War Liberal government who
found time at the office to supervise personally the Siege
of Sydney Street (a gun battle with East European radi-
cals in the East End of London) and to promote the forced
sterilisation of social undesirables; the main perpetrator
of the military disaster at Gallipoli in Turkey, where a
mostly Australian force were all but wiped out in the First
World War; a Colonial Office minister who urged the for-
mation of the Black and Tans as a terror gang in Ireland
and advocated gas warfare as ‘an effective and humane’
way to put down the natives; a Tory Chancellor of the
Exchequer whose return to the gold standard exposed
the growing subordination of the pound to the dollar
and Britain to the USA; a rabid right-wing propagandist
during the 1926 General Strike who pushed for draconian
anti-union measures in its aftermath; and finally, after
the years of marginalisation in the 1930s, the war leader
and then the arch exponent of the Cold War. Churchill
was by any standards a man of many parts and
some achievement.

It is not surprising that today, when the British ruling
class is sensitive to its international decline and its
domestic decay, there should be a renewed debate about
the man who epitomises Britain in the twentieth century.
Clive Ponting’s biography is only the latest in a spate of
reassessments of Churchill’s life, most notably John
Charmley’s Churchill: The End of Glory, published last

year. Amid the D-Day celebrations and other expressions
of British nostalgia, the re-examination of the past is just
as likely to become a reflection on ‘where we went
wrong’. Everyone has their own version of Churchill
according to their answer to that question.

The vitriolic attacks on Ponting’s book say more
about the battle lines already drawn than the violence
of his own arguments. Richard Gott of the Guardian
has fulminated against Ponting: ‘This is not a reassess-
ment, it is a character assassination—a hatchet job
designed to stir up controversy rather than a search for
some kind of approximate truth. It should neither have
been written nor published.” (Guardian, 4 May 1994)
One wonders whether Gott would be happy to supervise
the public burning of Ponting’s and other nefarious texts
which the Guardian editorial team judges unfit?

In fact, although useful, Ponting’s book is anodyne.
There is nothing here that you can’t find already on pub-
lic record. The major fault of the book is the lack of a uni-
fying theme or idea. John Charmley, himself a Churchill
historian, put this well in his review of Ponting in the
Times Literary Supplement:

‘What Ponting does not emphasise fully is the extent
to which Churchill remained a product of the Edwardian
era. It was not only his racial attitudes which were formed
then, but also his view of Germany, of the British Empire
and of British politics. Views which had been liberal in
Edward VII’s reign were conservative by the middle of
his son’s reign, by which time Churchill appeared to be
the political equivalent of the dinosaur.” (Times Literary
Supplement, 13 May 1994)

Churchill’s life is the story of how a member of the higher
reaches of the aristocracy railed against Britain’s declin- |
ing status. But, as Charmley explains in his own contri-
bution to the debate, Churchill did not get his way:

‘Churchill stood for the British Empire, for British
independence and for an anti-socialist vision of Britain.
By July 1945, the first of these was on the skids, the p
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second was dependent solely upon America, and the third
had just vanished in a Labour election victory.”

In order to examine the Churchill myth, we need to look
at him through three different lenses: the conventional
view of Churchill as saviour, the left’s image of Churchill
as anti-fascist, and the right-wing revisionist’s notion of
Churchill as the betrayer of Empire.

Churchill the saviour is Churchill’s view of himself.
Throughout his long career he felt destined to play
a determining role in the life of the nation. The reproduc-
tion taken from Churchill’s self-portrait is of a steadfast
statesman, a lone warning voice against dangers ahead,
finally to be vindicated as the worshipped war leader who
saved the nation in its hour of need.

In reality Churchill was regarded by the political class
to which he belonged as unscrupulous, unreliable and
an arrogant bully to boot. He was only included in the
governments of Lloyd George, Stanley Baldwin and
Neville Chamberlain because they thought it more of
a danger to have him outside the tent pissing in. Even
during the war itself, before the prospect of victory
mellowed the reaction, he was popular with neither the
Tory Party nor with the public. On his first appearance in
the House of Commons after replacing Chamberlain as
prime minister, he was greeted by polite applause while
the great Tory majority cheered Chamberlain to the
rafters. On his first wartime visit to the blitzed East End,
Churchill was roundly booed.

As for being a prophetic voice in the wilderness,
Churchill seemed to be following the Goebbels dictum
that the big lie is better. True, for most of the thirties
Churchill was in the wilderness. He was out of office and
marginal, regarded as an inveterate ‘dichard’ on Empire
matters. On his sporadic visits to the commons he spoke
only to oppose any measure whatsoever of self-govern-
ment for India, and to warn of the dangers of socialism.

Churchill’s retrospective
self-aggrandisement is a microcosm
of the way historians have tried to write
as if Britain were at the centre of the world
stage when it was already peripheral

While ‘the appeasers’ Baldwin and Chamberlain pursued
a policy of rearmament which ensured that British air-
craft production exceeded that of Germany in 1940,
Churchill opposed research on both radar and the
Spitfire—key components in the Battle of Britain victory
that year. On the other hand, Churchill did not oppose the
ceding of the Sudetenland to Germany, nor the dismem-
berment of Czechoslovakia. As with the government, it
was only the signing of the German-Soviet pact in the
carly summer of 1939 which made him realise that war
with Germany was inevitable and imminent.

Churchill’s retrospective self-aggrandisement is
a microcosm of the way historians have tried to write as
if Britain were at the centre of the world stage when it
was already peripheral. The cult of Churchill and his
decisive role in the war reflects the myth of plucky
Britain standing alone against the Nazi menace. Wartime
US president Franklin D Roosevelt was always loath to
spend time with Churchill whom he regarded as arrogant
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and unreliable. As the war progressed the US Supreme
Command paid less and less attention to British strategic
interests in general and to Churchill in particular.

Britain was a military irrelevance during much of the
war, Hitler carried through his long-term aim of attacking
the Soviets in June 1941, despite the fact that the British
were still undefeated, and nothing Britain did between
then and the reversal of the German advance at Stalingrad
made the difference between defeat and victory. To put
this in guantitative terms: Montgomery’s Eighth Army
faced two German divisions in North Africa while there
were 198 German divisions on the Russian front.

In order to preserve the left-wing
myth of the anti-fascist crusade, Richard
Gott ends up endorsing the whitewash
of Churchill’s Tory imperialism

There is a left-wing version of the establishment myth
which emphasises Churchill as the heroic leader in the
struggle against fascism. This is the point of view that
Richard Gott has rushed to defend against Clive Ponting,
and the right-wing historian Andrew Roberts.

“The reassessment of Churchill, it seems, is partly due
to a reassessment in the 1980s of the myth of the Second
World War’, says Gott: ‘For while one half of the nation
was then content to see Margaret Thatcher deck herself
out (inappropriately) in Churchillian garb, the other half
still liked to remember the last war as a radical left-wing,
anti-fascist cause—in which the national champion, by
some curious happenstance, was Churchill. So attacks on
him today are primarily an attack on that rather special
heritage.’

But the British ruling class in general and Churchill in
particular did not go to war to defeat the evil of fascism.
In February 1945 General Alexander commented to
Churchill that Britain was fighting ‘to secure liberty and
a decent existence for the peoples of Europe’. Churchill
replied: ‘Not a bit of it, we are fighting to secure the
proper respect for the British people.’ Churchill meant
his people, his class. His concern was Empire, race and
the institutions of the British establishment. His respect
for the popular choice did not extend to the Labour vic-
tory of 1945, when he denounced Labour as a ‘Gestapo’.

As for his anti-fascism, Churchill called Mussolini
the greatest Italian of the century and sought accommo-
dation with Italy to safeguard British interests in the
Mediterranean, to the point of supporting the Italian inva-
sion of Abyssinia.

For many in Britain, especially on the left, fighting
a war to defend the empire was not appealing. But they
could be persuaded to fight for the cause of defeating
Continental fascism. They ended up fighting beneath the
banners of anti-Nazism, when the British establishment
running the war effort was only interested in saving its
own skin. In his attempt to perpetuate the myth of the
anti-fascist war today, the liberal Gott rubber-stamps
the establishment view of Churchill. He concludes his
defensive polemic in the Guardian by quoting Martin
Gilbert, the establishment Churchill historian:

*As the years pass and the historical record is studied
without malice, Churchill’s actions and aims will be seen
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to have been humane and far-sighted. His patriotism, his
sense of fair play, his belief in democracy, and his hopes
for the human race, were matched by formidable powers
of work and thought, vision and foresight. His path was
often beset by controversy, disappointment and abuse,
but these never deflected him from his sense and his faith
in the British people.’

In order to preserve the left-wing myth of the anti-fascist
crusade, Gott ends up endorsing this whitewash of
Churchill’s Tory imperialism.

Much more refreshing are the right-wing revisionist
historians like John Charmley and Cameron Watt. Here
the self-interested strategy of the British ruling class is
discussed openly. As Charmley puts it in his review of
Ponting, the appeasement strategy of Baldwin and Cham-
berlain was rooted in the ‘precarious hold on being
| a Great Power’. This was a continuation of imperial
policy throughout the century—a policy predicated on
the reality of British decline. In the thirties this policy
took the form not of a struggle against fascism, but
of appeasement. Unlike the out-of-touch diehards, the
government recognised that it could not defend the status
quo on three fronts: the Mediterranean, the Atlantic and
the Pacific. The British imperialists therefore sought an
accommodation with their German counterparts, while
quietly preparing for the war to come.

The revisionists argue that appeasement was a neces-
sary, pragmatic response to the exigencies of British
power. It is a powerful argument from an imperialist
point of view. But it is corrupted by the ideological
baggage which they carry as apologists for the British
ruling class.

It was only in the shameful aftermath
of the Final Solution, Hitler’s realisation of
racial policy, that the British establishment

publicly distanced itself from the idea of
its own racial superiority

The revisionists go beyond the attempt to demonstrate the
pragmatism of appeasement, and come close to normalis-
ing fascism as an unexceptional political outlook. Hitler
and his regime was a potential enemy, they argue, but it
should have been possible for the British Empire to reach
a lasting deal with him. In these circumstances, the
Second World War could have been avoided, and the
decline of British influence in the American-dominated
postwar world could have been arrested.

By treating fascism as unexceptional, the revisionists
also seek to give new credence to the racial and national-
ist ideas which were once openly espoused by Churchill
. and the British ruling class. It was only in the shameful
aftermath of the Final Solution, Hitler’s realisation of
racial policy, that the British establishment publicly dis-
tanced itself from the idea of its own racial superiority.

There is of course a limit to how far such revisionism
can go in Britain, which accounts for the pained response
to such rewriting of the Second World War. The wartime
image of Britain as the doughty fighter for democracy
against tyranny is too important a part of national folklore
to permit too great a normalisation of fascism.

But the revisionists also make an important

methodological error. Just as the school of Churchill as
saviour attributes British success to his personality, so the
revisionists attribute British decline to Churchill alone.
They argue that his personal commitment to fighting the
war when a compromise peace was possible opened the
way to the loss of Empire, the subordination of Britain to
the USA and the hated collectivism of the postwar era.
The revisionist school has conveniently forgotten its

correct contention that Britain had become irrelevant to |

the military conduct of the war. If Britain had stood aside
in 1940 or early in 1941 the struggle for world hegemony
would still have taken place between the USA and
Germany. Britain would not have been able to defend the
empire. It would have been much more forcefully asset-
stripped by the Americans.

It made sense for America to keep Britain in the war
as a springboard for an invasion of Europe. And it made
sense for the British establishment to follow America’s
lead. For all the contempt the Americans felt for British
power, the association with the USA did give Britain
a disproportionate global position after the war, with
a seat on the UN Security Council to this day.

Churchill is an accidental figure in this process. He is
lauded today because, whatever the reality of British
weakness and decline back then, it wasn’t as bad as it is
now. In British ruling class circles the past is not only
a different country, but a better one.

So what are we to make of Churchill? He was a ruling
class snob of the worst kind who, Ponting reports, made
his valet turn the taps on and off when he was in the bath.

He was a racist, notwithstanding Richard Gott’s
incredible efforts to free him of this charge. Another
Churchill historian, Andrew Roberts, peppered a recent
Spectator article with examples of Churchill’s racist
attitudes. Of course, as Roberts says, this was by no
means exceptional for a member of the British elite:

‘For all his public pronouncements on the “Brother-
hood of Man™” he was an unrepentant white—not to say
Anglo-Saxon—supremacist. For such a zealous child of
the empire anything else would have been astonishing.
Part of the British Empire’s raison d’efre was its assump-
tion of racial superiority, even if, as with so much of that
“boyish tyranny”, this was usually expressed passively.’
(9 April 1994)

Roberts does not seek to criticise Churchill, but to use the
authority of Churchill to legitimise racism. Churchill
once again becomes the prophet in the wilderness.
Robert’s notes how the current Winston Churchill MP
was condemned for his call to defend ‘the British way of
life’ against immigrants last year. But, says Roberts, ‘his
grandfather would have been proud of him’.

Churchill was unremittingly hostile to the
working class. I recall that after Churchill’s death, in
1965, a national collection was taken in his name for
some worthy establishment cause. I still remember with
satisfaction the shock and outrage in the press when they
reported how little money had come in from South Wales.
The miners and their families had still not forgotten that
it was Churchill who sent troops in to break a strike in
Tonypandy in 1911. I can’t think of a better way of
remembering the man.
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On the last day of the football season, as thousands of
Manchester United fans gathered outside the ground to
celebrate a second successive championship, one huge
home-made banner caught the eye: ‘Cantona—Fils de
Dieu, Roi de Old Trafford.” Pardon his French, but you
get the message.

Five years ago this month, I wrote a book review
for Living Marxism about ‘the decline of my religion’,
Manchester United. It was a doom-laden little article,
bewailing the club’s 20-year slump and predicting that it
would never rise again. It proved a brilliantly prophetic
piece; in the five years since, United have won a major
trophy every season, and this year completed the
Championship-FA cup double for the first time.

There are various reasons for the renaissance, but the
final breakthrough came when Eric Cantona arrived from
Leeds in the autumn of 1992. To date Cantona has played
70 games for Manchester United. They have lost just
three. Last December, Old Trafford rang to a new carol:
‘On the first day of Christmas my true love sent to me/An
Eric Cantona/On the second day of Christmas my true
love sent to me/Two Cantonas and an Eric Cantona....”
They were still singing it in May; when he plays, it’s
Christmas every day.

Qui-est il, this, err, idiosyncratic individual whom my
mother-in-law believes was christened ‘Ooh-ahh’, the
only man to win consecutive championship medals with
different clubs and to be named Players’ Player of the
Year while suspended for violent play? ‘He's a nutter!”,
declared the Sun after Cantona was sent off twice in four
days in March. And far worse, he’s a French nutter.

The British media have mauled Cantona. They have
poked fun at his ‘Continental’ intellectual pretensions
(he is more likely to talk about feeling ‘spontaneous as an
artist’ than sick as a parrot). They have condemned the
dodgy “Gallic temperament’ for getting him into trouble
on both sides of the Channel for hitting opponents (and at
least one team-mate), and insulting managers and
officials. Funny, nobody ever suggested that the ‘genius’
Gazza’s sad antics were caused by the English national
character. Nor was the supposedly infamous French
tendency to ‘bottle it’ much in evidence when Eric the
Red bet Chelsea’s Dennis Wise £100 that he would score
from the penalty spot in the FA Cup final, and then
proceeded to do so twice.

In the face of the xenophobic ignorance of the
boo-boys from the press and the opposing terraces,
United fans fly the French tricolour, wear berets and sing
Cantona’s name to the tune of the Marseillaise; the
Beautiful Game, so often abused as a vehicle for nation-
alist poison, can sometimes be a universal language

~ (a point confirmed in May when Diego Maradona’s

second goal against England in the 1986 ‘Hand of God’
game won BBC2’s telephone poll for the Greatest Goal
Ever Scored). Of course, there are limits to the spirit of
brotherly love. Most United fans would be quite happy
to see Cantona carry on back-heeling the odd Leeds or
Liverpool player in the neck with one foot while back-
heeling the through passes for Ryan Giggs with the other.
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Even in the age of all-seater stadiums and executive
boxes, when middle class writers and TV producers
claim to have given the game ‘intellectual respectability’,
a true terrace idol has to have a bit of the dirty street-
fighter about him; that is why the Tottenham boys only
admired Goody-Two shoes Lineker, but the Arsenal lads
really love lan GrrrWright.

There were moments at Old Trafford last season
when I thought I really did love Eric Cantona. With the
help of the Herculean Mark Hughes, he scored some
great goals and did magic tricks. There was a moment
against Everton when he trapped the ball, turned and
volleyed it against a post, all done while floating with
both feet off the ground; there was another moment
against QPR when, standing on the halfway line with his
back to goal, he flicked the ball up and hit it over his head,
into the sliver of space where he knew Andrei Kanchel-
skis would be running, all of 40 yards away.

Unlike a lot of English players, Cantona looks better
on grass than he does on paper. My Story mixes his home-
spun philosophising (be true to yourself, cherish the inno-
cence of children, football is the greatest art, etczzzzz),
with his version of some of the more colourful episodes

in his career; why he called the French national manager |
a shitbag on TV, why he fell out with Leeds boss Howard |

Wilkinson, and so on. It is all done in strictly non-
footballer speak (it appears that Monsieur Cantona has
never been ‘gutted’, nor felt that ‘the lads done brilliant’),
and contains some strictly non-footballerish opinions.
For instance, Cantona thinks it outrageous that Maradona
was witch-hunted for imbibing certain substances: “The
important distinction is that he did not take cocaine to be
the best player on the field. His private life does not con-
cern me.” Surely there’s a ‘Cantona tells kids “coke’s
OK”!" headline in that for the Wapping hacks?

Ot va-t-il? Cantona now has a big international price
tag and captains the French national team. He has been
insulted over here many times since Sheffield Wednesday
demanded he have a week’s trial, like a schoolboy, when
he first arrived (he declined the generous offer and went
to Leeds). Yet despite all of this, Cantona continually
reaffirms his love for English football in general and
Manchester United in particular. ‘Now we are the good
team who would be the kings of Europe’, he said after the
cup final. The fact that he is suspended for the first four
games of next season’s European Cup campaign (after
The Turkish Incident), is just one reason why that ambi-
tion seems unlikely to be realised in 1995. In which case
his famed wanderlust might yet return to whisk him away
to Real Madrid or some other exotic location.

Even if that happens, Cantona is already assured of
a place alongside Best, Law, Charlton and Robson in the
nostalgia-clogged hearts of the United faithful. In
Manchester city centre, on that May Sunday when United
received the championship, I passed a pissed man singing
to a souvenir poster of Eric Cantona. He was singing an
old Diana Ross number that we used to smooch to at
seventies teen discos: ‘All of my life/I have walked alone
in search of a star/You are that star/You’re the one I've
waited for.” It was a truly pathetic spectacle, a grown
man behaving like a love-sick schoolgirl in public.
And I knew just how he felt.

Eddie Veale
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