Wlessssies o frsn. Naguib in Egypt. Lumumba in the Congi, and
Sl o Uil are a few of the numeroas examples:thar could be
s Thes prolonming the status quoandisterbed by o prolonged,
e mmenanty conflict with or withoul inconclusive negotiations
s Be 5 second preforence of the leadership.  Hut this option
e S meervied to be unbesrably costly to both partias in Sn Lanka.
ASeecemeny war altogether and engaming in decisive negatiations
mmaw B omly the third preference; eventually resoried 1o when the
s options (i decisive win, and a prolonged low inteénsity conflict)
S closed. This appears to be the situation now 1n Sri Lanka.

In instances in which a military stalemate is an esssotial
precondition for successfu! negotiations, any unilateral droppicg
of defences by either side could dislodge the stalemate and be
counter productive. 1t could benet only suicidal, but alse the trigger
for the resumption of war, Every step necds to be taken carafully
and without disturbing the military stalemate, But, subject 1o this
cantion, many urgent inftiatives are needed to guickly and
substantially reduce the military bulld vp and level of gombal
preparadness so s o sustEin progress iowards fo a justand lasting

pEnce. .

AFTER THE WINNING OF THE IRAQ WAR

Eric Hobsbawm

ar thase with a lomg memory and an winderstanding of the

ambitions and histery of previous empires—and thedr
mevitable decline—the present behaviour of the United States is
semiliar amd vei unprecedvnted, It may lead to the militarisaton
of the LS, the destabilization of the Middle East and the
smpoverisimens, in svery way, of the pest of the world.

THE prosent warld situdtion is quite unprecedented, The gredt
global empires that have been seen befire, such as the Spanish in
the athand 17h centaries, and aolably the British iivghe | 9th and
20th cenlunes, bear e companson with whit we sze loday in
the Uniled Stules cmpire. The present slale of globalisation s
unprecedented ' its intogration, it technology and is politics,

We live in a world so integrated, where ordinary operalions are s
geared wo esch ather, that thers are immediate gobal cunsegusntes
0 any interruption—SARS, for instance, which wilhindays became
a global phenomenon, smrting from an unknown soune somewhere
in China, The disruption of the world transport system, intsmational
mestngs and instmutions, slobal markets, und even whole
eceonomies, happened with & speed unthinkihle in any previous
period,

Technology

T here is the enormous power of a constantly revolutionised
lechnology in economics and above all in military foree,
Technology is mare decisive in military affairs than ever bafore,
Political power on o global scale today requires the astery of
this technelogy, combined with an extremely large state. Previously
the question of size wis not relevant. Bnitamn that ran the graatest
emipire of its day was, even by the standards of the 18th and [%h
century, onlva  medium-sized state In the 1 7th century, Holland,
a stute of the same order of size o5 Switzerland. could becomea |
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plobal player, Today it would be inconceivable thot any state, other
than s relative giant — however rich and technologically advanced
1l was—gould becone a global power

There s the complex nature of toduy's palitics. Our era is still one
uf nation-states—the only aspect of globalisation in which
globalisatien does not work, But it is a peculisr kind of state
wherein almost every one of the ordinary inhabitants plays an
impartant role. In the pest the decision-maukers ran states with lictle
rofercnce to what the bulk of the population thought. And during
the late [9th and early 20th century governments could rely on o
mobilisation of their people which is. In retrospect, now gquite
unthinkuble. Nevertheless, what the population think, or are
prepared (0 do, s nowadays inore directed for them than befons.

A key novelty of the US imperial project is that all other great
powers and empires knew that they were not the only oncs, &nd
none ained af global domingtion, Nene believed themsehves
inyvulnerable, even if they belicved themselves 1o b centmal 1o the
world—as Cluna did, or the Roman empire-at iss peak, Regional
dotmnation was the maxionuon danger envisaged by the system of
international relations under which the world lived until the end of
the ¢old war A global reach, which became possible aftcr 1492,
shoald not be confused with elobal domination.

Thie British empire in the 19th century wes the only one that really
was global in a sense thal it uperaled acioss the catire planet, and
o that extent it is a pussible precedent  for the American <mpire.
The Russians in the communist pedod dreamed of a world
transformed, but they knew well, evenat the peak of the power of
tha Soviet Union, that werld domination was beyond them, and
contrary to cold war rhetoric they never seriously tried such
domination.
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Bases

B ul the differences between today's US ambitions and those
of Britamn of 4 century and mors amo are stark. The US isa
physically vast country with orte of the lariest populations on the
globe, still (umlike the European Union) growing duc to almast
unfimited immigraiion. There are differences in style, The Brisish
empire at its peak secupied and administered one quarter of the
globe's surfuce™ The US has never sctunlly practised colonialism,
excepl briefly during the internutions] fashion for colonial

imperialism ot the end of the 19th century and the beginning of

the Mhth century, The US operated instead with dependent and
satellite gtates notably in the Western hemisphers inwhich italmost
had no competitors. Unlike Britain, it developed u policy of anmed
Intervention in these in the 2th century,

Becanse the decisive arm of the world empire was formetly the
navy, the Brtish empire wok over struiegically imponan) inaritime
bases and staging-posts wonldwide, This s why, from Gibraltir to
St Helena to the Felklands Islands, the Union Jack Qew and sl
Hlies. Dutside the Pacific the LS only began to need Uis kind of
buse after 1941, but they did it by agreement with what could then
genuinely be called 4 coulition of the willing. Today the situation
is dillerent.

The US has become aware of the need direetly 1o control & very
large number of military bisss, as well as indircstly to continue o
control thetn.

There are tmportant differences in the struciure of the domestic
state and its ideology. The British empire had u British, but not a
untversal, purposs, n]thmgh naturilly its propagandists also found
more ultnnstic motives: So the abolition of the stave made was
used to justify British naval power, a3 human rights roday are oflen
used 1o justity US military power, On the other hand the US, like
revolutionary France and revolutionary Russia, |s 8 great power
based on a universalist revolution—and therefore based on the
belief that the rest ol the world shiuld follow its example. or even
that it should help liberate the rest of the world Fow things are
more duangerous than empires pursuing their own interest in the
belief that they are duing humanity a favour.

The busic difference is that the British empire, althouzh global
(inn some senses even more global than the LS now. as it single-
handedly controlled the cceans to an exfent (o which no éountey
now controls the skics). was not Aiming al global powar or even
military and political land power in regions like Europe and
America. The empire pursuzd the basic mterests of Britain, which
wiere ils economic inlerests, with  as Hitle nierference as pussible,
I was always aware of the limilstons of Britan's size gnd
resources. After 1918 1t was acurely aware of its imperial decline.

But the global empire of Brituin, the frsl mdustrial nation, worked
with the grain of the globgbzation that the development of the
British economy did 50 much to advance,

The Brtish empire was & system of intemational trade m ik
as industry developed in Brituin, itessentially rested on the expes
of manufactures to less developed countries. Tn returs, B
became the major market for the world's primary products = A8
11 ceased to be the workshop of the world, it became the centre of
the globe's financial system,

Not 50 the US economy. That rested on the protection of mtive
industries, in‘a potentially gigantic market, against cutside
competition, and this rermains a powerful element in US politics
When US industry became globally dominant, free trade suited &
ns it had suited the British. But onc of the wesknesses of the 2
century US empire is that in the industrialised world of todsy e
US econommy is no longer us dominanl s it was ', Whal the 1S
imparts in vast quantities are manufaciures from the rest of e
world, and agzinst this the reaction of both business interests smé
voters remnuins protectionist. There is a contradiction hetwesn the
wdeology of o world domimated by US-contiolled free tmde, and
the political interests of imporizant clements inside the US whe
find themselves weakened by i,

Arms Trade

0 ne ofthe few ways in which this weakness can be overcome
is by the expansion of the arms teade. This is another
difference between the British snd US empires. Especially since
the Second World War, there has been an extracrdinary digree of
constant ammament i the US in a time of peace, with no precedent
inmodern history: it may be the reason for the dominunee of what
President Dwight Eisenhower called the "military indusirial
complex”. For 40) yedrs during the cold war both sides spoke and
acted as thourh there was a war on, or about to break out. The
British ermipire renched 1ts zenith in the course of sentury withe
major international wars, 1815-1914. Moreover, in spitc of the
evident disproportien between US and Soviet power, this impetus
forthe growth of the US srms industry has become much stronger,
even before: the cold war ended, and it has continued ever since.

The Cold Wur turned the US into the hegemon of the Western
world, Howewver, this wus as the head of an alliance. There was o
illusion about relative power, The power was in Washingzon and
not anywhere else. Inn way. Europe then recognised the logic of a
US world empire, whereas today the US government is reacting to
thiz fact thal the US empire and its goals are no longer genuinely
secepted. Thene is no cealition of the willing: in fact the present
US policy is more unpopular than the policy of any other U5
povernment has ever been, and probably than that of any other
praut powet his ever heen,

The Americans led the Western alliance with a degree of courtesy
traditional i infernational affairs, if only because the Eurppeans
should be in the froat line in the [ight against the Soviet armies:
bul the alliance was permanently weldad to the US by dependence
on its military technology, The Americans remained consistently
upposed to an independent military potential in Europe. The rocts
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W e lonestanding friction between the Americans snd the French
st e duvs of D Gaulle lie in the Freneh refusal toaccept any
slisscs between sintes as clernal, and the insistence tn mamntaimmg
e mdemendent potential for producing hi-tech military equipinent.
Sewesver, the allionce was, furall i siraine, preal coalition of the
wellmpe

ESectvvely, the colldpse of the Seviet Union left the US a5 the
waly superpower, which o dther power could tr winted to
chaliznge. The sudden emerpance of An 2xmaordinary, ruthless,
ssmnsonistio faunting of US power id hared to understand, all the
=iore so sinee il fits aeither with lodg-tested imperial policies
deselopad during the cold wat, nor the interéstsof the US econbmy,
The policies thet hive réeently orevailed in Washinglon seen o
ol puisiders so mad thit it s diffcult o understand whinl is really
intended.

Globhal Supremacy

ut patently & public susertion of glohal supremacy by

plitry foree 15 what 110 the minds of the peaple whoate
At present dominating, or at least half-dominating. the  policy-
making in Washingron, It porpose remams unclosr

1541 likaly to be successful? The world 1s-top complicated  for any
single state to dominate . And with the exception ol il military
sithetioriny in hi-tach weaponry, the 1S 15 relyving on diminishing,
ur poentidlly: dimimshing, 15sets.

Its economy, though laree, forms @ dimimishing share of the alobsl
econoty. I 15 vulnereble in the short temn ds well 8390 the long
ferim fmgeine that tomorrew the Orrgnisaion ol Peirolenm
Exporting Countrivs decided to put all its bills in curos instead ol
m dnllars,

Althoogh the US retiuns seme pelitical advantages, it hus thrown
muest of them out ef the window in the past |8 months. There are
the miner assets ol Amencan cultere's domination  of world eulture,
and of the English langoapge. But the major asset for imperial
projects at the moment & milnary, The US empire is heyond
competition oo the military side and it & likely 10 remain so for
the foreseenble firuie; Thot does not mesn thot itwill be ahsolutely
decisive, just besause it is dectsive in localised wars. But for
practical purposes there 13 nobody, oot even the: Chinese. within
reach of the tcchnology of the Americans. But here there will
el to be some carelu] comsideranon on the linats i wechnological
supeoniy

OF course the Amencans theoretically do not aim to cocupy the
whate world. What they aim to do i3 to go 1o war, to lesve fhendly
govermments behind them and go home again; This wall not work.
In malitery terms, the lraq war was very: suecesstul, But, because
it was purely milidany, it neglected the necessities of what to do it
YOU OCCUPY O couniry - mmning it mantaimng it, s the Batish
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did in the elassic colonialmaodel of Tndia. The mode] "democrey”
that the Americans want to offér 10 the world m Irag is 2 non-
model and irelevant forthis purpose. The belief that the US does
not need genuine allizs among other states, or genuine populir
support in the countries its military ean now conguer (but not
effectively adiminister) i fantosy,

The war in Irag was on example of the frivolity of US decision-
rmabeinr. Iragwits o country that had been defepted by the Amnetitans
and refused to lie down: & Counlry so wesk it could be easily
defedted again. It happenad to kave éssets ol hubthe war was
really an exercise in showing international pdwer. Tha policy that
the craziés in Washingron are talking aboui, & comnplete re-
lernulution ef the entire Middle East, makes o sense, 11 their aim
15 to uverthrow the Saudi kimedom, whal are they planning (o its
ploge? IT they were serots wboul chimging the Middles Bist we
know the one thing they have to do s o lean on the Tsraclis, Bush's
father was prepared to do this, but the present incumbent in the
White Hoase 15 not. Ingtead his admamistrolion has destroved ond
of the two guaranteed sceular govermments in the Middle: Eust.
and dreams of moving against the other, Syria

The emptiness of the policy 18 clear from the way the ams: have
been put forward in pablic relations terms, Phrasss like "axis-of
evil", or "the road map"-arc not policy statements, bul merely
sound bites thar accumulate their awn policy potential. The
overwhielming pewspeak that Lis swiunped the world i the pas:
18 mwonlhs 15 an indication el the absence  of real pulicy, Busl
dues nol do policy, bul & slags acl,

Cificials such s Richurd Perle and Paul Wolfowitz @ik like Rambo
i public, s in private, ALl that county is the overwhelming power
ufthe VS In real terms they mean that the US can invade anybody
sinall enoupghand where they can win quickly-enough, This is not
a policy. Nor will it work. The consequences of this for the LS are
guing 1o be very dangerous, Domestically, the real danger for a
country that aims al world gontrol, essenrially by military moans,
is the dunger of militurisution. Thie danger of this has been seriously
undergshimatad,

instability

I nicroationally, the dénger 15 the desmbilising o' the world,

The Michdle linst is just one exampla ofthis destabilisztion

far more unsmble now than it was L0 vears Suo, or five vears ao0,
118 policy weakens all the allermative arrangemencs, formal and
informal, for keeping order, In Europe it has wrecked the North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation - not mueh of 8 Tosss but oying to
lum Mato into a-world military police force for the US 156 travesty.
It has deliberately subotaged the EU, and also systematically aims
st ruming ancther of the great world achievemenls since 1945,
presperons domocranc secial wellare stutes, Thewidely perceived
erisis over the credibility of the United Wations is less.of 'a drama
than it appears sincs the UN has never been-able to-do more than

POLITY




aperate marginally because of its totul dependence on the Security
Council, and the use of the LIS veto.

Howoas the world to confront—eontain—the 178? Somie peuple,
bislieving that they have not the power (w confront the US, preder
to join it. More dangerous are those people who hate ilie ideology
behind the Peasgon, but suppert the LS project on the prounds
that, mn the course of its advance, it will eliminate some local und
regional injustices. This may be called an imperialism of lnnnan
rights. It has been encouraged by the fuilure of Europe in the
Balkans in the 19905, The division of opinion over the [rag wir
showed there 1o bea minority of influential intellectuals. inchuding
Michael Ignaticff in the US and Bernard Kouchnet i France, who
were prepared 1o back US intervention because they belicve i is
necessary to have a force for ordering the world's ills.

There i5 4 genuine case 1o be made that there are govemments thar
are so bad that their disappenrance will be @ net gain for the world
But this can never justify the danger of creating a world power that
1s notinteresied ina world that it does not understand, but 15 capable
of intervening decisively with armed force whenever anyhody
does anything 1hat Washington does not likea

A paansl this backzround we can sée the increas) g pressure on the
medin - because in a world where public apinian is so important,
1t is also hugely manipulated ™, Attempts were made in tha Gulf
war, 1990-91, to avoid the Vietam situation by not Letting the
media near the sction. But these did not work hacause there were
media, lor cxample CNN, actually in Haghdad, repering things
that did not fit the story Washinglon wanted 101d_ This time, in the
Iraq way, control again did not work, so the tendency will be 1o
find yet more effective ways. These may take the form of direct
control. maybe even the last resort of echnological contral, hut
the combination of governments and monopoly proprietors will
be used o even greater effect thun with Fox News % ar Silvio
Berlusconi in Italy,

How long the present superiority of the Americans lasts s
impossible (o say. The anly thing of which we are ghuolutely ceruin
15 that historically it will be s temporary phetomenon, ss all these
other empires have been. In the course of a lifetime we have seen
the end of all the coionizl empires, the end of the so-called
Thoosand Year Empire of the Germans, which lasted 8 mere 12
vears, the‘end of the Soviet Union's dream of workd tevolution.

Empire’s Future

T

here are internal reasons why the US empire may not last,
the most immediate being thal most Amencims are not
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interested in imperialism or in world dominarion in the sense of
running the world. What they are interested in is what happens w
them in the US. The weakness of the US economy is such that =
some stiyre both the WS government and electors will decide that it
{s much more important fo concentrate on  the Beanomy than @
carry un with foreign military adventures ™. All the more so a3
these foreign military interventions will have to ba larpely paid for
by the Americans themselves, which was not the cage in the Gulf
W, 1or to a very great extent n thecold war

Sinee 1997-48 we have been Living inaerisis of the capitalist wrld
economy. 1115 mot going to collapse, but navertheloss it is unlikely
that the LIS wall earry on with ambitious foreign nffairs when it has
serious problems at home. Even by local business standards Bush
does not have an adaguate cconomic policy forthe US. And Bush's
extsting internstional policy 15 not 2 pareularly rativnal cne for
L5 imperial interests—and certainly not for the interests of US
capitalism, Hence the divisions of opinion within the US
EvETment,

The key issue now 1z what will the Americans do aext, and how
will other countries react? Will some countries, like Britain - the
oaly genuine member of the ruling coalition - go ahead and back
anythmg the LIS plans? Their governments must indicate that there
are limits 10 what the Amernicans can do with their power, The most
positive contribution so far has been made by the Turks, simply
by saying therc are things they are not prepared to du, even thou 2h
they know it would pay. But at the moment the major prevcepation
isthatof  ifnut contaming—at any rute educaring or re-ciicanng
the US. There was a lime when the US empire recognised
litmtations, or at least the desirability of behaving as thoughi it had
limitations. This was largely because the US was afraid of
somehody else - the Soviet Union. In the absence of this kind of
fear, enlightened self-interest and education have to ke over.
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