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No one can serve two masters, for either he will hate the one and love the other, or else he
will be loyal to the one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and Mammon.
Matthew 6.24.

The Orthodox do not expect the other Christians to be converted to Orthodoxy in its
historic and cultural reality of the past and the present and to become members of the
Orthodox Church.

The “Orthodox” delegates at the WCC General Assembly in Nairobi (1975).

The violence wrought by the sexual revolution is incalculable: 50 million dead babies,
countless broken homes, and generations of grown-ups who can't grow up.
Photius Avant.

Civilizations die from suicide, not by murder.
Arnold J. Toynbee.

Losing you is not a loss, and keeping you is no specific gain.
Slogan in a concentration camp of “Democratic Kampuchea”.

It is time, it is the twelfth hour, for certain of our ecclesiastical representatives to stop
being exclusively slaves of nationalism and politics, no matter what and whose, and
become high priests and priests of the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church.

Fr. Justin Popovich.

Human nature is full of riddles and contradictions...one of these riddles is: how is it that
people who have been crushed by the sheer weight of slavery and cast to the bottom of the
pit can nevertheless find the strength to rise up and free themselves, first in spirit and
then in body; while those who soar unhampered over the peaks of freedom suddenly lose
the taste for freedom, lose the will to defend it, and, hopelessly confused and lost, almost
begin to crave slavery?

Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn.

We placed too much hope in political and social reforms, only to discover that we were
being deprived of our most precious possession: our spiritual life.
Alexander Solzhenitsyn.

The world needs oil. The world does not need America.
Ayatollah Khomeini.

We're an empire now, and when we act, we create our own reality.
US President George H.W. Bush.

The average person might well be no happier today than in 1800. We can choose our
spouses, friends and neighbours, but they can choose to leave us. With the individual
wielding unprecedented power to decide her own path in life, we find it ever harder to
make commitments. We thus live in an increasingly lonely world of unravelling
commitments and families.

Yuval Noah Harari (2014).



People have moved away from “religion” as something anchored in organized worship
and systematic beliefs within an institution, to a self-made “spirituality” outside formal
structures, which is based on experience, has no doctrine and makes no claim to
philosophical coherence.

Clifford Longley.

Shall we say: ‘Since it is lawful for an archbishop together with his associates to do as he
pleases, let him be for the duration of his archbishopric a new Evangelist, another
Apostle, a different Law-giver?” Certainly not. For we have an injunction from the
Apostle himself: If anyone preaches a doctrine, or urges you to do something against
what you have received, against what is prescribed by the canons of the catholic and
local synods held at various times, he is not to be received, or to be reckoned among the
number of the faithful.

St. Theodore the Studite, Epistle 24, 94-101.

A Communist economy never existed, nor will there ever be one: all it could establish
was a perverted or disguised capitalist economy, good enough to maintain a gang of cute
political parasites.

Olavo de Carvalho (2008).

The most extravagant idea that can arise in a politician’s head is to believe that it is
enough for a people to invade a foreign country to make it adopt their laws and
constitution. No one loves armed missionaries.

Maximilien Robespierre.

The total failure of Marxism... and the dramatic break-up of the Soviet Union are only
the precursors to the collapse of Western liberalism, the main current of modernity. Far
from being the alternative to Marxism and the reigning ideology at the end of history,

liberalism will be the next domino to fall...

Takeshi Umehara.

We want even the sceptics to say: Yes, the Bolsheviks can do anything. Yes, the truth is
on their side.
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev (1987).

[Communism's] fatal dilemma [is that] its economic success can only be purchased at
the cost of political stability, while its political stability can only be sustained at the cost
of economic failure.

Zbigniew Brzezinski, The Grand Failure (1989).

The communists have been hurled at the Church like a crazy dog. Their Soviet emblem -
the hammer and sickle - corresponds to their mission. With the hammer they beat people
over the head, and with the sickle they mow down the churches. But then the Masons
will remove the communists and take control of Russia. ..

St. Theodore (Rafanovsky) of Belorussia (+1975).



If you ¢o through all the structures and features of this emerging European monster you
will notice that it more and more resembles the Soviet Union.
Vladimir Bukovsky.

This dream of absolute, universal equality is amazing, terrifying, inhuman. And the
moment it captures people's minds, the result is mountains of corpses and rivers of
blood.

Vladimir Bukovsky.

Monarchies conform best to human nature, and therefore constitute the most durable
form of state.

Gianbattista Vico.

Russia will be regenerated only when in the soul of Russian man there again appears an
altar for God and a throne for the Tsar.
Ivan Alexandrovich Ilyin (+1954).

The cherished aim of Christianity is the realization and confirmation, amidst the sphere
of the earthly, the temporal and the human, of the Kingdom of heaven, the eternal
Kingdom of God. This is what the prophets wonderfully foretold of old; this is what the
Forerunner of Christ announced beforehand; this is what the Saviour and His apostles
preached to the villages and towns and throughout the whole world. To attain through
the kingdom of men the aims of the Kingdom of God, to realize in the life of the state and
by means of statehood the tasks of Christianity — the religion of love, of peace, of
redemption; to promote by means of statehood the moral principles of Christianity; to
turn the Kingdom of God into the end, and the kingdom of man into the means, to unite
them in one, like soul and body - that is the ideal and the covenants, these are our hidden
strivings and hopes! The God-crowned tsar enters into a sacred and mystical union with
his people at his anointing by the Holy Spirit. They as it were merge together into one
powerful, spiritual and moral union, like the ideal Christian family, without any
division in thought, allowing no lack of trust, no other relations except those of mutual
love, devotion, self-denial and care.

Holy New Martyr John Vostorgov (+1018).
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INTRODUCTION

This book is the twelfth volume in my series entitled An Essay in Universal
History. It covers the period from the crisis in capitalism in the early 1970s to the
Fall of the Soviet Communism in 1989-91. By the end of the period the whole of
Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals and beyond confessed its adherence to the
principles of democracy, free trade and human rights; democratic capitalism had
triumphed over its only rival. Therefore this volume is called The Age of
Democratism. Democratization continued to spread in the following age. But the
dogma had reached its peak in prestige and popularity by the end of the period
covered in this book.

It is not surprising that others should have hailed the triumph of democracy in
1991 as “The End of History” in the sense of the final stage in the evolution of
statehood. However, I shall argue that this is not so for the following main
reasons: (1) the internal contradictions within the theory of democratism, (2) the
survival of clearly despotic tendencies in the two major regional hegemons of the
European Union and China (incipient in the former, already full-blown in the
latter), (3) and the revival, almost immediately, of nationalism in Yugoslavia and
Russia...

This book describes how the USA prevailed through two dramatic reversals in
the history of the Cold War: first a serious recession in the western world, together
with the success of several communist revolutions in Asia and Africa, followed,
in the 1980s, by a recovery of capitalism under Reagan and Thatcher and the
implosion of Soviet (but not Chinese or North Korean or Cuban) communism
under Gorbachev.

In this period that we also see the rapid growth of certain seeds sown in the
previous Age of Americanism, that portended the destruction of democracy from
within: Cultural Marxism (the Frankfurt School), Neo-Liberalism (the Chicago
School) and Inter-Faith Ecumenism (the World Council of Churches). Again, we
see the essentially socialist dream of globalization, entailing one world
government, which, already well advanced in the previous age, continued to
make further gigantic strides... China, meanwhile, effected an extraordinary
transformation from impoverished communism to very rapid growth on the
model of the East Asian “tiger” economies - but without surrendering its despotic
and communist political structure and ideology. In the coming decades the
Chinese would develop this “Capitalist Despotism” or “Commercial
Communism” into the most powerful state in the world after the United States,
with clear ambitions to occupy the number one spot and become the new global
hegemon. Only the continuing rivalry between the former “brothers in
communism”, Russia and China, had the potential to stop China on its path to
world domination - and that only in the context of a war to end all wars,
Armageddon itself...

12



In view of the greatly increased secularization, mammonization and sheer
barbarization of life in the second half of the twentieth century, it may seem
paradoxical that I continue to devote almost as much space as in earlier volumes
to religion in general and in particular to what I believe to be the true religion,
Orthodox Christianity. After all, it may be objected, the situation has changed
radically since the Age of Faith (volume 1), when all men were religious and
religious questions and disputes were at the centre of life. In the Ages of
Humanism and Rationalism (volumes 3 and 4), this was still the case, even if
secularist tendencies were gaining in strength. But by the Ages of Nationalism,
Liberalism, Socialism and Imperialism (volumes 5-8) secular religions of one kind
or another were already more important to most men than any of the traditional
religions, at any rate in the West. And by the Ages of Atheism and Fascism
(volumes 9 and 10), we have entered what has been called, not inappropriately,
the “post-Christian” age, when most people have not even heard of, let alone
taken any interest in, the religious issues discussed in this series of books.

However, a universal history from an Orthodox Christian point of view must
concentrate its attention first and foremost on the workings of Divine Providence
as the key to the understanding of history. After all, just because most people do
not believe in Him does not mean that God does not cease to work in and through
history: on the contrary, it is precisely because so many do not believe that He
intervenes more and more powerfully to chastise and warn unbelieving men,
trying to draw them back to the right path. Such a vision entails both trying to
discern how His justice and mercy are working in the great secular revolutions
and wars that affect the lives of hundreds of millions of people, and examining
the upheavals in that far smaller segment of mankind that constitutes God’s
instrument of salvation on earth, the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church.

Even if the True Church contracts to a tiny dot, as it did in the twentieth
century, and even if it appears to earthly reasoning to be on the edge of extinction
now, it still remains the only engine of true renewal available for all the tribes of
the earth. Moreover, tiny and apparently insignificant though it may be, it is the
key to the understanding of the vast historical process. For everything in God’s
dominion over history is for the sake of the Church and for the salvation of His elect
through the Church.

Through the prayers of our Holy Fathers, Lord Jesus Christ, have mercy on us!

13



I. CAPITALISM WAVERS (1970-1979)
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1. THE NIXON SHOCK AND THE GLOBAL MINOTAUR

“The peak post-war year for the American economy,” writes Paul Johnson,
“relative to the rest of the world, was 1968, when American industrial production
was more than one-third (34 per cent) of the world total. It was also the climax of
the American global paramountcy, the year of Lyndon Johnson’s agony [over
Vietnam], the point at which the combined burden of foreign and domestic
spending became too great to bear. Thereafter all was decadence. And with
America’s relative economic decline came a progressive softening of the dollar as
areserve currency. This inevitably undermined the Bretton Woods arrangements.
From the late 1960s Washington ceased to control the world currency system. To
some extent it ceased to control its own currency since the quantity of
unrepatriated dollars - what de Gaulle stigmatised as ‘America’s export of her
own inflation” - now reached catastrophic proportions. The age of the dollar was
over. The age of the Eurodollar dawned.

“As long ago as 1949 the Communist Chinese, fearing America might block
the dollars they earned, decided to keep their dollars outside the US in a Soviet
Paris bank. Its cable address was ‘Eurobank” - hence the term Eurodollar.
America first went into deficit in 1958, and thereafter the flow of dollars into
Europe increased steadily. A British financier, Sir George Bolton, of the Bank of
London and South America, now grasped the idea that here, for the first time,
was a currency growing up outside national supervision, an expatriate currency
capable of providing colossal amounts of credit. He made London the centre of
the new Eurodollar system. The Eurodollar market tripled in 1959 alone; doubled
again in 19 60. Attempts by Kennedy to break it up by controls merely boosted its
attractiveness. Similar measures by European governments were equally counter-
productive. It was a good example of the way in which the market defies the
suppressive puritanism of governments and world agencies. As Walter Wriston
of New York’s Citibank put it, the Eurocurrency was ‘fathered by controls’. It was,
in fact, a kind of black market world financial system. Freed of government
interference, it was able to make the maximum use of the new electronic
communications devices which became available in the 1960s and 1970s. To quote
Wriston again: ‘Mankind now has a completely integrated international financial
and information marketplace, capable of moving money and ideas to any place
on the planet within minutes.’

“But of course the Eurodollar market, the product of American inflation, was
itself highly inflationary. It reproduced some of the worst features of the 1920s
New York money market, especially in international loans. It increased the
volatile nature of borrowing, thus creating “dollars” which did not exist. All the
world’s major banks came into the market, and formed syndicates to handle loans
to governments on a scale never before imagined. Eurobonds and Eurocredits
were invented. The first Eurodollar syndicated loan was to the Shah’s Iran in 1969.
It was for $80 million. Italy got a $200 million loan later that year. Soon up to two
hundred banks joined syndicates, and the size and number of loans, and the
speed at which they were packaged, grew dramatically. The billion-dollar loan
became routine. Commercial banks replaced wealthy Western governments and

15



development aid as the chief source of finance for the Third World. In 1967,
commercial banks accounted for only 12 per cent of external public debt in the
world. By the end of 1975 they passed the 50 per cent mark at a trot.

“As the banks took over the international monetary system, the supervisory
role of Washington collapsed. In 1971 the Nixon administration lost or abandoned
control of what was happening. Two years later, in March 1973, Nixon cut the
link between gold and dollars...”?

This momentous development was also linked with inflation...

“At the end of World War 1I,” writes Mark Blyth, “the United States and its
allies decided that sustained mass unemployment was an existential threat to
capitalism and had to be avoided at all costs. In response, governments
everywhere targeted full employment as the master policy variable —trying to get
to, and sustain, an unemployment rate of roughly four percent. The problem with
doing so, over time, is that targeting any variable long enough undermines the
value of the variable itself —a phenomenon known as Goodhart’s law.

“Long before Goodhart, an economist named Michal Kalecki had already
worked this out. Back in 1943, he argued that once you target and sustain full
employment over time, it basically becomes costless for labor to move from job to
job. Wages in such a world will have to continually rise to hold onto labor, and
the only way business can accommodate that is to push up prices. This
mechanism, cost-push inflation, where wages and prices chase each other up,
emerged in the 1970s and coincided with the end of the Bretton Woods regime
and the subsequent oil shocks to produce high inflation in the rich countries of
the West in the 1970s. In short, the system undermined itself, as both Goodhart
and Kalecki predicted. As countries tried harder and harder to target full
employment, the more inflation shot up while profits fell. The 1970s became a
kind of “debtor’s paradise.” As inflation rose, debts fell in real terms, and labor’s
share of national income rose to an all-time high, while corporate profits
remained low and were pummelled by inflation. Unions were powerful and
inequality plummeted.

“But if it was a great time to be a debtor, it was a lousy time to be a creditor.
Inflation acts as a tax on the returns on investment and lending. Unsurprisingly
in response, employers and creditors mobilized and funded a market-friendly
revolution where the goal of full employment was jettisoned for a new target—
price stability, aka inflation—to restore the value of debt and discipline labor
through unemployment. And it worked. The new order was called neoliberalism.

“Over the next thirty years the world was transformed from a debtor’s
paradise into a creditor’s paradise where capital’s share of national income rose

1 Johnson, Modern Times, New York: HarperPerennial, 2001, pp. 663-664.
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to an all-time high as labor’s share fell as wages stagnated. Productivity rose, but
the returns all went to capital. Unions were crushed while labor’s ability to push
up wages collapsed due to the twin shocks of restrictive legislation and the
globalization of production. Parliaments in turn were reduced to tweet-
generating talking shops as central banks and policy technocrats wrested control
of the economy away from those elected to govern.”?2

*

A deeper explanation of the economic revolution that took place at this time
comes from Yanis Varoufakis, the Greek finance minister in 2015, who explains
how the financial pressures created in the 1960s by the Vietnam War, on the one
hand, and Lyndon Johnson’s educational and anti-poverty programmes, on the
other, threatened to undermine the solvency of the USA and therefore of the
whole world. This led to an economic revolution that replaced the “Global Plan”
of the first post-war decades with the “Global Minotaur” of the post-1971 era:-

“Ho Chi Minh’s stubborn refusal to lose the Vietham War, and Lyndon
Johnson’s almost manic commitment to do anything to win it, were crucial not
only in creating a new capitalist region in the Far East, but also in derailing the
Global Plan. The escalation of the financial costs of that war was to be a key factor
in the Plan’s demise.

“Setting aside the appalling human suffering, the war cost the US government
around $113 billion and the US economy another $220 billion. Real US corporate
profits declined by 17 per cent, while, in the period 1965-70, the war-induced
increases in average prices forced the real average income of American blue-collar
workers to fall by about 2 per cent. The war took its toll not only ethically and
politically, as a whole generation of American youngsters were marked by fear
and loathing of Vietnam, but also in terms of tangible loss of working-class
income, which fuelled social tensions. Arguably, President Johnson’s Great
Society social programmes were largely aimed at relieving these strains.

“As the combined costs of the Viethnam War and the Great Society began to
mount, the government was forced to generate mountains of US government
debt. By the end of the 1960s, many governments began to worry that their own
positions (which were interlocked with the dollar in the context of the Bretton
Woods system), were being undermined. By early 1971, liabilities exceeded $70
billion, while the US government possessed only $12 billion of gold with which
to back them up.

“The increasing quantity of dollars was flooding world markets, giving rise to
inflationary pressures in places like France and Britain. European governments
were forced to increase the volume of their own currencies in order to keep their
exchange rate constant against the dollar, as was stipulated by the Bretton Woods

2 Blyth, “Global Trumpism”, Foreign Affairs, November 15, 2016.
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system. This is the basis for the European charge against the United States that,
by pursuing the Vietham War, it was exporting inflation to the rest of the world.

“Beyond mere inflationary concerns, the Europeans and the Japanese feared
that the build-up of dollars, against the background of a constant US gold stock,
might spark a run on the dollar, which might then force the United States to drop
its standing commitment to swapping an ounce of gold for $35, in which case
their stored dollars would lose their value, eating into their national ‘savings’.

“The flaw in the Global Plan was intimately connected to what Valéry
d’Estaing, President de Gaulle’s finance minister at the time, called the dollar’s
‘exorbitant privilege’: the United States” unique privilege to print money at will
without any global institutionalized constraints. De Gaulle and other European
allies (plus various governments of oil-producing countries whose oil exports
were denominated in dollars) accused the United States of building its imperial
reach on borrowed money that undermined their countries” prospects. What they
failed to add was that the whole point of the Global Plan was that it should
revolve around a surplus-generating United States. When America turned into a
deficit nation, the Global Plan could not avoid going into a vicious tailspin.

“On 29 November 1967, the British government devalued the pound sterling
by 14 per cent, well outside the Bretton Woods 1 per cent limit, triggering a crisis
and forcing the United States government to use up to 20 per cent of its entire
gold reserves to defend the $35 per ounce of gold peg. On 16 March 1968,
representatives of the central banks of the seven nations that were later to form
the G7 met to hammer out a compromise. They came to a curious agreement
which, on the one hand, retained the official peg of $35 an ounce while, on the
other hand, leaving room for speculators to trade gold at market prices.

“In 1970 President Richard Nixon appointed Paul Volcker as under-secretary
of the treasury for international monetary affairs. His brief was to report to the
National Security Council, headed by Henry Kissinger, who was to become a
most influential secretary of state in 1973. In May 1971, the taskforce headed by
Volcker at the US Treasury presented Kissinger with a contingency plan, which
toyed with the idea of ‘suspension of gold convertibility’. It is now clear that, on
both sides of the Atlantic, policy makers were jostling for position, anticipating a
major change in the Global Plan.

“In August 1971, the French government decided to make a very public
statement of its annoyance over US policy: President Georges Pompidou ordered
a destroyer to sail to New Jersey to redeem US dollars for gold held at Fort Knox,
as was his right under Bretton Woods! A few days later, the British government
of Edward Heath issued a similar request (though without employing the British
Navy), demanding gold equivalent to £4 billion held by the Bank of England.
Poor, luckless Pompidou and Heath: they had rushed in where angels fear to
tread!
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“President Nixon was absolutely livid. Four days later, on 15 August 1971, he
announced the effective end of Bretton Woods: the dollar would no longer be
convertible to gold. Thus, the Global Plan unravelled.

“Soon after, Nixon dispatched his secretary of the treasury (a no-nonsense
Texan called John Connally) to Europe with a sharp message. According to what
Connally told reporters, what he said to the Europeans was mild and affable: “We
told them that we were here as a nation that had given much of our resources and
our material resources and otherwise to the world to the point where frankly we
were now running a deficit and have been for twenty years and it had drained
our reserves and drained our resources to the point where we could no longer do
it and frankly we were in trouble and we were coming to our friends to ask for
help as they have so many times in the past come to us to ask for help when they
were in trouble. That is in essence what we told them.”’

“His real message is still ringing in European ears: It’s our currency but it’s your
problem! What Connally meant was that, as the dollar was the reserve currency (i.e.
the only truly global means of exchange), the end of Bretton Woods was not
America’s problem. The Global Plan was, of course, designed and implemented
to be in the interests of the United States. But once the pressures on it (caused by
Vietnam and internal US tensions that required an increase in domestic
government spending) became such that the system reached breaking point, the
greatest losers would not be the United States, but Europe and Japan - the two
economic zones that had benefited most from the Global Plan.

“It was not a message either the Europeans or Japan wanted to hear. Lacking
an alternative to the dollar, they knew that their economies would hit a major
bump as soon as the dollar started devaluing. Not only would their dollar assets
lose value, but their exports would also become dearer. The only alternative was
for them to devalue their currencies, too, but that would then cause their energy
costs to skyrocket (given that oil was denominated in dollars). In short, Japan and
the Europeans found themselves between a rock and a hard place.

“Toward the end of 1971, in December, Presidents Nixon and Pompidou met
in the Azores. Pompidou, eating humble pie over his destroyer antics, pleaded
with Nixon to reconstitute the Bretton Woods system, on the basis of fresh fixed
exchange rates that would reflect the new ‘realities’. Nixon was unmoved. The
Global Plan was dead and buried, and a new unruly beast, the Global Minotaur,
was to fill its place.

“Once the fixed exchange rates of the Bretton Woods system collapsed, all
prices and rates broke loose. Gold was the first: it jumped from $35 to $38 per
ounce, then $42, and then off it floated into the ether. By May 1973 it was trading
at more than $90, and before the decade was out, in 1979, it had reached a
fabulous $455 per ounce - a twelvefold increase in less than a decade.

“Meanwhile, within two years of Nixon's bold August 1971 move, the dollar
had lost 30 per cent of its value against the Deutschmark and 20 per cent against

19



the yen and the franc. Oil producers suddenly found that their black gold, when
denominated in yellow gold, was worth a fraction of what it used to be. Members
of the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), which
regulated the price of oil through agreed cutbacks on aggregate oil output, were
soon clamouring for coordinated action (i.e. reductions in production) to boost
the black liquid’s gold value.

“ At the time of Nixon’s announcement, the price of oil was less than $3 a barrel.
In 1973, with the Yom Kippur War between Israel and its Arab neighbours apace,
the price jumped to between $8 and $9, thereafter hovering in the $12 to $15 range
until 1979. In 1979 a new upward surge began that saw oil trade above $30 well
into the 1980s. And it was not just the price of oil that scaled unprecedented
heights. All primary commodities shot up in price simultaneously: bauxite (165
per cent), lead (170 per cent), tin (220 per cent) and silver (1065 per cent) are just
a few examples. In short, the termination of the Global Plan signalled a mighty
rise in the costs of production across the world. Inflation soared, as did
unemployment - a rare combination of stagnation with inflation that came to
known as stagflation.

“... Why did the United States not oppose with any degree of real commitment
the large increases in oil prices? The simple reason is that, just as the Nixon
administration did not mourn the end of Bretton Woods, neither did it care to
prevent OPEC from pushing the price of oil higher. For these hikes were not
inconsistent with the administration’s very own plans for a substantial increase
in the global prices of energy and primary commodities! Indeed, the Saudis have
consistently claimed that Henry Kissinger, keener to manage the flow of
petrodollars to America than to prevent the rise in energy prices, was
encouraging them all the way to push the price of oil up by a factor of between
two and four. So long as oil sales were denominated in dollars, the US
administration had no quarrel with the oil price increases.

“Recalling that the new aim was to find ways of financing the US twin deficits
without cutting US government spending, or increasing taxes, or reducing US
world dominance, American policy makers understood that they had a simple
task: to entice the rest of the world to finance the USA’s deficits. But this meant a
redistribution of global surpluses in favour of the United States and at the expense
of the two economic zones it had built around Germany and Japan. There were
two prerequisites for the planned reversal of global capital flows, which would
see the world’s capital stream into Wall Street for the purpose of financing the
expanding US twin deficits: (a) improved competitiveness of US firms in relation
to their German and Japanese competitors, and (b) interest rates that attracted
large capital flows into the United States.

“The first prerequisite could be achieved in one of two ways: either by boosting
productivity in the United States or by boosting the relative unit costs of the
competition. For good measure, the US administration decided to aim for both.
Labour costs were squeezed with enthusiasm and, at the same time, oil prices
were ‘encouraged’ to rise. The drop in US labour costs not only boosted the
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competitiveness of American companies, but also acted as a magnet for foreign
capital that was searching for profitable ventures. Meanwhile, as oil prices rose,
every part of the capitalist world was adversely affected. However, Japan and
Western Europe (largely lacking their own oil) were burdened much more than
the United States.

“Meanwhile, the rise in oil prices led to mountainous rents piling up in bank
accounts from Saudi Arabia to Indonesia, as well as huge receipts for US oil
companies. All these petro-dollars soon found their way to Wall Street’s
hospitable bosom. The Fed’s interest rate policy was to prove particularly helpful
in this respect.

“Turning to the second prerequisite, money (or nominal) interest rates jumped
from 6 per cent, where the Global Plan’s final years had left them in 1971, to 6.44
per cent in 1973 and to 7.83 per cent the following year. By 1979, President Carter’s
administration had begun to attack US inflation with panache. It appointed Paul
Volcker as Fed chairman, with instructions to deal decisively with inflation. His
first move was to push average interest rates to 11 per cent.

“InJune 1981, Volcker raised interest rates to a lofty 20 per cent, and then again
to 21.5 per cent. While his brutal monetary policy did tame inflation (pushing it
from 13.5 per cent in 1981 to 3.2 per cent two years later), its harmful effects on
employment and capital accumulation were profound, both domestically and
internationally. Nevertheless, the two prerequisites had been met even before
Ronald Reagan settled in properly at the White House.

“ A new phase thus began. The United States could now run an increasing trade
deficit with impunity, while the new Reagan administration could also finance its
hugely expanded defence budget and its gigantic tax cuts for the richest
Americans. The 1980s ideology of supply-side economics, the fabled trickle-down
effect, the reckless tax cuts, the dominance of greed as a form of virtue, etc. - all
these were just manifestations of America’s new ‘exorbitant privilege”: the
opportunity to expand its twin deficits almost without limit, courtesy of the
capital inflows from the rest of the world. American hegemony had taken a new
turn. The reign of the Global Minotaur had dawned.”3

“The more US deficits grew, the greater the global Minotaur’s appetite for
Europe and Asia’s capital. Its truly global significance was due to its role in
recycling financial capital (profits, savings, surplus money) through the
international circuits that Wall Street had established. It kept the gleaming
German factories busy. It gobbled up everything produced in Japan and later in
China. And, to complete the circle, the foreign (or American) owners of these
distant factories sent their profits, their cash, to Wall Street - a modern tribute to
the global Minotaur.

3 Varoufakis, The Global Minotaur, London: Zed Books, 2013, pp. 92-99.
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“What the bankers do when a tsunami of capital comes their way daily? When
billions of dollars, net, run through their fingers every morning of each week?
They find ways to make it breed. Throughout the 1980s, the 1990s and all the way
to 2008 Wall Street took in the daily influx of foreign capital and on its back built
mountains of derivative trades, which in time acquired the properties of private
money. Financialization, as we now call this process, was the critical by-product
of maintaining and enhancing US dominance on the back of increasing trade
imbalances and in the interest of financing America’s ever-expanding twin
deficits. It began as froth on top of the system of profits flowing from Germany
and Japan to Wall Street, once Volcker’s controlled disintegration of the world
economy took effect. But soon the froth took over, usurping the underlying
stream of actual values, turning finance into the driver and industry into its
servant.

“Just like its mythological predecessor, the global Minotaur kept the world
economy going. Until, that is, in 2008 the pyramids of private money built upon
the Minotaur’s feeding frenzy caved in under their own impossible weight.
Europe’s monetary system, born in 1978, was to suffer a terminal blow. America
was to feel its impact too, but it was Europe’s weakest link, Greece, that was
flattened...”*

4 Varoufakis, And the Weak Suffer What They Must?, London: Vintage, 2013, pp. 89-90.
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2. NIXON IN CHINA

1970 marks approximately the half-way mark in the Cold War, which was
“cold” only in terms of direct relations between the two superpowers, and in the
“First” and “Second” worlds; in the “Third World”, where the war was fought
between the superpowers’ proxies, it was becoming increasingly “hot”.
Eisenhower’s policy of “containing” the Communist threat globally was clearly
failing; the war in Vietnam was the clearest evidence of that, and the following
decade would see one “domino” after another fall to the Communists. Between
the super-powers themselves, the horrific prospect of “MAD”, mutually assured
destruction, prevented military conflict. Nevertheless, technological innovation
never ceases, and the Soviets’ sending a man into space showed that they were
catching up in that sphere and might soon have the capacity to launch inter-
continental missiles that would neutralize the Americans’ offensive capacity.
Moreover, if the Americans had renounced actually winning the war and
conquering the enemy as a war aim, the Soviets had by no means done so...

J.G. Nyquist describes the evolution of American Cold War strategy as
follows:-

“Eisenhower: ‘Massive Retaliation’, meaning we will destroy our enemy if he
gives us cause.

“Kennedy Response: ‘Flexible Response’, meaning we are unsure what we will
do.

“Nixon: ‘Strategic Parity’, meaning it is perfectly okay if the Russians
outnumber us in strategic weaponry because that will make them feel safer and
prevent a war.”>

It is easy to see the flaw in Nixon’s reasoning: the true communist
revolutionary does not flinch from war against the capitalists, even if it destroys
the world. In post-Stalinist Russia, revolutionary fervour had cooled somewhat;
Khrushchev had backed down over Cuba (to the intense frustration of Castro),
and by 1970 the country was already into the epoch of Brezhnevian “stagnation”.
Both sides, it seems, were playing for a draw.

But it was a different matter in Mao’s China, where the communist leaders
despised Khrushchevian backsliding and “revisionism”, and already had proved
themselves quite capable of killing tens of millions of their own people in the
Cultural Revolution just so as to keep the revolutionary fires burning. Mao was
not deterred by the American nuclear deterrent. He said: “The atom bomb is a
paper tiger... We are against overestimating the strength of the enemy...We are
the opposite of the political parties of the bourgeoisie. They are afraid to speak of
the extinction of classes, state power and parties. We, on the other contrary,

5 Nyquist, Origins of the Fourth World War, Chula Vista, Co.: Black Forest Press, 1999, 86.
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declare openly that we are striving hard to create the very conditions which will
bring about their extinction.”®

And the Americans already knew, to their cost, that for the sake of victory the
Vietnamese were prepared to undergo losses and destruction that no capitalist
country would have tolerated... For this reason alone, it was not irrational to
expect that the Communists with their greater motivation and endurance would
win the Cold War in the long run. But perhaps the Chinese rather than the Soviet
communists... History had already demonstrated that morale, discipline and an
intense desire for victory can prevail against an enemy that is richer and more
advanced technologically. Thus, the poorer but more disciplined and highly
motivated Spartans prevailed in the end over the Athenians in the Peloponnesian
War. And the Vietnamese prevailed over the Americans...

In the end, of course, the Americans prevailed - or rather, the Soviets destroyed
themselves, as we shall see. They regard this victory as the fruit of the superiority
of Americanism - democracy, capitalism and human rights - over Sovietism. We
shall analyze this assertion in the conclusion of this book...

Mao did not mellow as he grew older... “In the early 1970s,” writes Fareed
Zakaria, “before Nixon’s opening to China, Beijing was the world’s greatest rogue
regime. Mao Zedong was obsessed with the idea that he was at the helm of a
revolutionary movement that would destroy the Western capitalist world. There
was no measure too extreme for the cause —not even nuclear apocalypse. ‘If the
worst came to the worst and half of mankind died,” Mao explained in a speech in
Moscow in 1957, “the other half would remain while imperialism would be razed
to the ground and the whole world would become socialist.” Mao’s China funded
and fomented anti-Western insurgencies, guerrilla movements, and ideological
movements around the world, from Latin America to Southeast Asia. By one
estimate, Beijing spent between $170 million and $220 million from 1964 to 1985
in Africa alone, training 20,000 fighters from at least 19 countries.””

External aggression was accompanied by internal unrest. “As the 1970s
began,” writes Maria Chang, “China seemed beset by external and internal crises.
Domestic politics took a bizarre turn in 1971 when it was revealed that Mao’s
designated heir, Lin Biao, had perished in a plane crash in Outer Mongolia after
twice attempting to assassinate the Chairman himself.8 At the same time, the
Soviet Union was threatening to use its most ‘modern and devastating
weapons’... and target specific nuclear strikes against China. Mao’s foreign
policies had created a threat environment that jeopardized the very continuity of
the People’s Republic. Clearly, China’s foreign posture required reassessment...

¢ KPan (ed.), Mao Tse-Tung and Lin Piao, New York, 1972, pp. 233, 4.

7 Zakaria, “The New China Scare”, Foreign Affairs, December 6, 2019.

8 This may not be the true explanation. See Rana Mitter, “Why did Mao’s Successor Flee China?”
BBC History Magazine, June, 2002, p. 34. (V.M.)
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“That reassessment was undertaken under the direction of Zhou Enlai [who
had been a rival to Mao in the early years of the CCP]. The Manichaean notion
that the world was divided into a capitalist and a socialist camp gave way to a
conviction that reality was complex, where socialist China could be threatened by
socialist Russia in league with socialist Vietnam. Suggestions began to be bruited
that appeals be made to the capitalist powers for capital, technology transfers,
and security assistance. Finally, Beijing announced that it no longer considered
the United States to be China’s ‘number one enemy’. With that, China’s
rapprochement with the West began - a process that spanned Mao’s remaining
years, culminating in the normalization of relations between the United States
and the People” Republic of China on January 1, 1979.”9

However, whether this “reassessment” was genuine, rather than a change of
tactics designed to deceive the West, is open to question... More genuine, and
more shameful, in that it represented a rapprochement of the lesser evil to the
greater evil, was the United States” rapprochement with China...

*

By his undermining of the Bretton Woods system, Nixon had undermined the
foundations of global capitalism. Now he, the Cold War warrior and ally of
McCarthyism, came to undermine the foundations of global anti-communism. It
began with a legitimate attempt to divide and rule the two leading communist
powers. Nixon and his crafty Secretary of State Henry Kissinger were quick to
exploit the Sino-Soviet quarrel, using the tactic of “divide and rule”. After the
clash on the Ussuri river in March, 1969, writes Stone, “Moscow asked Nixon to
condemn the Chinese nuclear tests; there were hints at a nuclear strike to destroy
the Chinese “facilities’; and the Chinese were refusing the Russians the right to fly
supplies to Vietnam or to use their airfields. The Chinese needed America against
Russia. There was room, here, for clevercleverness, and in April 1971 the world
was surprised when an American table tennis team went to Peking. It was even
more taken aback a year later, when Nixon followed, on 21 February 1972...”10

Détente between the US and China was no less important than that taking
place between the US and the USSR. The latter was expressed mainly in open
arms-control agreements and some loans from western banks to the Soviets. In
the Chinese-American negotiations, however, everything was conducted in
secret; neither side wanted to appear too eager to get together with the other.
After all, Nixon had built his political career since the time of McCarthy on his
anti-Communism, while Mao could not afford not to appear anti-American. In
the event, both sides - but especially the United States - made unprecedented
concessions they would not have dreamed of only a few years before.

Kissinger himself pointed out the importance of these events. “While I was on
the way to China on the so-called secret trip in July 1971, [Nixon], addressing an

9 Chang, Return of the Dragon, Oxford: Westview Press, 2001, p. 148.
10 Stone, The Atlantic and its Enemies, London: Penguin, 2011, p. 236.
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audience in Kansas City,... argued that ‘Chinese domestic travail” - that is, the
Cultural Revolution - should not confer ‘any sense of satisfaction that it will
always be that way. Because when we see the Chinese as people - and I have seen
them all over the world... - they are creative, they are productive, they are one of
the most capable people in the world. And 800 million Chinese are going to be,
inevitably, an enormous economic power, with all that that means in terms of
what they could be in other areas if they move in that direction.”

“These phrases, commonplace today, were revolutionary at that time. Because
they were delivered extemporaneously - and I was out of communication with
Washington - it was Zhou En-lai who brought them to my attention as I started
the first dialogue with Beijing in more than twenty years. Nixon, inveterate anti-
Communist, had decided that the imperatives of geopolitical equilibrium
overrode the demands of ideological purity - as, fortuitously, had his
counterparts in China...”1!

The Chinese-American détente followed the pattern observed that in all
negotiations between the Capitalist West and the Communist East at least until
the Reagan-Gorbachev summits, of the West conceding more than it gained. As
Jung Chang and Jon Halliday write, “Mao’s change of mind [about relations with
America] changed his fortunes. The invitation [to the American table-tennis
team], the first ever from Red China to an American group, caused a sensation.
The fact that it was a sports team helped capture the world’s imagination. Chou
En-lai switched on his charm, and his totalitarian regime’s meticulously
orchestrated theatre, to produce what Kissinger called ‘a dazzling welcome” for
the ping-pong team. Glowing and fascinated reports littered the American and
major Western press day after day. Mao the old newspaperman had hit exactly
the right button. ‘Nixon’, wrote one commentator, ‘was truly amazed at how the
story jumped off the sports pages and onto the front page.” With one move, Mao
had created the climate in which a visit to China would be a political asset for
Nixon in the run-up to the 1972 presidential election.

“’Nixon was excited to the point of euphoria,” Kissinger wrote, and now
wanted to skip the emissary state lest it take the glow off his own journey. By the
end of May it was settled, in secret, that Nixon was going.

“Mao had not only got Nixon, he had managed to conceal that this had been
his objective. Nixon was coming thinking that he was the keener of the two. So
when Kissinger made his first, secret, visit in July 1971 to pave the way for the
president, he bore many and weighty gifts, and asked for nothing in return. The
most startling offer concerned Taiwan, to which the US was bound by a mutual
defence treaty. Nixon offered to abandon Washington’s old ally, promising to
accord full diplomatic recognition to Peking by January 1975, provided he was
re-elected in 1972.

11 Kissinger, World Order, London: Penguin, 2015, pp. 304-305.
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“Nixon was accepting Peking’s position wholesale and cutting Taiwan loose.
By the end of the trip Chou was talking as if pocketing Taiwan was a matter of
course. It was only at this point that Kissinger made a feeble gesture: “We hope
very much that the Taiwan issue will be solved peacefully.” But he did not press
Chou for a promise not to use force.

“As part of the recognition package, Nixon offered to get Peking into the UN
straight away: “you could get the China seat now’, Kissinger told Chou when
proposing the behind-the-scenes fix, adding that ‘the President wanted me to
discuss this matter with you before we adopted a position.’

“And there was more, including an offer to tell the Chinese everything about
America’s dealings with Russia. Kissinger: ‘Specially, I am prepared to give you
any information you may wish to know regarding any bilateral negotiations we
are having with the Soviet Union on such issues as SALT [Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks]. A few months later Kissinger told the Chinese: ‘we tell you
about our conversations with the Soviets; we do not tell the Soviets about our
conversations with you'...

“Kissinger also made two huge commitments on Indochina: to pull out all US
forces, mentioning a twelve-month deadline; and to abandon the South
Vietnamese regime, promising to withdraw ‘unilaterally’ even if there were no
negotiations - and that US troops would not return. “After a peace is made,” said
Kissinger, “‘we will be 10,000 miles away, and [Hanoi] will still be there.” Kissinger
even made a promise that ‘most, if not all, American troops” would be out of Korea
before the end of Nixon’s next term, without even trying to extract any guarantee
that Mao would not support another Communist invasion of South Korea.

“Mao was being given a lot, and on a platter. Kissinger specifically said that he
was not asking China to stop giving aid to Vietnam, and Mao was not even
requested to soften his bellicose anti-American tone, either in the world at large
or during the meetings. The minutes show that Chou was hectoring (“you should
answer that question... you must answer that question’), and constantly referring
to ‘your oppression, your subversion, and your intervention’. He in effect
suggested that Nixon must make more and more concessions for the privilege of
coming to China, and being allowed to recognise Peking. Kissinger did not ask
for reciprocal concessions. Chou’s outlandish claim that China was not
‘aggressive’ - ‘because of our new [Communist] system, no less - went
unchallenged. And Chou’s reference to American ‘cruelties” in Vietnam earned
no reproof about Mao’s cruelties in China. On a different occasion, when North
Vietnam’s negotiator had obliquely criticized the Nixon administration, Kissinger
had shot back: “You are the representative of one of the most tyrannical
governments on this planet...” Now, Kissinger described Chou’s presentation as
‘very moving'.

“When Mao heard the report of the first day’s talks, his ego soared, and he

remarked to his top diplomats that America was ‘changing from monkey to man,
not quite man yet, the tail is still there... but it is no longer a monkey, it's a
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chimpanzee, and its tail is not very long.” “American should start its life anew,” he
proclaimed, expanding on his Darwinian approach, viewing America as a slowly
evolving lower primate. “This is evolution!” Chou, for his part, compared Nixon
to a loose woman “tarting herself up and offering herself at the door’. It was now,
during this first Kissinger visit, that Mao drew the conclusion that Nixon could
be manipulated, and that Peking could get a lot out of America without having
to modify its tyranny, or its anti-American ranting...”12

The taunts were deserved. America had betrayed all its Far Eastern allies for a
mess of Chinese pottage. And not only the Far Eastern allies. “The demands of
ideological purity” were overridden to such an extent that, as Robert Service
writes, “Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger went so far as to indicate
Washington’s willingness to share with Moscow a condominium over Europe.”1?
So America’s allies in both Europe and Asia were betrayed, and the overall
winner, unquestionably, was Mao...

The undignified and hypocritical grovelling of the world’s most powerful
nation and supposed first champion of human rights before one of the most evil
and murderous regimes in history when it was facing no mortal threat itself, was
worthy of scorn and boded badly for the future of Capitalism, which in the
coming decade suffered a series of defeats at the hands of the Communists.

“Immediately after Kissinger’s secret visit,” continue Chang and Halliday, “it
was announced that Nixon had been invited to China and had accepted. Kissinger
returned to Peking in October 1971 to prepare for the president’s visit. His second
trip coincided with the annual UN voted on China’s seat, which Taiwan held, and
the public presence in Peking of the president’s top adviser turned the tide. On
25 October, Peking displaced Taipei in the UN, giving Mao a seat, and a veto, on
the Security Council.

“This was just over a month after the flight and death of Lin Biao. The news
that there had been a plot to kill him had left Mao in a state of deep depression.
Taiwan’s defeat and Nixon’s coming visit lifted his spirits immeasurably.
Laughing broadly and joking, he talked for nearly three hours in full flow to his
top diplomats. Looking at the UN vote, he declared that: ‘Britain, France, Holland,
Belgium, Canada, Italy - they have all become Red Guards...."

“Before China’s delegates left for the UN, Mao made a point of reminding
them that they must continue to treat the USA as Public Enemy no. 1, and fiercely
denounce it ‘by name, an absolute must’. He wanted to make his debut on the
world stage as the anti-American champion, using the UN as a new platform.

12 Chang and Halliday, Mao. The Unknown Story, London: Jonathan Cape, 2005, pp. 603-605.
13 Service, Kremlin Winter, London: Picador, 2019, p. 146.
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“Nine days before Nixon was scheduled to arrive in China on 21 February
1972, Mao passed out, and came very close to death. The prospect of Nixon’s
imminent arrival helped to restore him...”14

And indeed, it could be argued that America’s support for China brought the
evil dragon back from the dead...

“During the relatively brief 65-minute meeting (the only one between Nixon
and Mao on this trip), Mao parried every attempt to engage him in serious issues.
This was not because he had been ill, but because he did not want to leave a record
of his positions in the hands of the Americans. Nothing must damage his claim
to be the global anti-American leader. He had invited Nixon to Peking to promote
that claim, not to waive it. So when Nixon proposed discussing ‘current issues
like Taiwan, Vietnam and Korea’, Mao acted as if he were above such lesser
chores. “These questions are not questions to be discussed in my place,” he said,
conveying an impression of lofty detachment. ‘They should be discussed with the
Premier,” adding that: “All those troublesome problems I don’t want to get into
very much.” Then he cut the Americans short by saying: ‘As a suggestion, may I
suggest you do a little less briefing?” When Nixon persisted in talking about
‘common ground” and building a ‘world structure’, Mao ignored him, turned to
Chou to ask what it was, and said: ‘Haven’t we talked enough now?’

“Mao was especially careful not to pay Nixon any compliments, while Nixon
and Kissinger both flattered Mao fulsomely. Nixon told Mao: “The Chairman’s
writings moved a nation and have changed the world.” Mao returned no thanks,
and made only one, condescending comment on Nixon: “Your book, Six Crises, is
not a bad book."...

“Mao clearly felt he could push Nixon quite far. At the end of the visit there
was to be a joint communiqué. Mao dictated one in which he could denounce
America. “Aren’t they talking peace, security... and what not?’ he said to Chou.
‘We will do the opposite and talk revolution, talk liberating the oppressed nations
and people all over the world...” So the communiqué took the form of each side
stating its own position. The Chinese used their space for a tirade against America
(though not by name). The American side did not say one word critical of Mao’s
regime, going no further than a vague and much qualified platitude about
supporting ‘individual freedom”.”15

But in a world turned truly upside down, while the powerful Americans
grovelled to the starving Chinese who so feared a Soviet invasion, the Chinese
themselves were vulnerable to some of their lowly satraps - like Albania...

14 Chang and Halliday, op. cit., pp. 605-606.
15 Chang and Halliday, op. cit., pp. 605-606.
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“Mao caught a lot of flak from his old allies. The fiercest came from Albania,
which mattered to Mao because it was the only East European regime he had
detached from Russia’s orbit. Albania’s dictator, Hoxha, penned Mao a nineteen-
page letter expressing his fury over what he called “this shitty business’. Actually,
Hoxha cunningly used rhetoric to extract colossal amounts of extra aid, basically
saying: You are consorting with the enemy, but you can buy our silence for more
money. Mao paid up.

“The biggest problem was Vietnam, which counted far more than Albania
internationally. The Viethamese were worried that Mao was trying to use them
as a bargaining chip with the US. [They needn’t have worried: the Americans had
given everything to the Chinese already.] When Chou went to Hanoi immediately
after Kissinger’s first visit, to explain Peking’s move, he got an earful from North
Vietnam'’s leader. “Vietnam is our country.” Le Duan protested; “you have no right
to discuss the question of Vietnam with the United States.”... Mao tried to salvage
some influence by pouring in even more aid, which rose to unprecedented levels
from 1971, peaking in 1974.

“All these bribes to keep old allies quiet meant a tighter squeeze on the Chinese
population. Nor did its extra burdens stop there. As more and more countries
recognized Peking in the wake of Nixon’s visit, the number of states to which
China sent aid jumped from 31 prior to 1970 to 66. On tiny and immeasurably
more prosperous Malta (pop. ¢. 300,000), Mao lavished no less than $25 million in
April 1972. Its prime minister, Dom Mintoff, returned from China sporting a Mao
badge.

“Mao often had to pay over the odds to buy himself back into favour with
states he had earlier tried to subvert. One former target, President Mobutu of
Zaire, told us how generously he was funded by Mao, who - unlike the IMF and
the World Bank - let him defer loans indefinitely, or repay them in worthless
Zairean currency. In the years 1971-5, foreign aid took up a staggering average of
5.88 per cent of China’s entire expenditure, peaking at 6.92 per cent in 1973 - by
far the highest percentage in the world, and at least seventy times the US level.

“While Mao dished out money and food, and built expensive underground
railway systems, shipyards and infrastructure for countries far richer than China,
most of the 900 million Chinese hovered just above survival levels. In many areas,
peasants recall that the hungriest years after the Great Famine of 1958-61 were
those from 1973 to Mao’s death in 1976 - the years immediately after Nixon's visit.

“Nixon had often been credited with opening the door to China. Inasmuch as
a number of Western statesmen and businessmen, plus some press and tourists,
were able to enter China, he did increase the Western presence in China. But he
did not open the door of - much less from - China, and the increased Western
presence did not have any appreciable impact on Chinese society while Mao was
alive. Mao made sure that for the vast majority of the population, China remained
a tightly sealed prison. The only people who benefited at all from the
rapprochement were a small elite. Some of these were allowed to see relatives
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from abroad - under heavy supervision. And a tiny number could lay hands on
the half-dozen or so contemporary Western books translated in classified
editions, one of which was Nixon’s own Six Crises. From 1973 some foreign-
language students were sent abroad, but the very few who were lucky enough to
be allowed out had to be politically ultra-reliable, and lived and worked under
the closest surveillance, forbidden even to step out of their residence unescorted.

“The population as a whole remained rigidly quarantined from the few
foreigners allowed into China, who were subject to rigorous control. Any
unauthorized conversation with them could bring catastrophe to the locals
involved. The lengths to which the regime would go were extraordinary. For
Nixon’s one-day visit to Shanghai, which coincided with Chinese New Year, the
traditional occasion for family reunions (like Christmas), thousands of rusticated
youths who were visiting their families were expelled back to their villages of
exile, as a precaution against the extremely remote possibility of any of them
trying to complain to the president.

“The real beneficiaries of Nixon’s visit were Mao himself, and his regime. For
his own electoral ends, Nixon de-demonised Mao for mainstream opinion in the
West. Briefing White House staff on his return, Nixon spoke of the ‘dedication” of
Mao’s cynical coterie, whom Kissinger called ‘a group of monks... who... kept
their revolutionary purity’. Nixon’s men asserted, falsely, that ‘under Mao the
lives of the Chinese masses have been greatly improved’. Nixon's favourite
evangelist, Billy Graham, lauded Mao’s virtues to British businessmen. Kissinger
suggested that Mao’s callous crew would ‘challenge us in a moral way’. The result
was an image of Mao a whole lot further from the truth than the one that Nixon
himself had helped purvey as a fierce anti-Communist in the 1950s.

“Mao became not merely a credible international figure, but one with
incomparable allure...”16

“Nixon’s visit also opened up for Mao the possibility of laying his hands on
American nuclear weapons.

“Obtaining nuclear secrets had always been central to Mao’s American policy.
“The only objective of these relations,” he told the North Korean dictator Kim, “is
to obtain developed technology.” Mao knew that he could only achieve his goal if
America considered him an ally...

“In June 1973 Brezhnev warned Nixon and Kissinger that (as Kissinger
paraphrased it to China’s liaison): ‘if military arrangements were made between
the US and the PRC, this would have the most serious consequences and would
lead the Soviets to take drastic measures.” This conversation with Brezhnev,
which concerned US national security, was promptly related to Mao’s envoy, who
was present at the Western White House during Nixon’s talks with Brezhnev, but
not to America’s allies - or to the US government itself. “‘We have told no one in

16 Chang and Halliday, op. cit., pp. 607-609.
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our government of this conversation,” Kissinger confided to Mao’s envoy. ‘It must
be kept totally secret.’

“One ostensible purpose of Nixon’s journey to Peking had been to lessen the
danger of war with Russia. Thanks to Mao, this danger had if anything
increased...”1”

But the West was still deluded about China. “Not until 1976,” writes Jean-
Francois Revel, “did the West learn that Mao’s Great Leap Forward caused
massive death... and that the Cultural Revolution was precisely the explosion of
bloody barbarity Mao had sought. But in 1976, the revelation came too late to
expunge from Western minds the image formed in 1960-75 of a “progressive’
China, a model of an allegedly non-Stalinist breed of communism, a champion of
development to be imitated by the whole Third World. Maoist ideology largely
helped create the political climate in those years, the attitudes and sensibilities of
the time, the fanatical criticism of capitalism prevailing then - even though
working class living standards in the capitalist world had never before climbed
so high. The showdown among the ruling bureaucracy in Peking after Mao’s
death left Western Maoists peering into a vast, black hole full of wretchedness
and stupidity where they had thought to see a brilliant El Dorado, but this did
not efface the past ravages wrought by the Chinese illusion. For fifteen years, a
lie on a global scale had again distorted public debate, falsified thinking on the
fate of humanity by faking the basis of discussion with non-existent “facts’: the
supposed success of China’s socialist economy and the false legend of a highly
civilized Chinese communism...”18

17 Chang and Halliday, op. cit., pp. 610, 613.
18 Revel, How Democracies Perish, London: Weidenfeld &Nicolson, 1985, pp. 168-169.
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3. THE ARAB/ISRAELI WARS AND THE OIL CRISIS

As we have seen, the failure of the Anglo-French-Israeli invasion of Egypt in
1956 led to an increase in Arab power in relation to the West. The most forceful
Arab leader was President Nasser of Egypt. On 16 May 1967 Cairo radio
announced: “This is our chance, Arabs, to deal Israel a mortal blow of
annihilation.” On 27 May Nasser said: “Our basic objective will be the destruction
of Israel.” Again, President Arel of Iraq said on 31 May: “Our goal is clear: to wipe
Israel off the map.” And on 1 June Ahmed Shukary, Chairman of the Palestine
Liberation Organization, declared: “The Jews of Palestine will have to leave. Any
of the old Jewish Palestine population who survive may stay, but it is my
impression that none of them will survive.”1?

An important new player in the region was the Organisation of Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC). Created in 1960, it “was designed to co-ordinate the
release of oil supplies on the open market. The aim was to allow the founder
members - Iraq, Iran, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Venezuela - to combine their
interests and boost their income by controlling supply, and therefore controlling
prices. It was the logical next step for resource-rich countries which had an eye
on wresting power from the western corporations while receiving political and
financial backing from western governments.

“OPEC effectively marked a deliberate attempt to curtail the influence of the
west, whose interests in providing cheap and plentiful fuel for its domestic
markets were distinctly different to those of the countries that were rich in
deposits of oil and gas, and who were keen for the revenues they brought in to be
as high as possible. Unlikely as it seems, OPEC was the spiritual protégé of an
already unlikely cast of characters made up of defiant leaders like Mossadegh,
the popular demagogue Nasser, the hardliner Qasim and increasingly anti-
western figures in Iran typified by the Ayatollah Khomeini. All were linked by
their concerted attempts to detach their states from overpowering outside
attention. OPEC was not a political movement; but aligning a range of countries
and enabling them to act with a single voice was a key step in the process of
transforming political power away from Europe and the US to local
governments.”20

Another of the consequences of the failure of the Anglo-French-Israeli invasion
of Egypt, as Burleigh writes, was that “France threw its influence behind Israel,
equipping it in 1957 with its Dimona nuclear reactor, which it would use to
produce an arsenal of atomic bombs it pretends it does not possess. In Arab eyes
Israel would be indelibly identified with Western imperialism - a latter-day
crusader state - and Nasser’s mere survival was construed as a victory, which
became a wider impediment to political realism in the Middle East.”?!

19 Johnson, Modern Times, p. 666.
20 Peter Frankopan, The Silk Roads, London: Bloomsbury, 2015, pp. 435-436.
21 Burleigh, op. cit., p. 311.
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Realism returned to the Arab world only after the Six-Day War between the
Israeli Defence Force, on the one hand, and the armies of four Arab nations -
Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Iraq and Kuwait, supported by Algeria and Libya, - on the
other. This was one of the most spectacular triumphs in the history of warfare. It
started when Israel, alarmed by the annihilatory threats and by “the
concentration on her border of armies outnumbering her own by three to one,
heavily armed with modern Soviet material, launched a preventive war on 4 June,
beginning with strikes against Egyptian sea power. It lasted six days and was
wholly successful. The Egyptian, Jordanian and Syrian forces were routed, and in
Egypt’'s case humiliated. Sinai and the West Bank were occupied. The Syrian
Golan Heights, which made possible the bombardment of the Israeli settlements
in Upper Galilee, were stormed. Above all, Old Jerusalem, including the Wailing
Wall and the Holy Places, the great prize which had eluded Israel in 1948, was
now brought into the new state.”22

The Middle East now became one of the battlefields of the Cold War. For the
Americans became the patrons of the Israelis, while Nasser turned to the Soviets
for help, as did the Syrians...

As Alexander Shulman writes: “Nasser often approached the leadership of the
USSR requesting that they send Soviet armies to save his country. In December,
1969 Nasser made a secret visit to Moscow for a personal meeting with L.
Brezhnev.

“Nasser besought Brezhnev to send to Egypt regular Soviet forces with for air
defence and aviation. At a session of the Politburo of the Central Committee of
the USSR together with the commanders of the Armed Forces it was decided to
satisfy his request...

“The operation to create a group of Soviet armies for Egypt composed of 32,000
military personnel received the name ‘Kavkaz’. It was led by Marshal P.F.
Batitsky. In the first days of March, 1970 the armies with their military hardware
set off from the port of Nikolaev in an atmosphere of complete secrecy. The men
were dressed in civil clothing and had no documents of any kind. A very strict
command was given to shoot without hesitation anyone who ‘tried to jump
overboard’.

“In July, 1970 the Israeli Armed Forces engaged in battle with Soviet airmen
over Suez. In the course of the battle five Soviet MIGs were downed...
Undismayed, the Soviets became even more committed to helping their Arab
allies...”23

It was the threat of Soviet control of the Middle East oil-fields that brought the
Americans into the conflict. The threat was not so much to the Americans

22 Johnson, op. cit., p. 666.
2 Shulman, “Boj nad Suetsem” (Battle over Suez), Russkaia Planeta (Russian Planet), June 14,
2013.
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themselves, who had their own oil reserves, as to their allies in Western Europe
and Japan, who were totally dependent on Middle East oil and would collapse if
they were deprived of it.* It followed that the Americans’ only real ally in the
region, Israel, had to be defended at all costs.

After Nasser’s death in 1970, the Egyptians turned against their patrons, the
Soviets, whose military advisors were expelled and air bases closed down in 1972.
But “Iraq, Syria and Afghanistan were delighted to be awarded soft loans to buy
Soviet weapons and to have highly qualified advisers and technicians dispatched
from Moscow to build installations that might prove useful to their wider
strategic ambitions. These included the deep-water port at Umm Qasr on the
Persian Gulf, but also six military airfields in Iraq, which US intelligence quickly
realized could be useful ‘to support a Soviet naval presence in the Indian
Ocean’.”?

Under the cruel regime of Assad Bashar and his sons Soviet influence has remained
dominant in Syria to the present day.

As a direct result of the oil crisis, during the seventies most of the world was
becoming significantly poorer, which was a very sharp contrast with the golden
years of the previous quarter of a century. Only the oil-producing countries really
thrived. Of the two super-powers, the Soviet Union did reasonably well because
“the oil crisis of 1973 had just quadrupled the international market value of the
gigantic new deposits of oil and natural gas which had been discovered in the
USSR since the middle 1960s...”2¢ The United States did considerably worse:
between 1973 and 1975 the American economy contracted by 6 per cent. The
situation was not improved by weak political leadership under the Republican
Ford and the Democrat Carter.

It was the same story in Europe. “Between 1950 and 1973 average annual
growth rates had been 4.7 per cent in both Western and Eastern Europe and as
high as 6.3 per cent in the underdeveloped economies of Southern Europe,
belatedly starting to catch up. In the twenty years that followed the oil crisis
growth rates were more than halved, dropping to 3.1 per cent in Southern Europe,
2.2 per cent in Western Europe, and even becoming negative, at -0.4 per cent in
Eastern Europe. In Western Europe, Norway, Ireland (another backward country
catching up), Italy, Austria and West Germany had the best growth rates, the
Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Sweden and Switzerland the worst...”?”

According to the communist economist Eric Hobsbawm, the economic decline
actually lasted into the 1990s: “The problems which had dominated the critique

24 However, because of the low price of oil, American imports of it increased from 10 per cent in
1960 to 28 per cent in 1968 to 36 per cent in 1973 (Johnson, op cit., p. 665).

25 Frankopan, op. cit., p. 439.

26 Hobsbawm, Age of Extremes, London: Abacus, 1994, p. 244.

27 Jan Kershaw, Roller-Coaster. Europe 1950-2017, London: Penguin, 2019, p. 284.
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of capitalism before the war, and which the Golden Age had largely eliminated
for a generation - ‘poverty, mass unemployment, squalor, instability’ -
reappeared after 1973. Growth was, once again, interrupted by severe slumps, as
distinct from ‘minor recessions’, in 1974-75, 1980-82 and at the end of the 1980s.
Unemployment in Western Europe rose from an average of 1.5 per cent in the
1960s to 4.2 per cent in the 1970s. At the peak of the boom in the late 1980s it
averaged 9.2 per cent in the European Community, in 1993, 11 per cent. Half of
the unemployed (1986-87) had been out of work for more than a year, one third
for more than two years. Since the potential working population was no longer
being swelled, as in the Golden Age, by the flood of growing post-war babies,
and since young people, in good times and bad, tended to have much higher
unemployment ratios than older workers, one would have expected permanent
unemployment to shrink, if anything...”?8

The Third World countries “found themselves worse off at the end of the 1970s
that they were when the decade opened, the first such reversal in modern times.
At such low levels, such a direct fall in incomes meant malnutrition and related
epidemics. The number of Africans and Asians who died in consequence of Arab
oil policy in the decade after 1973 must be calculated in tens of millions.

“The world as a whole experienced a decline in wealth since the loss of output
was worth twice the extra funds transferred to the oil-producing countries. For
the industrialized countries, the result was a form of economic malady which
Keynesianism had not envisaged: stagflation. From a 5.2 per cent rate of growth
with 4.1 per cent average price rises, the world moved in 1974-5 to nil or minus
growth with 10-12 per cent average price increases a year. This was high inflation.
The price revolution, with the oil jump at its heart, spanned the years 1972-6. It
was by far the most destructive economic event since 1945. It acted as a fierce
brake on the energy-intensive sectors responsible for the prolonged expansion in
the American, West European and Japanese economies, producing abrupt
declines in output and unemployment on a scale unknown since the 1930s. By the
early 1980s, the number of unemployed in America and West Europe was 25
million.

“... In London the property boom foundered, dragging down some glittering
companies. The Financial Times index, 543 in March 1972, fell to 146 at the
beginning of 1975, with shares worth less, in real terms, than at the depths of the
war in 1940...7%9

The states of the Middle East played off the superpowers against each other,
trying to make themselves independent of both.

28 Hobsbawm, pp. 403-406.
2 Johnson, Modern Times, pp. 669-670.
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“0Oil was the fuel behind much of this movement to escape from the
overbearing influence of outside powers, setting off a chain reaction that had
profound long-term implications. The catalyst for a new round of change was a
coup led by an ambitious young Libyan army officer who had been described as
‘cheerful, hard-working and conscientious’ by the British army course instructor
who supervised his training in the UK. Mu'ammar Gaddafi was certainly
resourceful. At the start of 1970, shortly after seizing power, he demanded a
dramatic rise in the revenues of Libyan oil - which at that time was responsible
for 30 per cent of Europe’s total supply. ‘Brothers,” he had proclaimed to his
countrymen, ‘the revolution cannot let the Libyan people be poor while they own
colossal oil wealth. “There are people living in huts and tents while the foreigner
lives in palaces. Other countries put men on the moon, Gaddafi went on: the
Libyans are exploited to the extent that they have no electricity or water.

“The oil companies screamed with outrage at the new regime’s insistence on
being paid a fair price for the oil; but they soon complied after it had been made
clear that nationalization was not an option - but that it might be. The fact that
the Libyan leader could force a renegotiation was not lost on others: within
weeks, OPEC was pushing to raise the contribution made to its members by
western oil companies, threatening to reduce production to force agreement. It
was, in the words of one Shell executive, the moment when the “avalanche’ began.

“The results were spectacular. The price of oil quadrupled over the course of
three years, putting immense strain on the economies of Europe and the US,
where demand and consumption levels galloped ever onwards. In the meantime,
the oil-producing countries were flooded by unprecedented flows of cash. The
countries in the centre of Asia and the Persian Gulf had seen their returns steadily
improve almost as soon as the Knox D’ Arcy concession [in Persia] struck oil as
agreements were slowly but surely renegotiated in the decades that followed with
better and better terms. But what happened in the 1970s was a shift of seismic
proportions. In 1972-3 alone, Iran’s oil revenues rose thirty-fold. In neighbouring
Iraq, the rise was no less spectacular, going up fifty times between 1972 and 1980
from $175 million to $26 million.

“It was all very well complaining about the ‘extent of dependence by western
industrial countries upon oil as a source of energy’, as one senior American
official did in a report prepared for the State Department in 1973. But there was
an inevitability about the transfer of power - and money - to the countries
straddling the spine of Asia; and there was an inevitability too about the
strengthening of sinews of the Islamic world that followed as ambitions were
magnified.

“The most dramatic expression of this came with a renewed effort to dislodge
the totemic symbol of outside influence in the Middle East as a whole: Israel. In
October 1973, Syrian and Egyptian forces launched Operation Badr, named after
the battle that had opened the way to securing control of the holy city of Mecca
in the time of the Prophet Muhammed. The assault caught not only Israeli
defences by surprise, but the superpowers as well...
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“The impact of the conflict shook the globe. In the US, the military alert level
was raised to DEFCON 3, indicating that the risk of a nuclear launch was
considered to be imminent - and higher than at any point since the Cuban missile
crisis of 1962. In the Soviet Union, the focus was on containing the situation.
Pressure was put on Egypt’s President Sadat behind the scenes to agree a
ceasefire, while the Soviet Foreign Minister, Andrei Gromyko - a consummate
political survivor - personally pressed President Nixon and his newly appointed
Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, to act jointly to prevent a ‘real conflagration’
that might easily lead to war spreading.

“The real significance of the Yom Kippur War, so named because the attack
began on the Jewish holy day, lay not in the attempts by Washington and Moscow
to work together, nor even in the spectacular results which saw one of the great
military reversals in history as Israel went from being within hours of extinction
to shattering the invading forces and advancing on Damascus and Cairo. In fact,
what was remarkable was the way the Arabic-speaking world acted together - as
a caliphate in all but name. The ringleaders were the Saudis, the masters of Mecca,
who not only talked openly about using oil as a weapon but actually did so.
Production was cut back, which, combined with political uncertainty, led to price
rises: costs per barrel tripled almost overnight...”30

As Niall Ferguson writes, “there did not need to be a specifically Soviet control
of Middle Eastern oil for both the United States and its allies to suffer acute
economic pain. Arab control might suffice.. Up until 1972 the United States had
succeeded in squaring the circle of its support for Israel and its support for the
Saudi king, who loathed Zionism as deeply as he loathed communism. In 1973,
however, the Saudis backed the Egyptian assault on Israel not with soldiers but
with a 70 percent increase in oil prices and a rolling embargo that cut supplies of
oil to supporters of Israel by 5 percent per month. When the Americans more than
doubled their aid to Israel, the Saudis imposed a total embargo on exports to the
United States.”3!

The Six-Day War of 1967 vastly increased the power and self-confidence of
Israel. But the jubilation, though understandable, was misplaced. There was no
real peace, but a “War of Attrition” on the Suez Canal, dogfights with Syrian
planes over the Golan Heights and Damascus, There had been talk of “land for
peace”, but nothing came of it. Now, however, after the Yom Kippur War, the
Israelis returned Sinai to Egypt, and in 2005 they withdrew from Gaza.

But now Israel was a multi-ethnic state with a considerable subject Arab
population, especially in the West Bank, which created new security concerns for
Israel as the Arab states refusal to recognize or negotiate with it hardened.

30 Frankopan, op. cit., pp. 442-444.
31 Ferguson, Colossus, London: Allen Lane, 2004, p. 116.
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Moreover, in spite of repeated defeats on the battlefield, the Arabs remain as
implacably hostile as ever today, when there are some 800,000 Israeli settlers
living illegally in the West Bank and East Jerusalem, and a new threat of nuclear
annihilation by Iran has appeared. Permanent peace seems further away than
ever.

In the long run, therefore, in view of this unremitting hostility from the Islamic
nations and the rapid growth in the population of the Arabs both within and
outside Israel, Israel’s military victories may yet be seen as Pyrrhic in the
extreme...3?

Two historical events continue to poison the relationship between the Arabs
and the Jews: the Holocaust in the early 1940s and the expulsion of the
Palestinians from their homeland in the late 1940s. The Israeli pianist Daniel
Barenboim points out: “During the time following Israel’s foundation as a state,
the Holocaust was hardly present in public discourse; on the individual level it
was understandably avoided by the survivors because of the pain it brought back,
while the new generation wanted to dissociate itself at all costs from the image of
the Jew as a victim. Therefore, both those who had experienced the Holocaust and
those who fortunately only knew about it considered a discussion of the subject
uncomfortable. The majority of young Israelis in the 1950s were concerned with
creating an ideal society in which Zionism walked hand in hand with Socialism
(the kibbutz being a clear example)...

“The capture of Adolf Eichmann in Argentina in 1961 and the trial that
followed in Jerusalem were not simply the process of bringing a criminal to justice
- and what a criminal at that, having been one of the primary advocates and
perpetrators of the “final solution” - it was also a necessary educational experience
for the young generation in Israel precisely because the Holocaust had not been a
topic of great urgency for many years. It was the first time that the young
population of Israel had been confronted with the full horror of the Holocaust.
While it renewed the pain and suffering of the survivors, it also enabled them to
open their hearts to the next generation... The terrible and constant presence of
the trial made it impossible to continue to circumvent the subject...”33

However, a necessary educational experience has turned into a pseudo-
justification of continued injustice against the Arabs both within and outside
Israel. Thus to the terrible Palestinian refugee problem created by the Israeli
victory in 1948 was added the Israeli annexation of the Arab territories conquered
in the Six-Day War of 1967. If the Israelis had learned the true lessons of the
Holocaust and shown generosity and strategic foresight in 1967 by returning the
conquered territories of the West Bank and Gaza immediately, some reciprocal
movement on the part of the Arabs could have been elicited. Instead, the Arab
position hardened; they knew that their higher birth-rates meant that, however

32 “The Six-Day War”, The Week, May 20, 2017, p. 11.
33 Barenboim, Everything is Connected: The Power of Music, London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 2008,
pp. 124-125.
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many battles the Israelis won, they could never win the war. And so they refused
to admit Israel’s legitimate security concerns and resorted to terrorist tactics, the
killing of innocent civilians.

“With the passage of time,” writes Barenboim, “the hardening of the
Palestinian position on cultural, social and political issues makes their demands
more difficult for Israel to accept. What would have been an act of generosity soon
after the Six Day War in 1967, such as the return of occupied territories, will today,
now that the necessity of doing so is internationally recognized, inevitably be
construed as an unavoidable act of weakness on Israel’s part. The fact that the
whole Arab world was not willing to negotiate from a position of weakness
should have inspired Israel to develop creative propositions rather than to
solidify its unyielding attitude. I believe, however, that Israel has not yet been
able to understand rationally its strength or weakness in the conflict and has
consequently vacillated from one extreme to the other. The residue of having been
persecuted and victimized throughout history may be an element that keeps it
from objectively measuring its strength as a state.”3+

In spite of Barenboim’s admirable determination to be fair to both Arabs and
Israelis (demonstrated practically in his foundation of the East-Western Divan
orchestra, composed of both Jewish and Arab musicians), his Jewishness here
shows through in an ignorance of Jewish history. For Jews have by no means
“been persecuted and victimized throughout history” - or at any rate, not without
reasons. As we have seen in previous volumes, they have persecuted Christians
whenever they have been in a position of power to do so, which has been part of
the reason why they themselves have been feared and persecuted when the
balance of power has shifted...

This excuses neither Christian nor Muslim anti-Semitism; but it shows that the
roots of the Jewish problem go back much further in history than is commonly
recognized. Although it is no longer politically correct to assert this, they go back
right back to the day when, in front of the Roman procurator Pontius Pilate and
the semi-Arab usurper Herod, the Jews called for the crucifixion of their true
King, Jesus Christ, crying: “We have no king but Caesar... His blood be on us and
on our children”...

3¢ Barenboim, op. cit., p. 107.
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4. THE ANGLO-AMERICAN MALAISE

The success of the British empire in the nineteenth century, and then of its
successor, the American empire in the twentieth, was founded upon four virtues
that constituted the foundations of the civic societies of the Anglo-American
states: the integrity of marriage, industriousness, religiosity, and good
neighbourliness. On this point the American Founding Fathers in the 1780s,
Alexis de Tocqueville in the 1830s and modern political scientists like Charles
Murray are unanimous.?® There was a fundamental flaw in this quartet: religiosity
was deemed not to depend on true faith but on a vague belief in God that was
characteristic of Deism and Freemasonry rather than True Christianity; and
consequently the aim of life was really seen as “the pursuit of happiness” in this
life rather than salvation for the next. Nevertheless, the observance of these
virtues by the majority of the population, and their confident promulgation
around the world by the elite, guaranteed an astonishing dominance - but a
peaceful dominance - of Anglo-American culture in the counsels of western
civilization - until, that is, the period 1960-2000, when the English-speaking
nations experienced a dramatic collapse in these values, especially in the white
working class. By the 1970s the consequences of this collapse - which may have
been triggered by such external events as the Vietham War and the oil crisis, but
were not caused by them - are already clearly visible in the United States and
Britain.

Thus in the United States, “politics fell into paralysis,” writes Norman Stone,
“and foreign policy for a time became mouthings. Congress was now cutting the
powers of the presidency. In November 1973, even before he fell, Nixon had faced
a Resolution preventing him from sending troops overseas for any length of time
if Congress did not formally give support, and the Jackson-Vanik amendment of
1973-74 put an obstacle in the way of his policies towards the Soviet Union, by
cancelling favourable trade arrangements if Moscow did not cease harassing
Jewish would-be emigrants. In July-August 1974 Congress again paralysed US
handling of another strategic headache, on Cyprus, where first Greeks and then
Turks had intervened. Both were in NATO, and each had treaty rights to invoke;
Cyprus mattered because there were British bases there, and the island was on
the very edge of the Middle East. One set of Greeks attacked another set of Greeks,
and there was a Turkish minority with paper rights, which the Turkish army then
invoked, occupying a third of the island. The enraged Greek lobby intervened,
against the advice of Kissinger, who felt that it was giving up the chance of a long-
tern solution in order to vent short-term steam, a judgement proven correct. That
autumn Congress restricted the CIA, and in 1975 frustrated any positive policy
towards Angola, where a civil war killed off a fifth of the population. Endless new
committees in both Houses now supervised aspects of foreign affairs, and the old
congressional committees which had been notorious for insider dealings, with
long-term chairmen who knew which levers to pull, were replaced by an
allegedly open system in which nothing worked at all. The staff monitoring the
White House rose to 3,000.

35 Murray, Coming Apart, New York: Crown Forum, 2012.
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“The seventies were a period when the formula of fifties America appeared to
be failing, and there was a symbol of this. The very capital of capitalism was in
trouble... The crisis of 1973 wrecked the city’s finances, as stock exchange
dealings fell, whereas welfare costs remained fixed. New York City was only
narrowly saved from collapse in 1974, though [Mayor] Lindsay himself had by
then given up, and in the later 1970s ordinary city services often came apart -
snow not shifted; in 1977 a power failure that lasted for almost thirty hours,
during which there was a great deal of looting. As was said, the cheerful city of
Breakfast at Tiffany’s turned into the bleak battleground of Midnight Cowboy.
Around this time, too, came a further extraordinary flouting of ancient rules: the
release of mental patients onto the streets, as asylums were closed. Progressive-
minded specialists had urged this, and New York acquired a sort of black-
humour chorus to its problems. And so any American big city had the horrible
sight of mentally ill people roaming the streets and combing through the rubbish.
Much of this went back to sixties best-sellers, whether Michel Foucault's Madness
and Civilization (1965) or Thomas Szasz’s book of 1961, The Myth of Mental Illness,
and it was the judges who ruled that this had something to do with human rights.
The overall sense of these works - Laing’s the best known - was to the effect that
madness was, in this world, a sane response, and there was something to be said
for this view. Much the same happened as regards crime. Progressive-minded
criminologists had been arguing quite successfully for non-use of prison, but
crime rates doubled in the 1960s whereas the numbers in prison actually fell, from
210,000 to 195,000 (by 1990 they had risen again, to one million), in accordance
with modish behaviourist ideas, and in the later 1970s, although there were 40
million serious crimes every year, only 142,000 criminals were imprisoned. The
National Rifle Association membership grew from 600,000 in 1964 to 2 million in
1981. If the police and the courts could not defend Americans, what else were
they supposed to do?

“Contempt for ordinary Americans also showed in the interpretation of the
desegregation laws. The worst cases happened over school segregation. Boston
schools that served poor districts were dictated to by judges who unashamedly
sent their own children to private schools. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 had
expressly stated that there would be no enforced bussing of children from one
district to another to keep racial quotas. But the Office of Education in the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare issued regulations in defiance of
this. The argument was that if there were not sufficient white children, then
segregation must be occurring. The courts backed this in 1972. Almost no-one
wanted the bussing, but it went ahead, with riots and mayhem, and there was a
move out of town, and a rise in private-school enrolment (from one-ninth to one-
eighth). In the north-east racial isolation became worse than before - 67 per cent
of black pupils were in black-majority schools in 1968 and 80 per cent in 1980
(more than even in 1954). There were horrible stories at South Boston High, where
black children were exempted from fire drills out of fear for their safety if they
left the building...
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“Where was American democracy? Law was passed by an apparent ‘Iron
Triangle’ of lobbyists, bureaucrats and tiny subcommittees. The Democrats (now
essentially enrolled from the north-east) reformed the House in such a way as to
remove the old men from committee chairmanships, as from October 1974, when
one of them became involved in a sex scandal involving a whore. The old system
had been able to deliver votes, for instance for the Marshall Plan, but it could also
be used to stop left-Democrat aims because experienced chairmen knew how to
do it. A San Francisco congressman, Phil Burton - he supported Pol Pot in
Cambodia, in 1976 - was backed by labour, but the result with many now open
committees, was that lobbyists flourished, and the small print of enormous
legislative documents contained provisions to satisfy them, quite often unnoticed
by scrutineers. It became impossible to get the budget in on time, and there had
to be endless ‘Continuing Resolutions” which simply enabled the government to
go on spending as before: in 1974, $30 bn more; between 1974 and 1980 spending
(beyond defence) rose from $174 bn to $444 bn.

“It was not surprising that so many Americans felt hostile to the whole process,
and a radical, Christopher Lasch, wrote powerfully as to how a bureaucracy-
dominating elite had taken power from people to run their own lives. He
particularly despised the endless fuss made about cigarette-smoking - it started
with a ban in Arizona, in 1973, on smoking in public buildings - but this was a
frivolous period, the landmarks down. What Leszek Kotakowski called the
politics of infantilism went ahead. Alvin Toffler pronounced in 1970 that the
future would amount to endless leisure. For some, it did. In 1970, 1.5 million drew
a disability pension, but 3 million in 1980; one tenth of the nation’s families were
headed by a single woman, living on welfare. Paul Ehrlich in 1968 looked at The
Population Bomb and asserted that there would be famine in the 1970s, and
thought that pets should be killed, to save resources. One man made his name in
the seventies with the claim that there would be a new Ice Age, and made his
name again twenty years later with a further claim that global warming would
mean apocalyptic floods. The wilder shores of the sexual revolution were
explored, Niall Ferguson remarking that the only people who wanted to join the
army were women, and the only people who wanted to get married were gays.
Feminism, a cause that went back to hesitant beginnings under Kennedy, was
vigorously promoted through the courts, and quotes for “positive discrimination’
were allowed - although Congress had never voted for this. Equality was applied,
with many absurdities resulting (Edward Luttwak got himself off guest lists
when he pointed out that heavy military lorries, driven by women, might crash
because the driver’s legs were not strong enough for the controls). In Ohio women
were at last “allowed” to lift weights heavier than 25 pounds; in February 1972 the
ghastly little word ‘Ms” was allowed in government documents; women were
‘allowed” to enter sports teams’ locker rooms; in New York women were
permitted to become firemen; and in 1978 women were allowed to serve on naval
vessels, ten of the first fifty-five becoming pregnant. Here was America at its
witches-of-Salem weirdest.”36

3 Stone, The Atlantic and its Enemies, London: Penguin, 2011, pp. 299-300, 301-304.
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Britain, too, was going through a severe crisis of confidence. “ After a national
dock strike in July 1970, the Heath Government declared a national State of
Emergency (the first of three), but then it paid off the dockers. Despite the Trade
and Industry Minister John Davies assuring the Conservative Party Conference
that, ‘I will not bolster or bail out companies where I can see no end to the process
of propping them up’ in October 1970, the very next month, £48 million of
taxpayers’ money was given to Rolls-Royce Ltd to offset losses. In December, in
the depths of mid-winter, the power workers started a work-to-rule for a 25% pay
increase. Christmas lights were blacked out and there was even a run on candles.
Later Heath’s Government nationalised the aero-engine and marine division of
Rolls-Royce, the first such action since Clement Attlee twenty-two years
previously; meanwhile, top income-tax rates were at 75 pence in the pound and
British Rail went on work-to-rule for a 16% pay claim.

“The worst act of appeasement... came in 1972 when the Heath Government
performed a spectacular and comprehensive U-turn on all its major industrial
policies, ditching every commitment it had made only two years earlier in its
election manifesto. Yet this volte face was swallowed by a Conservative Party that
could not bear confrontation. All its promise of tax cuts, free-market reforms,
immigration controls, law-and-order measures and legislation to control the trade
unions were abandoned overnight in an act of mass funk...”3”

“The overall Atlantic crisis,” continues Stone, “was displayed at its worst in
England, where the entire civilization had - with a Dutch contribution - started.”
Britain was by now a second-class power. However, she was still America’s only
dependable ally, and so not unimportant.

“Her worldwide troubles in 1947 had led to the creation of an Atlantic system;
now, her domestic ones revealed its central weaknesses. The great British
economist John Maynard Keynes had somehow lent his name to the Pursuit of
Happiness: he could reconcile welfare with progress. Government waved its
wand, the poor had money transferred to them from the rich, spenders were
encouraged rather than savers, the economy grew accordingly, and
unemployment was kept low. ‘Keynesianism’, though no-one could quite pin
down the Master, reigned, and dissident economists were unfashionable, or even
slightly ridiculous. Their chief argument against Keynesianism was that it would
promote inflation: if governments overtaxed then money would go abroad, and
an overhang of paper money would translate into higher prices; in the end, when
workers, through trade unions, wanted higher wages to defend themselves
against a rising of basic prices, then they would expect inflation in the future, and
want even higher wages. That would in turn add to the paper money and to the
inflation. There were a few bright sparks who suggested that there was a
relationship between the amount of paper money and pyramids of credit on one

37 Andrew Roberts, A History of the English-Speaking Peoples since 1900, London: Penguin, 2014, pp.
489-90.
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side, and rising prices on the other. This was called “‘monetarism’. Such bright
sparks were not fashionable. In the sixties, the Keynesians made the running, had
the answers, were constantly in the newspapers and on television, and then, in
the seventies, ran into very choppy waters.

“The oil crisis had its worst effects here, and the quadrupling of energy prices
pushed England into a trouble that called in question the whole post-war order.
Strikes in the seventies meant that the average worker was not working for nearly
a fortnight every year (‘average’ is not the right word: large unions alone were
involved, and not all of them) whereas in the fifties the figure had been three days.
The Prime Minister, Edward Heath, who had the face of a large and angry baby,
would harangue the nation on a television that was switched off after 10 p.m. In
1974 he launched an election distinguished by the abstention of 2 million of his
natural supporters, lost, and was replaced by a man who pandered to the unions.
The Stock Exchange sank to a pitiful level and banks went under. The country
was about one-third as well-off as Germany, and in parts of the North there were
areas that even resembled Communist Poland. In 1970 a rising figure in the
political media of London, Ferdinand Mount, remembered that, from the capital,
‘the main railway line to the north passed through great swathes of devastation -
industrial wastelands with rows of roofless workshops - the roofs had been
removed in order to avoid taxes.” Why had this decline come about, in a country
which, after the war, had been the second greatest exporter in the world? It was
partly that the pound had become a very strong currency, and latterly because
there was oil in the North Sea, but the fall of exports was really to do with “poor
quality, late delivery, trade union restrictions, timed and defeatist management’.
In fact Keynes himself, towards the end of the war, had bitterly hoped that the
Germans would still have enough bombing power to obliterate some of the worst-
managed industries. As things were, obliteration happened painfully a
generation later...

“Intelligent people did not need statistics to learn about the decline of the
country; they only needed to take the boat train to France. By this time, British
problems seemed to be falling into a vicious circle, of inflation, of problems with
the pound, of problems with the balance of payments, of problems regarding
unions and management alike. In 1971 unemployment began to rise, reaching not
far from one million, while at the same time inflation stood at 9 per cent - not
what was supposed to happen. Heath saw the answer in three directions. After a
few weeks of pretending that he would “free” the market, he was soon (February
1972) into the business of subsidizing collapsing industries, and then imposing
controls on wages and prices (November: ‘U Turn’). But he would make up for
this. First of all would be government spending. Then would come attempts to
deal with the union problem, whether by agreement, or by law. Finally, there was
‘Europe’: the magic that had worked in France and Germany would work in
England as well.

“The first two tacks ran into headwinds. Money was splashed around, interest

rates were reduced from 7 to 5 per cent, and bank lending was less controlled;
taxation was cut by £500m and post-war credits were repaid. At the same time
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public works were undertaken, particularly in the north - famously, an elaborate
concrete bridge with hardly any traffic on it. There was an explosion of bank
lending - £1.32bn in 1970, £1.8bn in 1971 and almost £7bn by 1973. Another
expansionary budget followed in 1972, with tax cuts of £1.2bn. In 1972 the floating
of the pound allowed inflows from abroad, and new credit-giving institutions
were allowed to emerge, offering and taking loans in conditions no longer subject
to the controls of the past. For a time, this seemed to work. Unemployment did
indeed fall to 500,000, but this was classic fool’s gold. The “fringe banks’ for time
did well out of property prices, which had a dangerously more important role in
England than elsewhere, and unlovely concrete spread and spread and spread.

“But then came the oil shock. Even food prices trebled by 1974 as against 1971,
and the bubble burst in November 1973, when the minimum lending rate was
pushed up to 13 per cent while public spending was cut back by £12bn. One of
the new banks could not obtain credit, and the other banks had to set up a
‘lifeboat’. It was not enough. The Bank of England itself had to move in, in the
winter of 1974-5, and a well-connected bucket shop concern, Slater Walker
Securities, had to be rescued in 1975. The Stock Exchange collapsed. Heath's effort
to spend his way through the strange ‘stagflation” had thus come to grief, and
inflation by 1976 reached 25 per cent.

“In this dismal tale came a damp squib: since the later 1950s the importance of
the European recovery had been plain for all to see. Germany boomed, and so,
despite 1968, did France. Italy was also picking herself up in a remarkable way,
and by 1970 any Englishman could see for himself how far his country was
lagging behind. By 1960 British governments appreciated that their might-have-
been alternative, the former imperial lands and some of the smaller European
countries such as Finland and Austria, did not give them quite the same weight
as would membership of the European Economic Community. Besides, the
Americans were very keen to have Great Britain as a member, for the obvious
reason that she could act as an Atlantic bridge for them, in a hostile view, to walk
upon. The British tried in 1962-3 and were told ‘no” rudely and in public by de
Gaulle, who wanted to build up Europe as a sort of “third force’. He did it again
in 1967. After his resignation, and after the shock of 1968, there were more realistic
French governments and de Gaulle’s successor, Pompidou, could see, with the
shocks of the world’s financial system in the early seventies, and the American
disaster in Vietnam, that the Atlantic system needed buttressing. On the British
side the various mishaps of that period caused a good part of opinion to wish
that, like Italy, England could be governed by foreign-made rules, since the
domestic ones were so demonstrably not working. Besides, on both sides of the
political divide, senior politicians believed in big government, erecting concrete
blocks of some hideousness in celebration of it. The Europe of Brussels did much
the same... In 1972-3 the Heath government pushed British membership, and did
so in some desperation. It signed away British fishing rights, condemning
picturesque fishing villages to decline as floating fishing factories vacuumed the
fish out of the sea. It also had to accept the Common Agricultural Policy, which
put up food costs for the poor by £25 per week, and deprived former colonial
territories of an appropriate market, all the while getting the ordinary taxpayer to
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pay. Still, ‘Britain in Europe” appeared to be the only way out of the troubles of
the Heath-Wilson period, and in 1975 a referendum confirmed British
membership. Italians had constantly voted with enthusiasm for not being
governed by Italians. Now the British did the same. Heath had not quite
unwittingly done that service to the cause he most believed in. But Europe offered
no immediate relief, quite the contrary...”38

In the second half of the seventies the situation went from bad to worse. In
February, 1974 a Labour government under Harold Wilson came to power. It was
even less able to tame the militant unions than the Conservatives had been. As
inflation climbed and the public debt rose, a Prices and Incomes Policy (a very
socialist kind of measure) was imposed. Then a sterling crisis broke out. In 1976
Wilson resigned, Callaghan took his place and the IMF was called in - a deep
humiliation for the nation.

“In1976-7 the world economy did pick up, as the oil-shock money was recycled
back to the industrial and exporting countries (which grew overall at 5 per cent).
But the British economy was by now too fragile to gain much more than a respite,
and inflation still ran high - 25 per cent in 1975, 16 per cent in 1976 and in 1977
(earnings keeping apace until 1977). As the pound was now a petrol currency;, it
naturally rose; keeping it down meant selling it, and that made for inflationary
pressures, compounded by the inrush of Arab money. Still, there was a respite,
unemployment not much above a million, and inflation down below 8 per cent in
1978. The respite did not last long.

“Seventies England finally fell apart over an absurd wrangle about Scotland.
The vagaries of the electoral system had made the government dependent upon
a few Scottish Nationalists. Theirs was a cause not worth discussion: careerist
soft-profession mediocrities with no sense of their own country’s considerable
history. They had to be placated, and a referendum was staged as to
independence. It failed, and, without the votes of the few Nationalists, the Labour
government collapsed. It did so as the economic strategy also collapsed: the comic
arithmetic of the pay policy anyway fell apart because in far-away Teheran the
Shah lost his Peacock Throne, and in the ensuing panic oil prices doubled. Iran
was the second-largest oil producer, and revolution there affected 5 million
barrels per day. Production was suspended for ten weeks after 27 December 1978,
and then recovered only to 2 million. By June 1979 the price of Saudi Light Crude
had risen from $12.98 to $35.40, and there was a very harsh winter in the USA and
Europe; the spot price affected marginal, non-contracted oil, and some crude-oil
prices - Nigeria’s for instance - even reached $40 per barrel. In Britain, with
inflation rising, the barriers broke. The TUC wanted 22 per cent, not the 5 per cent
they were supposed to accept, and various strikes began in the winter of 1978-9.
Callaghan, who himself said that if he were younger he would emigrate,
confessed that there was a strange new tide a-flowing, and he was right.

38 Stone, op. cit., pp. 309, 310-311, 322-324.
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“By this time, the government’s policies were spreading havoc. The
headmaster of an infants” school in a small Berkshire town wrote to parents whose
children usually had school dinners that they would have to go home because of
a strike. He added: “we cannot allow you to provide packed meals instead, as this
could be regarded as a form of strike breaking.” The heart of the whole wretched
problem was expounded by a valiant economist of the Right, Walter Ellis, who
said that if at Oxford in 1965 the question had been asked as to whether an
absence of growth, inflation, unemployment and a balance of payments crisis
could coexist, the answer would have been yes, but only in an underdeveloped
country. The Bank of England noted in 1975-6 that the real return on investment
was now zero. By then taxation of salaries had reached 83 per cent and on interest
or dividends, 98 per cent. The government was in no condition to face trouble
from the unions again, and there was more panic; the City refused to buy
government stock, mistrusting it; interest rates rose above 10 per cent again, to 14
per cent by May 1979, when the next election happened. The annual debt - “public
sector borrowing requirement’ - almost doubled, to some £10bn, but even then
some effort had to be made to control public sector wages at a time when the
government was taking three fifths of the entire national income for itself. In the
summer of 1978 the unions rebelled against the system, the Ford workers leading
the way, and by the winter there were surreal strikes, including dustmen and
even body-buriers. But England, messy as it was, was not without creativity, or
even tissue regeneration. There was to be a reaction against all of this. Edward
Heath had been dismissed as leader of the Conservative Party, to his own and his
supporters’ great surprise. Margaret Thatcher replaced him, to his disbelief. She
meant business, at last...”3?

As aresult of the general decline of the West, the masses began to abandon the
institutional churches, and Christianity continued the steep decline that had
begun in the “Swinging Sixties”. In the vacuum thus created, Eastern
philosophies began to become fashionable, and there arose a variety of cults
including the New Age philosophy. “New Age,” writes Peter Watson, “has been
described as a smorgasbord of spiritual substitutes for Christianity. It is
essentially an astrological idea, the basic belief being that sometime in the 1970s
we passed from the astrological age of Pisces, the fish, into the age of Aquarius,
the water-bearer. The age of Pisces stretched back to the beginning of Christianity
and took in the Renaissance, the Reformation and the rise of humanism. It was
the age of authority, when Judeo-Christianity was dominant and controlled
man’s thinking. The age of Aquarius, beginning around the turn of the twenty-
first century, would herald a new spirit, leading to ‘consciousness expansion’, to
man’s wholeness. The New Age consistently teaches that a personal god does not
exist. It is intended to fill the post-Christian spiritual vacuum.”40

3 Stone, op. cit., pp. 327-329.
40 Watson, The Age of Atheists, London: Simon & Schuster, 2014, p. 500.
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Morals also declined sharply. According to a joint commission of the National
Association of State Boards of Education and the American Medical Association
set up in 1990, “at least three million teenage girls became pregnant in 1989. The
suicide rate for teens has doubled since 1968 and teenage arrests are up three
thousand percent since 1950. Of high school seniors, nearly forty percent
admitted to recent drunkenness, and the leading causes of teenage death are
alcohol-related.”4! “Free love”, abortion and drug-consumption became normal -
and the traditional institutions of society seemed incapable of holding the line
against them. Particularly significant was the legalization of homosexuality. In
1973 the American Psychiatric Association removed homosexuality from the
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM). Some psychiatrists
who fiercely opposed this circulated a petition calling for a vote on the issue by
the Association's membership. That vote was held in 1974, and the Board's
decision was ratified.*?

As Hobsbawm writes, “The world was now tacitly assumed to consist of
several billion beings defined by their pursuit of individual desire, including
desires hitherto prohibited or frowned on, but now permitted - not because they
had now become morally acceptable but because so many egos had them. Thus
until the 1990s official liberalization stopped short of legalizing drugs. These
continued to be prohibited with varying degrees of severity and a high degree of
inefficacy. For from the later 1960s an enormous market for cocaine developed
with great rapidity, primarily among the prosperous middle classes of North
America and, a little later, Western Europe. This, like the somewhat earlier and
more plebeian growth in the market for heroin (also primarily North American)
turned crime for the first time into genuinely big business.

“The cultural revolution of the later twentieth century can thus best be
understood as the triumph of the individual over society, or rather, the breaking
of the threads which in the past had woven human beings into social textures. For
such textures had consisted not only of the actual relations between human
beings and their forms of organization but also of the general models of such
relations and the expected patterns of people’s behaviour towards each other;
their roles were prescribed, though not always written. Hence the often traumatic
insecurity when older conventions of behaviour were either overturned or lost
their rationale, or the incomprehension between those who felt this loss and those
too young to have known anything but anomie society...

“Over most of the world the old social textures and conventions, though
undermined by a quarter of a century of unparalleled social and economic
transformation, were strained, but not yet in disintegration. This was fortunate
for most of humanity, especially the poor, since the network of kin, community
and neighbourhood was essential to economic survival and especially to success
in a changing world. In much of the Third World it functioned as a combination
of information service, labour exchange, a pool of labour and capital, a savings

4 J.R. Nyquist, Origins of the Fourth World War, Chula Vista, Co.: Black Forest Press, 1999, p. 112.
42 http:/ / psychology.ucdavis.edu/rainbow /html/facts_mental_health.html.
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mechanism and a social security system. Indeed, without cohesive families the
economic successes of some parts of the world - e.g. the Far East - are difficult to
explain.

“In the more traditional societies the strains would show chiefly inasmuch as
the triumph of the business economy undermined the legitimacy of the hitherto
accepted social order based on inequality, both because aspirations became more
egalitarian and because the functional justifications of inequality were eroded.
Thus the wealth and profligacy of Indian rajahs (like the known immunity to
taxation of the British family’s royal wealth, which was not challenged until the
1990s), had not been envied or resented by their subjects, as a neighbour’s might
have been. They belonged to, and were marks of, their special role in the social -
perhaps even in the cosmic - order, which in some sense was believed to
maintain, stabilize and certainly to symbolize, their realm. In a somewhat
different mode, the considerable privileges and luxuries of Japanese business
tycoons were less unacceptable, so long as they were seen not as individually
appropriated wealth, but essentially as adjuncts to their official positions in the
economy, rather like the luxuries of British cabinet ministers - limousines, official
residences, etc. - which are withdrawn within hours of their ceasing to occupy
the post to which they are attached. The actual distribution of incomes in Japan,
as we know, was considerably less unequal than in Western business societies.
Yet anyone who observed the Japanese situation in the 1980s, even from afar,
could hardly avoid the impression that during this boom decade the sheer
accumulation of personal wealth and its public display made the contrast
between the conditions under which the ordinary Japanese lived at home - so
much more modestly than their Western homologues - and the condition of the
Japanese rich far more visible. Perhaps for the first time they were no longer
sufficiently protected by what had been seen as the legitimate privileges that go
with service to state and society.

“In the West, the decades of social revolution had created far greater havoc.
The extremes of such breakdown are more easily visible in the public ideological
discourse of the occidental fin de siécle, especially in the kind of public statements
which, while laying no claim to analytical depth, were formulated in terms of
widely held beliefs. One thinks of the argument, at one time common in some
feminist circles, that women’s domestic work should be calculated (and, where
necessary, paid) at a market rate, or the justification of abortion reform in terms
of an abstract and unlimited ‘right to choose’ of the individual (woman). The
pervasive influence of neo-classical economics, which in Western societies
increasingly took the place of theology, and (via the cultural hegemony of the
USA) the influence of the ultra-individualist American jurisprudence,
encouraged such rhetoric. It found political expression in the British premier
Margaret Thatcher’s: “There is no society, only individuals.’

“Yet, whatever the excesses of theory, practice was often equally extreme.
Sometime in the 1970s, social reformers in the Anglo-Saxon countries, rightly
shocked (as enquirers periodically were) by the effects of institutionalization on
the mentally ill or impaired, successfully campaigned to have as many of them as
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possible let out of confinement “to be cared for in the community’. But in the cities
of the West there no longer was a community to care for them. There was no kin.
Nobody knew them. There were only streets of cities like New York filled with
homeless beggars with plastic bags who gestured and talked to themselves. If
they were lucky or unlucky (it depended on the point of view) they eventually
moved from the hospitals that had expelled them to the jails which, in the USA,
became the main receptacle of the social problems of American society, especially
its black part. In 1991 15 per cent of what was proportionately the largest prison
population in the world - 426 prisoners per 100,000 population - were said to be
mentally ill.

“The institutions most severely undermined by the new moral individualism
were the traditional family and traditional organized churches in the West, which
collapsed dramatically in the last third of the century. The cement that had held
the communities of Roman Catholics together crumbled with astonishing speed.
In the course of the 1960s attendance at Mass in Quebec (Canada) fell from 80 to
20 per cent and the traditionally high French-Canadian birth-rate fell below the
Canadian average. Women’s liberation, or more precisely women’s demand for
birth-control, including abortion and the right to divorce, drove perhaps the
deepest wedge between the Church and what had in the nineteenth century
become the basic stock of the faithful, as became increasingly evident in
notoriously Catholic countries like Ireland and the Pope’s own Italy, and even -
after the fall of communism - in Poland. Vocations for the priesthood and other
forms of religious life fell steeply, as did the willingness to live lives of celibacy,
real or official. In short,... the Church’s moral authority over the faithful
disappeared into the black hole that opened between its rules of life and morality
and the reality of late-twentieth-century behaviour. Western Churches with a less
compelling hold over their members, including even some of the older Protestant
sects, declined even more steeply.

“The material consequences of the loosening of traditional family ties were
perhaps even more serious. For, as we have seen, the family was not only what it
had always been, a device for reproducing itself, but also a device for social
cooperation. As such it had been essential for maintaining both the agrarian and
the early industrial economies, the local and the global. This was partly because
no adequate impersonal capitalist business structure had been developed before
the concentration of capital and the rise of big business began to generate the
modern corporate organization at the end of the nineteenth century, that “visible
hand” which was to supplement Adam Smith’s “invisible hand” of the market. But
an even stronger reason was that the market by itself makes no provision for that
central element in any system of private profit-seeking, namely trust, or, its legal
equivalent, the performance of contracts. This required either state power (as the
seventeenth-century political theorists of individualism knew well) or the ties of
kin or community. Thus international trading, banking and finance, fields of
sometimes physically remote activities, large rewards and great insecurity, had
been most successfully conducted by kin-related bodies of entrepreneurs,
preferably from groups with special religious solidarities like Jews, Quakers, or
Huguenots. Indeed, even in the late twentieth century, such links were still
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indispensable in criminal business, which was not only against the law but
outside its protection. In a situation where nothing else guaranteed contracts,
only kin and the threat of death could do so. The most successful Calabrian mafia
families therefore consisted of a substantial group of brothers.

“Yet just these non-economic group bonds and solidarities were now being
undermined, as were the moral systems that went with them. These had also been
older than modern bourgeois industrial society, but they had also been adapted
to form an essential part of it. The old moral vocabulary of rights and duties,
mutual obligations, sin and virtue, sacrifice, conscience, rewards and penalties,
could no longer be translated into the new language of desired gratification. Once
such practices and institutions were no longer accepted as part of a way of
ordering society that linked people to each other and ensured social cooperation
and reproduction, most of their capacity to structure human social life vanished.
They were reduced simply to expressions of individuals’ preferences, and claims
that the law should recognize the supremacy of preferences. Uncertainty and
unpredictability impended. Compass needles no longer had a North, maps
became useless. This is what became increasingly evident in the most developed
countries from the 1960s on. It found ideological expression in a variety of
theories, which tried to sidestep the problem of judgement and values altogether,
or rather to reduce them to the single denominator of the unrestricted freedom of
the individual.

“Initially, of course, the advantages of wholesale social liberalization had
seemed enormous to all except ingrained reactionaries, and its costs minimal, nor
did it seem to imply economic liberalization. The great tide of prosperity washing
across the populations of the favoured regions of the world, reinforced by the
increasingly comprehensive and generous public social security systems,
appeared to remove the debris of social disintegration. Being a single parent (i.e.
overwhelmingly a single mother) was still by far the best guarantee of a life of
poverty, but in modern welfare states it also guaranteed a minimum of livelihood
and shelter. Pensions, welfare services and, in the end, geriatric wards took care
of the isolated old, whose sons and daughters could not, or no longer felt the
obligation to, look after parents in their decline. It seemed natural to deal with
other contingencies that had once been part of the family order in the same way,
for instance by shifting the burden of caring for infants from mothers to public
creches and nurseries, as socialists, concerned with the needs of wage-earning
mothers, had long demanded.

“Both rational calculation and historical development seemed to point in the
same direction as various kinds of progressive ideology, including all those which
criticized the traditional family because it perpetuated the subordination of
women or of children and adolescents, or on more general libertarian grounds.
Materially, public provision was obviously superior to that which most families
could provide for themselves, either because of poverty or for other reasons. That
the children in democratic states emerged from the world wars actually healthier
and better fed than before, proved the point. That welfare states survived in the
richest countries at the end of the century, in spite of systematic attacks on them
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by free-market governments and ideologists, confirmed it. Moreover, it was a
commonplace among sociologists and social anthropologists that in general the
rule of kinship ‘diminishes with the importance of governmental institutions’. For
better or worse, it declined with “the growth of economic and social individualism
in industrial societies’. In short, as had long been predicted, Gemeinschaft was
giving way to Gesellschaft, communities to individuals linked in anonymous
societies.

“The material advantages of a life in the world in which community and family
declined were, and remain, undeniable. What few realized was how much of
modern industrial society up to the mid-twentieth century had relied on a
symbiosis between old community and family values and the new society, and
therefore how dramatic the effects of their spectacularly rapid disintegration were
likely to be. This became evident in the era of neo-liberal ideology, where the
macabre term ‘the underclass’ entered, or re-entered the socio-political
vocabulary around 1980. These were the people who, in developed market
societies after the end of full employment, could not manage or did not want to
make a living for themselves and their families in the economy of the market
(supplemented by the social security system), which seemed to work well enough
for most of the inhabitants of such countries, at all events until the 1990s...

“The drama of collapsed traditions and values lay not so much in the material
disadvantages of doing without the social and personal services once supplied by
family and community. These could be replaced in the prosperous welfare states,
although not in the poor parts of the world, where the great majority of humanity
still had little to rely on except kin, patronage and mutual aid... It lay in the
disintegration both of the old value systems and the customs and conventions
which controlled human behaviour. This loss was felt. It was reflected in the rise
of what came to be called (again in the USA, where the phenomenon became
noticeable from the end of the 1960s) ‘identity politics’, generally ethnic/national
or religious, and of militantly nostalgic movements seeking to recover a
hypothetical past age of unproblematic order and security. Such movements were
cries for help rather than carriers of programmes - calls for some ‘community” to
belong to in an anomic world; some family to belong to in a world of social
isolates; some refuge in the jungle. Every realistic observer and most governments
knew that crime was not diminished or even controlled by executing criminals or
by deterrence through long penal sentences, but every politician knew the
enormous, emotionally loaded strength, rational or not, of the mass demand of
ordinary citizens to punish the anti-social.

“These were the political dangers of the fraying and snapping of the old social
textures and value systems. However, as the 1980s advanced, generally under the
banner of pure market sovereignty, it became increasingly obvious that it also
constituted a danger to the triumphant capitalist economy.

“For the capitalist system, even while built on the operations of the market,

had relied on a number of proclivities which had no intrinsic connection with that
pursuit of the individual’s advantage which, according to Adam Smith, fuelled
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its engine. It relied on “the habit of labour’, which Adam Smith assumed to be one
of the fundamental motives of human behaviour, on the willingness of human
beings to postpone immediate gratification for a long period, i.e. to save and
invest for future rewards, on pride in achievement, on customs of mutual trust,
and on other attitudes which were not implicit in the rational maximisation of
anyone’s utilities. The family became an integral part of early capitalism because
it supplied it with a number of these motivations. So did “the habit of labour’, the
habits of obedience and loyalty, including the loyalty of executives to their firm,
and other forms of behaviour which could not readily be fitted into rational choice
theory based on maximisation. Capitalism could function in the absence of these,
but, when it did, it became strange and problematic even for businessmen
themselves. This happened during the fashion for piratical ‘take-overs’ of
business corporations and other financial speculations which swept the financial
districts of ultra-free-market states like the USA and Britain in the 1980s, and
which virtually broke all links between the pursuit of profit and the economy as
a system of production. That is why capitalist countries which had not forgotten
that growth is not achieved by profit maximisation alone (Germany, Japan,
France), made such raiding difficult or impossible.

“Karl Polanyi, surveying the ruins of nineteenth-century civilization during
the Second World War, pointed out how extraordinary and unprecedented were
the assumptions on which it had been constructed: those of the self-regulating
and universal system of markets. He argued that Adam Smith’s “propensity to
barter, truck and exchange one thing for another’ had inspired ‘an industrial
system.... which practically and theoretically implied that the human race was
swayed in all its economic activities, if not also in its political, intellectual and
spiritual pursuits, by that one particular propensity’. Yet Polanyi exaggerated the
logic of capitalism in his time, just as Adam Smith had exaggerated the extent to
which, taken by itself, the pursuit by all men of their economic advantage would
automatically maximize the wealth of nations.

“As we take for granted the air we breathe, and which makes possible all our
activities, so capitalism took for granted the atmosphere in which it operated, and
which it had inherited form the past. It only discovered how essential it had been,
when the air became thin. In other words, capitalism had succeeded because it
was not just capitalist. Profit maximisation and accumulation were necessary
conditions for its success, but not sufficient ones. It was the cultural revolution of
the last third of the century which began to erode the inherited historical assets
of capitalism and to demonstrate the difficulties of operating without them. It was
the historic irony of neo-liberalism that became fashionable in the 1970s and
1980s, and looked down on the ruins of the communist regimes, that it triumphed
at the very moment when it ceased to be as plausible as it had once seemed. The
market claimed to triumph as its nakedness and inadequacy could no longer be
concealed.”43

43 Hobsbawm, op. cit., pp. 334-338, 339-343.
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5. THE FALL OF SAIGON

The terrible facts about Communism were slow to become publicly known and
acknowledged. Nevertheless, anyone living in the West who wanted to know the
truth would be able to find it - and this proved a vital weapon in the life-and-
death struggle against the totalitarian enemy. For, as Revel pointed out,
“Democracy’s only superiority in the ideological war is the truth, even if it is often
too unsure of itself to use that superiority. The Communists are addicted to
disinformation because Communist propaganda in its raw state is not trusted.
This is why, in spreading tales and exciting prejudices that will enlist people in
support of Communist policy, they prefer to exploit the bourgeois
trustworthiness of Western information sources.”44

When the West would become a source of disinformation and misinformation
to the same degree as Communism, it would fall. And indeed it had begun to
totter in the early 1970s, when lies about the Vietham War and Watergate, among
other things, engendered distrust among the western peoples in their
governments and security services. Fortunately for the West and mankind in
general, that process had not gone so far as to prevent the victory of the West in
the Cold War...

In February, 1972, as we have seen, the US President Nixon went to Beijing and
made huge concessions to the Chinese, including a promise to leave Vietnam.
However, he did obtain a Chinese promise not to intervene in Vietnam after the
Americans had left - one of the Americans’ main fears. And so Nixon “returned
home confident that he could now do almost anything he liked to the North with
the decade-long spectre of Chinese intervention banished. His Indochina policies
would hereafter be constrained by the American people, represented by
Congress, rather than by China - or the Soviet Union. Le Duan and his comrades
in Hanoi grasped this shift in the strategic balance, and were furious about what
they perceived as a betrayal by Mao, who might with warning words to the US
president have spared them from a new rain of bombs. A senior cadre grumbled
that for China’s chairman to receive Nixon was “throwing a life-raft to a drowning
pirate’. Hanoi’s sense of grievance was not assuaged by a deluge of fresh Chinese
aid.”4

However, Nixon’s apparent victory in Beijing concealed the deeper reality of
a major defeat... Richard Nixon had come to power in January, 1969 as “the
implacable Cold Warrior, willing to embrace every extreme of violence if the
enemy declined to cut a deal.”4¢ But the enemy, though severely weakened and
regularly sustaining far more deaths in battle than the Americans and South
Vietnamese, refused to cut a deal. And so Nixon bowed to the popular mood and
embarked on a policy of “Vietnamization”, whereby American troops would be
withdrawn and South Vietnamese take their place. For, as he said in his memaoirs,

4 Revel, op. cit., pp. 180-181.
4 Max Hastings, Vietnam, London: William Collins, 2019, p. 521.
46 Hastings, Vietnam, p. 444.
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“It was no longer a question of whether [I] would withdraw our troops, but of
how they would leave and what they would leave behind.”4” But this was covered
up in public in lying rhetoric: “Let historians not record,” he said in his address
to the nation on November 3, 1969, “that when America was the most powerful
nation in the world we passed on the other side of the road and allowed the last
hopes for peace and freedom of millions of people to be suffocated by the forces
of totalitarianism...”

The quality of the American army declined sharply. There were unprovoked
massacres of peasants (My Lai was the most famous), gang-rapes, desertions,
officers killed by their own men (“fraggings”). “It was driven by three related and
mutually reinforcing elements: drug abuse, racial strife, powerfully influenced by
the US domestic Black Power movement; and a decline of discipline and will to
fight. A US general said later: “‘We went into Korea with a rotten army, and came
out with a fine one; we went into Vietnam with a great army, and finished with a
terrible one.””48

Nevertheless, the Americans continued to bomb North Vietnam, and started
to bomb Cambodia and Laos. “Morally,” according to Brogan, “the attack on
Cambodia was America’s worst crime, for it forced a neutral, peaceful people to
experience the horrors of war and generated a uniquely horrid aftermath, when
a genocidal communist regime [the Khmer Rouge] took power for three years.”4
Then, in February, 1971 a joint South Vietnamese and American invasion of Laos
codenamed Lam Son 719 was a disaster, and its main aim, the closure of the “Ho
Chi Min trial” through Laos - not fulfilled.

On March 30, 1972 the North Vietnamese charged through the demilitarized
zone to launch the biggest battle of the war. The outcome was “a tactical victory
for the South, won at a cost of eleven thousand men killed, perhaps fifty thousand
casualties in all. Most of the three hundred Americans who fell that year perished
during the spring offensive. The Northerners’ casualties probably exceeded a
hundred thousand. They lost over half their committed armoured force - at least
250 tanks - and most of their heavy artillery. Some twenty-five thousand civilians
were killed...”50

American air-power had been decisive in gaining this hollow victory. And yet
even while the battle was being waged, 350,000 Americans went home. For the
Americans were no longer interested in saving South Vietnam, but only in
gaining as strong a position as possible for Kissinger at the peace talks taking
place in Paris (to which both the Chinese and the Soviets drove the North
Vietnamese). Agreement was more or less reached with the North Vietnamese by
October, 1972, but the South Vietnamese president Thieu still held out against the
betrayal of his country. In November Nixon was re-elected, and Thieu, under

47 Nixon, in Hastings, op. cit., p. 445.

48 Hastings, op. cit., p. 454.

4 Brogan, The Penguin History of the USA, London: Penguin, 2019, p. 662.
50 Hastings, Vietnam, p. 550.
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enormous pressure, eventually gave in. At Christmas Nixon launched the
heaviest bombing raid yet on Hanoi, so as to make sure that the communists - if
they were still susceptible to such pressure - would not pull out of signing the
peace agreement.

Finally, on January 27, 1973, “in Paris, Nixon’s Secetary of State William
Rogers, and Nguyen Duy Trinh of North Vietnam signed an ‘Agreement on
Endling the War and Restoring Peace in Vietnam’. The merit of this
understanding, which made it possible for America to leave Vietnam, was that it
reserved Nixon’s right to maintain carriers in Indo-Chinese waters and to use
aircraft stationed in Taiwan and Thailand if the accords were broken by Hanoi.
So long as Nixon held power, that sanction was a real one. Granted the situation
he had inherited and the mistakes of his predecessors, Nixon had performed a
notable feat of extrication.”5!

However, Nixon’'s struggle to avoid impeachment for the “Watergate” scandal
weakened him, and in August, 1974 he resigned. For over two more years after
the Paris agreement, the fighting continued, both sides violating the terms of the
agreement; thousands were killed. The Americans had promised to support the
South Vietnamese with troops if the North violated the ceasefire. But Congress,
determined not to allow the Presidency to take the nation back into the war,
banned even the provision of sorely needed aid - food, spare parts for military
vehicles - to Vietnam.

The United States Defence Department, at the time of the ceasefire agreement,
published the statistics of the war, first and foremost the numbers of those killed
in Vietnam since the United States became involved in the war on 8 March 1965.
In order of magnitude the highest death toll was that of the North Vietnamese
civilians and soldiers, and Vietcong, 922,290 in all. The South Vietnamese armed
forces lost 181,483 men, in addition to whom 50,000 South Vietnamese civilians
were killed. The United States war deaths were 55,337.

“More than 150,000 American soldiers had been wounded, some terribly. As
the American public turned against the war, it also seemed to turn against the
search for adequate provision for the veterans, for adequate recognition of what
they had been through. On their return to the United States, many of those who
had fought felt spurned and scorned, their suffering of no interest to those among
whom they lived and worked. The war had been lost; for millions of Americans
it had become a source of shame. Those who had fought it felt that they had been
cast as villains and pariahs. It took a decade and more before there was a change.
At the turn of the century, at the Vietham War memorial in Washington, visitors
walk in shocked silence along the long list of names. That memorial was not
created until 1982...”52

51 Johnson, Modern Times, pp. 648-649.

52 Gilbert, Challenge to Civilization. A History of the 20th Century 1952-1999, London: HarperCollins,
1999, pp. 453-454.
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In spite of the edge they retained over their enemies in numbers and resources,
the South Vietnamese lost the war mainly because most of them did not know
what communism really was - they would find out soon enough. A deeper cause,
according to Hastings, was a lack of patriotism. “A young Southern officer said
to a journalist friend, Gavin Young, ‘The argument against communism must be
material or moral, mustn’t it, Gavin? But the conditions we find here now are
unemployment, rising prices, and corruption, n’est-ce pas? So no moral or material
argument exists; there is no real patriotism in Saigon, I mean. So how can we
resist? And yet we want to resist - most of us, you know - and we cannot. Isn’t
that the tragedy of it, Gavin?’

“... US embassy political officer Hal Meinheit said: ‘It was a divided society
with no common sense of where its people wanted to go...””>?

America, too, was divided. And yet the common perception that most
Americans were against the war is simply not true. “In poll after poll in 1972, and
indeed right up until 1975, more Americans supported the war than opposed it.
If it was a “desperate war’, it was helped to be made so by vociferous domestic
opposition to the war that could not help but deflate the morale of the men
fighting in the field to preserve South Vietnam’s independence...”5

“As US aid tailed off, the military balance shifted decisively to the North in
1973. By the end of the year the North had achieved a two-to-one advantage and
launched a general invasion. In January 1975 the whole of central Vietnam had to
be evacuated, and a million refugees fled towards Saigon. In a last desperate
appeal to Congress, President Ford pleaded: ‘American unwillingness to provide
adequate assistance to allies fighting for their lives could seriously affect our
credibility throughout the world as an ally.” But Congress did nothing. At his
news conference on 26 March Ford appealed again, warning of ‘a massive shift in
the foreign policies of many countries and a fundamental threat... to the security
of the United States.” The face of Congress remained averted. Less than four
weeks later, on 21 April, the Vietnamese government abdicated. Marine
helicopters lifted American officials, and a few Vietnamese friends, from the
rooftop of the US embassy in Saigon. Nine days later Communist tanks entered
the city. It was the gravest and most humiliating defeat in American history. For
the peoples of the region it was a catastrophe...”5

And all this took place under the full, humiliating glare of television cameras...

*

% Hastings, Vietnam, p. 589.
5¢ Hendrickson, Foreign Affairs, May/June, 1998, p. 117.
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The North's treatment of the South was predictably harsh and vindictive. As
the KGB defector Oleg Gordievsky said: “North Vietnam, in breach of the Paris
Accord, seized the whole South, killing democrats, liberals, Buddhists and
Catholics, and installed a totalitarian regime.”>¢ There was hunger, looting and
internment in re-education camps for sentences up to seventeen years.

“Thousands of ex-ARVN [South Vietnamese] officers were shipped to camps
in the North, where one group laboring under guard found themselves fiercely
reproached by an elderly villager. ‘Since 1954 we have been waiting for you to
liberate us. Instead, you come here at last as prisoners. You are shameful! It’s
because you didn’t fight hard enough, you tolerated corruption, you enjoyed too
much. You have betrayed us.” One of his hearers, Major Luan, wrote, ‘[We]
quietly swallowed the stinging words as a punishment we deserved.””>”

Jean-Louis Margolin writes that the fall of the South Vietnamese regime on
April 30, 1975 “was not in fact followed by the bloodbath that so many feared and
that did take place in neighbouring Cambodia. But the Vietnamese prisoners of
the Communist forces - including “traitors’ from their own ranks - were severely
abused and often simply liquidated rather than moved...

“For a few brief weeks, the approximately 1 million officials and soldiers in
the Saigon regime could even believe that the much-vaunted “policy of clemency’
of President Ho was more than simple political rhetoric. As a result, these officials
began to cooperate and register with the new authorities. Then, in early June,
people were suddenly called in for re-education, which officially lasted three days
for simple foot-soldiers and an entire month for officers and civil servants. In fact
three days often became three years, and the month became seven or eight years.
The last survivors of the re-education programs did not return home until 1986.
Pham Van Dong, the prime minister at the time, admitted in 1980 that 200,000
had been re-educated in the South. Serious estimates range from 500,000 to 1
million out of a population of 20 million. The victims included a large number of
students, intellectuals, monks (both Buddhist and Catholic), and political
militants (including Communists). Many of these people had been in sympathy
with the National Liberation Front of South Vietnam, which revealed itself to be
no more than a cover for Northern Communists and which almost immediately
broke all its promises to respect the wishes of the people of the South. As in 1954-
56, onetime comrades-in-arms were soon suffering in the rectification campaigns.
To the number of prisoners who were trapped in special camps must be added
an indeterminate but large number of ‘minor’ re-education cases who were
locked up for several weeks in their place of work or study. By comparison,
during the worst periods of the anti-Communist regime in the South, enemies on
the left claimed that some 200,000 people were locked up in camps.

“Conditions of detention under Communist rule varied considerably. Some
camps near towns did not even have barbed-wire fences, and the regime there

5 Gordievsky, in Roberts, op. cit., p. 497.
57 Hastings, Vietnam, p. 633.
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was more one of constraint than of actual punishment. The more difficult cases
were sent further north, to the more unhealthy, distant areas, to camps originally
built for French prisoners. Isolation was total, and there was almost no medical
care. Survival in these camps [as in the Soviet Gulag] often depended on parcels
sent by the families of prisoners. Undernourishment was as bad as it was in the
prisons; detainees were fed only 200 grams of poor-quality rice filled with stones
per day. As elsewhere, hunger was often used as a weapon by the authorities
against those awaiting trial. Doan Van Toai has left a gripping account of life in
one such prison, which shows that this universe shared many of the
characteristics of the Chinese prison camps, but was somewhat worse in terms of
overcrowding, sanitary conditions, the prevalence of violent and often fatal
punishments such as whipping, and long delays before trial. There were
sometimes seventy to eighty prisoners in a cell built for twenty, and walks were
often impossible because of construction inside the prison yard. The cells of this
colonial period were seen as havens of peace and tranquillity in comparison. The
tropical climate and the lack of air made breathing very difficult. All day long,
people took turns standing by the one small airhole. The smells were unbearable,
and skin complaints were rife. Even water was severely rationed. The hardest
punishment was undoubtedly solitary confinement, sometimes for years on end,
with no contact allowed with family. Torture was hidden but ever-present, as
were executions. In prison, the tiniest infringement of regulations was punished
harshly, and rations were so small that death often came within weeks...

“To this strange tableau of ‘liberation” should be added the spectacle of
hundreds of thousands of boat people, who fled misery and repression, many of
whom drowned or were killed by pirates. [1.5 million fled the country.] The first
real sign of relaxation in repression came only in 1986, when the new secretary
general of the Vietnamese Communist Party, Nguyen Van Linh, freed a large
number of political prisoners and closed the killing camps of the northern
region...”>

In 1975, “with the consent of Congress, 132,000 Vietnamese refugees were
offered sanctuary in the United States. Some faced cries of ‘Go home!” when they
reached the town of their destination - especially if it was an area of high
unemployment. But many more were met by town bands that ma