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As anti-capitalists gather to disrupt the Euro summit we predict that ...

Nice words will hide hard politics
F

unny how European summits always 
happen in exotic locations, prefer­
ably with beaches. When did they 
last hold one in Dudley, say, or Dortmund? 

Charitable folk might say politicians 
deserve these little indulgences - much 
better to announce a late-night deal on a 
new European Union treaty as dawn breaks 
over the Cote d’Azur - but charitable we 
ain’t. They brought it on themselves.

The summit which starts in Nice next 
Wednesday (unless anti-capitalist protesters 
can prevent it) is supposed to make changes 
to the way the EU takes decisions. This is 
to streamline it before eastern European 
states begin joining in the next few years. 
So far, so dull. It was also intended to 
‘solemnly proclaim’ a toothless Charter of 
Fundamental Rights, but this was dropped 
from the agenda last week following 
British complaints that it could be used to 
undermine the power of the state to abuse 
its citizens. Headlines in the last fortnight, 
however, have been preoccupied with 
another aspect of the summit - the formal 
establishment of a military ‘rapid reaction 
force’. Any mention of boring things like 
‘war’ and ‘fighting’ is, like, so old century 
and won’t occur. This is all about ‘top 
grade crisis management’, and member 
states will be asked to commit up to 
100,000 troops plus lots of hardware to 
manage any crises that lumber into view. To 
nobody’s surprise, the Tories see this as 
evidence of a superstate in the making. 
“Superpower ambitions and now with an 
army to match” droned one. “Monumental 
folly” rumbled Mrs Thatcher, somewhere 
in the home counties. The British govern­
ment plausibly denies this claim. Anarchists 
of all people fear the state, super or other­
wise, but Blair has no interest in creating a 
new one. The whole history of European 
institutions, from 1951’s Coal and Steel 
Community onwards, has been the history 
of individual states coldly pursuing their 

own interests, whatever Euro-romantics say. 
So here. Neither Britain nor France wants a 
new army, and they don’t expect this new 
thing to actually do anything. Looking at its 
elephantine command structure (which they 
designed, incidentally) that’s just as well. 
It could only be deployed by unanimous 
agreement of EU states, which might 
number 25 in a decade. And everyone has 
to play, even tiny Luxembourg which has 
promised 100 troops. Certainly not magni- 
fique, nor fit for crisis management either.

Before 1989 the EU successfully carried 
out its function, which was to give Germany 
respectability and the freedom to develop 
its economy while the French restricted 
them politically (and, especially in the 
early days, got their mits on German raw 
materials). But German reunification spelt 
the end for this balance of competing 
interests. What happens in Nice will show 
how far Germany is now Europe’s motor, 
driving everyone else economically like 
before but starting to lead politically too. 
That is why German rulers are keen 
federalists, because this is the best way to 
bind other states into their empire. The 
question which presses increasingly hard 
on Britain and France is, how to respond. 
‘Crisis management’ is part of their 
(woefully inadequate) answer.

These two states launched the idea for a 

common defence policy a couple of years 
back, for two reasons. They hoped that 
their military strength would allow them, as 
it always has, to punch above their weight 
and counterbalance German influence. 
They hoped that, by setting up new institu­
tions, they would distract Europe’s energies 
from further federalising. (The French 
may’ve seen it as a way of getting their 
hands on NATO secrets previously denied 
them too). This was the plan. But politic­
ians in Berlin are funnier than they are, it 
seems. They do indeed see the new force as 
the start of a joint army, a key “part of the 
integration process” as their foreign minister 
said last week. And they’ve trumped the 
others as well, by promising more soldiers 
than either London or Paris can muster. 
They’ll also stump up cash to give the force 
some real crisis management, not to say 
war-making, potential.

This leaves prime minister Blair and 
French president Chirac in a quandary. If 
they can’t succeed by using military power 
to boost themselves, then how? The obvious 
answer, of course, is that they can’t. The 
power of French and British bosses in the 
European Union is on the wane, and it will 
wane more as the club expands. However 
much they try to cover it up with nice 
words in a swanky resort, no politician 
likes that.
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The Hague conference is no solution to ...

I
ronically, international talks on reducing 
greenhouse gases which broke up in chaos 
in Holland last week have produced hot 
air and not much else. Despite the efforts of 

several hundred protesters to push the need 
for real change onto the agenda, negotiators 
from the United States managed to block 
even the weak measures diplomats from the 
European Union were asking for. The 
conference of 180 states had to abandon any 
attempt to implement the cuts in emissions of 
5.2% fixed at the Kyoto summit in 1997, 
settling on cuts of 3% instead. Just to put this 
into perspective, scientists reckon a reduction 
in emissions of at least 60% is needed to 
stabilise the climate as it is now.

Unfortunately, the horror of global warming 
isn’t going to wait for quarrelsome politicians 
and industrial leaders to resolve their 
differences, nor for the rest of us to realise 
the need to change the way we live. There 
has never been a more urgent task for human 
beings to undertake. And the picture gets 
worse. As the science of global warming has 
become more clearly understood, climatolo­
gists have had to revise their estimates of its 
effects. Assuming current trends continue (a 
huge assumption given the push towards 
‘economic growth' from all the institutions 
of western capitalism, and the increase in 
environmental degradation this would entail), 
they now say that global temperatures will 
rise by up to six degrees centigrade by the 
year 2100. Such a massive rise would be a 
disaster in any case, but within a period of a 
hundred years (a blip in geological time) it 
would be a catastrophe. Mass extinctions and 
the collapse of agriculture, not to mention a 
rising sea level would inevitably follow. If 
you live in Bangladesh, New York, Mumbai 
or Great Yarmouth, start packing. The really 
terrifying prospect though (at least if you live 
in western Europe) is that a warmer Atlantic 
would effectively switch off the gulf stream,

the ‘conveyer belt’ that stops, say, Scotland 
from experiencing the winter temperatures of 
minus forty degrees which its latitude would 
warrant otherwise.

As the depth of US opposition at the COP6 
conference became clear, there was much 
gnashing of teeth from European diplomats, 
let alone from greens and protesters (many of 
whom were by this week lodging courtesy of 
Dutch police). “This is a step backwards”, 
said the French environment minister. But 
the difference is that many of the greens 
probably hoped for something different from 
this jamboree of the rich and powerful; many 
of the protesters probably didn’t expect 

AParis judge has ordered US internet 
firm Yahoo! to stop giving French 
users access to a site selling Nazi

memorabilia. Acting on complaints from 
anti-racist groups, Jean-Jaques Gomez 
insisted that the firm observe French laws 
against the advertisement of any objects 
likely to incite racial hatred, even though the 
site itself is run from America.

We oppose the judge’s decision, much as 
we loathe and detest the site’s contents, for 
two reasons. Freedom of speech means 
freedom of speech, irrespective of the views

it is used to express and however hard we 
fight against fascists’ actions. More worrying 
still, though, is the prospect this case opens 
up for censorship of the internet by the back­
door. Either Yahoo! will employ technology 
(which already exists) to prevent French resi­
dents viewing this vile site or - worse still - 
internet providers will start excluding contro­
versial material from their servers entirely, to 
avoid falling foul of laws elsewhere in the 
world. Fascist nonsense today, but who 
knows what will be excluded tomorrow. A 
dangerous precedent has been set.

anything better at all. The rich and powerful 
can’t make the changes that are needed, 
because their wealth and power rely on the 
system which also causes global warming. 
They carry on their mantra of ‘economic 
growth’, because to do anything else would 
effectively end their position at the top of 
society. Capitalism can not live in 
accordance with ecological principles. An 
anarchist society is a precondition for their 
realisation. Both rely, not on ruling over 
something (whether it be other human beings 
or the natural world), but on releasing 
potential and removing obstacles to progress.

Anarchism is a harmonised society, from 
which exploitation has been removed and in 
which we can live in our own interests - 
unlike now, when our clear human interest to 
prevent global warming is blocked by the 
absurd way we choose to run our affairs. In a 
free society, in Murray Bookchin’s words, 
“we would witness a creative interplay 
between individual and group, community 
and environment, humanity and nature”. All 
the summits our bosses organise are theatre, 
distracting us from the need to build communi­
ties afresh. Bosses won’t do it for us. We 
have to do it for ourselves. RSG 

T
his newspaper covered at length the 
progress of the Regulation of 
Investigatory Powers (RIP) Act, 
brought into force in October. Despite all the 

new law’s talk about ‘the need for privacy’ 
and ‘mutual trust’, the government quickly 
used it (surprised? We weren’t) to allow 
employers to monitor and watch over their 
employees, via backdoor regulations slipped 
in at the last minute. It is hard now to 
imagine any circumstances in which bosses 
would not be permitted to intercept workers’ 
electronic communications. As civil rights 
campaigners Liberty say, “the whip hand is 
now with the employer”. Expect to hear of 
more cases like the recent one in which a 
woman was fired for surfing the net at work 
in search of a holiday. And as for using work 
time to check out the latest subversive sites, 
or to e-mail protest groups, forget it.

That’s the law for us. No privacy, no 
respect, no sanctuary. What’s the law for

them though, the people who decide what we 
should or shouldn’t’ do? Almost thirty years 
later, the CIA has just released 16,000 files 
on US policy towards Chile at the time of the 
1973 Pinochet coup. There’s nothing new in 
them - all they do is confirm that, yes, 
America did have a guiding hand in 
overthrowing Allende’s elected government 
even though US rhetoric was about support­
ing democratic states. Needless to say though, 
the CIA opened its cupboards only with 
reluctance and not until it had been given a 
direct order by Clinton (as part of a power 
struggle in Washington between the ‘intelli­
gence’ service and the state department). 
Different laws for them and us. But at least 
the files were finally released. Which is 
better than would happen in the UK, where 
the chances of MI5 and MI6 permitting 
access to files of this sort would be about the 
same as those of a snowball landing in the 
fires of hell.




