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his month we publish the Living
Marxism declaration cn the right
lo be offensive (see opposite}, an
initiative that came out of our successful
November conference, the Periis of Polit
ical Correctness.

The deciaration i1s, above all, a call lo
take a stand. It is designed to aig the
creation of a new opposition current in
society, Today the government is getting
away with murder. But nobody is calling
it to account, There is silence from the
prosecution. It is time to get sericus about
challenging the culture of conformity.

The Conservative Party in Britain, like
the Republicans in the USA and Christian
Demacracy in Eurcpe, is n a slate of
turmoil, Despite all of the Tory govern
ment's promises of upturn and its statisi-
ical gimmicks, the reality of economic
slump refuses to disappear. When it
comes to policy, meanwhile, Conservative
cabinet ministers dc not have a decent
idea between them. John Major's ‘Back to
basics’ initiative is the political eguivalent
of a man wanting tc get back to the womb
because he cannot cope with the harsh
real world outside.

Whatever its problems might DbDe,
however, the governmenl is having little
trouble getting away with attacking our
living standards and our liberties,

The government is now attempting
to make working people pay for the
oreblems of the capitalist economy. Its
austerity policies are affecting the lives of
every one of us. But to judge by the state
of political debate, you would think that
nobody had noticed.

fThe huge cuts in public spending
on jobs and services proposed in lhe
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Navember budget were nodded through
the House of Commoens almost without
a murmur. The chancellor's plan to impose
an effective pay cut on five millicn workers
in the public sector was greeted by the
parliamentary cpposition in silence, as
if it was no mere imporiant than putting
tuppence on a botlle of wine. And the
campaign to defend the miners has finally
vaporated just as the government
prepares to complete its pit closure
pregramme.

Alongside the imposition of cuts and
clesures, the state 1s proceeding to tighten
its control over society through a spread-
ing web of authcritanan measures. Yet
nobody in public life seems to think it
mportant to point this out, never mind
oppose it.

The charade of parliamentary democ-
racy becomes increasingly transparent.
More and more areas of life are
run by government-appoeinted quangos.
Typically, the enabling act through which
the government wants to pursue its war on
‘red tape’ will give ministers more power to
abolish workers' rights and tear up health
and safety regulations withcut reference to
parliament,

The Queen's Speech confirmed that
such few new policies as the Canserva-
tives have focus con the repressive politics
of law and order. A naticnal police force is
in the process of being created, armed
with  bigger clubs, more guns and
increased powers of arrest.

The long arm of the law gets longer all
the time: police now have a hand in every-
thing from deciding whether football
matches go ahead in baa weather to
running anti-racist campaigns and rape
crisis centres. And the system of stale or
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semi-state surveillance of working class
ife now extends from video cameras in
city centre pubs o social workers prying
nto the most private of family affairs.

The rise of this new authoritarianism ir
our sociely is remarkable enough. What is
even more remarkable is that the increase
in state interference appears to be invis

ble to most commentators. It has passed
more or less without critical comment, as
it it were perfectly natural for the police
to take over public affairs and profess-
jonal do-gooders o dictate our living
arrangements,

It's not as if people are indifferent to all
of this, either. Tnhere is a great deal of
bittarness aboul mass unemployment and
the government's cuts and pay restraints,
and considerable misgivings about the
ntrusicns of officialdem into people's
personal lives. But there is no focus for
these concerns, no obvious outlet through
which to express the outrage. In short,
there is no oppesition.

The opposition movements of yester-
year, the Labour Parly and the trade
unions, are dead. Labour can still pick up
anti-Tory points in the cpinicn polls, but it
is a hellow shell of a party that stands for
nothing, with no real existence in society.
Unicn officials still boast about having
millions of members on their books. But
their corpse-like status is better revealed
by statistics which show that last year,
while union members' jobs continued to
disappear and real wages shrark, the
leve! of industrial action fell to a record
low. The labour movement is strong on
paper, but pathetic on a picket line.

The lack of an opposition movement
that can pool their experiences leaves
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BE OFFENS

HT TO
IVE

A challenge to these uncritical times

We are living in a culture of conformity,

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

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

And everywhere from the universities to the work-
place, it seems that criticism and strong arguments
are now condemned as unacceptably ‘offensive’ to
one group or another.

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

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

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

No censorship

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

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

No taboos

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

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

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

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

Question everything—ban nothlng

Telephone (071) 278 9908 Fax (071) 278 9844
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people 1o react to society's preblems as
isclated and insecure individuals. They
have no colleclive voice of their awn to
speak out against pay restraint or state
repression. Instead, most pecple are left
relying on the wvoices of ‘impertant
intermediaries ta speak up on therr benalf,

Sometmes this means that we hear the
" whispering tones cof politically correct
professionals pleading for maore support
for society's victims, while counselling
those on the receiving end lc come to
terms with their lot. Sometimes it means
the patronising voice of a Tory back
bencher, or the sermenising drone of an
archbishop, asking Ihe government to
show a little compassion to the miners or
the pensioners. Either way, the result
is always disastrous for the wvoiceless
majority.

There is a high price to pay for getting
VIP voices to speak on our behalf.
It means we have to be inoffensive. We
have o limit our demands and campaign
methods to whatever middle class public
opinion will accept. We have o bow our
heads and look pathetic. "We have to
behave as passive victims rather than
fighters for justice. All of which might just
about be acceptable if it paid off. But it
doesn't.

Look al what has happered ta the
miners. The bkig campaign against pit
closures thal took off in October 1992
forewent any notion of militant protests cr
industrial action. relying instead on public
relations exercises, mass walks in the
park and the sympathetic voices of news-
paper editors and rebe!l Tory right

wingers to thwart the government’s plans.
As a conseguence, the campaign won
ots of sympathy from the middle classes.

!

0

We need a new voice that speaks
a language of self-respect and

fighting back

It has also lost the battle to save miners'
jobs. As we examine elsewherg in this
issue of Living Marxism, the miners' cam-
paign has been a hard lesson in the iron
law that cap-in-hand gets kick-in-teeth.

Itis time to farget about getting influen-
tial people to speak for us, and set about
organising a collective voice of our awn.
We need a vaice that speaks a language
of self-respect ana fighting back, rather
than of respect for the authorities ana théir
rules and conventions.

Creating an cpposition movement that
can give working people a collective voice
will invelve cracking the present culture of
conformity. That is why it is important that
we insist upon the right to be coffensive,
Without upnoiding that nght, we will have
little chance of winning any othars

If we bow to today's censcricus
climate, in which challenging conventional
wisdom is cansidered offensive ard bans
and taboos are on the increase. we will
be stuck with society the way it is. Any
new idea worth having will never please
everybody. But the fact that an argument
is offenswve does not mean it is wrong.

What chance do we have cof changing
the world for the better, if we are afraid
of offending the public opinion-makers
in the meda, parliament cr the PC
establishment?

If we want to resist the government's
austerity policies and the new authoritar-
ianism of the state, we must insist upon
our right to offend the powers that be.
If we want to get serious about furthering
the cause of human liberation, we must
upheld our right to trample on the
sensipilities of those who stand in the way.
In this kind of fight, inoffensive means
ineffactive.

Supporting the declaration on the nght
to be offensive, ana spreading the
message tc as many others as possible, is
a step in the nght direction. Of course,
a piece of paper alone cannot achieve
anything. Bul if it can become a facus
around which to raise a new voice, and
help to bring together a core cf people
who want to shake things up. it will be
a start.
First offenders, cne step forwarg.

LIVING MARXISM Januayt



Bringing up babies

As a secondary scheol teacher, Claire Foster's
article {'Sunday school leachars', December)
left me somewhat disapponled. Your analysis
of PC as a lioeral veneer for conservative
values is persuasive, but does this mean that
state education i as much & locl of stawe
repression as, say, the pelice?

Ms Foster asserts that through Parsenal and
Social Education ard other 'PC ‘deas’ such as
Scheols Council. 'young people are being
enlisted to police their peers—and even to
police themselves', | am invelved with both PSE
and Schoois Council in my school. | am well
aware that poth these fall well short of their
objectves as laic down in statuiory guidance,
But thers is a wvzluable educational objgc-
tive here

Through organising themselves 1o deal with
their problems oupils are introduced to the pos-
sibility of action independent of the establish-
ment, They can and do break down tie
isolation and loneliress on which bullies thrive,
They may confront the conseguences of racism
and sexism collective'y and thrash out collec
tive solutions. Not so long ago the prevailing
opinion was thal discussion of these issues
made the problem worse ard in any case
chidren did not have the experence lo deal
with them 'properly’ {unlike a white middle class
teacher). While sharing her scepticism for
government motives, would Ms Foster admit
that by admitting these issues onto the agenda
lhe establishment has created a loophole in
which progress can be mads?

Mass state educalicn oprovides an opport-
unity to foster the critical frame of mina requirsd
for social change. It broadens perspectives
beyond the narow herizons demanded by
society. Itis the lack of & radical alternative that
has led many progressive teachers 1o accept the
Depariment for Education’s rhetoric, Ms Foster's
articie suggested no altemative and conse-
quertly sounded ke a call to complacency
Paul Morris Rusholme, Manchaster

Contrary 1 Gail Bradbrook's opinon that
'voung pecpie start life as loving, coaperative,
dynamic’ {letters. November), in reality they. are
necessarily greedy, selfish, dynamic 'little gits’,
who see themselves as the centre of the
unwverse, Il is onty through the process of
socialisaton that children come lo appreciate
the needs and expectations of others.

The liperal micdle class may be ‘confusec
aboul how to behave towards yourg people’
bul, as we have seen, their involvemant in our
lives car have horrendous CONSECGUENCES
Bradbrock's use of words fike ‘adullist’ and the
statement that ‘young people wouldn't play up
if they hadn't been mistrealed' could be passed
off as pnhrases from Peter Pan, if the authoritar-
ian undertanes weren't so sefious.

in the real world, childen play up because
they can'l aways have what they wanl. Like the
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right to eal sweets 24 hours a day, go to oed
when they please, or play with malches till the
house ourns down. Therefore, most parents re
cognise that there comes a time when the best
sclution is to give the buggers a good clattering
and get them up them dancers—c bec!

Bob Pounder Ashion-under-Lyne

Support groups aren’t sinister

Frank Fored's article {'PC—he philoscphy of
low expectations’, December) appearsd to be
nothing more thar a rant against herapy.
counseling or any other form of emactional
support. He worked from the assumption that
most people don't need help to get through
|fe's treumas. Supporl groups and counsel ors
seemed to acaouire a sinister image as cpores-
sive agants of the slale,

This is absolute nonsensa. Among the largest
‘support’ organisations in this country are
Alcanolics Anonymous, Narcotcs Anonymous
and Overzzslers Anonymous. These “12-step’
crganisations are completely self-suoporting,
ard have as part of their ‘traditions' no afilia-
tions with government or political agencies. The
point was zlso made that seexing help from
groups or ‘professonals’ led to a clmaie of
'passivity’, Again | feel this is nonsense. Trying
to seek help and overcome the problems one is
facing, stikes me as a very ‘actve’ thing (o do,

| would also disagree with the noton that
people do not need counseling or advice,
Voluntary counselling organisations such &s
Relate have up lo 12-month waiting lists in
some areas. Many people are desperale for the
help Frank Furedi so despises. | pecple can
‘cope’ so well as the arlicie suggests, how
do we acccunt for the massive amounts of
alcohelism and drug abuse in our society, not
1o menticn the vasl numbers cf people addicted
o orescrplion crugs?

| realise the ooint of the article was to under
line the proolem of state interference in private
life, but | hardly thirk this takes the form of
something as irnocucus as gref counseling,
Heather McEvoy Bath

Mind your language

Te my great disapoointment John Fizpatrick's
arlicle (‘Spelling fashism', December) was
a sterectypical display of what an 'experl’ has
called language shamanism: the mystifcaton
of language posing as clarfication.

Thraughout John confuses speech, wriling
anc larguage, as illustrated oy his mabhaf
example, a fault he shares with estaolishment
commentatars, People who can't soell at all are
well aware of the difference between hats and
mats. This is nol ¢ say that ntelligibility mignt
not be affected by a general disregard of stan-
darc soelling, but there is no evidence cither
way. There may e good reasons ¢ encourage
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some standards in spelling but defending
Standard English is harcly ore of them.

To confuse Standard English disinferested
with uninterestad is not a spelling mistake and
what is more woulg never confuse even the
most waolly-minded Guardizn reader, Nor have

ever found myself n a rght mess because
a student omitted o n advart: only shamans
suffer from these complaints.

There is some sense w© John's concem
aoout language proficiency, literacy and
access to society, but having made a good
start he boldly plunges into more and maore
sericus confusion. Black people, for example,
benefil if they are able lo speak Standard
Engish in a variaty of situations, No one douots
that. \Whalt is cbjectonable is the suggestion
that use of ‘dialect or patois...could undermine
the user's competence in Standard English’,
This is the xind of nonsense up with which

cannot put,

To sugges! that olack pecple may be ‘ess
competent in Standard English because of their
use of other vareties or languages lays the
responsibility for educstional falure {among
other things) on black oeople rather than on the
British state. Moreover, while laking a side-
swipe at parcchialism, John is inadvertently
suggesting that the scluton to disadvaniage
lizs in the hands of black people alone: black
seff-help through not speaking patws. The
gvidence, which the establishment is keen to
dismiss, is thal a recegniticr of the existance
of other vareties of English and of other
larguages in 2n ecucatonal context can result
in improved mastery of the Standard. But
| gquess this is more keral nonsense in John's
world view,

The articie provided frm evidence that
ability to write grammatically is no substiute for
a clear idea or two.

Jim Tyson Deotford, London

Jonn Fitzpatrick conceded ‘we do..have 1o
accept that the estavlishec language of our
culture was estaplishec..by those who have
had the power to do so'. If the value-lacen
nature of language is conceced, why doss
Living Manasm find it necessary to ridicu'e and
cendemn efforls made to highlight this reation-
ship? The answer seems to revolve around the
oelief that those who do express such an inter-
estare solely corcerned with this issue, Hence
we arrive at the argument that those who wish
to change the werd 'chairman’ 1o ‘chairperson
assume that this alone will effectively end
women's subordinaton. have nevar met
anyone, including women from American
universites, who have sericusly out forwarg
such an argument,

It could be argued that those interested i
such issues are merely & diverse group of
necple genuinely attempling to organise some
form of counter-hegemany; an embryonic resis-
tance to deminant linguistic connotations. Ths
is not an end in itse'f and should not be thoua®



of as such, but must be incorporated in a wider
orocess of orgsrisec resistance. \What is the
alternatve here?

Living Marasm appears to operate a sort of
‘guilt by asscciation’ policy with respect to
deas and movements cutside its particular
sphere of reference. Il is undcubledly true that
the state nas adopled the trappings of ‘political
carectness’. Living Marxism has  correctly
identified the hegemonicising pracess at work.
The ruling bloc has aways absorbed idezs and
concepts which are potenlially challenging ard
re-presented  those concepts in terms
favourzble to its centinued existence as the
ruling blec. Yel a recognition of this orocess
does not mean that any of these movements
can be simply reduced to that relationshin.

| finc Living Marxism a very stmulating and
pelemical read but only in a negative sense.
| have read your crtigues conceming currant
methods of dealing with ard cenceptualising
crime, ecucation, racism, sexism, envicon-
mental issues, etc, but that's usually what they
remain, critigues. \WWhat are the alternatives?
David R Clarke Baghton

Handicapped or oppressed?

must write to you over Michael Fitzpatrek's
outrageous  article {'Hancicapoed or
oppressed?’, December). He argues that it 's
unreasonable for people in wheelchairs to
expect society to crganise itselff 1o overcome
the ‘constraint’” of being wheeichair-bound. We
must accept that 'some residual handicap® Is
‘inescapable’. Fitzpatrick's use of the word
‘handicap’ gives his game away. It is clear
mat he oelieves that pecpe in wheelichairs
are not compiete human beings. He
ridicules the discussion of the 'social oppres-
sion” of handicapped people, then he comes
oul with the sort of prejudice which is the root of
our ‘social oppression’. | am disappointed
that Living Marxism coule carry such back-
ward sentiments n its pages. Whatever hap-
penec to for each according to his needs,
frem each accerding to his abiliy'?
M Hamilton Sirm

Anti-fascism v anti-racism

The left's knee-erk reaction to the BNP clec-
tion calls for 'something to be done’, without

consicering why they won and what responses
to take. This narrow focus on fascism ends up
calling for stste aclion because state institu-
tions can clzim to be arti-fascist and hence
alles (of sorts); the same state which institu-
tonalises and erforces anti-foreign feeling
through immigration conltrols.

The opporturism of Militant and the Socialist
Workers Parly is dangerous because I| means
trying to deceive your audierce, hyping up the
threat whilst avoiding the real problem of
instititioralised  racism, The Revolulionary
Communist Party's prablem is that ts stance
has no real effect, as if nothing can be cone to
comoat racism. Hence it's a2 cop out for doing
nothing except holding jamberees occasionally.
And surely some alliance against fascism is
better than none, as a start?

Nurjahan Mali Walverhiampton

Ben Bruges writes ‘| am sure you agree’ with
anti-fascism (letters December). Have | got
news for aim.

| do not agree that ‘fasciem is a...growing
threat’. The far rght in Britain is margina ard
anlirely inconsequential. The elecloral success
of Derek Beackon in the isle of Dogs was nc
signal cf fascist menace: it was 2 measure of
popular disenchantment with mainstream par-
lies expressec ir conjunction with traditional
British racism.

Nor do | agree that ‘it [fascism] forms
a focus asound which racism in all its forms can
be actvely challenged'. Anli-fascist activistls
saek 1o rekindle the Blilz spinl by denouncing
the Brtish National Party as descerdants of
Hitler. Deoicting the BNP as German-flavoured
Nazis strengthens the idea that the British way
of life mugl be protectead from alien influences.
Itis a lefi-wing version of Margarel Thalcher's
infameus ‘swamp’ speech of 1979, and its
implications {we shall fight them on the
beaches’) are no less reactionary.

Anti-fascism cannot be the start of an
effective anti-racist movement; it is 2 step in the
wrong direction.

David Yates [ ondon

Idiocy over Lockerbie

My disgust at the US militanys high-tech
biunder in slaughterng the innocent occupants
of a passenger airliner was matched only by my
repulsion at subsequent attempts to cover-up

anc justfy this terrile act. James Heartfield

(‘Framing Lioys', MNovember) surpasses this
igiccy in describing the Lockerbie murders as
a 'desperate retaliatory biow' as opoosec
to a fanatical act of ideclogically mativated
tersorists’

Wou'd Mr Heartfield Ike o define his criteria
for a 'fanatcal act'? Was it nol ideolegically
maolivated? Were the perpetrators not terronsts?
Mr  Heartfield's faith in  retaliation, his
euphemisme, hypocrsy and inhuman analysis
wou'd not be misplacec ether ir the corricors
of Westarn powers or in the cells of ideclogical
terrorists. In the same foul breath, Mr Heartfield
names 'the people of the Micdle East' as party
to this barbarism. Please attempt to find
contributors with a degree of malturity and
comprehension equal ¢ the severity of Ihe
subjecls aboul which they write,

Simon Collin Sristo!

Misplaced foreskin

No one woeuld deny children should be ‘oved,
cared for anc prolectec from abuse, Bul Kevin
Reid (letters, December} makes some serous'y
flawec peoints to press his case.

Firstly 2 small misleading asice linking male
and female circumcision needs clarifying. The
mae equwvalent of femazle 'circumcision’ would
be the remaval of the sensitive area—the last
half to one ‘nch of the penis. That would De ruly
maiming.

Second and more sericus is Mr Reid's
cavaler attituce ta oppression. | assuma hr
Reld feels he is oppressec because he lacks
his foreskin. | make this assumption because
the tore of his letter is one of personal outrage.
Oppression is not a generic lerm out a pelitica
cre used 1o define sections of sociely who are
treated as second class citizens. Women,
blacks and Irisn people, for example. Not red
nhezds. Not children. And certzinly not men
without foreskins. In the fzce of the hornfic
atrocities carried out against oppressec people
the world over, Kevin Reid's outrage at circum-
cision is not only misplacec butl cisgusting.

A Corrigan Mevecastle

Tokyo calling

The Living Marxism readers’ group in Tokyo

has a new telephone number: 03 5814 1042,
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he ‘happy news’ bandwagon

is picking up speed and power

all the time. When top BBC
newsreader Martyn Lewis first
launched his campaign for
broadcasters 1o pul more emphasis
on ‘happy/good/positive news’,
he was derided by many other
journalists. Since then, however,
Lewis has won the support of various
establishment worthies. First BBC
governors backed his message, and
now prime minister John Major and
Prince Charles have leant support to
the happy news cause.

The drive to get more emphasis

on happy news is not as innocent
an exercise as it might sound. It is
the subtle face of censorship today;
censorship that is exercised not with
crude bans and blue pencils, but
through the control and packaging
of that information which we are
allowed to read or hear.

Sugar coated

Too much of the criticism of Lewis
and his campaign has tended to focus
on the more trivial aspects of ‘happy
news’, the banal That's Life-style
human interest (and animal interest)
stories which are already becoming
more prominent in news broadcasts.
But there is a far more sinister side
1o happy news than staries about
dogs which sing and dance.

The fashionable emphasis on
‘happy news’ involves wrapping the
bitter truth about Britain in the nincties
in a sugary coating. It means slanting
the coverage of so-called hard news
issues, in a way that will show the
problems of capitalist society in as
soft a focus as possible,

When Martyn Lewis launched
his “happy news’ crusade last vear,
he listed some positive stories which,
he claimed, had not been given the
prominence they deserved by other
gloom-mongering newsmen. These
included stories about the record profits
of a motor corporation, and a statement
by EC finance ministers talking up the
prospects for economic recovery.

As Living Marxism pointed out at
the time, such stories read like public
relations press releases. By playing up
the ‘good news' for corporate directors
and government ministers, they play
down the bad news for ordinary people.
Bad news like the mass redundancies,
wage cuts and shopfloor speed-ups that
created those record profits for motor
manufacturers, or the little matter of
17m officially unemployed in the
EC that the finance ministers forgot
in their excitement about the
impending economic recovery.

In his recent attempts to keep
the bandwagon rolling, Lewis has
sought to highlight an issue which
even more clearly reveals the true
meaning of *happy news': social

LIVING MARXISM

As the campaign for more ‘happy news'
gathers support, Eddie Veale argues that
it is the subtle face of modern censorship

abo

and political conditions in the
continent of Alrica.
The dispute about news
coverage of African affairs began
when John Simpson, the BBC's foreign
affairs editor and a frequent reporter
from Africa, went info print eriticising
Lewis” concept of “happy news’.
Lewis counter-attacked in a speech in
November. Simpson, noted Lewis, had
been unable to mention one example
of a positive BBC news report from
Africa, ‘perhaps because no such
example from the past few decades
of TV news cayerage of Africa came
easily to mind. I wonder why not?",
The clear implication of Lewis’

ak
utit!

question was that the BBC foreign

atfairs team had downplayed the

good news from Africa in favour

of the dramatic disaster stories,

Yet anybody with a passing knowledge

of Africa’s terrible history over ‘the

past few decades’ would not have to

‘wonder why' there had been no happy

news from that downtrodden continent.
Africa has been torn apart by

wars and conflicts which are either

directly sponsored by the great powers,

or are the indirect products of colonial

divide-and-rule policies. Its economy

has been left in ruins by the trade,

investment and banking stranglehold

exerted by Western capitalism.
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Just about the only good news to

come out of Africa in recent decades

was the temporary victory of national

liberation movements against

imperialism. But that is not the kind

of thing that the BBC likes to celebrate.
Today, the message from the happy

news men is that the horrors inflicted

on the peoples of Africa should be

given less prominence than the good

news. Like what? Well, like the fact

that the African National Congress has

signed a deal with the apartheid regime

in South Africa, So the recent happy

news coverage from South Alfrica

has focused on the smiling faces at

the negotiating table, and kept silent

about some unhappy realities in

the real South Africs outside the

conference room; like the fact

that black people in South Africa

have paid for this “peace’ with up

to 15 000 deaths since the release of

Nelson Mandela alone, or the fact that

the compromise seitlement ensures

that an elite white minority will retain

effective power into the next century.
Whatever its proponents might say,

happy news is nat about cheering us all

up. It means pleasing the powers that

be, by putting a smiling mask over

the blood anddirt stains on the face

of madern capitalism. Little wonder,

then, that it has won support from

people like John Major and the
Prince of Wales. The most unpopular
prime minister in living memory and
the discredited heir to the throne
have good cause to want news
coverage controlled even more
strictly than it is alrcady.

The interests of such establishment
figures are being well served by

the advance of happy news.

And make no mistake, happy news
is advancing. Martyn Lewis takes over
the Six O'Clock News in January, and
as his approach to news coverage gains
increasingly high-level support, many
of the journalists who initially scoffed
at it are having second thoughts and
withdrawing from the fray. Those
news broadcasters who remain publicly
critical of happy news are trying to play
down the importance of the debate.
But they are wrong.

Polite questions

Peter Sissons, who is moving ta the
Nine O'Clock News, has taken a prelty
rational line on the happy news issue,
‘What is news is an editorial
judgement’, he told the Sunday Times
in November. ‘What is good news or
bad news is essentially a political
judgement.” Fair enough. But
Sissans also insists that he does

not want to argue with his friend
Martyn Lewis, especially since the
happy news debate “really is a trivial
sideshow compared with the big
issues that affect television’.

In fact the campaign for happy
news is playing an impaortant part in
the creation of a sanitised, uncritical
media that reinforces rather than
questions the conformist climate
of our times. This is a trend evident
in the decline of investigative
reporting, in the instructions from
BBC chiefs that interviewers should
be more polite to government ministers.
and in the steps to impose more
restrictions on the media under the
pretext of protecting privacy.

The consequences of
allowing such a censorious trend
to go unchallenged will be far from
trivial. Public and political discussion
in this country is already being reduced
to the status of ‘a trivial sideshow’.
Mecanwhile the truly big issues in
society—Ilike unemployment, poverty,
militarism—are allowed 1o pass
without serious criticism. The kind
of front cover pictured here is alright
if you know it's a joke. But it’s another
matter when such distortion and
banality is offered up as serious
news coverage.

Readers can rest assured
that this magazine has no plans
to convert to Happy Marxism
permanently. The unhappy news
for the Majors and De Klerks and
Windsors is that Living Marxism
intends to keep telling it like it is ®



A morality play

MICHAEL KRAMER
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erhaps we will never know
exactly why voung Robert
Thompson and Jon Venables
killed little James Bulger, but there
is no mystery about why the
case dominated the headlines
throughout November.

Many commentators tried to
depict the murder of James Bulger
as a gruesome act which was somehow

characteristic of modern British society.

In fact, as a cursory glance at the
figures shows, such killings are
extremely rare. In the 10 years
between 1982 and 1991, just
10 children under five were killed
by strangers, The Bulger murder
was not a symbal of nineties Britain:
but the media reaction to it was.

The Bulger case was furned
into the ideal morality play for
our time. This rarest of murders
has been transformed into a symbol
of everything that is wrong with Britain
today. As the media pursued cach new
sub-plot of the courtroom saga, it
issued another little moral message
for the nation to take on board.

Moral message: ‘it's an evil
world and we need strict rules!

Why did it happen? That was
the question an everybody’s lips
for three long weeks, How could two
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or our times

Why was the death of James Bulger and the

trial of his killers turned into the biggest news
story of last year? Ann Bradley looks into the
message of the media circus

10-year old boys attack a toddler
with such brutality?

The search for a rational
explanation for murderous behaviour
was abandoned very early on. It was
enough that the authorities had found
something that everyone could agree
was absolutely and unequivocally
wrong. Indeed, those who persisted
on the trail for a reason were soon
condemned. The Times declared
it ‘lacile’ to *pretend’ that there
are rational explanations for child
crime. This case, we were told, is
a perfect example of the fact that
some things are beyond human
comprehension.

For the Times, which does
not usually give its editorials over
to murder stories, the Bulger case was
‘a reminder of humanity’s most ancient
and bestial instincts’, and an example
of the three evils. ‘In the lexicon of
crime’, said the Times, ‘there is
metaphysical evil, the imperfection
of all mankind: there is physical evil,
suffering that humans cause ¢ach other;
and there is moral evil, the choice
of vice over virlue’.

‘These days, when the church
talks about ‘original sin” and the
devil furking to find a way into our
hearts, most people are inclined to
laugh, But, by using the language of
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criminology, the media were able 1o use

the Bulger murder to restore the notions

of pure innocence (little James) and

born evil (his killers) in a way that

few were prepared 1o question,
Psychologists were wheeled

oul to probe into the minds of the

child-killers—and, while they were

al il, to dissect the minds of the rest

of us too, Afier all, the assumption

seemed fo be, if those two bovs could

do it, so could others. Are we all not

tainted by the ‘three evils'? Project

back into your own childhood, the

experts invited us. Could we not

remember acts of bestial cruelty,

moments of being tom between

e e —

right and wrong? So perhaps there’s

a little of the murderer in all of us.

And if it really is the case that the
veneer of civilisation is so thin, how
important il is to have strict laws and
rules and regulations to govern our
behaviour. How can we trust ourselves?

Moral message: ‘We are all
guilty, and we must make sure
it never happens again’

The rediscovery of ‘original sin’ in

the two boys did not let society off the
hook altogether: Even if the two young
killers were gripped by evil, the media
coverage made clear, they could not
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have carried out the killing if the
citizens of British society had
been more vigilant.

Al least 38 people on Mersevside
saw James Bulger being dragged along
by the boys who were to kill him, yet
none intervened. During the trial
several were paraded before the court,
1o weep in the witness box and explain
their lack of action. ‘What happened
to the active citizen?', asked the
Guardian, despairing at the low level
of social responsibility demonstrated
by Liverpudlians. ‘Does no one
“have a go” any more?" But. of course,
all those who ignored the palaver had
perfectly reasonable explanations for
doing so. They thought “it was just kids
being kids®, or ‘the older boys said
James was their brother’, or ‘the older
boys said the little one was lost and
they were taking him to the police
station’, One man even raised his
concern that he might have been
suspected of wanting to molest
the toddler had he interfered.

With the possible exception of
the child abuse excuse, everybody
can relate 1o all of these reasons,
People know that in similar
circumstances, they would have
been just as likely to turn away.

And so the guilt is spread among
all of us. Because we are an uncaring,
heartless public—only concerned p
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The James Bulger trial

about our own lives—a little boy

was killed. As Brvan Appleyard put it
in the Independent, *people like us saw
him and failed to save him.... This was
our own special slice of evil, we owned
it. it belonged to us’. And, it soon
became clear, we were going to

have 1o pay for it.

The collective howl of mea culpa
became the trigger for a discussion on
modern social values and the need for
community vigilance. The champions
of ‘Back to basics’, who were not
making much headway elsewhere,
must have been delighted at the way
in which the Bulger trial gave rise to
demands for a return to the good old
days of nosey neighbours, when
everyane knew what everyone else
was doing and why, and people cared
for each other rather than relving on
the welfare state. Na doubt the

underclass. Social security minister
Peter Lilley didn’t actually say,
“You've heard me talk about social
security-scrounging, inadequate
single-parents, well here’s some
I found earlier’, He didn’t need to;
an army of reporters did it for him.
We were told how Ann Marie
Thompson, mother of seven children
(three in care) was a froublemaker,
a smoker with dyed hair (!) and a heavy
drinker. Jon Venable's mother not only
had bovfriends, but regularly visited
a local public house where she drank
lager, and vodka and tonic, His absent
father was said to watch (and to allow
his son to watch) horror movies.
The Daily Mail described
Jon as “the classic product of a broken
home” instantly implying that tens
of thousands of other children from
‘broken homes’ were at that moment

The parents of Jon Venables and Robert Thompson were
paraded as pop-up book examples of the underclass

12 January 1884

Conscrvatives will be quick to
remind us of this sentiment when
explaining why they are not o blame
for old people dying of cold: *1t’s not
our fault, the neighbours should
have been active citizens,”

Moral message: ‘Single working
class women are unfit mothers’

Perhaps the clearest moral message
of all to come out of the coverage of
the Bulger case was that some lfamilies
stand outside civilised society. They
fail to educate their children about the
accepted moral parameters, they fail o
regulate their behaviour to conform to
society’s values and expectations.
And, in failing to teach their children
the difference between right and wrong,
they undermine the very fabric which
holds society together. If there are just
a few who fail to teach their children
that it is wrong to pull the heads off
pigeons and beat toddlers to death,
then none of us is safe in our beds.
The parents of Jon Venables
and Robert Thompson were paraded
as pop-up book examples of the
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roaming the streets in search of
toddlers to slaughter. Keying in to

the high-profile discussion on absent
fathers, the Maif remarked that, ‘friends
noticed what they called an atmosphere
of neglect in the absence of a father
ligure’, Strange isn’t it how these
friends’ adopt the language of
academics and social workers

when taking to the Mail. Strange,

but convenient for the moral crusaders
against the sins of single parenthood.

Moral message: ‘it’s all the
fault of the sixties liberals!

When it comes to looking at why there
are broken homes and ‘atmospheres of
neglect’, the blame is usually placed at
the feet of liberals. The people to blame
are those who, in earlier decades,
sought to distribute contraception

on the NHS, to make divorce easier,

1o decriminalise homosexuality, to
introduce benelits which might allow
people to live outside “proper” families.
These liberals;awe have been told, are
responsible for the social breakdown
which results in dissolute communities

and breeds violent children. Even

the Tary government has come under
attack from the Daily Mail for failing
to go far enough in pressing home the
need for the traditional family unit
and the traditional roles of men

and women within il.

The Bulger case prompted pundil
Picrs Paul Read to explain to Mail
readers that, *despite the rhetoric
about Victorian values, and the
current slogan “Back to basics”,
the general drift of government
policy is 1o relegate the traditional
family as an optional lifestyle and
conlinue the progressive emasculation
of the married man’, His critical
swipes at government support for
equal opportunity programmes
and anti-racist and anti-sexist
education, and their tolerance of
‘morally indifferent’ TV programmes,
is the kind of criticism the government
would like more of. Read concluded
that “for years false freedoms have
been foisted on the unsophisticated.
James paid for them with his life’.
That notion of dangerous ‘false
freedoms’ being ‘foisted’ on people
is one that the establishment would
like us to take to heart.

All of the various moral messages
which the media drew so obligingly
from the Bulger case point in one
direction: towards the need for more
authoritarian controls and censorship.

Who, ask the authorities,
can object to the installation of cven
more surveillance cameras to pry into
our comings and goings, when they
proved so vital in finding the killers of
James Bulger? Who would dare suggest
that the rights of the boy’s father were
infringed when the police obtained
a list of videos he had hired from
the local shop?

Who can argue against the banning
of violent films now that it has been
proved that Venables® father hired
Child’s Play IIT (even if the boy never
saw it)? Who would oppose an increase
in the presence of police officers in
Bootle when an alert policeman might
have stopped the abduction, or the
introduction of truancy officers to
check the behaviour of children
walking the streets?

And who will object to increased
interference by the social services
in working class family life, and
stricter regulation of those who
live in “broken homes™?

Object to any of these things, the
message is, and you may be responsible
for the death of a toddler. Of course,



this is all nonsense. There is

no connection between increases
in state power and improvement in
public safety; indeed, the opposite
is more often the case.

Yet by exploiting the tragedy of
James Bulger as an emotive weapon,
the .mthomus have been able 10 create
a consensus behind the need for firmer
controls, Which makes it all the more
important that we resist such emotional
blackmail, and continue to challenge
every advance of authoritarian state
power, whatever the pretext offered.

There should be immediate cause
for suspicion when a casc like the
Bulger killing receives such
high-profile treatment in the media.
The profile never flows from the facts
of the case. When, back in 1968,
11-year old Mary Bell was convicted of
Killing a three-yeur old and a four-year
old. there was no equivalent media
circus. Quite the oppaosite. The BBC
banned the story from the early evening
news, and there were no queues o gel
into the court, never mind baying mobs
outside it. In her book on the case, Gitta
Sereny remarks that, “the press ¢
public not only resisted bur rejected the
case of Mary Bell®,

But then the past is another
country, and they do things differently
there. In 1968, Mary Bell's behaviour
was seen for what it was—a rare act of
child violence. In the more optimistic
society of her times, the killings
were not turned into a reminder of
humanity's most ancient instincts, nor
of the darkness within all of us. Quite
the contrary; she was described as an
‘abnormal child®. Mary Bell too came
from a *broken home” reliant on social
securily, But her alcoholic father and
mentally unstable mother were not
caricatured as symbols of an
inadequate generation., And when
Mary Bell claimed that an episode
of the detective serics, The Saint, had
prompted her ta strangle those voung
children, people ignored it; nobody
demanded that the Roger Moore
vehicle be banned from the nation’s
television screens.

The Bulger case has been
mmed into a modern parable because

t chimes with the current political
climate, and suits the authorities’
moral agenda. The themes which
commentators associated with the
willing have keyed into fears about
amily breakdown, reinforced the
ntemporary mood of irrationality,
ad provided further justification
r more state interference and

spression in society, )

The James Bulger trial

Violence, lies and videotape

Why, asked trial judge Mr Justice Moreland after
the boys had been convictesd of murdering James

“Bulger, - bad. “two' “mentally uormat boyvs: aged

Hic.enmmitted this terrible crime’; “1tisn 't for me
th pass judgerment vn their upbringing’, he said,
befare: proceeding 1o do: just thitz: ‘but I'suspect
that their exposiice 10 vivlent video films mayin
part be an explanation.” This throwaway remark,

of the Kind that vou might hear from Daily Mail:

seaders in the saloon: bar of any subyrban pubon
a Sunday - lunchtime, quickly tiecame the ' basis

Sofor d national papic:

The police announced that theéir insestigation
inrce the videa vidwing hakits of Neil Venables,
father of ong of the convicled boys; tevealed that
he hud rented ChHild’s Plav £ in which an evil doll
is beaten to - death by children, . The: hberal
Crigedin armnosmeed that “one’ contd draw paral-
lels between the film’s plot ‘and James Bulger's
plot’. The illiberal Sur drowe the paratfels directly
in @ hanner frontpage headline: *For the sake of 411
oneKids...burp vour video n.m:y’. and launched
a mmpmgn to destroy all copies of Chitd s Plav I,

Viddeo stores around: the: conrntry pulled -the film
from their shelves, and the marketing divecior af
Scotland’s biggest videa! ch.nn, Azad, repontedly
burned - mare than' 300" capics.: Within“days of
the trial) right-wing MPs were handing the home

secretary proposals for a blanket han on horror
films being released on video:

Yet there is no evidence that the bays eversaw
Child’s Play 1T Even:if ‘they had warched ‘it
4 dozen: times; there is nothing o suggest: that
it would have caused them to kil a doll; let along
afuddler.

Despite “all “of the ‘expensive research done,

nobody has ever produced any real evidence ‘of

caccawsal dink: between: film violence and: real
“adolence, “And’ eveny survevinto childran’s atti-

tudes rawaids what they watch 'on televisian ¢on-
firms' that they ‘can distinguish fact from ficrion.
But none of this prevents politicians and journal-
ists whasopport the real violence of the palice dud
the military from’ blaming the fictional viotence
of i video Tov bratality in our saciety.

The' scare: ahout the roke of “videa nasties” i
the killing of James Bulger tevedls how imational
panics: can:take off uy the fearful and insecure

“atmosphere of oday. And it shows that these days,

what ‘begins. as @ moral panic dlways ends up
as i call for more censorship: When i comes
{0 provoking -people. info Tashing out, Chucky

sthe doll from Child s Play 'has® got nothing an

a truly: scary. character like Mr Justice Moreland.
Alve Campbell
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In their plans to reform welfare services and the benefits system, the only welfare
the Tories are defending is their own, says William Deighton

Targeting practice

‘ 'm old fashioned promise to profect the welfare state. henefit should be targeted on those
about pledges—you stick But in the fine print there is a catch. who need it most” (3 December 1993),
to them’, promised social In spelling out swhat they mean by Who could disagree that millionaire
security minister Peter Lilley in defending welfare, they redefine it poals-winners do not need staie
a TV interview with Brian Walden. to mean something else entirely, handouts? Bill Byrne didn’t.
But Lilley’s pledge to keep the Welfare is no longer defined He handed in his benefit book,
retirement pension a universal as the provision of basic services like foregoing the advantage of a weekly
benefit isn’t worth the munifesto education, health (see box opposite), trip to the post office for £100,
it is writlen on. pensions and social security to But targeting does not mean that
Lilley’s pledge was widely reported everyone. [t now means a two-tier pools-winners will be ineligible for
as a retreat from his previous stance system where the *basic’ services invalidity benefit. It means that anyone
on pensions. Before the autumn are so depleted that anybady who with any other means of support, like
budget, Lilley, along with fellow can Lops them up out of a pariner in work, will lose out. Where
cabinet right-winger Michael Portillo. their own pockets. once invalidity benefit meant help
had canvassed the idea that pensions . T : for anvone who could not work through
should be privatised-that people Giro millionaires ill-health, targeting would mean that it
should provide for their own support The Tories have a new word for became another name for means-tested
in later years rather than expecting dismantling the system of universal income support. As far as Tory
the state to pay. welfare benefits. If is called targeting. backbenchers are concerned, anyone
Targeting benefits makes it sound that is not living in misery is too rich
Two-faced like they are giving something away, to deserve support if they fall ill.
But look closely at Lilley’s pledge getting extra help to those who need it :
lo keep the state retirement pension, most. All it really means is taking basic Middle class perks
and you see that no retreat was welfare services away from anybody In today’s climate, any universally
intended. ‘Evervbody can use it as wha is not living on the edge of available benefit can be denounced
a platform on which to build additional poverty—and cutting wellare services as a ‘perk’. Higher education can
provision', he added. Once a pension to the hone for those who remain in the no longer be taken for granted as
was a pension. Now il’s 1o be system. When the government says it is a way to better yoursell. With the
a “platform’. That means that your targeting benefits, it is not getting more Tories threatening to introduce student
state pension won't be enough 1o get help to the most needy; it is lurning the fees and culting grants by 10 per cent,
by on, and if you don’t want to live in services that the rest of us had taken higher education will not be something
penury, you will have to buy in to some for granted into fargets for cuts. peaple can expect 1o be provided, but
additional schemes, In effect there isno It is the universal benefits that a luxury that they will have to pay for
pledge to keep the retitement pension—  are in its linc of fire. themselves, through loans and part-time
because the accepted meaning of the When Bill Byrne won £2m on work. The Torv case for undermining
word has been abandoned, the pools he was still entitled to his support for students is that higher
Lilley's two-faced little pledge is invalidity bencfit because it is not— education is a privilege paid for by
& characteristic of the way that, in their as vet—a means-tested benefit. Tory hard-warking bus drivers and other
3 current campaign to slash public backbencher David Faber took the wage-earners—as if it were students,
= spending. the Tories have been able opportunity 1o slate the “barmy” social not the deregulated bus companies
§ to get away with rewriting the meaning security rules in the Sun. ‘It shows the that were holding down drivers wages.
E of welfare. They come out all hurt at absurdity of giving the rich the same Peter Lilley claims to be the best
= the suggestion that they do not have entitlements as the poorest’, Faber defender of the welfare system, because
b3 everybody’s welfare at heart, and fulminated, ‘invalidity and child (continued on page 16)
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Do you deserve
to live?

Debra Warner explains the
ethics of rationing healthcare

Harry: Elphick: died Fast July, just Give: days: betore: his
appaintient for @ heart-bypass dpsration, haying suffercd
@ cardiac arsestin Febrmary. At the thne. Elphick had bden
refused an pperation-on the grounds that e had 4 23-5-day
smaking habit; wnd had only managed o get the: lager
appoiniment by 2iving up for four weeks.

15 it ethical for the medical: profession tiy deny treat-
ment to people becanse they smoke? After Harey Elphick’s
death, the pages of the nationat press were sharplycdivided
between thi veas ind the nays: " What is the point ol expen-
sive preventative pied if the puffing; hs i
immediately nullifies 12", asked a Guardsan ¢ditorial.

Once it was amatterof common sense that evervone:
was entitled to freatment on the NHS: Today, e cannof be:
so sune: Last yvear the government published the Health of

the Nedion: white paper which places:the anus for herlths
care-pn sachof usindividuallv: We:dre to be responsible
torour own: bealth, rather than expecting the NHS o pick
up:the pivces. It is surely jost & maftdr ol time hefore the
denial ol medical reatment o Smokesy is extended (@ peo-
plewho drink, are sexually active:or ¢at too many: chips,
Daociars: are’ increasingly - expected o distingiish
hetween the deserving and the undesenving sick: 4 recent
television documentary even: sitgoested that the treatoment
of attempted suicides shoulil fake e Towe priority.
Rationing in:the INHS has already beconie a e of
lite: Last Aprily Prdse mugazing reporied that nnofficial
lists'of trearments which-are nolonger available lave teen
drawn up by many health anthorities. Thase ffeatments
maoat widely atipged include - sterilisation;  vasectomy
reversals. i virro: fertitisstion and cosmetic: procedures
such as the remaval of varivose veins, Many drugs dse also
being restricted because they cost ton much: The: NS has
already blackhisted 'seven: categories of  drups. meaning
many- brands are nop available on’ prescriphion: 118 now
planned to extend the list to cover o further 10 categaries;

inchuding contraceptives; vaginal treatments, anti-atlergy

and eczema preparations and anti-rheumatics. :

Raticning i 2 big talking point in:the medical profes-
sion; At the: British: Medical Associatian’s conference Jast
year, dogtors azreed that tationiog i the health service is
mevitable; and suggested that:patignts should be invalved in
deciding which treatments o axe: Many now arguc thatp
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Targeting practice (oninucd from page 19

Spending on social security is hardly rising

in real terms at all

if it is not restricted to those on the
breadline it will ‘collapse under its own
weight'. Lilley’s argument is that there
is an inexorable rise in demand for
welfare as people live longer. while at
the same time there are relatively fewer
people working to support them. People
who oppose “largeting’ in the welfare
state are therefore “actually its worst
enemies because it will fall apart”.

Blame the Aged

Unfortunately Lilley’s demographic
argument does not stand up. According
to a major study recently commissioned
by the Rowntree Foundation, three
guarters of the British population

will still be under 65 in the

vear 2041. Furthermore The Future
of Welfare: A Guide to the Debate
shows that spending on social

security is barely rising in real

terms at all, having grown by only

0.3 per cent of Gross National Product
between 1980 and 1989, In the fifties
and sixties there was some increase

in welfare spending, but this has been
held down since the 1970s. It is not
the weight of welfare spending that
threatens the economy, but the relative
weakness of British capitalism that
drives the government (o restrict any
claims on the budget. The motives

for targeting are entirely political,

not demographic.

Newspeak

None of the Tories arguments for
doing away with universal benefits
holds water. But that does not stop the
government getting away with them.
It says: ‘targeting benefits’, “cutting
perks’, and ‘defending the integrity
of the welfare state', when it means
cutting benefits, introducing privilege
and undermining the welfare state.
But however much Newspeak
the government uses, it goes all but
unopposed in parliament and the media.
Instead of challenging the Tories’
attack on welfare, the official
opposition is itself seeking to
force the pace of redefining
universal welfare out of existence,
Labour’s Commission on Social
Justice was fopmed to rethink the
party’s commitment fo the welfare
state, after three election defeats

signalled that Labour could not
win on a platform of traditional
welfare policies. The commission’s
deliberations amount to little more than
translating the Tory welfare culs into
acceptably concerned language.
In the lexicon of today’s Labour Party,
undermining universal welfare is
deemed to be a legitimate exercise in
recognising people’s ‘diverse needs’,
Where the Tory arguments for
targeting services could be exposed
for the attack on ordinary people that
they are, Labour’s shadow cabinel
warns instead of ‘tough choices on
sacial security in advance of the
election’ (Tribune, 3 December 1993).
Labour’s willingness to adopt the Tory
agenda means that the Lilley version of
defending welfare—by cutting it—goes
unchallenged and on its way to
becoming accepted common sense.

Nodding along

But are we really at the point
where everybody assumes that they
should be paying for the things that
once they expected as of right? After
all, you could be forgiven for thinking
that you had already paid extra for
healthcare and pensions, as national
insurance contributions and taxes rise
while real wages fall. Yet, when the
government says you are going to
have to pay for them all over again,
the pundits and opposition parties
nod along,.

By getting everybody to think
like an individual taxpayer, shouldering
the burden of a massive budget deficit,
the Tories are getting everyone else to
make the sacrifices British capitalism
needs to keep going.

Instead of worrying
about the chancellor of the
exchequer’s problems, we could
ask why they can’t afford the pensions,
education, invalidity benefit and other
things that make life, not luxurious, but
bearable. After all, if Lilley & Co are
right, and the existing social system
really cannot provide a basic pension
for everybody who needs one, there
could be no better argument
for changing the system. @
The Future of Welfare: A Guide
to the Debate, John Hills, Joseph
Rowntree Foundation, £8,50



ANN BRADLEY

0f voles and men

U last scientists have discovered what makes a man an

‘gbsent father”. 3F:you don’t like Kids, if you'are promiscu-
ans; axd you hivve: problems displaying affection, then' the: answer
could Tie in & hormone deficiency.

The latest revelation from-American socivhinlogists is that fathirly
behaviour, nnruring impulses, monagamous inchoations and a desire
wyannggle up with your partner is quite: literally: in'the blood. Tt your
levels of the hormone yasopressiy are on the: [ow side; then YO HEe
probably a Yack-the-Lad, beer-swilling: phitanderer, with soll-on-toll-
off technique. I, on the vther hand, your levels are high. vou are hikely
to be a contender Yor o fither-of -the-vear award,

The experts have reached this: conclusion by studying praisie vales.
They can, weare supposed o believe. exirapalate from voles to
humans: because ‘this Kind of volc! has ‘a4 monogamous, egalitarian

by Natre magazine {which published the stud) or by 11 Tasel.
No-doubt the' pitvitary glands in: voles and“in bnmans: produce
acatmon substance, in thiscase vasopressin: Nor am 1 disputing that
this hormone:may: bave a similar physiological effect, My medical
dictionary says it “stimulates intestinalactivity, constricts blood vessels
and inhibits the secretion of urine’: The dictionary doesn’t suy whether
it does this in-voles sy well as people, but v perfectly prepared to
helieve that it does; There are aspects: in the ghysiolugy of mammals
which are siwilas and comparable. If this was aot the case then it would
not make sense fo lest drugs on aninials. but there is, so it daes. There
isianithe other band, sbsolutely no similabity betvweeen the sacial habits

sind ematianal bebaviaur of humans and voles.

The factors that make a female vole atiractive to 2 male probably are
based v hormones. . There is more ' i with ns—althongh a Jot of
perfume manufacturers (especially those who specialise in the new

child-reqring pattern of behavionr that is - pheromone: produets) wonld prefer vou
supposed 1. be pretty: close 1o ous own: — 4o think otherwise:

{Suspend your disbelief for: a wnment.

agd put on hold your gueries ahout what There is no i
i ool
evidence that
turity. Youug violes, we are tald, . . oope
respomsvle. (How, xcts? A ey VOIGS have
1 : o . ‘
recreational sex

cgalitarianism means 1o voles: because it
gets - worse.) This:admirable - vale
behaviotr ‘only: starls when ' they reach

auf-partying all night, perhaps?y But us
ston a5 they have interconrse, 4 relesse -
of vasopressin triggers @ mid-life crisis,

According 1 a teport in the Trnes, the
kormone: "goes into: action, causing the
male o prefer his female pastnes by all
athers, and moaking - him aggressive
towards sirange voles wha invade his.
territory. He also tends to cuddle: the female vole (1 ask you, how can
vales cuddle when thex doi’t have arms?) and muaﬂ} hecomes her
partner for life. sharing the rearing of the litter of pups’.

Dy Thomas - [nsel. a neargscientist résponsible for same of the
experimentation:in the study, also: discaversd that when vasopressin
release: was blocked the male vole:was still. willing 10" mate with
females, but afterwards showdd ni interest i pairing v und Jooking
after the voung: He also showed o signs of attachment to the fénale
through sgeression towards nther voles; and he stopped graoming the
pups. When the mule voles: without pattoers wene given yasopressin

they apparently behaved like 4 husband to the nearest femules although

the relatianship was never cansusmated; and fried fo profect her.
Dy Insel isn’lsugeesting that vasopressiit Supplements could ereate
sensirive men-—but he does. think it conld be wsed 1o improve social

bonding in aetistic children, who apparently praduce lower levcls of

vasapressin than the narmat population;

Erhigve reported this - i length. borrawing  fram l\alz: Mmrs
report in the Fimey. becanse 1 was sa- pobsmacked when I riad it
I accept that Kate Muir is a little tongue-in-cheek in her reporting,
but:the principle that you can:study the behavior of voles and learn

something about aur:vwn hehaviour is unchallenged by Kate Muir

The relationships we have with  our
partnens, and with our- children for that
matter; are dominaied by the wav we live.
You only have 1o consider the decisions
o make when it comes: to: starting: of
endingrelationships to sce the difference:;
Maybe  there is @ chemical ~ ¢lement
o sexual attraction, hut there's a ot of
conscious - considerarion  ton: Are you
intellectually compatible? Can‘timagine
voles debating politics. Are you sexually
in tune? ‘There is no evidence that ¥oles
tiave recreational sex: Do you' share
a lifestyle? Voles:only: have ‘one way f
living. Are vou financially viable? Will
sone Lamaly approve 2 AlERinds of things coms into \,Oﬂﬁldélatll)" note
of which have fo do mrh hormones,

There is an frritating tcndency among scientists (who, since thex put
alotof stovk inphjedtivity shontd knaw hetter), to observe animals and
read human characteristics mta thetr bebaviour. Just because a radent
cargies out a physical aclion similar tothat of a buman doesn’Emean it’s
done for the same reason. You srap your bady round vour loved ane
1o shaw affection---that's ‘cuddling. My gerbils (now: deceased) used

10 sleep wrapped round cach ather for warmth. Same action {approxis

mately), diflérent motivation.

Then there: 1 the other side of the zendem.v 0 equute buman:and
animal. aclivns. Hdwng imposed himan: motives o animal actions,
the expexts say that, since animalks behave like humans, we can leam
something about human society fron them. So family breakdown eids
up as & vonsequence, uot of 3 Tack of money or dcccm housing, bul of
# luck of vasopressin,

Vasopressin levels in voles will tell us about vasopressin Tevels in
voles:On'a good day we might gain an insight into their: phmolog:cal
effect-siich s shethar thew stop-vou from peeing: We certainly: won't

Jeamn anything about fawily. values. ®
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John Major wants us to return to the basic values
we have in common. But it is better to unite against the
Tories' moral agenda than for it, argues James Heartfield

ohn Major's Guildhall speech positive side. From a government better

: in November called for a return known for letting the weak go to the
" to basics, to the common values wall, a new-found emphasis upon the

we all share. According to the prime values of community and care looked
minister, those common values are like a welcome change of heart,
first, economic—the free market. For some on the left the government’s
low inflation and sound finances— recent concern with civic responsibility
and second, moral—respect for is seen as a timely corrective to the
the law, neighbourliness and narrow individualism of the eighties.
self-discipline. In his introduction

Instinctively, many reacted to a Gallup poll on juvenile
against the Tories” moral agenda. crime, the Labour Party academic
Cynical newspaper editors had a point AC Halsey attacks modern social
when they asked whether government policy s ‘glorification of the
should be in the business of telling individual’, adding that “the equally
people how o live their lives, important demands of community or
They had a point, too, when they “society™ as distinct from the individual
suggested that the Tories must be short have been increasingly disregarded
on new ideas. Alter all, who had been in recent years’.
running the country while the moral Halscey is not alone on the left in
standards supposedly slipped if il thinking that a return to moral values
wasn’t the Tories? can put the brakes upon cighties-style

The Labour Party attacked selfishness. Anna Coote, of the radical
the government's apparent hostility Institute for Public Policy Research,
to the most hapless members of argues that men who ‘spend their
society, like single mothers, and time stealing cars and videos or
then its poor record on reducing selling drugs’ could be encouraged
the crime statistics, Some, like the ‘to be caring and attentive parents’
comedian Stephen Fry, challenged through government action.
the government’s right to lecture Despite the widespread criticism
us about morality given the of ‘Back to basics’, then, many of the
marital indiscretions of its ministers, governmenl’s critics share its support

But while the Tories’ concern with for what are seen as society’s core
morality was greeted with suspicion, it values. Their only real difference is
was also thought by some to have its the belief that they, not the Tories,

Back to

whose basics?
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know best how people should behave.
According to Halsey and Coote, or
Labour’s shadow home secretary,
Tony Blair, the left is the true
guardian of the community.

But are there really any such
things as core values? If Major
had stuck to talking about his core
economic values—Iike the free markel
and sound finances—the problem
would become clear. After all, the free
market may be considered a valuable
concept in the boardroom, but for
many people the experience of the
free markel today is about redundancies
and pay cuts. And while the sound
finances which the chancellor promised
in the budget were cheered by the City
financiers, most people were far less
enthusiastic about the prospect of big
cuts in public expenditure on the
services they need.

If the government’s appeal to
the country was based on “economic
values’ alone, it would only succeed
in emphasising the things that divide
us, setting the majority who are on the
receiving end of market economics
apart from the minority with a real
stake in the system. By shifting
attention to ‘basic moral values’
instead, Major has sought to
smooth over those social divisions.

The problem with buying in to the
government’s moral enterprise is thal
the very idea that there are common
values that serve the whole of sociely
is wrong. For most people, submitting
to the values of the government and
the dignitaries assembled at the
Lord Mayor’s dinner at the
Guildhall means losing sight of
what is in their own best interests.




John Major's
basic moral
values are an
affectation of
community in
the face of
conflict

1010: FRESS ASSOCIAMON

Conservative morality

John Major’s appeal to communits
is 4 way of covering up the real
divisions in society by appealing 1o
everybody to pull together. In fact
there is no such community of interests
There is only the appearance of
a common set of values that hides
the real inequality between the ruling
elite and the rest of us.

But the appeal o community
does more than cover up inequality,
The emphasis upon personal
responsibility shifts the blame
for what goes wrong away [rom
the market system and on to the
mass of powerless individuals,

Have you shirked responsibility for
your dependents, or failed to bring your
children up to respect the law?

Or perhaps you have not been
neighbourly enough, or have been

too unwilling to provide for yourself.
These, according to John Major are the
reasons for the hardship and conflict
that threaten the social fabric.

The way this argument works can
be seen in the government’s assault on
single mothers. Where once il was seen
as society’s responsibility to provide
a sufety net for those unable to support
themselves, the attack on single
mothers puts the blame on
individuals for their predicament.

Not unemployment and poverty, but
family breakdown is presented as the
reason for personal hardship.

In November, leaks of a 50-page
government report on the problem of
single motherhood indicated that the
cabinet was looking at a variety of
measures to penalise single mothers on
social security. These included: benefit
cuts for couples that separated and p
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Back to basics

for single mothers who had more
children, counselling for single mothers
who applied for benefits, reform of the
divorce laws to make separation

more difficult. and making young single
mothers dependent upon their parents
for support. Of this last measure, the
health minister, Virginia Bottomley.
said that it was designed Lo free

Peter Lilley argues that we need
a welfare society—he means that
people should provide for their
own welfare

20
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single mothers [rom dependence
upon the state,

In the budgel, chancellor
Kenneth Clarke seemed to offer
single mothers a hand-up into work
with the announcement of a childcare
allowance in addition to family credit—
except, of course, that family credit is
offset against income, so that you
would have 1o earn less than your
benefit to be entitled to the new
allowance. The principle of
encouraging single mothers to
fend for themselves is still the
background to the budget changes.

Dressed up in the language of moral
concern, the government’s case against
single parenthood seems to be a selfless
attempt to repair the social fabric,
According to this argument we all
stand to lose if the family breaks down,
as lawlessness and deprivation are the
likely results. Broken down into bare
economics, however, it looks rather
different, Behind the concern
for morality is a more basic desire
to cut the budget deficit, Defending the
family turns out to be a way of shilting
responsibility for welfare away from
the state and on to individuals, and
kecping capilalist society going at
the expense of hard-up people
like single mothers.

According ta John Major there
should be no differences about basic
values. That is what he means by
calling them basic. In his argument
everyhody is a citizen with the
same interests and part of the same
community, so they should share
basic moral values.

On the face of it, Major’s argument
might seem fair enough. Everybody
should be playing by the same rules.
Consequently, he argues, evervbody
should be free from state bureaucracy:
business should be free from
government red tape in just the
same way that single mothers should
be free from the interference of the

LIVING MARXISM

Department of Social Security.

But. in reality, freeing business
from government means something
very different to freeing claimants
from government. Freeing business
means taking away the rules that
curb employers’ exploitation of their
employees, The ‘red tape” ministers
complain of is not a collection of
outdated rules, but the few remaining
workplace regulations that safeguard
workers® health, safety and other
conditions. Already unwilling
to meet the minimal standards
contained in the European social
chapter, British business is to be
sel free to balance its books at
the expense of its worklorce.

Welfare society

In contrast, freging claimants
from dependence on wellare means
robbing them of the bare safety net
provided by the state. Peter Lilley
argues that we need a welfare society
instead of a welfare state, He means
that people should provide for their
‘own welfare. Not government,
but savings and insurance shoukl
meet the cost of unemployment,
sickness and retirement.

Same rules, different result.
The reason that the same rules—
freedom from the state—can have
such different results is because it is
not the rules that make inequality, but
the power of money over the majority
of people. If vou have enough capital
to meet a wage bill, you are free
to make people work for you. 1 all
vou have is a wage slip, vou are free to
work for someone else—at least for as
long as they can use you, All that the
rules do is hide the systematic
inequality that is written in to
the market system.

Business and Treasury

‘There is no basis for a common
morality. In an ideal world evervone
could agree with John Major that
neighbourliness is a good thing.
But in this world few have the time
or the means to take on responsibility
for elderly neighbours. or the mentally
ill left to the care of the community,
While the government has shirked
those responsibilities, there is no real
community in place Lo care for those
who cannot look after themselves, -
The real community appealed
to in Major’s so-called core values
is the community of those few who
have a genuine stake in maintaining
the status quo. Business can agree with
the Treasury that people should take
more responsibility for their own
upkeep. Police chiefs can agree
with education officers that criminality
begins in the home. The powers that be
are happy to.agree that the source of all
difficulties is ordinary people. But for
ordinary people, the only community

on offer in the current climate of

discussion is a community of

blame for everything that goes wrong.

Take the question of single mathers.
The example of single parenthood

shows how self-serving the Tories basic

moral values are. Most single mothers

would leap at the chance to carn

themselves a decent living, but

are held back because few jobs

carn enough to cover their childcare

and their bills, Everybady knows

what they need to help them to

help themselves—nurseries.

The socialist family

So why aren’t there enough nurseries?
In a report on Britain’s education,
former civil servant Claus Moser put
that question to the minister
responsible, John Patten. His answer
was that there isn’t enough money

in the kitty, Now vou know why the
government says that sound finances
are a basic moral value (oo,

Those left-wing critics of the
government that have rallied 1o the
cause of community hope that they can
hijack the moralistic rhetoric for better
ends. As they see it, John Major’s
new-found concern with the
community is a concession to
their own criticisms of the excessive
individualism of the eighties. Professor
Halsey goes so far as to embrace the
fears over the spread of single
motherhood. “The family’,
he says, ‘is a socialist institution’,

But instead of hijacking the
government’s moralism, its critics
on the left have allowed themselves to
become part of the consensus that puts
the blame for society’s problems on to
ordinary people. It is no great surprise
that the Tories are less willing to argue
the case for the unalloved free market
at a rime of slump when mos!t people
are suffering under it. But Major’s
emphasis upon common values is
not an alternative to the market, it
is an excuse for it. It says that the
problems caused by the market are
everybody’s responsibility. Professor
Halsey's affection for the family only
serves to reinforce the Tories™ case that
the real damage to society comes from
those who are unwilling to conform
to basic moral values.

Made and remade

Far from there being any core

moral values that are good for all
time, values are made and remade in
accordance with the exigencies of the
day. For this government that means
covering up the real cause of the
problems in society by getting the
weakest to bear the burden of the
failures of the market. Values worts
fighting for are unlikely to be inherses
from the pasl. There is little point i
going back to the basics that got us
where we are today. L
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Andrew Calcutt asked some
young people what they hate
about nineties Britain—and
what they think they can do
about it. All of them were
angry about something; but
while some were just cynical,
others had joined the
Campaign Against Militarism
to have ago

Erik, student at sixth
form college

My mother's German and I got
called “Nazi® at school. So I had
a vouthful distaste for whal was
going on in Britain—vacism,
sexism and the rest of it.

It is satisfving being able to
explain things o other people,
and to get them moving. There
is a proposal for my college to be
merged, and this will mean cuts.
Because | opposed it the other
students got activated. I am sure
that I can make an impact on
events—so why can’t we all?
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f Lee, student at
technical college

Xanthe, student

I don’t believe what the media

tells me and [ wouldn’t trust any
polifician to represent me, 1'm more
interested in the state of mind which
people carry around with them. If an
individual’s mindsel is not in synch,
hesshe could be in the most beautiful
landscape in the world and they'll
still make an ugly atmosphere,
Reality is inside the mind of

every one of us. The old rap about
changing the world outside...it's

an outdated idea,

' Doing Economics and Politics

at college vou are consistently told
that one of them will work—IL.abour
will make a go of it or Keynesian
economics needls a second chance.
And you just can’t believe it.

I was thinking thal economic
recovery was a joke and

what was on offer was a joke,

[ like getting out there and
convincing people of the need for
an opposition. I like the challenge.
I was always a bit of an idealist—
there shouldn’t be war. we should
be equal, there ought to be decent
wages, Now I realise I'm fighting
in my own interest as much as
anything.

Being a teenager is crap. I'll be
staying in tonight because I've no
money to go out. I hope my parents
go out so | can get some peace. What
can I do? As Blur said, Modern Life
Is Rubbish.
[t was the miners’ campaign last
year that got to me: I knew that the
government was taking the piss, and
[ didn’t want to let it happen withou!
a fight.

There's nothing different aboul
me, I just don’t want to be docile,
I hate what Britain is about—the
complacency, the lack of ambition,
privileges for the minority. I joined
the Campaign Against Militarism
because it’s a movement that’s
three steps ahead.

Peter, school student

| enjoy challenging the Tories.

1 get a buzz from challenging all

the people who tell me how to live &
my life, Why believe things arc :
inevitable? If you want to bring

about change you have 1o look

to sce what is the real cause of

the problem.




I started reading Living Marxism
and it was saying things I'd been
thinking which no one ¢lse had
said. I was looking for something
different because I thought my ideas
were better than the mainstream.
Like me; a lot of people are
looking for something. All right.
they are also cynical. I was
convinced by a logical argument,
why shouldn’t they be? When
the Schools Campaign Against
Militarism went into schools
and colleges, 30-40 people were
coming to meetings in a lunchtime.
It’s exciting 1o be part of something
that is new and different and
especially important because
no one else is doing it.

s

Graeme, hot dog salesman
and student

Respect to your views but you
can’l expect o achieve vour aims
Let’s all go to a higher level.

Legalise it! Cannabis is as natural
as tea or coffee. Allow the home
cultivation of cannabis. These are
my slogans. And free tap water
in the clubs!

They tried it in the Soviel Union
and look what happened. Equality,
justice—of course that’s how il
should be. But people are not ready
forit.

Where is the economic recovery?
Nobody knows what they 're talking
aboul. Everything is out of control.
Personally I'm concerned about the
spiral of violence against women,
and I want to sce women protected
against violence al home and
harassment in social life. But
generally speaking the world’s
problems are too big for anyone to
sort out. The politicians can’t do it.
Neither can 1 and neither can y«

fony, ramee printer

People don’t want change.

Most people are scraping by.

Not flush, but getting along.

They won't get off their arse.

I’'m not fooled by the people in
power, [ don't like what's going on
any more than you do. But you're
speaking to such a small minority.
British people will never do
anything different,

Rebellious youth?

Emima, GLSE student

The issue of militarism really
angered me, especially what the
British state does in the name of
Queen and country. The whole idea

= of Rule Britannia—that we have the

right 1o dictate goad and evil—it’s
moral hypocrisy,

A lot of people who say ‘no
politics still hold strang apinions.
My best friend got really wound up
about the bombing of Iraq but she
didn’l think of it in “political” terms.
There is a general feeling that
something isn’t quite right. People
are not stupid, they think about
things. But they divorce their anger
from thinking they can do anything
about 1t.

Through the Schools Campaign
Against Militarism we’ve been
connecting with pissed-off voung
people and showing how fo turn it
into a real fight, The whole thing
gives me a buzz.

For centuries my history has been
ignored or censored or distorted.
My concern right now is to establish
the truth about my history. This will
help me to be a stronger person,
That is as far as I am prepared

to go at the moment.

VIN
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‘Nuke the Gooks' has long been the racist
cry of the American right eyeing North Korea.
Now president Bill Clinton has threatened to
destroy that state for allegedly developing its
own Bomb.

But is Kim II-Sung really holding the

world to ransom? Or is the USA using the
non-proliferation row as an excuse to hold

a gun to the third world’s head? John Gibson
investigates

FHOTO: AFPIPRESS ASSOUIANION
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aut for North Korea's atomic bomb

ince the middle of

1993, the possibility

of North Korea having

a nuclear bomb has heen presented

as something which, in Newsweek’s
wards, ‘may well be the greatest threat
to world peace” (29 November 1993),
Speaking to American troops at the
Demilitarised Zone between North
and South Korea last July, US president
Bill Clinton cited the North Korean
threat as the reason why US troap
numbers could not be cut in South
Korea and Japan. Don’t even think
about using a nuclear device, he
warned the North Koreans, or
America will ‘annihilate’ vou.

The issue of nuclear proliferation
in the third world has risen high up the
list of Western concerns in recent years.
In January 1992, the first-ever summit
of the United Nations Sccurity Council
was convened to discuss this issue,
First, the possibility of Iraq getling
the Bomb dominated the news,

Then attention shifted to North Korea.
The imagery was the same: the world
was being held to ransom by an
unstable dictator with his hands

on'the Bomb. It was common to link
the two countries. “The UN Security
Council cannot avoid thinking about
North Korea in terms of the Iraqi
experience’, argued Ronald F Lehman,
former US Assistant Secretary of
Defence (Washington Quarterly,
Summer 1993). ‘History may not repeat
itself, but watch the Korean peninsular
for a disturbing sequel’. warned the
Economist in an article entitled
‘Apocalypse Asia’ (26 March 1993),

There is indeed a link between
Irag and North Korea: they are both
impoverished third world nations
that have been set up by America,
under cover of concem over
nuclear proliferation. p
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Inspectars from the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) spent
a good part of 1992 crawling all over
Iraq without finding much. And yet
Trag continued to be demonised and
occasionally bombed by the USA,

If Yongbyon is inspected,
and found to be empty, another
dangerous site will be pinpointed

26 January 1984

as a potential nuclear threal.

In 1993, again without any hard
evidence of a Bomb, North Korea
became the new demon. The reality
is not that Kim I1-Sung is holding the
world to ransom, but that America

is threatening to destroy North Korca
in the same way as it has Iraq.

What evidence is there of a North
Korean nuclear threat? The American
argument goes as follows, North Korea
has had civilian nuclear power for
years, a by-praduct of which is
plutonium, the basic ingredient of
an atomic bomb. Knowing how long
the plants have been operating, it
is possible to calculate how much
plutonium would have accumulated.
If it isn’t at the plants, it must be
somewhere else. Hence the IAEA
wants access to check. North Korea
refuses to let IAEA inspectors into
its nuclear plants,

The CILA insists that satellite
photographs of Yongbyon have shown
that there is/was a reprocessing plant
designed to separate out plutonium
from the fuel rods used in civilian
nuclear reactors, and possibly
a separate reactor to produce
plutonium. It claims that the plant
may have been moved, they know
not where, last vear. North Korea has
refused the TAEA access to Yongbyon,
North Korea is also said 1o possess
rackets capable of reaching Japan
and China. And. the icing on the cake
as far as the CIA is concerned, North
Korea has said that it is developing
a nuclear bomb, and tried to withdraw
last March from the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Despite this apparent evidence,
the CIA’s case does not hold together,
The basic science needed to make
an atomic Bomb is widely known.
This does not, however, mean that it
is easy to make one. Besides the USA,
Britain, France, the USSR, and China,
the other states that are thought to have
developed nuclear weapans since
the Second World War are Brazil,
Argentina, Isracl, South Africa,
Pakistan and India. None of this
latter group managed without
acquiring, openly and clandestinely,
crucial technologies from the existing
nuclear powers, or from other advanced
capitalist countries. The controls
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on North Korean access to such
technologies have been much
tighter, making it highly unlikely
that they have made a Bomb, or
are anywhere near making one,

There are four basic things needed
to make a Bomb: 1) highly trained
physicists; 2) reprocessing technology
to separate out plutonium:

3) a sophisticated trigger mechanism
to create a critical mass of plutonium
in a concentrated space in a fraction
of a second; 4) a rocket to deliver the
bomb. Even were North Korea to make
a Bomb, it is highly unlikely that their
rockets would be able to deliver it.
Israel recently revealed that the

US Patriot Missile Delence System
used against Tray’s Soviet-built Scud
missiles during the Gulf War was
useless—there is no evidence of

a single intercept. The reason there
were so few Israeli casuallies was
that Iraq’s missiles were cven more
hopeless. North Korea has similar
missiles. dubbed “flying dustbins’

by military experts. But even il
North Korea had a perfect delivery
svstem, the construction of a Bomb
presents a big enough hurdle.

Even the industrialising states
now thought to have nuclear weapons
could not independently develop the
technologies needed to separate oul
plutonium and make a trigger
mechanism. China got crucial
assistance from the USSR before
links were broken in 1959.

The Latin American countries,
India, and Pakistan got technology
from France and Germany in the
1970s, when ¢conomic recession
increased competition between
supplicrs of nuclear technology.
Israe] and South Africa were always
in a special class: as key allies of the
Western powers in sensitive regions
of the world, their acquisition of
nuelear technology was quietly
ignored. (For more details on this
see J Newhouse, The Nuclear Age).

On its own

After the Soviets helped China to get
the Bomb, they became much more
cautious with their nuclear technology.
China, too, was very careful about
whom it assisted. It is well documented
that neither gave assistance to North
Korea. In fact, the Soviet Union entered
into direct cooperation with the JAEA
to control North Korean nuclear
supplies in 1977. So, if North Korea is
trying to develop a Bomb, it is doing so
alone. If Indig was unable to develop

a Bomb on its own, North Korea’s
chances appear very slim.

North Korea is not in a position (o
threaten anybady. It is a diplomatically
and technologically isolated state not
far from collapse.

North Korea has a population of
22m people, Its economy is shrinking

at an annual rate of around 20 per cent.
The government has launched

a campaign for people to eat only

two meals a day because of food
shortages, and clothing is in short
supply. Both Russia and China now
have stronger ties with South Korea,
and have said that they would nol
support aggressive action by the North.
Indeed South Korca now has a more
powerful army than North Korea,

and it is backed up by the might of

the USA. They conduct annual joint
manoeuvres on the Korean border—
*Operation Team Spirit"—during which
America will not say whether or not its
forces carry nuclear weapons.

IAEA inspectors

North Korea's obstruction of the
IAEA, and declaration of its nuclear
ambitions, look like nothing more than
a bid to get some bargaining power
with the South and the USA. It

is a desperate step by a fragile regime,
and a high-risk strategy. But whichever
weay you look at it, Kim 1l-Sung is only
a problem for the North Korean people.

Despite what they say in public,
the US authorities are well aware
that North Korea almost certainly
has no Bomb. North Korea bent over
backwards in 1991-92 in an attempt
to secure assistance from the West.
IAEA inspectors made live inspections
in 1992, and by the end of that year
mosl commentators agreed that
North Korea had no nuclear potential.
But then the plant/ex-plant at Yongbyon
was ‘discovered” (despite the fact that
the CIA had known of its existence
since 1989 at least), and more
inspections were insisted on. No doubt
if Yongbyon is inspected, and found to
be empty, another dangerous site will
be pinpointed. As in the case of Iray.
every empty building will simply be
taken as proof that the devilish
reprocessing facilities have
been moved elsewhere.

Some commentators now talk
about underground tunnel systems
containing nuclear technology. It
looks as if the Americans won’t be
happy until they have dug up the
whole country. This is because they
are nol really looking for North Korean
nukes. The US authorities have their
sights on bigger targets in the debate
on nuclear non-proliferation: their
aim is to assert Western authority
over the third world, and to maintain
America’s position as the leading
world power.

The issue of nuclear
non-proliferation has always been
aboul Western domination of the third
world, Clearly it is not about nuclear
weapons as such, since the massive
arsenals of the Western powers never
come into the debate. Instead, the
debate on nuclear proliferation is about
drawing a line between the haves and



the have nots. It is all a question of
whose finger is on the trigger.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty, which came into law in 1970,
forbids all signatories from possessing
the Bomb-—unless, of course, they
already had it. Furthermore, the
American dominated IAEA was
given the power to interfere in the
internal aftairs of non-nuclear states
to ensure that they weren't making
bombs. As the head of Pakistan’s
Atomic Energy Commission put it in
199(0), “the non-nuclear weapon states
are effectively required to surrender
part of their national sovereignty in
return for vague and as yet unfulfilled
promises of nuclear cooperation’.

In the past, however, the exercise
of Western domination over the third
waorld was limited by the exigencies
of Cold War diplomacy. The existence
of the Soviet Union helped provide
the space for third world nations to
assert some independence from the
West, through forums such as the
Non-Aligned Movement.

In order to get third world nations
to sign the treaty, the nuclear powers
had to offer some sweeteners, of
which transfer of technology for
civilian nuclear power was the most
significant. What's more, the third
world states that were bent on acquiring
nuclear weapons—DBrazil, Argentina,
India, and Pakistan in particular—
refused to sign the treaty. And there
were limits to the measures that the
Western powers could take to stop them
developing @ Bomb, India, for example,
used its diplomatic links with the
Soviet Union to counter US opposition
to its Bomb programme in the 1970s,
while Pakistan played Fast-Wesl
tensions the other way around.

Post-Cold War, however, the
balance of power has shifted much
to the advantage of the West, Last
November Clinton proposed that
the NPT be made tougher. Plutonium

‘The non-nuclear weapon
states are effectively required
to surrender part of their
national sovereignty’

production, he said, was “not justified
on ecither economic or national security
grounds, and its accumulation creates
serious proliferation and security
dangers’. Of course, since America has
more plutonium than it knows what to
do with, it won’t be affected by any ban
on its production. The real cansequence
of any ban would be to give the West
the pawer 1o close down the third
world’s nuclear industry,

Today, in the row over membership
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the

USA is giving orders to North Korea
on how to conduct its foreign affairs.
Under international law, there is
nothing to stop North Korea resigning
from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty as il tried 1o do last March,
And there is nothing which says
that a pon-member of the NPT
cannot have nuclear weapons, By
threatening North Korea, America
has forced it to remain within the NPT,
Like the mafia, Washington insists
that membership is for life.

The tightening of the regime on
nuclear proliferation is a symptom
of the changed balance of power
between the West and the third world.
In the post-Cold War world, nuclear
proliferation is being used as another

stick with which to beat the third world.

The USA and the Western allies are
not worried about countries like
North Korea acquiring an atomic
bomb. They are more interested

in constructing the image of third
world demons with the Bomb. in
order to legitimise Western militarism
and intervention around the globe.

Out of demons

Back in 1991, after destroying Iraq,
General Colin Powell, then head of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, said: ‘I'm running
out of demons...I'm down to Fidel
Castro and Kim II-Sung.” (Quoted

in W Bello, People and Power in the
Pacific, p28) The elevation of nuclear
proliferation on the Western powers’
agenda has been a response to this
shortage of credible demons in

the third world.

It has been easy for the West to
credte the notion of a nuclear threat
from the third world, All it took was
a few stories about ex-Soviel scienlists
hiring themselves out to third world
dictators, added to the spectre of DIY
bombs made possible by the flow of
plutonium around the globe, In this
way, even the weakes! nation can be
converted into a global threat, By
depicling Kim I1-Sung as a dangerous
villain simply because he might have
the Bomb, the Western powers are
seeking to solve Powell’s problem
by inventing a world full of demons,

The US campaign against nuclear
proliferation does not stop at talk.
Iraq has already been destroved,
partly on the pretext of preventing
Saddam’s nuclear programme.

The January 1992 summit

of the UN Security Council on
non-proliferation issued a direct
threat ta all third world states: step
out of line, and vou’ll get the same
treatment as Irag. Now North Korea
finds itself in America’s gun-sights
on the same issue.

There are also regional reasons
making North Korea a likely target
for the USA, The Pacific region is set
to be a key area for world capitalism
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into the next century. America is facing
the squeeze economically from Japan,
while China is emerging as a major
player with its own interests, Baring
its teeth against North Korea is a way
of reminding everyone, especially
non-nuclear Japan, that America
remains the region’s policeman.

Hiroshima

America, with British support, has used
the nuclear proliferation issue in a bid
to remind the major non-nuclear
powers who holds the whip hand
in the Western alliance. The January
1992 UN Security Council summil
{permanent members: America,
Britain, France, Russia, China-—the
nuclear club) coincided with Japanese
lobbying to become a permanent
member. Not yet, was the message.
In 1993 Clinton cranked up the
rhetoric against North Korea
whenever America’s wider
role in the Pacific region was
up for discussion: during his
Asian tour in July, and during the
Asia Pacific Fconomic Co-operation
Forum in Seattle in November.
Suppose for a moment the
ClA’s most florid fantasies were true,
What if North Korea has got a Bomb?
And what if Kim I1-Sung is certifiable?
North Korea still wouldn’t be the
problem. The threat to peace does not
come from the poorest states on Earth,
nor from crazy little dictators, but from
the power games being played oul in
the third world by the USA and the
other Western powers,
Lest we forget recent history:
the anly country to have used nuclear
weapons is the USA, American
president Harry Truman said that the
dropping of the Bomb on Japan was
‘the greatest thing in history’,
Since 1945 the same country has used
awesome conventional firepower (o
destroy Vietnam, Cambodia and Iraq
among others, and has threatened the
use of atomic weapons no fewer
than 45 times.

Whose threat?

North Korea has been on the
receiving end of American and

Allied firepower itself, during the
Korean War: by 1933 all of its major
cities had been levelled. President
Truman threatened to use the Bomb
on North Korea in 1950, and president
Eisenhower threatened the same when
he was head of the army in 1951.
‘Nuke the Gooks™ has been a frequent
refrain of American politicians ever
since, Those concerned about the
threat of war today should turn their
attention to the military arsenals

of the Western world, and

let the North Korean

people deal with Kim 11-Sung. ®
Thanks to Vanessa Adams and

Daniel Lowe for material and ideas
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Green patsies

John Gibson on how leading
environmental groups are helping
the Western powers police the

third world

n the debate about nuclear non-proliferation,
it is not just the US and other Western
%% governments that are targeting North Korea
and other third world countries as the problem.

Western  environmental and peace  groups
have added their condemnations as well. Take
Greenpeace.

A recent major Greenpeace publication,

The Plutomium Trade: A Troubling New Era of

Proliferation, focuses almost exclusively on
proliferation in north-east Asia. After a casual
mention of the fact that America threatened to
nuke North Korea in the early 1930s, North
Korea itself is quickly isolated as the major
problem loday.

Adopting the tone of the concerned world
citizen, Greenpeace sides with the USA and its
allies in pointing the finger at the North Koreans:
‘Tdentified as being of most concern to the inter-
national community, in particular to the US,
Japanese and South Koreans, is a partially
completed reprocessing  plant, also  near
Yongbyon.” Does Greenpeace have any criti-
cisms of the USA, the one military power which
definitely has introduced nuclear weapons to
north-cast Asia? Oh, ves; the Americans should
be consistent aboul non-proliferation and
stop selling plutonium to the Japanese. Not
a mention of those 3060
Bill Clinton's finger.

The fact that the Greenpeace pamphlet
criticises America for selling plutonium to Japan
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is typical of the way Greenpeace tackles the
nuclear powers’ own vast arsenals: it doesn’t
mention them. Only the sale of plutonium to
other countries is condemned. And the other
countries which Greenpeace is most concerned
to stop getting plutonium are third world states.
In another Greenpeace publication, The United
Kingdom: The World’s Worst Proliferator?,
Britain is condemned for producing plutonium,
not because it leads to a British Bomb. but
because it might fall into the wrong (read: third
world) hands. The sale of plutonium to Japan is
also condemned.. because the development of
Japanese nuclear weapons will give North Korea
an excuse to build its own.

Greenpeace’s attitude is entirely consistent
with that adopted by the existing nuclear powers
and enshrined in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treatv. Greenpeace upholds that treaty, but
would like to see the regime for the contral of
nuclear material modified. Greenpeace argues
that it is inconsistent of the International Atomic
Energy Agency to ban free traffic in nuclear
weapons, but allow it in nuclear material for civil
programmes. It wants a tighter regime on both.
In other words, Greenpeace is demanding that
the US world policeman should crack down still
harder on the third world.

As shown elsewhere in this issue of Living
Marxism, US president Clinton is considering
tightening the regime on plutonium in just the
way Greenpeace suggests, But Clinton will want
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something in return from Greenpeace and
other radical lobbyists, The American idea is
that if third world states disobey the new
tighter plutonium regime, then military action
can be taken against them, Greenpeace wanted
him to toughen up the policy. but will it balk at
the consequences?

The way in which Greenpeace’s approach 1o
the issue of non-proliferation dovetails with that
of the major Western powers seems to clash with
its radical image. Greenpeace is famous for its
acts of derring-do on the high seas, and is usually
thought of as being critical of Western
governments. And at a formal level, Greenpeace
is challenging the West's agenda on nuclear
proliferation. It is against all nuclear weapons.
In practice, however, Greenpeace is swimming
with the tide of Western opinion, and focusing on
the spread of nuclear weapons to the third world
as the major problem.

Greenpeace is faithfully following the agenda
set by the existing nuclear powers on all the key
points. It has appointed itself as an adviser to the
nuclear club. Its suggestions for changes would,
il implemented, only increase that club’s power.
The willingness of a group like Greenpeace to go
along with the Western governments™ line
expresses the strength of the anti-third world
consensus in the West,

Greenpeace’s stand can only lend moral
legitimacy to the actions of the Western powers
against third world states like North Korea. Tt
is a great boon for the Western powers 1o have
what is seen as a radical campaigning group
arguing their line for them. Greenpeace even
want a part in the policing set-up itself. In ils
1992 submission to the International Atomic
Energy Agency, Greenpeace boasts that it and
other Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs)
have acted as ‘watch-dogs’ and ‘whistle-blowers'
to prevent nuclear proliferation, so it “would
therefore be appropriate for the Agency to re-
cognise their value’, Like snitches in school,
it seems, they want teacher to give them
prefects’ badges.

The mechanisms exist to involve groups such
as Greenpeace as observers at the 1995 Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) renewal conference,
At present the links between governments and
NGOs like Greenpeace on the weapons issue
arc less than on other matters, because of the
sensitivity of military questions. Nevertheless,
the foreign office in Britain and the Clinton
administration do hold regular discussions with
Greenpeace and others on the non-proliferation
issue, and the degree of NGO participation in the
1995 conference is up for discussion at
a preparatory commitlee meeting in January
1994, The Clinton administration has a special
incentive to promote groups like Greenpeace.
The NGOs can crificise the Japanese in terms the
US government agrees with, but cannot use in
public because Japan, unlike North Korea, is too
powerful to bully so casily.

Greenpeace is becoming a patsy for the
Western military elite. Even if the existing
nuclear powers don’t formally involve
Greenpeace in the NPT renewal conference, they
have got the environmental group on side
Greenpeace is playing a valuable role for the
nuclear powers by providing a green and
peaceful cover for their imperial authority over
the third world. @
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Whatever happened to the
national campaign in support
of the miners? As the
government prepares to
complete its pit closure
programme, Mike Freeman
highlights some hard lessons
of the failed attempts to stop it

30
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slitics will not be

the same again, Twice
in one week in October
demonstrations bigger and more
working class in composition than
any since the early 1970s have shown
that the working class movement,

so long proclaimed dead by
commentators an both the left

and right, is still a force.’

John Rees. Socialist Review,
November 1992

“The last parliamentary obstacle to

a fresh wave of pit closures disappeared
vesterday when a Conservative
rebellion melted away at the end of

a Labour-led debate condemning
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the government’s coal policy.’
Guardian, 28 October 1993

The October 1992 announcement by
industry sccretary Michael Heseltine
of plans to close 31 of Britain’s

50 remaining pits, shedding

30 000 of the industry’s

40 000 jobs, provoked an

upsurge of protest. A weekday

lobby of parliament was attended

by thousands of angry miners and
tens of thousands of their supporters.
On Sunday 25 October more than
200 000 people turned out in
torrential rain for the biggest
demonstration against the
governmenl for years.

Balance the books

Twelve months later the

government announced plans to
accelerate the closure of a dozen

pits which had been reprieved earlier
in the vear. It became clear that the
government intends to complete

the programme outlined in

October 1992 by April 1994.

It further emerged that as many

as five of the 19 ‘core’ pits not included
in the October 1992 package may also
now face closure. The latest round of
closures provoked scarcely a murmur
of protest, and miners in pit after pit
had little alternative but to opt for
meagre redundancy deals,

The contrast between the euphoria
of October 1992 and the bathos of
October 1993 indicates the failure
of a particular style of opposition
politics. It confirms the exhaustion,
not only of the official labour
movement, but of the sort of
strategy and tactics that are
still favoured by many radical
and left-wing opponents
of the government,

The strategy of the campaign
against pit closures was to demonstrate
to the government that its policy was
irrational in terms of capitalist
economics, and to present it with
an alternative that maintained pits
and saved jobs. Supporters of the
miners did not seek to point out to the
government that, whatever the state of
British Coal’s accounts, miners needed
jobs and wages as the only means of
guaranteeing their survival. Instead,
they attempted to show how saving
jobs could be reconciled with the
ohjective of balancing British
Coal’s books.

The miners’ union, Labour MPs
and radical academics marshalled
a range of arguments to show how
British Coal could be made profitable
without drastic closures.

They insisted that the fall in domestic
demand for coal was @ result of the
government-sponsored ‘dash for gas’
in the privatised electricity supply
industry, as well as the government's

subsidies to nuclear power and
encouragement of cheap imports.
Further, they pointed out that closing
pits caused wider job losses in
associated industries and services,
and that the government had to pay
the cost of these mass redundancies
in unemployment benelits and

lost tax revenues.

Profit and loss

[n response to the furore

over Heseltine’s announcement,

the government commissioned four
inquiries into the coal industry, lo
consider the proposed alternatives.
Analysing the industry in purely
cconamic terms (capitalist accounting
knows no other criteria than profil

and loss), their conclusions broadly
vindicated the closure plans and indeed
suggested that further closures might be

necessary (Guardian, 23 January 1993).

There can be little doubt that elements
of political prejudice and irrationality
(and probably corruption too) can be
found in the government’s hostility
to coal and its support for energy
privatisation. But the bottom linc is
profit, and there is little to be gained
from entering the debate with capitalist
entrepreneurs and their accountants
about how this can be best maximised.
Indeed there are considerable
dangers in alternative accountancy.
One of the reports cited above
emphasised that British Coal would
need ‘to make sweeping changes
in working practices, managemen!
and structure if it was to compete
successfully for a shrinking market’,
Having accepted the goals of corporate
profitability, radical accountants are
ill-equipped to resist the consequences:
the recent relaxation of safety controls
in mines is onc example.

Special pleading
Tryving to calculate the wider cost
of redundancy to the government does
not work either. It simply obscures the
tension between a capitalist enterprise,
which employs workers only if they
can make profits, and the capitalist
state, which is obliged to maintain
those who cannot be profitably
employed in the wider interests
of the system as a whole. From
a capitalist point of view, the only
logical response to pointing out the
burden of maintaining unemployed
miners would be not to save pits,
but to cut benefits.

Apart from being unconvincing,
attempts to justify British coal as
a superior source of energy to forss
coal or gas, oil or nuclear power a=
simply special pleading on betal o
the coal industry. Such argumess

coal as a special case are e
divisive, pitting British coul sums
against Australian or Soe s

miners, and miners agame waise






in the gas and other power-generating
industries.

The strategy of trying to
defend miners jobs by advancing
an alternative policy for British Coal
echaed the central strategic error of the
1984-85 miners’ strike. Then, miners”
leader Arthur Scargill tried to persuade
the government o return to the

A stage army, cheering
on the efforts of their upper
class patrons

‘Plan for Coal” drawn up between
the National Union of Mineworkers
(NUM) and the Labour government in
the 1970s. But what if the profitability
of British coal mining demanded
closing pits, shedding jobs and
squeezing wages? The commitment
to the British coal industry proved 1o
be the Achilles heel of the miners’
union during the vear-long strike,
leading to division and defeat.

Though the 1992 campaign
followed a similar strategy to hat
of the 1984-85 strike, the defeat
of that historic struggle produced
a significant shift in tactics. The
methods of industrial militancy-—strike,
picket, demonstration—now gave way
to the techniques of parliamentary
lobbying and attempts to manipulate
public opinion through the media,
While in the 1980s the key figures
were union activists, or at least union
leaders, in the 1990s the main players
were backbench Tory rebels and
sympathetic journalists and celebrities.

Right from the announcement
of Heseltine’s closure plans, a group
of Tory dissidents made the running.
These included MPs like Elizabeth
Peacock and Richard Alexander,
from constituencies in mining arcas,
and other right wingers, such as
Winston Churchill and Bill Cash,
with wider grievances against the
government. Instead of trving to
mobilise industrial action against the
closures, Scargill and the other union
leaders sought to cultivate the Tory
rebels and the sympathetic all-party
trade and industry select committee,
in the hope that these respectable
parliamentary forces would sway
the government.

The rally in Hyde Park at the
end of the mass demonstration against
the closures was addressed by Liberal
Democrat leader Paddy Ashdown,
a representative from the Confederation
of British Industry and a bishop.
The tactics of ‘winning friends and
influencing people’ were supplemented
by court actions seeking to demonstrate
the illegality of the government’s plans.
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The miners and their working class
supporters were reduced to the role
of a stage army, cheering on the
cfforts of their upper class patrons.
Some early successes for the
‘cap-in-hand” approach appeared
1o vindicate the methods of deference.
Taken aback by the scale of the uproar
over its plans and concerned about
further rifts within the Conservative
Party, the government announced
a delay in closure plans pending
further inquiries, Tory newspapers
like the Daily Mail and the Sun
expressed sympathy for the miners.
In December Lord Justice Glidewell
upheld the union view that the
government’s closure plans
were ‘unlawful and irrational .
A government white paper in
March offered subsidies worth
£300m to keep open 12 pits
pending further ‘market testing’.

Thatcher's support

It was only when the final outcome

of the establishment revaolt became
apparent in the recent collapse of
opposition to the completion—and
extension—of the closure programme
that the true extent of the grovelling of
the campaign became apparent. When
it was revealed that closures were to go
ahead in Nottinghamshire, local union
leader Neil Greatrex revealed how he
had earlier had a meeting with ‘Lady’
Thatcher, ‘lo try to get her on our
side’ (Guardian, 2 October 1993).

As a representative of the scab Union
of Demacratic Mineworkers which
was formed with Margaret Thatcher’s
enthusiastic backing in the course of
the 1984-85 miners’ strike, Greatrex
had reason to expect a sympathetic
response from the scourge of

the NUM. He got it.

Mrs Thatcher wrote to Heseltine’s
deputy. Tim Eggar, pleading for mercy
for the Notts miners, Her intervention
was warmly welcomed by Richard
Caborn, the Sheffield Labour MP
wheo chairs the trade and industry
committee: “This is the first time that
Lady [sic] Thatcher is prepared to back
part of our report’, he proclaimed.
While the union leaders and the Labour
paoliticians grovelled before the former
prime minister, whose current memoirs
reveal the relish and the ruthlessness
with which she set about crushing the
miners’ union, the government pressed
ahead with the closures.

The central problem with the
tactic of relving on establishment
critics of the pit closure campaign
was that none of them opposed
closures in principle. All they
wanted was a more sympathetic
approach, more consultation and
delay, a sympathetic stay of execution,
But the result of this approach was that
the horizons of the miners’ struggle
were lowered to what was acceptable

to the leading critics of the
government—the Tory back
henchers. The union leaders
satisfied themselves with aiming
for delays and consultations.

Miner's prayer

Nobody set out the goals of no pit
closures, no redundancies, goals which
are not only part of a long-established
union policy, but also clearly necessary
1o defend miners” jobs, Nobody
suggested any form of collective
initiative or direct action of the sort
that might be expected to alienate the
likes of Winston Churchill, Paddy
Ashdown or the Archbishop

of Canterbury.

In their drive to sustain
middle class approval through
the media, the union leaders
ransacked the traditions of the
labour bureaucracy and the left
to come up with the most abject
forms of protest activity. So we
had the grotesque ‘Miners” Prayer’

(“a spine-tingling anthem' played by
the Grimethorpe Colliery Band). the
ludicrous *Switch off at eight’
campaign (a TUC-backed plan to bring
the government to its senses as a result
of everybody simultaneously turning
off their lights—for five minutes),

and the pathetic tramp by a handful

of union officials from Scotland

1o London.

We even had the re-establishment
of women'’s peace camps (on the
Greenham Common model) at
threatened Yorkshire pits. The
nearest the miners’ union came to
industrial action was Scargill’s call for
a ‘stayaway’ to coincide with a TUC
day of action last February, Once the
media tired of depicling miners as
custodians of the sort of national
heritage made familiar in Hovis
adverts, or patronising them as
worthy recipients of charity, they
lost interest in the whole issue,

Symbolic coal

The image of outgoing

TUC leader Norman Willis standing
alongside a group of Tary, Labour and
Liberal Democrat MPs, holding aloft
a ‘four-foot symbolic lump of coal’
and presenting a 300 000-signature
petition against the pit closures to
parliament sums up the official

labour movement campaign. The
mast profound comment on the
campaign came from former Notts
union leader Roy Lynk, who received
an OBE for his strike-breaking services
in 1984-85. Surveving the decimation
of the Notts coalfield he observed that
it “just shows” that if you behave like
a moderate, ‘they treat you like a soft
touch’, Or to pul it another way, if you
go cap in hand to the government and
the capitalists, you're likely to get

a kick in the teeth, ®



~he announcement of South Africa’s

new interim constitution, under which

the country’s first non-racial elections

are due to be contested on 27 April 1994, was

greeted with relief and joy by the British media.

The Guardian called it a ‘new stage of hope’.

The Financial Tones welcomed it as a ‘negoti-

ated revolution” which ‘effectively strips the

white minority of almost all entrenched powers’
(18 November 1993),

The euphoria was based upon what the media
regards as a last-minute climbdown by president
FW De Klerk on the rules for decision-making in
the post-apartheid cabinet. Having insisted for
months that a two-thirds majority vote would be
required to pass certain decisions in the new
multi-party cabinet (which would have given the
National Party and its allies blocking powers),
De Klerk agreed instead to simple majority
decisions, in return for a commitment from
Nelson Mandela that the cabinet would operate
i a ‘consensus-seeking spirit’. This, apparently,
seralds a big step towards South Africa’s first

governmenl of national unity’,

De Klerk’s concession has been presented as

: major compromise by the ruling National Parly
w the African National Congress. However,
w1 the new constitution in the context of the
aree-year long negotiations process, and a very
Siferent picture emerges. Whatever concession
2e Klerk may have made in the fine details of
s constitution, the ANC’s acceptance of the
Socument expresses how far it, rather than the
wartheid regime, has compromised every
seaciple it ever stood for.

Take the central component of the

sstitution—power-sharing. At every level of
sovemment, power-sharing is built in. The new

Charles Longford on
the true meaning of the

deal which the ANC
celebrated as a victory

cabinet will be made up of a president, deputy
presidents (one from every party with 80 seats in
the national assembly) and up to 27 ministers.
Any party with 20 seats (five per cent of the vote)
in the national assembly will be entitled to a pro-
portional number of cabinet portfolios and
deputy ministerial posts, A similar svstem of
proportionality is planned for the national
assembly and especially the senate, where
90 senators will be elected on a regional basis by
the nine provincial legislatures. Finally. the
constitutional assembly, to be made up of a joint
sitting of the national assembly and senate, will
require a two-thirds majority to pass the final
constitution for the new South Africa.

The power-sharing set-up might appear
sensible in a multi-racial country like South
Africa. But in reality. it represents the entrench-
ment of minority power against the liberation
movement's historic goal of black majority rule.

In South Africa today there is no longer
a politically constituted black majority. This
reflects the government’s success in transform-
ing the black liberation struggle into a black civil
war, in which most violence takes place between
ANC supporters and the conservative
Inkatha movement. Black-Seuth Africa has
fragmented; and the new constitution’s in-built
power-sharing stipulations will ensure that these

divisions institutionalised. while also
entrenching the power of the white minority
elite. The interim constitution, which president
De Klerk was supposed to have conceded to the
ANC, in fact represents De Klerk™s victory over
the ANC and the struggle for black liberation.
The process of negotiations has transformed
the ANC into a moderate political party. Today,
the ANC are rampant free marketeers who see
the need for firmer policing of the black popula-
tion in order to attract foreign investment to
South Africa. As black aspirations assert
themselves after 27 April, expect to see the ANC
using the ‘conscnsus-secking spirit” built into
cabinel government to demand that its support-
ers restrain their disaffection with the new South
African capitalism, And should there be any
lendency not to act in this way, the new ANC-led
government will have to contend with the fact
that, despite having a new constitution, the
institutions of the old apartheid state will still be
there, ready to enforce ‘consensus’ al gunpoint,
As part of the deal on the interim constitution
it has been agreed to leave the institutions of the
apartheid state—from the civil service to the
army and police—almost intact, with the
addition of some black faces in top posts,

are

And while the constitution includes a Bill of

Rights to be strengthened by a national ombuds-
man—called the ‘public protector’ in deference
to feminist sentiment—it also allows the suspen-
sion of political rights through the imposition of
old-fashioned states of emergency and detention
without trial.

Add to this the devolution of power to
provincial governments in areas like education,
health, welfare and policing—devolution which
may even be strengthened in order to ensure that
the white far right and the Zulu-based Inkatha
participate in the April c¢lections—and it
becomes clear that the interim constitution
has built-in guarantees that there will be no
fundamental threat to the powers that be in
South Africa,

So what is the point of the interim constitu-
tion? I is designed primarily to allow a new
political class to emerge in South Africa, From
now until 1999, when another round of constitu-
tional change is due (o begin, the government
intends to integrate maoderate black politicians
into the state machinery, The plans to institu-
tivnalise power-sharing and devolve power away
from central government, while keeping the
repressive institutions of the state intact, give
De Klerk and the South African establishment
cause to celebrate. If the government negotiators
had the sleepless nights which the media claims,
it must have been due to their concern that

the ANC might recognise this compromise as |

a defeat and end the process altogether.

But the ANC did nothing of the sort.
Instead it celebrated the new constitution as
a victory for black South Africans, a fact which
atfests to the success of the De Klerk regime in
instilling the black liberation movement with the
spirit of compromise. Welcome to the new
South Africa. L]
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“5 n its furious efforts to get congress
2 1o back the North American Free
{55 Trade Agreement {Nafta) in
November, the Clinton administration
emphasised the importance of the treaty
to the future of the US economy.
The USA was at a crossroads, said
the White House, between extending
free trade or turning inwards and
becaming protectionist, and
Nafta would be the lest.

Most of the administration’s
claims overstated the importance
of the measures in Nafta, In narrow
economic terms, the North American
treaty alters little. But Bill Clinton’s
linking of Nafta with wider US trade
policy was relevant. Nafta’s real
significance is as a political weapon
in Washington’s more aggressive trade
stance towards the rival economic
powers of Europe and Japan.

Like Ohio

The stated aims of Nafia

are to eliminate tariffs on goods
and lessen restrictions on foreign
investment between Canada, the
USA and Mexico over the next

15 vears. As the USA and Canada

The North American Free Trade Agreement (Nafta) does
not mean that the USA is withdrawing into a protectionist
shell: it means that Bill Clinton is using trade as a political
weapon around the world, argues James Malone
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US trade war

had already agreed similar provisions
in 1989, the focus of the Nafia debate
was on the US-Mexican relationship
The cconomic impact of Nafta,
which comes into force on 1 January
1994, will be fairly modest. Duties
between the USA and Mexico are
already relatively low, and trade and
investment between the two countries
is barely restricted. And the economic
significance of Mexico to the USA is
prety limited; the $30 billion Mexican
markel is barely equivalent to the
US state of Ohio.

Wild predictions
Excluding Ross Perot’s wild
predictions, forecasts of Nafta's net
impact on US employment range from
200 (CK) jobs created to 350 DK lost
over 10 years. Even taking these
unreliable figures at face value, they
are not that significant. The USA
creates and destroys about 300 D00 jobs
every three months, More than two
million jobs were destroyed during
the recent recession, and the sluggish
recovery has created about six million
fewer jobs than a typical postwar
upturn in the USA.

In economic terms, Nafta
simply codifies existing practice.
It is the creation of established
economic trends, not the creator of
new ones, The USA is already the end
market for three quarters of all exports
from Canada and Mexico, US-Mexican
trade has doubled since 1988, mostly
due to a hoom in US exports. Between
1986 and 1992, US direct investment in
Mexico (excluding the finance sector)
grew by over twice as much as US
direct investment worldwide.

Confrontational

Nafta’s real significance lies
elsewhere, as part of the USA’s
more confrontational approach

to global trade policy. It is more
important as a bargaining lever in p
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US trade war

international negotiations on economic
and political matters than as a measure
affecting trade and investment in
North America.

The US economy is becoming
increasingly interconnected with
the rest of the world. This is due not
to technical improvements making
national borders less relevant.
[t is a response o the USA’s

The USA cannot survive on North
American markets alone. Il now relies
on non-Nafta markets for 75 per cent
of its exports. Nor can America’s role
in Nafta be compared to the position
of Germany and Japan within the
respective economic blocs that they
dominate. Mexico is a poor third world
country, not an industrialised continent
like Western Europe or a rising

The USA has been the premier world power for
more than half a century. It is not about to withdraw
into its Mexican backyard

January 1984

economic crisis and the failure

of national solutions. The USA

puts greater emphasis and reliance

on international markets because

of econamic stagnation at home,
Some commentators have argued

that Nafta represents a retreat into

a protectionist block. But the USA’S

growing overseas orientation ensures

that there can be no real retreat into

‘beggar thy neighbour'-style

protectionism. The treaty does

signify a step away from multilateral

negotiations in preference to bilateral

ties. And it does portend the redivision

of the workl into three major regions—

Europe, North America and Asia.

But it is wrong to say that the USA

is turning inward: Nafta is a defensive

block which Clinton hapes will help

the USA get ils way in other markets,

e
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econamic region like East Asia. The
USA has been the premier world power
for more than half a century. It is not
about to withdraw into its Mexican
backyard, or accept a lower
international profile.

Instead, Nafta indicates the
trend towards mare politicised global
trade relations. Despite its economic
problems, the USA is still big and
strong enough 1o assert its world
leadership and wresl concessions
from its rivals in the sphere of trade.
The USA has already, for example,
sidestepped Gatt rules and imposed
‘voluntary” cxport restraint
arrangemenls on competitors like
Japan. Tt has also imposed extensive
anti-dumping duties, to the dismay
of its major economic rivals.

The main thrust of US trade policy

is to open up other countrics” markets,
especially Japan's. To get its way, the
USA holds out the threat that it will
restrict its rivals® access to the huge
and lucrative American market. The
USA is in effect arguing that it is not
good enough for Japan to be open to
US merchandise, it must guarantee
that American goods are bought.

The threat of limiting access
10 the US market is an important
bargaining chip. The USA is the largest
homogeneous market in the world. It is
also the country that receives the most
overseas investment. At a time when
its compelitors are suffering
from recession or poor growth at
home, the US market becomes even
more vital.

Nafta gives the USA added
political leverage in these kinds of
deliberations. Clinton can now arguc
that it is not just the USA against
closed markets, it’s all of North
America. He can threaten o reduce
other countries” access to the whole
North American market. In particular,
Nafta can be used as a wedge in
a bid to undermine the creation of
a Japanese-dominated trading bloc
in Asia, and a German-dominated
market in Europe.

The USA’s rivals sense that Nafla
is not just about North America. At
the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation
conference held soon after congress
ratified Nafta, fears were raised of the
USA using strong-arm tactics to get
its way in Asia. European nations,
too, vaiced worries about becoming
isolated. None of the major countries
wants a trade war. But the pressure of
the worldwide slump is pushing them
into antagonistic stances. and making
it more difficult to paper over their
real differences. Nafta is just one
of the opening shots in a dangerous
international conflict. ®




TOBY BANKS

Would you let your servants
wear this perfume?

nlortunately last month's end-of-vear supvey went to press too

early 1o announce: Mt Peter. Norman, Managing: Director,
Givenchy UK as snob of the vear So 1 heéreby nominate him for 1994,
with i fair amount of confidence that he will still be up there at the top
come December

Peter Norman is the sort of man that ordinary people rarcly get ta seg,
rather ke those characters’ vou glimpse: in news: fashes, standing
around:ouiside the  Carlton - Clab. or ‘dashing  past reporters into
moectings ot the great and the good. But we saw him recently because
e was obliged to-appear on a consumicr: programme o defenmd his
company from scensations of short=chahging costumers,

The background fo (he cuse is fairly straightforsard. Supendrug, the
high  street: cnt-price  chemists, decided 1o undercur the 'upmarke
department stores and self top-brand per- :
fumes at knockdown prices. This 1s a
long averdue challengé o the notorinus
racket of the perfume trade; where the
perfume companies: collude with a few
‘appraved outlels’” to make huge paafits;
The mark-up of & typical ‘perfuime is nt
feast 10 times the ‘cost of producing the
staff, and the packaging usually ' costs
muore than the liquid itsalf.

Perfumes are - abviousty  associated
vith luxury, “and the image 5 more
important  than the “scent: Hence  the
companies: spend - huge amounts - on
ddvertising i carefully selected: niaisa-
zines and jeatously wuard their right to restrict franchises: o certain
shops: The impréssion of specialness is maintained at all cosis;

Sitce the tifties, even the makers of Tuxury: goods huve adopted
# democratic approdch to advertising, "Exclusive’ products ane within
the price range of most peaple—Iior special occasions, at least. In the
sarly “days: of "IV advertising, “txuny™ ‘for ag ordinary woman was
a moddest affair; ‘sixpence worth of heaven” with'a Flake; a faste of the
highotite with a bottle of Babycham--enaugh to {ill 4 champagne
glass” (or a teacup if you didn’t have a champagne: glass handy); ar
simply & bar of sodp that dids 't smell like hilet clesner.

Camay’s alistinctive  pink  tablet: 94s  accompanied: by opulent
visions al rich ladics sosking themselves i huge marble bathrooms;
but their target was ordinary housewives, miany of whom would have
only tecently moved to a house with abath: The ressage was: pamper
vour bodv—vou swork hard for fittle reward, so spoil yourself for once:
The message has remained essentially ths same ever since. even it
the erude displays of wealth have mude way for more sophisticated
versions: by 1980, Camayv was' “for women who ‘chioose 1o please
themselves™

Like most people, T had alwavs taken the exotic fantass advertise-
ments ta be an invitation taenjoy a little Tnxury: to'let a inle eolourinty
s grev world, rather than a realistic representation of the life ot a rypical

R O R - D s SR o)
The thrill of phoney
exclusiveness

was being denied
to thousands

of customers

consumer. And I had also assumed that to a gond capitalist one person’s
money was as good as another’s. I'hadn’t counted on Peter Norman.

For Mr Norman; keeping his perfumes out of Superdrug is not
mierehy s marketing strategy, it is a matler of honour; In‘a strangulated
voice samewhere between: Prince: Churles and Brian Sewell on the
ridiculousness -scale. he' spoke “of his “horrar at. discovering: tha
enterprising retailers were: circumventing Givenchy's well-paliced
distribution network and imparting seppligs from abroad, selling at
markel stall prices. Yet this was ot meérelthe fury-of an onewitted
businessman, this was the travma of 4 man wha had just discovered
that the working classes Stell-—of Ysatis; Amarige and all bis other
batiled bahies, “Tt's'guite despicable, 1 ave heard they were displaying
theny next ta tghiy’, be recalled in o horrified whisper, “and wn places
where people draw theiv ool maney!,

Al this point Twas still expecting him
tooffer a sound husiness argument abont
how Givenchy's image was being under-
mined by the cowboys. and how the thyill
af . phones  exclusiveness was  being
denied 1o, housands of customers wha
would lose intevest if they could buy the
stuff in any old shop. This would be ths
kind of tack taken by Peter York and all
the other deconstructers of advertising
and marketing, The froth:was somewhat
blonter. “Take o woman whose hushand
works hard, suggested Norman, and wha
maybe hias o job herself, and spends hard-
earned money: on perfume; “She doeésn’t
wish'to come down the stairs in the morning and seé her au pair or
cleaner walking in wearing the same perfume.’

There were more ruffled feathers at the glossy magazines, where
advertising managers enjoy: a close’ relationship: with' the  pérfume
peuple. Superdrug mischievously submitted an snnouncement of its
price reductions, and received indignant repligs. Fearful of losing valu-
able clients, the glossies furned them down: fat. and: Vorge remirked
that the ad would suggest that: the magazine had an ‘impoverished
middle class readership’; That's vight; an impoverished middfe class
readesship. - Presumably  thev are ‘the “ounes wha “don’t ‘even' have
a cleaner,

The Monopoliss and Mergers: Commission has now ruled that the
perfume cartel is entitled to refuse to supply shops that offer disconnts,
oncthe grounds that it is necessary to preserve brand integrity. This will
undoubtedly: be 'a comfort to the Péter Normans of this world:: But it
daesn’tsokee the fundamental problem that anvons from cleaners and
fishwives to members of the impoverished middle classes can still get
their hands on:the stufl if they've ‘got the money: in' their pockets.
Clearly, what's needed next is an economic palicy that can restore 1 bit
of sanity ta a2 warld where Jack's ‘as good as: his master; and Jill’s as
gnod as hor Mastercard: &
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Died and gone to

here is a typically funry passage
in Nick Hornby's award-winring
homage to feotball fanaticism,
Fover Pileh, in which he describes
his urease at the thought of
departing this earth mid-seasor.
He woule be cast into etemal

Y garkness rot knowing where his
beloved Arsenal are going to finish in the
League. He consoles himself with the
thought that ke might well be aole o lur<
arounc Highbury, Arsenal’'s grounc, as a
benavolent soifit. Given Arseral’s reouta-
tion as the most boring team in the world,
the desire to spend aetemity waiting for
the Arsenal midield to do something
creative s snough to maxe (e most
seasonad cbserver of human behaviour
raise an eyebrow. Fever Pilch goes
a leng way to explain the twisted psyche
thatl would want such = fate,

Faver Pilch traces Hornby's
obsessior with Arsenal from his
chiidnooad through to his later life.
Harnby describes vividly the passion,
the humour, anc the excitement
generated within a football stadium,
which can make such places a mecca
for pored leenagers from the suburbs

Being obsessive about football,
argues Hornby, is different from any
other obhsession in life. ‘It's not as if I'm
playing with train sets or messing
arounc with Action Man', he says. ‘Il is
a unicue experience beng in a match.
That sense of beirg n a unique place is
very Jnusual today. And it's great to
have that thread runnirg constanily
through your whole life fram your
childhood onwards. | find the
permanence of supperting a footkall
team highly attractive. given &l he other
things changing in my life.”

But the very success of a bock lixe
Fever Pifch suggests thal footpall is
beginning to atiract a new kind of fan
middle-aged, middle class voyeurs, for
whom 3 seal In an exscutive box is
another accoutrement, the kinc of
pecpe who call foctball 'soccer. “Yes',
says Hornby, 'the success of the boox
ie that it lapped into football fans who
zre middle class and have arty jobs.
Then again, 1 90 000 Arsenal fans can
ouy that vile away kit at £32 a gg, then
there's obvious'y a market for anything.'
Hernby s contemptucus of this
new breed of middle class supporiers
whe look upon tradtional football fans
as arimals. He s scarnful too of Lhe
middle class condescensicn of TV
commentators, and their trte moralistic
comments on issues like violance on the
pitch. 'It doss piss me of”, he says,

38 January 1984
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‘when you have Barry Davies or Jimmy
Hill talking =zbout things being
a disgrace. Anc you think, "God 's only
taa blckes having & swing at each other
an 2 footoall pitch”, And if you've seen
something like that, it does gel the
crowd going, And even If it's nil-nil, you
thirk, "At least they had a punch-up haif
way thraugh”.

‘| think in the greater scneme of
things events like that are mmensely
entertaining. Things like professiona
fouls—even though they make you
angry at the tme, \ney make e game
memorable anc lift the spints—
remember, you're talking to s man
whose team has drawn nil-nil every
Saturday for a marth!

Bul while Hornby is dismissive of
pacple like Hill and the executive box
men, he seems to have imbibec some
of their prejucices, particularly aoout
foolball hooliganism. 'I'm extremely
gubicus about Englanc fans', he says.
‘I ge think they're completely a race
apar!.' Talking about the Engiand-
Holland worle cup match in Rofterdam,
when the Dutch police roundec up
Engiznd fans and set about them,
Hornby broadly goes along with the
oress panic about the fans' behaviour,

‘I'm sure there were miscariages of
justice. And I'm sure vicience was
perpetratec agains! the fans, But what
were these people deoing traveling to
ancther country en masse without
a ticket? I's all a oit fishy to me Most
nacp'e wno fellow England abroac are
not the pecple that | watch football with
ard | can't rezlly (dentify with them. Anc
the fascist involvement | werry aoout,
because t's not something that | see In
big Lorndon grounds.’

Hornby does concede that the
chauvinism of England supporters
reflects the political climate &t home.
‘It's extraorcinary with this government
and this cultural ¢climate that the flog
‘em and birch 'em brigade really can'l
see the connection between the way
thal we're encouraged to behave at
home anc the way that these people

| behave abroad. You listen to Peter Lilley

sounding off at the Tory Party
corference about foreign scroungers
and the next week ycu have an
intemational whera people miskehave.'
Ha is critica' 100 zboul the wa
thalt club chairmen and Leagbe

administraters have forced fans Lo |

watch games n squalid, dangerous,
crumoling ngJI"J&- But he also blames
fans like him for tolerating such
conditions. 'If it was a cinema or

theatre’, he says, ‘people would have

said years ago, "Fuck you, I'm not gomg 1

there any more". But we all keep going
back, You think, “Gead, this is a shit hole
this place, bul I've got 1o see the game,

t's a Cup semi-fina”. In the end pecple |

dor't care erough to do anything aboul
it. What they shou'd do is things like
boyeott games, but boycotts never last.
Arsenal fans were going to boycott the
nond scheme but nobedy wanted 1© o
(. S in the end they said, "We wil all
sit cown ¢n the terraces". What's
[Arsenal chairman] Davic Dein going tc
think anout that?

‘Trere's no way a real football fan is
ever going to do anything that will ever
prevenrt him from seeing a2 game,
And that has undermined fans'
initatives. It has created a situation
where we are <ept n squalor and
dangerous situations.’

\What did Homby think of Ergland's
debacle in the World Cup? ‘Our rationa
team is probaby the worst one there's
aver been in my lifetime. On the olher
hand. | dan't think there's ever been
a golden age of English footoall, The
merning after the Hellanc game, the
back page of the Guardian was full of
old footballers giving their opinians on
what had gone wrong. Tney were a
1870s foctballers. And you think, these
are the oecple whao fai'ec la qualify for
two world cups, never mind one worlc
cup. Mike bloody Channon! He was
in 2 terrible Englanc team and now
he's telling us how to get back to the
qo'den age!

‘If you logk at the national team, t's ne
besn a long slow decline. It's a straigh
line at the bottom, with a little blip
around '86. England were dire before
that and they've been dire since. If you
lake tha five best teams in the werd
Argentina, Brazil, Germany. Helland and
laly—we've only won once against
any of these team in a serious match
since 1966
So who coss he think should take

charge of England now? ‘It's got 1¢ the
stage’, says Hornby, “where you can't
see anybody with common sense taking
he job'. What about George Graham?
‘He'd get the resulis’. he says
dipiomatically. Bul then honesty gets the
petier aof him. '| wouldn't really like to
see George Graham as England
manager.' Amen ta that, @
sver Piteh is published by Gellancz,
£4.99 obk
My Favourite Year, edited by Nick
Hornby is publisned by HF&G Withery,
£9.99 pbk
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Kenan Malik on a novel that has become the Lady Chatterley’s Lover of the nineties

The Lord Horror show

¥ nat have Arnderton,
i Michagl Winner, Julie Burchill
anc  Compendium, nosn
London's alternatve DOCK-
shop, gel in common? Al
have founc Mke Buterworth
It's enough to
warn to  the

~armes

‘offensive’.
& make vyou
man instantly.

Butterworth is a tall, gaunt, silver
naired Mancunian who looks more like
a retred headmaster than 2 member of
the cirty mac brigace. Yet his
kookshops have been raided by the
vice squac more Llimas than ne can
remember; nis partner, Dave Briton nas
rwice been imprisoned under cbscenity
aws; and In 1991 a baok he published
pecame the first rovel to be barnec oy
an English caurt since Last Exit to
Brooklyn, trouble said
Butterworth with a wry smile, 'I've never
been politically correct’.

Butterworth and Britton are founders
of Savoy Bocks, a small Manchester
imprint that specialises in science
fiction, horror and fantasy. In 1889
Savoy published Lord Horror, a surea
tantasy written by Brtton. The novel tells
the tale of Lord Harror (a myinic
recreation of Lord Haw Haw) and his
search for Adolf Hitler, both men having
survived the and being acrift in
a surrea, pestmedem world. Written in
a heawvy, ornate style, Lord Horror has
besn comparec lo, among others, the
works of George Battaie anc Willam
Burroughs. 'The aim of the book', says
Butterworlh, 'was o explore the whole
queston of the Helocaust and its
relevance today. We wanted 0
explore the dark carners of the
twentieth century’.

The book caused an mmediate
uoroar, and was cencemned as racist
and anti-Semitic. Michael Winner called
for it to be banned. Julie Burchill sac
she was ‘up for a riot in Goiders Green
ar Stamforc H Manchesier police
chef James Arderton crdered all
350 copies of the book to be seized.
Ard magistrate Derick Falrcough
banned the beok under Section Three o
the Obscene Publications Act, together
with a comic, Meck & Ecker, based cn
characters om Lorc Horror

‘It was difficult to see what was
obscene aboutl Lord Horror', says
Butterworth. ‘It contains no graphic sex
scenes. It has scenes of viclence, but
not nearly as graphic as other novels,
such as American Ihe
characters are bigoted and ant
Semitic—bul that's because il's

‘The is',

wWar

Deurhe
Psycha,

40 January 1994 LIVING

RS OGN L U4 L

LHS

sumamon |19 | X!

14 HA

AL A FRR IR L

. YOL ARE SURE IWE'RE NOT DEALING WATH
EFEEMINATE , LEFT-WING MILITANTS HERE 7

MALACHL
BE WiTH
Jou -

A bigoted vice
squad from
Meng & Ecker—
of course it
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a fictiona'ised exploration of those
themes. Those were views held by
the characters, not by us. How Co You
write about arti-Semitism if you can’t
mention it?'

The appeal against the banning
order, which took place a year later,
was as surreal as the novel. George
Robertson, the defence barrster,
quated Kafka to the courl, The
presicing judgs, Gerard Humphries.
complained that Roberlsor
'‘blinding us with science fiction’. Ore
characler in the novel 1s Shatterhand,
Hitler's gigantic penis which acquires
of its own. The prosecution
claimed this was obhscene. Science
fiction author Michael Moorcock,
appearing for the deferce, claimed that
it was a symbol of the beast within us'.
In ane passage in the book, the phalic
beast ejaculales over precious
manuscriots by Schopenhauer and
Wittgenstein, ‘Whnat s the puroose of
this?', askad judge Humphries, “It is
a statemen! aoout Hitler's shallow
attempt to weave together an ideology’,
reoliec Roberison with a straicht face,

In the end Fumphries found the
novel not obscene, but declared that
the comic was, because it Wwas 'more
lwrid'y bound znc is of far less literary
nature’, This, as Butterworth poinls out,
is ‘rather like the Laady Chatiedey trial.
where the prosecutior holds up the
book and says, “How woulc you lixe this
lo be read by your wife or your

was

a e

RiGHT. 1L GET THE VKE SQUAD
DoWn T PATEL'S WAREHOUDE
IMMEDIATELY . THIS 19 (IDunE THE
WORSE CASE OF DISCRMINATION
Ve COME ACRYSS THIS WEEX .

sarvant?”, Novels are acoce
because they are read by il
people, Because comics are visua
supposed to be read only be peoc
of subnermal mertalily, they she
be banned'.

Lord Herror was banned unc
Saection Three of the
Publications Act, which requires
a2 noa from 2 magistrale, Since
more Savoy publications have be
seized, Butierworth and Brition ¢
trying to force the DPP to pros
undar Section T

Obsc

wo of the :
allows for a jury trial, "We are willing
rsk imorisonment’, says Butterwort
‘but we want tc put our ca

a Jury. The trouble is, the DPP is
reluctant beczuse she realises tha
a jury is unlikely to be as bigoted as
a magstrate’.

se

\What particularly concerns Butterworth
s the lack of support Savoy hss had
from lberals. "We have nad this urholy
aliance of the aulhodtarian censorshio
of the state on the one side and. on the
other, the politically correct lobby
Peopla whe we thought were cur friends
turnec out not to be so." Compendium
Books, Lhe ‘alternative’ oooxskep in
north London suddenly refusec 1o stock
Savoy books or comics, Others followed
suit. ‘'The ieft tlencs to be even more
moral than the rght', says Butterworth,
‘and 't allows the authoribes who are
repressive to gel a better foothold'. @

H




here is & greal moment in Robin Hood, Prince of Tiieves in
which the Sherff's men burst g Maid: Marian’s houvse and

talce her prisonyr. They doiteasily because she is'on her own, Now 1 'm '

oot an: expert on: medicval tiv ing: canditions, but I.do know that the
Lady of the Manar did not stay i oif ber own. There would be pigs.
cattle, serfs, the ndd mcudxcam perhaps. The buurgroxslc ‘however,
haye a marvellous capacity to imagine that everyone s jost Tike them
{aronightto be. or would likétabey, This isat the ront of the artacks on
the current royak Baniily.:

It must be batfling for Chardes 10 find himself being reviled und hated
for being exactly: the sort of hushand his
father and his father’s father had been all
the way back: ta {8 (the House of
Windsos: claims ‘descent from the Norse
godsy. But this is the age of John Major's
‘invulnerable suburbs'Cand. o being
descended from a one-eyed Viking deity
with-an gight-legged Aving horse will not
cut any ice with Peter Lilléy.

The ‘Confrontation: between a reacs
tivaary: . government' - and a. blokeishly
liberal “single-parent mopacch provides
‘the: setting for Jo. Plav: The King. the people
BBC series: which continues: the story : '
of Francis: Urqubart; - the swicked ‘whip
who murdered his svay 10 Namber 10 in: House of Caeds. 13k anvond
efse; Tlove: an evil genius. The trouble with this one is that compared
to-pur present PM. Urgubiart is Pollvanua:

Uryuhart topped a Tory joussialist—harely a crime at all o ught-.
thinking people---and now he is haunted by the memory: Faced with
avote of confidence in the Commans: Major stitched up a deal with the
Unianists thal plunged Northern Ireland info an orgy -of vinlence,
He didn’t do it for Enghind; didn’t doit for the: Conservative Party.
Fle:did it just for himself, a tisile frdat, ta save moving his woollies out
of ‘Noraber 10, Sumehow; 1 dow’t think he' wakes up screaming
“Chreysteel . T don’t think ‘he even wakes up serearning " Shankil}l®.
Lhink he probably sleeps vather well. Where Urquhart skitfully covers
the traces and hides the evidence, Major did ull this in pubhc, fol 16
Real evil 1s shumeless and banal.

Part:of the fun of To Play. The King is Urquhart's trick of making
asitles to the camera. 1t cribbed from OIWM s Richard Rl but it plavs
more like panto; with Tan Richardson'as ‘@ Kind ‘of George Sanders
Uncle Abendizar, Like all pantos it has a good King and o princess
(Urquhart is the: scheming grand vizier who sants 1o bring dows the
dim but decent King by using the selfish princess): Tt has the nanghti-
acss of panto, toa. Partof the pleasure of waiching it is the cheeky way

Panto politics

PR T S
Urquhart topped

a Tory journalist—
barely a crime at
all to right-thinking

i plays with the fact that we all know:who we are talking about. The
“fat princess” is a bit of a goer who happily sells her story to the papers.
We all know whoiit is supposed 10 by, sowhen we see hes inviting the
editior of @ national newspaper to Soap her down'in' the batl we i lifier
knowingly, Lean’t comment further as Emight get sued.

The story also’ has @ childish simplicity. Where 'the  previgus
series showed i'xquimrt pulling the strings of the Old Boys’ club like
. viruoso, here it’s just a ease of blackmail and: countes-blackmail;
Unqubart’s victim called him: *daddy’ and his arch references’ ta
‘putting the whip aboul’ smick lou.dl} of e nursery, The: blackmail
plots themselves have an ' Qooh-—Ahh!
Pee Po Belly Bum Drawers” quality. And
thisis the real wiree ol the series” power:
It has put s finger: precisely o the
vagang - anfantilism: of - Beitish political
culture: If Thatcher was 4’ nandy, then
Major is @ sneaky, ingratiating. profect,
the: first: important political figuse: yon
conld easily: picture in 4 pair of grey
sharts, @ man who looks like: he has. just
wel - himself. And his: great debating
weapon? Shouting ‘Oh yes, Ol ves, Oh
ses Tl he heekling: - seops:Just  like
panto. 1y fact pantais probably the only
dramatic fonm: in which you could talk
about modern garty palitics,

Francis Utquhart has glamour and the aura of intelligence. My only
complaint about the series s that [ cannot imagine anyoue so.obviously
mpressive going into’ politics any: more. T'can: see him ‘as he head
of & publishing conglomesate or the World Bank. Butit seems 1ike u fot
of trouble 1080 0 just o' run Great: Britain, The characier was
helicsiblc as an eminence grise fixing the Westminster Boys™ Club; but
ance he is prime minister what' does he do?. What are his policies?
The series is silent on the subject. It is taken tp instead with @ person-
ality clash with the Prince,

This is exactlvwhat happened at the Tsst election of cousse. Given
the: opportunity to make s political decision, the Great British putilic
last its battle: Then as soon a5 the election was over, it flung all
IS energy into had-mouthing the royal Famils: It was'a kind: of dis-
placed political disconrse, & way of making angry nodses withaut hav-
g fo take the: consequences; of ‘booing ‘the: villatn. safe in the
knowledge that he wis fust a bloke in'a'daft costume:

What would it-be Tke 1o bave Urquhart:as leader? T don’t know.
Manstream politics has atrophied 1o such - degree that it has become
impassible to imagine what a clever politician—cven a wicked one—
wonld. do. Like John Major: we all ksiose Jiow 1o get power but do we
really: know whal o da with it? ®
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Lifeis
cheap

Emmanuel Oliver welcomes
a new film about ‘black-on-black’
violence in the American ghetto

it is pecoming Increasingly difficult  oreaking he cycle of v olerce
¢ for film-makers to contnue to tell the ci )

tale of the ghello with any d of  Society is not the v SATURDAY 22 JANUARY

¢ originality. Folowing the suc of | that it is cemmitted by ordinary, Conway Hall, Red Lion Sq. (Holborn tube), London 10am - 7pm
i Jehn Singleton's Boyz N fthe H and | articulate young pecpe. The film shows
-known St

: Matty Rich's it -known Straight oot | that the :_n»"l' aviour of blacks n the
: nin &1, the ghettathood | ghetto is far om irational. The pocres
"a the terrain for all sorts of | areas of the USA are the
the supject has become | brutalised. Black gt ¥ L

of Brooklyn
Watts district of Los Angeles from reone else in the ghetlo.

AR I gapieng: Alsg Jo dhey the decline of capitalism and the
Sociely aermetically sealed off from the rest © ~
the dec America, ife n black districls has new World d|sorder

blac< Ar a logic of its own which is & direct

CONSECUEN ism. ... organised jointly with radical chains
| : nt r‘”lll'- oy Bill

has
films and
decided'y overcooked. created through a proce

One film which stands out is the = c¢iscrimination
ral cebut of 21-year old lwins  denied

squal acces :
Aloert and Allen Hughes, Sel in the cornly v 1 gain anything s to take it

5 IS5 ¥ el

y Jackson 10

a drug-cealing father and drug-acdicies
mother. The early ceath of bott
a sense of whal's in store for r‘i'n
anc his close friend O'Dog be

film by shooting 2 Korear shop
ard live the rest of the film close 1o
line, The violence i hen :
thal Martin Scorsese’s Goo

an hcnes: port of Mafia
As g resull Menace ! Sociely man
to av glamour of films ke

+ or Trespass, znd still | It

_ Invited Speakers:
RPN PRl Bob Arnot, Chris Arthur, Peter Burnham,

d the Natic ;-Jui-;z.mm il John Callaghan, Alex Callinicos, Simon Clarke,
J fanc Jackson point the . o ' - .
finger at the '‘Bad Black Brother as the Mlchael .COX. William Dixon, Frank Furedi, ‘
threat to the black communty. Net orl David Hillel-Ruben, John Holloway, Selma
s this give crecioiity 1¢ racist  ENEEENEEIRCTANERCEID Moshe
;‘f?‘:j'I;',‘_;"f'“;r";f ; ;rllf.k, Machover, Peter McMylor, Scott Meikle,
) 2 Gl PSRl |stvan Meszaros, Geoff Pilling, Sandy Smith,
Hw film's violenc ated = the ghetto lies not in the ghetto itself, Ken Tarbuck, Hillel Ticktin.

3 backlash in America, Critics were bul mare orozdly within a sociely

incensed by the scene in which O'Dog's  unable to exst without large islands of Plenaries on:
ol Do lodlentinl s SRR s capitalism in decline?, Russia & international

s capilureqa on 2 IN-slore v woint thal Menace 1) Scoely .

SavaRIIe S AN e - ; Sl rclations, plus numerous workshops.

and provides entertainment for some | unoerstands. The flm makes clear 1na
of the local youth. But the Hughes | the problem for blacks is Ame i
braothers use the violence to draw | Invited to flee Watis tc
attention (o0 the cheapness of life in | safety ¢
the ghetto. All the way through, the | there Is 2ING
directors force wou to think of ways of | still going In ke black’

e (

Unwaged £4, waged £8.
For further details please contact 081 348 5399
or 041 339 8855 ext.4377
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“MARXIST

REVIEW OF BOOKS

Manjit Singh explains why top scientists are more interested in the quest for beauty

than reality

Beautiful dreamers

Superstrings: A theory of everything, PCW Davies ard J Brown (eds). Cambridge University Press, £

O

o
i«
187
o
o
=

Dreams of a Final Theory, Steven Weinberg, Hulchinson Radius, £16.99 hbi
The Edge of Science, Richard Morris, Fourth Estate, £8.8S pbk
The God Particle, Leon Lederman with Dick Teresi, Bantam Press, £1798 hbk

Last Oclober, particle physicists evervwhere went into
mourning when the world’s largest and most expen-
sive piece ol scientific hardware, the Superconducting
Super Collider (SSC), was finallv Killed off by the
United States Congress. The S$11 billion particle
accelerator, plagued by arguments over funding since its
inception, was abandoned in a bid to reduce the US
budget deficit.

American Nobel laureates leon lLederman and
Steven Weinberg were particularly devastated. Both were
closely involved in developing the SSC and lobbied
congress to secure its funding. Both argue cloquently for
the SSC in their new books.

The purpose of the SSC, like the preceding
generation of particle accelerators, 1s lo smash sub-
atomic particles, by firing them at each other down
ever-longer tunnels. By breaking these particles ever-
smaller, physicists learn more about the building blocks
that make up matter. It is hoped that the current genera-
tion of particle accelerators will provide clues as to the
basic structure of the universe.

The construction of the SSC began in 1989 in Ellis
County, Texas, It was to have been a precisely engineered
oval tunnel with a circumlerence of 53 miles, Instead,
congress has carmarked $640m to shut it down and fill in
the 14 miles of tunnel already completed. This is nearly
half the amount that seientists from the European Centre
for Particle Physics (CERN) are seeking from their
respective  governments for CERN's  latest  particle
accelerator, the Large Hadron Collider.

When Leon Lederman began his term as president for
the American Association for the Advancement ol Sci-
ence in 1991, he wrote a report entitled: Science: The End
of the Frontier?, It summed up the contemporary mood.
The title was an ironic reference to the more optimistic

report written in 1945 on the future of US science., Sci-
ence: The Endless Frontier.

Not every scientist will be mourning the death of the
SSC. One highly respected British theoretical physicist
told me recently, ‘personally, it wouldn’t worry me if the
whole of CERN disappeared tomorrow or the SSC was
never built’, This is a fairly remarkable thought. given the
extent to which governments, on the advice of scientists,
have invested in these projects so far,

He explained: ‘1 tend to be driven by the need for
internal mathematical consistency, there are enough
problems in attempling to achieve this when developing
a theory.” The idea that physicists can dispense with the
kind of empirical data generated by the SSC and CERN,
in lavour of a more speculative approach is nol an
isolated view among theoretical physicists.

As Richard Morris correctly points outin The Edge of
Science: ‘In some fields theoretical speculation has
advanced so far that...new concepts will not be subjected
to experimental scrutiny until sometime in the next
century.” As a result, he notes, ‘some scientific specula-
tion has recently had a tendency to take a metaphysical
character’ (pxi). ‘When one ventures inlo previously
unexplored regions, it is necessary to retain ties o the
known world’, argues Morris, a trained physicist: “At
times, however, these ties become tenuous., They are
especially tenuous right now.’{(pxi)

Nothing is more tenuous than superstrings, the latest
candidate for a “theory of evervthing’—ua theory that
would unite all the known forces and particles in nature
into a coherent whole. Superstring theory is so far
removed from experimental testing, though, that it
has been called a theory of the twenty-first century
accidentally discovered in the twentieth century.

Paul Davies and Julian Brown in Superstrings: p
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A Theory of Everything? present a collection of
interviews with the adherents and opponents of the
theory. Although these include some of the most distin-
guished theorctical physicists of the century, several of
them would still benefit by reading Morris. He unrelent-
ingly points out the speculative and metaphysical
character of much modern physics from superstrings to
quantum cosmology.

The interviews in Superstrings are cnlertaining.
Especially if you like to get your head around the possi-
bility that everyday reality is the result of hyperfine
corrections to a 10-dimensional spacetime.

The theory of superstrings assumes that all observed
particles arc different manifestations of the same funda-
mental entity. According to the superstring idea, all
particles which were previously thought of as little points
are in fact not points at all but basically little oscillating
loops of string which move through space. Superstrings
are conceived as objects that vibrate in 10 dimensions.
The different levels of vibration cormrespond to the
different observed particles.

One of the major attractions of the theory is that
it combines the two theories which shape scientific
knowledge of the physical universe: gencral relativity
and quantum mechanics. Quantum mechanics deals
with the atomic and sub-atomic domain, while general
relativity is Einstein’s theory of gravity and describes the
large-scale structure of the universe. The problem is that
the two theories are mutually incompatible. Yet the
impulse for unity and simplicity is so strong that theorists
have pursued a quantum theory of gravity, without
success, for decades.

Superstring theory faces immense problems. It is
highly abstract and difficult to comprehend. The predic-
tions it has made have been contradicted by the available
experimental evidence. The masses of particles predicted
by the theory do not correspond to the known masses.
However, superstring theorists argue that as the theory
is developed it will produce the corrections that are
required to give the right masses. Existing particle
accelerators cannot produce particles at the high energies
suggested by superstrings. The theory has not made
contact with the real world of the experimental physicist,
but it is still occupying most of the best theorists in
the world.

The overriding problem is that much of contempo-
rary theory is untestable. The sensible conclusion to draw
from the current state of physics is to recognise that much
of what is called theoretical physics is in fact interesting
and highly sophisticated mathematics, not really physics
at all.

The problems begin to mount when speculation
is not even acknowledged as speculation. Morris
rightly believes that ‘when scientists speculate about
ideas that have not been tested, which may nol even
be testable, they should be willing to admit that the
activity in which they are engaging is not quite as
“scientific™ as some of them would have us think” (p70).
In our speculative times, achicving mathematical beauty
is widely taken to be the guiding spirit behind physical
research. In the twenticth century, the quest for
beauty has increasingly become the goal of the leading
branches of theoretical physics.

LIVING MARXISHM
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The appeal to acsthetic criteria is part of the phy-
sicists’ unshakeable belief in the underlying simplicity
and beauty of nature. It is one of their most powerful
guiding principles. Nature should not be more compli-
cated than it has to be, they tell themselves. Itis this belief
that motivates the scarch for a ‘theory of everything’.

The proponents of superstrings justify their creation
by pointing to its clegance, coherence and beauty.
because as Michael Green says, “al the moment there are
no firm predictions that we know about’ (Supersirings,
p134), Nobel laureate Abdus Salam, a supporter of super-
strings, nevertheless believes that ‘no theory should be
believed in bevond what one can test” (Superstrings,
p170). Despite this, Salam thinks that ‘the theory is
exciting because of its intrinsic merits” (p171).

Sheldon Glashow, a Nobel laureate remains uncon-
vinced: ‘Some of them are convinced in the uniqueness
and beauty, and therefore truth, of their theory, and since
it is unique and true it obviously includes a description
of the entire physical world. It does not seem to them
to be necessary to do any experiments (o prove such
a self-cvident truth, so they begin to attack the value of
experiments from this end-—a highly theoretical. abstract,
mathematical end.” (Superstrings, p182) Glashow’s view
was supported by Richard Feynman, who before his
death made his feelings known: ‘T don’t like that they're
not calculating anything. 1 don’t like that they don’t
cheek their ideas. 1 don’t like that for anything that
disagrees with an experiment, they cook up an explana-
tion—a fix-up to say, “Well, it still might be true”.’(p194)

The quest for beauty in science has a long history. But
back in the Renaissance and the Enlightenment periods,
this tendency was kept in check by the prevailing strength
of experimental philosophy. It is this check that has been
removed today. For example, in the 1600s the astronomer
Johannes Kepler developed a model of the solar system
as the most beautiful geometric construction he could
envisage. Bul he abandoned his aesthetically delightful
model in favour of his famous if rather prosaic laws
which accurately reflect the elliptical orbits of the planets
around the sun. In the age of the scientific revolution,
empirical study and experimentation, not melaphysical
speculation, were the key to theorelical advance.

In the twentieth century the quest for beauty is back
with us, and threatening to take precedence over
empirical and experimental study. Theoretical physics
has massively outstripped technology. as the pace of
progress has slowed since the turn of the century, The
stagnant capitalism of the twenticth century puts physical
limits upon scientific development, by slowing the rate of
investment in new technologics. The decision not o
proceed with the Superconducting Super Collider is an
example. Consequently a gap has opened up between
scientific theory and practice in the twenticth century
which was unimaginable in Kepler’s time.

The less confident times in which we live have also given
greater force to mystical ideas, as even the idea of exper-
imentation is in abeyance. It was bound to be the case that
there would be a growth of speculation as the gap
between theoretical physics and technology grew. But it
was by no means certain that this gap would be filled by
the quest for beauty. It is the wider ideological appeal
of metaphysics in modern capitalist society that has
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consolidated speculation as a positive virtue, In this
context beauty in framing theory becomes more than
an heuristic device, and assumes the character of a guid-
ing principle.

The similarity between the religious impulse and the
thinking behind much of theoretical physics today has led
some to suggest that science and religion do compete—
but only as alternative religions. Is this fair comment?
One man who thinks not is Steven Weinberg, an
avowed atheist who believes that the quest for beauty is
a perfectly rational enterprise.

At a meeting of the Royal Sociely a few years ago,
Weinberg focused on the impasse between theory and
experiment: ‘physics in general is moving info an era
where the [undamental questions can no longer be
illuminated by conceivable experiments. It’s a very
disquieting position to be in.’

Never one to shirk a challenge, Weinberg has struck
out in two directions: to push for the SSC, and to narrow
down the search for the ultimate theory of nature using
the quest for beauty as guide. His book, Dreams of
a Final Theory, sccks to get supporl for the SSC by
explaining the attractions of an ultimate theory of nature.

Weinberg's assumption is that there are a finite
number of fundamental laws of nature, and that these
must in some sense fit together. In other words, he
believes natural law has simplicity. and an inevitabilitv:
a simplicity in that the number of laws is finite; an
inevitability in that the nature of one law must relate to
the whole, and be constrained by the nature of other laws.
These two criteria are then taken to define beauty:

“The kind of beauty that we find in physical theories
is of a very limited sort. Tt is, as far as | have been able to
capture it in words, the beauty of simplicily and
inevitability—the beauty ol perfeet structure, the beauty
of everything fitting together.  of nothing  being
changeable. of logical rigidity.” (p119)

Both simplicity and inevitability can be captured by
principles of symmetry, which is why such a principle is
popular with particle physicists. Weinberg’s assumption
then is that if we find that our theories of nature possess
this beauty, we must be on the right track to linding the
ultimate theories of nature: ‘It seems that we are learning
how to anticipate the beauty of nature at its most
fundamental level. Nothing could be more encouraging
that we are actually moving towards the discovery of
nature’s final laws.” (p71)

What makes Weinberg a pleasure to read is that at
least he expresses some optimism about the possibility of
expanding our knowledge. There are some important
weaknesses in his argument though, and some dangers
for science as a rational exercise.

The rather circular nature of his basic thesis—nature
is simple and interconnected, beauty is simplicity and
inevitability, therefore beauty is a guide to nature's
laws—suggests that Weinberg's approach is not as
rational as he might like to claim. It is based on noth-
ing more than a belief that nature is ordered in a particular
way. The consequence of this is that while Weinberg
may be a materialist, his approach smacks of the
idealism of the ancient philosopher Plato, who

took beauty as the guide to understand the world.

Weinberg chases beauty with the best of them: ‘Plato
and the neo-Platonists taught that the beauty we see in
nature is a reflection of the beauty of the ultimate, the
nous, Ior us, too, the beauty of present theories is an
anticipation. a premonition, of the beauty of the final
theory. And in any case, we would not accept any theory
as final unless it were beautiful.” (p131) If this is not
a substitute religion, what is it”?

Weinberg's approach might make sense if there was
significant evidence that the mathematical laws he is
using capture something fundamental about the nature of
physical reality. Bul there is precious little evidence of
this, In [act he admits to fiddling things to get the desired
‘beauty’s “Our principles are often invented as we go
along, sometimes precisely because they lead to the kind
of rigidity we hope for.” (p120)

The elevation of aesthetic criteria over experimental
is possible because the theories are so flexible, so far
removed from experimental verification, that a wide
range ol them could fit the data. Which one you choose
then becomes a matter of taste, informed by whatever
vour sense of ‘heauty’ happens to be. In this context
taking any sense of aesthetics as a guide is a hazardous
business—if we want 1o defend the idea that science is
a rational process,

In the past, experiments played a vital role in
developing theory, Today, experiments in some ficlds are
barely managing to test out theories developed a decade
or more ago. Wherever experimental evidence can be
coaxed oul of nuture, it suffices to corroborate or refute
a theory and serves as the sole arbiter of validity, But
where evidence is sparse or absent, other criteria,
including aesthetic ones, have been allowed to come inlo
play—both in formulating a theory and evaluating it.

One area where experiments could have filled
in some of the gaps in our knowledge is the
notional Higgs particle. The discovery of the Higes
particle would confirm the theory of how parlicles
acquire the masses that they do. The SSC was o have
led the hunt for the Higgs particle or as Lederman calls
it “The God Particle’.

Last summer, government minister William Walde-
grave issued a challenge to physicists to explain the
importance of the Higgs particle on a single sheet of
paper. He wanted to understand its significance before
deciding whether or not to allocate funds to CERN for its
search. Simply, the standard model of particle physics
does not work without it. The Higgs particle is needed
to make the standard model mathematically consistent,
Investment in the new generation of particle accelerators
is needed if physicists are even to know il they arc
heading in the right direction,

In the absence of the investment and technological
advances, such as CERN and SSC, that could go some
way to giving theoretical physics a material content,
speculation abounds. Speculation is a necessary parl
of any science, as a first step. The danger of the
quest for beauty in science is thalt il makes a virtue
of necessity and arrests our thinking at the level of
metaphysics. As Morris warns, ‘only conlfusion
will result if metaphysics is allowed to masquerade as
science’ (p70).
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Martyr's Day: A Chronicle of a Small War,
Michael Kelly, Macrillan, £16.99 hok

On the Jordanian border at the close of the Gulf War
a truck load of Indizns, Sudanese, Iranians, Filipinos and
Egyptians were trying 1o get out of Iraq and go home.
Four Sudanese had died on the way of exposure.
A woman was crying in the van, The Western journalists
who came across them wrote up her story—she was
crying for joy at leaving Iraq.

Michael Kelly, one journalist who looked closer,
explains their mistake: ‘She was crying because the baby
in her lap was dead.” Kelly’s personal record of covering
the Gulf War describes how journalists reported what
they expected Lo see rather than what was there.

Most war journalists got their information through
the Joint Information Bureau (JIB) which controlled the
CENTCOM media pool system from the International
Hotel in Dhahran. The pool system on the second floor of
the hotel comprised TV sets receiving the US Forces
Television Services Network together with binders of
reports from journalists on the ground—filed in the
presence of US troops. The system was sct up by the US
Central Command after six months of meetings with
American media chiefs.

‘Coordinators’ chose journalists for assignment to
various military units. The pool journalists were accom-
panied by Public Affairs Escort Officers and subject to
Department of Defence Rules and orders. Their reports
were sent back to Dhahran by military carrier, censored
by the JIB and then became the common material of all
members of the pool.

Michael Kelly's Chronicle of a Small War is the
outcome of his attempts to get round the system of
on-the-spot censorship that hamstrung his colleagues.
Kelly travelled through Iraq, Jordan, Israel, Saudi Arabia
and Kuwait before going on to Iragi Kurdistan to get his
story., Acting outside of the official stranglehold on the
media, his record of the Gulf War tells the stories that his
colleagues were blind to.

Reporting from Iraq. Kelly sees things that do not fit
the official Western view of the war as arising out of Iragi
might. He describes how in January 1991 Iragi troops
recalled to their units on the front line were forced to
commandeer any transport available. Kelly asks ‘what
happens in a war in which one side has the power 1o move
half a million troops halfway across the world and the
other has to steal buses and taxi-cabs 10 move a few
thousand soldiers a couple of hundred miles?’,

On the way to Kuwait City, Kelly sees a group of Iragi
soldiers waving a surrender flag (made of a white 1-shirt
on a bamboo stick): *'They had no rifles. It occurred to me
as [ noticed this that 1 hadn’t seen a single Iraqi soldier
carrying a rifle since the war began.” Kelly’s suspicions
aboul Iraq’s readiness to fight were confirmed by Captain
Mike Ettore of the US marines. * You want to know the
truth about the Iraqis? They were an inferior enemy.
Pathetic.” Ettore’s regiment had just killed “in a modest
estimate’ 300 pathetic Iraqis.

On the Basra Road, site of the most sustained slaugh-

ter of Iraqi troops as they retreated from Kuwait, Kelly.

comes across Major Bob Nugent investigating the debris,
Nugent has found a slide-rule used by Iragi gunners (o
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calculate their trajectories. ‘Imagine an army using
slide-rules up against an army using computers and
AWACS. Incredible’, says Nugent.

Kelly's record is impressionistic and does not pretend
to explain what was behind the Gulf War. But he does
prisc open the stranglehold the US forces had over
seporting of the war, In doing that he illustrates a simple
truth. The real menace to the region came from the half
a million troops organised in Operation Desert Storm, not
from a country that sent its troops into battle by taxi,
unarmed and with little more than a slide-rule for
information technology.

Jude Edwards

Morality, Bernard Williams, Canto £4.95 pbk

Go to any upmarket bookshop, look at the section on
ethics and vou can almost see it expand before your eyes.
Morality is in. Bernard Williams’ little book, republished
here by Canto, was for many years one of the few works
on the subject. Williams indicates why in this well-
argued outline of moral theory. Until recently morality
was something that was assumed, not argued about, What
views there were on the subject were either hostile, such
as amoralism—Williams’ first target—or non-committal,
what Williams calls subjectivism, the idea that one set of
morals is as valid as any other.

In so far as there has been an agreed morality,
Williams says that it has been that of utilitarianism. the
idea that whatever leads to the greatest good of the great-
est number is moral. Morality makes a good case that util-
itarianism is too empty to provide a rcal basis for
agreement over right and wrong, Marx ridiculed it as the
mental arithmetic of the businessman, balancing right
and wrong against profit and loss.

Williams™ quest lor an alternative, however, is no
more substantial than utilitarianism. He cites Martin
Luther’s rejection of the idea that the quest for happiness
should be the basis of what is good. Not happiness, says
Luther, the founder of Protestantism, but *suffering and
the cross” is the basis of what is good. Sensing that a mod-
ern readership would balk at crucifixion, Williams
recommends a formula from the novelist DH Lawrence:
‘Find your deepest impulse and follow that.” This
Lawrentian argument is a celebration of intuition, that
says that it is better not to think about morality, but do
what vou feel to be right.

In Lawrence’s morality we are still to be driven by
forces beyond our understanding, and, as with Luther,
these forces come from within. An intuitive personal
morality can work as long as individuals spontaneously
adopt goals that can be reconciled with the status quo.
The deepest impulse of the mountaineer is easier to
applaud than the deepest impulse of the bank robber.

Bul the current interest in ethics is precisely that
moral intuition no longer appears to be a sufficient guar-
antor of social order, In simple terms, the bank-robbers
outnumber the mountaineers. In these circumstances we
can expect to see more attempts to impose moral probity
from the outside—from debt-counselling to job-scekers
conlracts—and less respect for individual conscience.
James Hearifield
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