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Lofty goals bereft of matching will to achieve them! This is how the setting up of Millennium Development

Goals (MDGs) can, at best, be described. No doubt, each of the goals is highly commendable, but what about

the intention and the procedural indiscipline being shown by those who have the maximum responsibility to

contribute towards their realization i.e. the developed countries or particularly the Triad (US, Europe and Japan)

since these goals were thought to be pushed primarily by it only. These goals were set up in the year 2000 and

were targeted for fulfillment by the year 2015. Already we have almost reached the middle of the road, yet no

substantial progress has been witnessed. This lackluster approach has perhaps lent credence to the view, already

taking the round, that these Goals are merely ideological cover for neo-liberal initiatives. The things have come

to such a pass that many delegations attending the UN hosted Millennium+5 summit had this to say about the

outcome document of the Summit - "priority issues had become diluted to the point of meaninglessness"! There

are a few who argue that such goals are irrelevant, that they are largely ignored and that they are bound to fail.

What creates the apprehension regarding the realization of these goals is the lack of commitment shown by the

countries in taking serious measures towards their fulfillment. For instance, way back the rich countries had

made the commitment towards devoting 0.7% of their GNP as Official Development Assistance (ODA), but

35years down the lane a number of countries are still way behind their commitments. What hurts most is the

false pretext under which these countries take shelter. The governments who fall short of the target often argue

that they face severe budget constraints and for this reason have difficulties in fulfilling their commitments. But

if you look at their military budgets you will find them escalating every year. Last year the military expenditure of

these countries increased to more than 1 trillion US dollars while ODA flows remained only at about 78 billion US

dollars. Thus the argument of "budget constraints" does not hold the ground.  Another trick, which these

countries play, is that instead of diverting "fresh money" for development assistance they simply add debt relief

figures to the ODA total. A few governments even propose broadening the definition of ODA to help them reach

the target. But this proposal can be highly counterproductive and misleading. One of the most prominent proposals

for new financing instruments is the idea of an International Finance Facility (IFF). In general, this proposal is to

be wealcomed but at the same time it raises a number of concerns. The main concern is that it does not intend

to raise additional money but aims only to "front load" ODA. Through the IFF, Governments could mobilize up

to 500 billion US dollars in the next 10 to 15 years, but they would have to repay afterwards 720 billion US dollars

or even more to investors in the international financial markets. And without refinancing mechanism, this would

lead to a sharp decrease in ODA flows after the year 2015.

Moreover, it is said that the quality of the aid continues to be affected by the tying of donor aid disbursements to

donor country goods and services. It is estimated that aid tying devalues aid for recipients by up to 30 per cent.

But at the same time untying donor aid does not mean that developing country partners may choose the best

opportunity for the purchase of goods and services, particularly within their own country or region. In fact what

happens is that often the firms and companies in other developed countries are benefited from the aid untying as

these development contracts are put to international tendering.

Another development, which does not speak well of the future of the Millennium Development Goals, is the

diversion of the aid-increases to donor foreign policy

considerations, particularly the war on terrorism and the aftermath

of the invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq. For instance, in Canada

full 30 per cent of new aid resources  (upto 2003-04) have been

allocated to Afghanistan and Iraq. There are evidences to support

the view that not only are donors diverting major parts of their

aid-increases to these priorities, but also at the OECD DAC some

donors are also trying to stretch the criteria of what can be counted

as Official Development Assistance (ODA).
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No doubt the MDGs per se are quite noble and worth pursuing, but given the casual approach being adopted by

the countries towards the fulfillment of these goals, their future is in peril. The UNDP report clearly criticizes the

lack of attention politics pays to questions of unequal distribution of social power, income and wealth when

addressing the realization of the Millennium Development Goals. It suggests that strategies for human development

should put distribution at the center in future, and that measures to overcome extreme inequality should be

included in plans for realizing the MDGs.

How far the countries have faltered in realizing the MDGs during a span of first five years of their inception can

be gauged from the Human Development Report 2005. The Report finds "depressing" the current state of

progress towards realizing the Millennium Development Goals. It says that the majority of countries fall behind

most of the goals, in some key areas human development is faltering, and already deep inequalities are widening.

The report also claims that the divergence between progress on human development and the ambitious demands

of the MDGs is growing, thus "the promise to the world's poor is being broken". The Human Development

Report is not alone in its observations. Other Reports like the Millennium Project Report 2005 known as "Sachs

Report", Kofi Annan's report "In Larger Freedom" (2005) and the latest (2005) UN annual report on the realization

of Millennium Development Goals do confirm the findings of the Human Development Report.

It is high time that the countries of the South as well as North should give a serious thought towards charting out

a course of action for the realization of the MDGs because the figures trotted out by the Human Development

Report do not indicate a bright future for this ambitious plan. They point out that-

n According to current trends, 827 million people will live in extreme poverty in the year 2015.

n 50 countries currently lag behind the target in at least one MDG.

n A further 65 countries risk failing to reach at least one MDG by the year 2040.

n In 18 countries the current Human Development Index (HDI) is lower than it was in 1990, when the HDI

was first produced. Twelve of these countries are in Africa and the other 6 are in the Commonwealth of

Independent States (CIS).

n The 24 countries with the lowest HDI rating are all in Africa.

It is said that the key weakness of the MDGs is that it does not question the mainstream development paradigm

nor does it address the economic, political, social and cultural structural causes of poverty. Perhaps it would be

quite pertinent to look at what the women activists have to say-" A major problem of the MDGs is their abstraction

from the social, political and economic context in which they are to be implemented-the 'political economy of the

MDGs'.

India Says Gaps Still Wide in Global Trade Talks

May 26, 2006

Indian Commerce and Industry Minister said that wide gaps remained between negotiators in global trade talks, with

issues related to farm, industrial goods and services sectors still contentious.

World Trade Organisation (WTO) members are struggling to strike a deal by mid-June on basic formulae for cutting

farm subsidies and reducing agricultural and manufacturing tariffs after more than four years of talks.

The ultimate aim of the so-called Doha Round is to boost the world economy and lift millions out of poverty by

lowering global trade barriers.

"The WTO members are trying but the gaps are still very wide," minister Kamal Nath told reporters on the sidelines of

a business seminar in India's commercial capital.

"The main areas are agriculture, industrial goods and services. All three areas remain very contentious."

India, Asia's third-largest economy, has emerged with Brazil as a lead negotiator for developing nations, who argue

that rich countries must offer deeper cuts in their farm subsidies and import tariffs if they want to make progress in the

talks.

The G20 group of developing nations want the European Union to cut its farm tariffs by an average of 54 percent on

condition that other WTO members also make concessions.

"The negotiations in agriculture are the most wide ranging and critical, as these affect the livelihood of millions of

farmers, particularly in poor developing countries," Nath told a seminar.

"In agriculture it remains critical to our collective interest that the trade-distorting subsidies and protection provided

by a few developed countries are eliminated so that a level playing field is established."

Two-thirds of India's billion-plus population are dependent on farm-related income.

"Agriculture supports and provides livelihood to the bulk of the farming community in the developing world. Protection

of their interest is cardinal for India," he said.

"In services India is particularly interested in ensuring opening of sectors for Indian professionals going abroad or

Indian firms providing cross-border services."
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The Millennium Development Goals:
A Critique From the South

By: Samir Amin

The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were

adopted by acclamation in September 2000 by a

resolution of the United Nations General Assembly

called “United Nations Millennium Declaration.” This

procedural innovation, called “consensus,” stands in

stark contrast to UN tradition, which always required

that texts of this sort be carefully prepared and discussed

at great length in committees. This simply reflects a

change in the international balance of power. The United

States and its European and Japanese allies are now

able to exert hegemony over a domesticated UN. In

fact, Ted Gordon, well-known consultant for the CIA,

drafted the millennium goals!

The claim is made that the MDGs follow up on the

conclusions reached in the cycle of summits organized

in the 1990s. That’s going a bit too far. The preparatory

meetings to these summits had tried something new

by organizing assemblies of so-called civil society

representatives parallel to the official conferences where

only state representatives were seated. Although things

had been organized to reserve the best places for the

charitable NGO’s, which are beneficiaries of financial

support from large foundations and states, and largely

to exclude popular organizations fighting for social and

democratic progress (authentic popular organizations

are always poor by definition), the voices of the latter

were sometimes heard. In the official conferences

themselves, the points of view of the triad and of the

South often diverged. It is often forgotten that the triad’s

proposals were rejected in Seattle not only in the streets,

but also by states from the South. It is also important

to remember that the reconstruction (or at least the

first signs of reconstruction) of a group (if not a front)

of the South took place at Doha. All of these

divergences were smoothed away by the supposed

synthesis of the MDGs. Instead of forming a genuine

committee for the purpose of discussing the document,

a draft was prepared in the backroom of some obscure

agency. The only common denominator is limited to

the expression of the pious hope of reducing poverty.

In what follows, I will examine how these goals are

formulated and the conditions required to reach them.

The Official Millennium ‘Development’ Goals

Eight sets of goals were defined for the next fifteen

years (2000–15). The accomplishment of each of the

targets that specifically define them is based on

measurable indicators, generally altogether acceptable

in themselves.

Each of these goals is certainly commendable (who

would disapprove of reducing poverty or improving

health?). Nevertheless, their definition is often extremely

vague. Moreover, debates concerning the conditions

required to reach the goals are often dispensed with. It

is assumed without question that liberalism is perfectly

compatible with the achievement of the goals.

Goal 1: Reduce extreme poverty and hunger by half

This is nothing but an empty incantation as long as the

policies that generate poverty are not analyzed and

denounced and alternatives proposed.

Goal 2: Achieve universal primary education

UNESCO devoted itself to this goal beginning in 1960,

hoping to achieve it in ten years. Progress was made

during the two decades that followed, but ground has

been lost since. The almost obvious relationship

between this lost ground, the reduction in public

expenditures, and the privatization of education is not

examined in fact nor in theory.

Goal 3: Promote gender equality and empower women

The equality in question is reduced to access to

education and the empowerment is measured by the

proportion of wage-earning women. The

neoconservative Christian fundamentalists of the United

States, Poland and elsewhere, the Muslims of Saudi

Arabia, Pakistan and other countries, and the

fundamentalist Hindus agree on eliminating any

reference to the rights of women and the family. Without

discussion, declarations on this question are only empty

talk.

Goals 4, 5, and 6: (Concerning health) reduce infant

mortality by two-thirds and maternal mortality by three-

fourths; stop the spread of pandemic diseases (AIDS,

malaria, tuberculosis)

The means implemented in these areas are assumed to

be completely compatible with extreme privatization

and total respect for the “intellectual property rights”

of the transnational corporations and, curiously enough,

are recommended in Goal 8 concerning the supposed

partnership between North and South!

Goal 7: Ensure environmental sustainability

A general principle is asserted (“to integrate the
principles of sustainable development” into national and
global policies), but no definite content is made explicit.
Moreover, any mention of the refusal of the United
States to promote conditions necessary for
environmental protection (i.e., their rejection of the
Kyoto Protocol) is carefully avoided.

It is presupposed, then, that the rationality of capitalist

economic strategy is compatible with the requirements

of “sustainable development.” That is obviously not

the case since capitalist strategy is founded on the

concept of the rapid discounting of economic time

(with the timespan governing investment decisions never

exceeding a few years at maximum), while the questions

raised here relate to the long term. The specific goals

are thus in fact reduced to nothing much: reduce by
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half the population having no access to clean water,

improve living conditions in the slums—two ordinary

goals of simple public health.

The criteria for measuring the results (CO2 emissions,

change in the ozone layer) undoubtedly make it possible

to monitor the degradation of the environment, but

certainly not to curb it. Note the strange timidity of the

writers concerning biodiversity (there is no question

of infringing on the greater rights of the transnationals!):

they propose only “to observe” the evolution of land

areas protected from the destruction of biodiversity!

But above all not to stop it!

Goal 8: Develop a global partnership for development

The writers straightaway establish an equivalence

between this “partnership” and the principles of

liberalism by declaring that the objective is to establish

an open, multilateral commercial and financial system!

The partnership thus becomes synonymous with

submission to the demands of the imperialist powers.

Progress in access to the market is measured by the

share of exports in the GDP (an increase in this ratio is

thus synonymous with progress regardless of the social

price!), progress in the conditions of nondiscrimination

by the reduction in subsidies.

To carry out this “liberal partnership” would require,

in the end, nothing more than the fight against poverty

(the only “social” goal allowed). To this is added, like

hair in soup, “good governance,” a phrase favored by

the U.S. establishment that is never defined and is taken

up uncritically by the Europeans and the institutions of

the global system (UN, World Bank, etc.).

Many targets are added to this completely contradictory

text, which fill in its gaps and offer recommendations.

I am singling out five of them for further examination:

Enhanced debt relief for heavily indebted poor

countries

In fact, the program implemented in this regard for the

heavily indebted poor countries imposes a genuinely

colonial tutelage on them. That the governments of the

countries in question have internalized the abandonment

of their sovereignty changes nothing. Indeed, in the

past, heads of state had sometimes abdicated in the

face of colonization. But such abdication had never

been accepted as legitimate by the peoples involved.

Deal comprehensively with developing countries'

debt problems through national and international

measures to make debt sustainable in the long term

This exhortation is not accompanied by any further

information concerning what is to follow (international

negotiations? within what framework?) or the principles

on which such a measure should be founded. However,

certain reasonable things can be said on the subject,

such as the necessity for an audit that makes it possible

to classify the debts (immoral, illegal, acceptable...)

and an elaboration of legislation that makes it possible

to define for the future the legal conditions of debts

and the creation of courts charged with deciding the

law in this area. It is perfectly obvious that all of this is

ignored by the writers of the MDGs!

In cooperation with pharmaceutical companies,

provide access to affordable essential drugs in

developing countries

The significance of the generous intention to provide

access to drugs is immediately nullified by the

specification that this would be “in cooperation with

the pharmaceutical industry,” precisely those who

prohibit anyone from calling their abusive monopoly

into question!

In cooperation with the private sector, make

available the benefits of new technologies—

especially information and communications

technologies

Here again an intention is subjected to a condition that

empties it of any meaning—“in cooperation with the

private sector”!

More generous official development assistance for

countries committed to poverty reduction

Is there a better comedy than this proposal, endlessly

repeated for the last fifty years by those who are

responsible for implementing it and yet never do it?

The Real Goals of Dominant Capital

A critical examination of the formulation of the goals

as well as the definition of the means that would be

required to implement them can only lead to the

conclusion that the MDGs cannot be taken seriously.

A litany of pious hopes commits no one. And when the

expression of these pious hopes is accompanied by

conditions that essentially eliminate the possibility of

their becoming reality, the question must be asked: are

not the authors of the document actually pursuing other

priorities that have nothing to do with “poverty

reduction” and all the rest? In this case, should the

exercise not be described as pure hypocrisy, as pulling

the wool over the eyes of those who are being forced

to accept the dictates of liberalism in the service of the

quite particular and exclusive interests of dominant

globalized capital?

Besides, the MDGs cannot truly be taken seriously by
their promoters in the imperialist triad, which
implements them only when it is convenient and ignores
them otherwise, nor by states in the South that, not
wanting to take any risks at the present time, refrain
from formally rejecting the proposals. In another time,
a text of this type would not have been adopted and the
states of the South would have, at least, imposed a

compromise.

The MDGs are part of a series of discourses that are

intended to legitimize the policies and practices

implemented by dominant capital and those who support

it, i.e., in the first place the governments of the triad

countries, and secondarily governments in the South.

The real goals, openly recognized as such, are:
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1. Extreme privatization, aimed at opening new

fields for the expansion of capital. Such privatization

calls into question the existence of national state

property, which should be liquidated on open markets,

by foreign capital among others. Beyond that,

privatization aims at eliminating public services,

particularly in education and health. Here, the ideas

developed in the MDGs concerning the elimination of

illiteracy and the improvement of health lose all

credibility. The privatization of property and access to

important natural resources, in particular petroleum and

water, facilitates the pillage of these resources for the

wastefulness of the triad, reducing the discourse of

sustainable development to pure, empty rhetoric.

2. The generalization of the private appropriation

of agricultural land. Just as with agricultural and food

products, land, too, must be subjected to the general

law of the market. This general offensive aims at nothing

less than extending the policy of “enclosures” (referring

to the “enclosures” implemented in England in the

sixteenth–eighteenth centuries and then extended to the

rest of Europe in the nineteenth) to the entire world.

Its success would lead to the destruction of the peasant

societies that make up nearly half of humanity. This

destruction, now underway (and liberalism would like

to see the tempo accelerated), is already the major cause

of pauperization in the third world, which results in

emigration from the countryside to the urban slums.

But that is of little importance, since the minority of

so-called modernized rural producers who will survive

the massacre, and be subjected to the demands of

agribusiness, will produce the superprofits that the latter

aspires to capture. Nothing else matters.

3. Commercial “opening” within a context of

maximum deregulation. This is a way of lifting all

obstacles to the expansion of a trade that is as unequal

as it can possibly be in conditions characterized by a

polarized world development and a growing

concentration of power in the hands of the

transnationals that control the trade in raw materials

and agricultural products. The example of coffee

illustrates the disastrous social effects of this systematic

choice. Twenty years ago, all coffee producers were

paid nine billion dollars and all the consumers paid out

twenty billion for this same coffee. Today these two

figures are respectively six and thirty billion. The gap

between them is the gigantic profit margin captured by

a handful of oligopolistic intermediaries. It goes without

saying that in these conditions campaigns in favor of

so-called fair trade, even when their promoters are

moved by the most impeccable moral intentions, are

not up to the challenge. The correction of these

deteriorating terms of trade for the producers can only

be obtained by the political intervention of government

authorities—both national legislation and international

negotiations and legislation.

4. The equally uncontrolled opening up of capital

movement. The fallacious pretext advanced is that

deregulation would make it possible to attract foreign

capital. Yet it is well known that China, which attracts

more of this capital than other countries, has maintained

a tighter control over foreign enterprises. Elsewhere,

direct foreign investments are targeted at little more

than pillaging natural resources. In fact, the IMF

imposed the opening of “capital accounts” in order to

facilitate the indebtedness of the United States, allow

speculative capital to engage in pillaging raids, and

subject the currencies of the South to systematic

undervaluation. This undervaluation, in turn, makes it

possible for local assets in these countries to be

purchased for next to nothing, to the evident advantage

of the transnational corporations.

5. States are forbidden in principle from interfering

in economic affairs. Internally, the state is reduced to

narrow police functions. Internationally, it is reduced

to guaranteeing debt service, as the first (and almost

exclusive!) priority in public expenditures. The debt is

hardly anything more than a particularly primitive form

of exploitation and pillage.

This model is presented as being without an alternative

because it is imposed by the “objective” requirements

of globalization, which negate the power of national

states. In reality, the causal relation is just the reverse:

this particular form (among other possible ones) of

globalization is allotted the objective of destroying the

ability of nations and states to resist the expansion of

transnational capital.

That is why all these principles, openly adopted by the

writers of the MDGs, can only produce what I have

elsewhere described as apartheid on a world scale,

reproducing and deepening global polarization. As a

counterpoint, the restoration of a margin of autonomy

for states and the recognition of the legitimacy of state

intervention (the definition even of democracy) within

a multipolar perspective are the inescapable conditions

required to attain the social objectives proclaimed by

the MDGs.

In fact, then, the social goals proclaimed by the MDGs

do not constitute the real goals of the whole exercise.

Their supposedly democratic packaging must, in turn,

be subject to a legitimate doubt. No democracy can

possibly take root if it does not support social progress,

but, instead, is associated with social regression. This

is undoubtedly the reason why the vapid term

“governance” is served up as an accompaniment to

the empty rhetoric of the MDGs.

The writers of the document appear to have paid no

attention to the facts. In the course of three decades

following the Second World War, the highest rate of

growth known in history took place, along with full

employment and notable upward social movement and,

if not always a reduction in inequality, the stabilization

of structures aimed at more equitable income

distribution. But it appears that because the systems in
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existence at that time regulated markets, these

procedures were “irrational” and their results “bad.”

In the course of the following three decades,

accompanying the welcome deregulation, there has been

a collapse of growth, a breathtaking increase in

unemployment, precariousness, and other

manifestations of pauperization, and mounting

inequalities. Yet it appears that this system is nevertheless

better and more rational. That is undoubtedly because

in the preceding systems the rate of return for capital

was in the range of 4 to 8 percent and since then it has

doubled, moving to between 8 and 16 percent.

The New Doctrinaire Liberalism

The central question concerns the concept of

development maintained, explicitly or implicitly, in the

Millennium Development Goals. It can be formulated

in this way: In the successive globalized economic and

political systems of modern times, who was forced to

adjust to whom? The subjects in question can be class

or social groups, regions or nations.

In capitalist logic founded on private property, it is

capital (the firm) that commands and employs labor.

Workers do not have direct access to the means of

production, which are not used to their liking. In its

global expansion, capitalism is polarizing, that is, it is

founded on asymmetrical adjustment. The peripheries

are shaped to serve the model of accumulation in the

dominant centers. The ideology of capitalism ignores

the concept of substantive development, for it

recognizes only expanding markets.

It is significant that the term “development” appeared

only after the Second World War (during the colonial

period, the exploitation of the colonies was cynically

spoken of), supported by the governments of the Asian

and African states that arose from national liberation

movements. In this sense, the 1955 conference of Asian

and African states at Bandung was the birth place of

the project of developing the new third world. It was a

multidimensional project of modernization: of the

economy (through industrialization), the society, and

the state. This modernization project appears within a

type of globalization and is not at all an invitation to

economic and cultural autarky. But it does imply that

in this process the North would adjust to the

requirements for the development of the South,

development conceptualized as a “catching up.”

Globalization in this context is then recognized as having

to be the result—beyond the conflicts—of negotiations

between partners who recognize the divergence of their

interests. In Latin America, desarrollismo proposes an

analogous model of development.

At each of these steps, capitalist globalization rests on

transnational social alliances, without which the models

of accumulation in the dominant centers and dominated

peripheries could not be reproduced. The “colonial”

model, challenged after the Second World War, involved

the management of the societies of the peripheries by

local comprador classes of a given type (merchant

intermediaries, large landowners). The new model

resulting from decolonization involved social reforms

that deprive the older comprador classes of their power

and substitute hegemonic blocs of a new type (national

populist). This model is the basis of the successes (not

the failures!) of the economic and social transformation

of the third world in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s. But

it was always fought—with violence—by the powers

of the imperialist triad.

The turnaround in the political conjuncture beginning

in the 1980s brought us back to former times, before

development, which has, in effect, been shown the

door. It is significant that the new language of the

dominant economics even abandons this term and

substitutes “structural adjustment,” i.e., adjustment of

the societies and economies of the South to the

requirements of the pursuit of accumulation in the

North. Simultaneously, this turnaround in the balance

of power to the benefit of capital appears everywhere—

in the North as well as the South—as a strengthening

of the subjection of labor to capital. The new doctrinaire

liberalism acknowledges only expanding markets, not

the deliberate political transformation of social and

economic structures.

Although imposed on the societies of the South with

extreme brutality, the new model (neocolonial some

say, but the term is poor—it is really a question of

“paleo-colonial” thought) had to be clothed in a

discourse that gives it the appearance of legitimacy. It

was necessary to reintroduce the word “development”

(as in the Millennium Development Goals) but empty it

of all meaning. This was done by reducing it to the

fight against poverty and for good governance.

A series of documents prepared this revision in the

meaning of words. The agencies set up to manage the

rest of the world (85 percent of the earth’s population,

the dominated peripheries) by collective imperialism (the

triad) here fulfilled the functions expected of them. The

World Bank (which I call the Ministry of Propaganda

for the G7) produced, in this spirit, distressing

documents called Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers

(PRSP). The IMF (the triad’s collective colonial

monetary authority) imposed the priority of debt service,

the debt itself being the means of imposing structural

adjustment. The WTO, far from being an institution

responsible for managing world trade, is devoted to

the objective of shaping the productive systems of the

peripheries to the needs of the commercial expansion

of the North, that is, to operate like a collective ministry

of colonies. The European Union —lined up with the

general offensive of the imperialist triad—integrates the

relations between the EU and the African, Caribbean

and Pacific Group of States (ACP) within this same

context, pursued literally in the convention for the

development of the ACP.
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It could be asked why the governments of the countries

of the South have subscribed to all of these

commandments drafted in the imperialist centers. The

response, in general terms, is that we should look to

the social hegemonic blocs mentioned above that make

possible the reproduction of asymmetric globalization.

There is a new comprador class in the countries of the

periphery that actually derives its existence from the

new model of globalized liberalism. This comprador

class participates in the new government arrangements

that followed the erosion of the national populist models

inspired by Bandung.

To be more precise, it is possible to distinguish among

the reasons that led the South to “rally to liberalism.”

There are those that are probably unique to so-called

emerging countries (China in the first place). In these

countries, the current governments live on illusions:

they think about “catching up” (through strong growth)

while they are constructed as the industrialized

peripheries of tomorrow, and dominated by the new

monopolies on the basis of which the imperialist centers

reproduce their domination (monopolies of technology,

access to the planet’s natural resources, and weapons

of mass destruction). They think of building a “strong

and independent nation,” but in that connection must

ignore that the United States prepares “preventative

wars” against them that will not allow them this

opportunity. History will undoubtedly be given the

responsibility to dissipate these illusions.

Here I will place more emphasis on the rationales

offered with respect to the most vulnerable peripheral

regions, Africa in particular. The discourse developed

in this regard by dominant thought is well known:

Africa is marginalized in the new globalization. This is

by its own fault, having sunk into an excessive

nationalism during the Bandung period. It can only get

out of this difficult situation if it accepts being “more

integrated” into globalization by a totally uncontrolled

opening that will allow foreign capital to “develop” it.

The miseries associated with this option, for which

there is no alternative, will only be “transitory” and can

be attenuated by programs that “fight against poverty.”

This option will require, moreover, democratic political

management called “good governance.”

This discourse abounds in contradictions and

inadequacies. Africa is no less integrated into

globalization than other regions, but it was and is

differently integrated. The forms of the new proposed

integration, based on agro-mineral specialization, are

not new but are, on the contrary, a return to the old

(paleo-colonial). These forms can only accentuate the

pauperization and exclusion of huge masses of the

population, in particular the peasants. But simultaneously

and independently, they facilitate the pillage of the

continent’s natural resources (petroleum, minerals, and

wood), which is probably the principal objective of

large transnational capital in Africa. Foreign direct

investments will come to Africa for nothing else.

The responsibility of the current government teams—

and behind them the new comprador classes—should

not be excused. But that does not absolve the dominant

forces in the imperialist centers of the global system

from responsibility either.

The New Partnership for Africa’s Development

(NEPAD) is undoubtedly part of the new liberal

thinking, but not with any great conviction it seems. It

should be remembered that originally behind this initiative

was the justified refusal of the racist “afro-pessimist”

discourse and the proclamation by Thabo Mbeki in 1998

that “Africans should and can appropriate modernity,”

a way of indicating the renaissance of Africa that he

called for. But Mbeki rushed into the same discourse

of specifying that that appropriation should be done

“in cooperation with the developed countries,” ignoring,

or pretending to ignore, that that has never been the

case up to now. NEPAD even includes in its title the

term “partnership,” commonly used for a long time by

the European Union and adopted, in turn, by the

Millennium discourse of the United Nations.

In its content, NEPAD’s founding document, New

Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) is not,

in fact, very coherent.* It identifies the bottlenecks

that block development in Africa, which it identifies in

all aspects of reality (infrastructure and energy,

education and health, family agriculture and

environment, and modern technologies, notably

computer technology), giving the impression that it takes

into consideration the hostile practices of world trade.

But at the same time, the document lines up with

dominant liberal thought: it abandons the centrality of

industry that the Lagos Plan had, in its time and with

good reason, taken as the axis of development for this

least industrialized of the earth’s continents. It adheres

to an agro-mineral model of growth (paleo-colonial),

and it adopts the discourse on the reduction of poverty.

Unquestionably even more serious, the NEPAD

document lines up with liberal thought on the discourse

of “good governance.” This is a concept that is useful

as a way to dissociate democratic progress from social

progress, to deny their equal importance and

inextricable connection with one another, and to reduce

democracy to good management subjected to the

demands of private capital, an “apolitical” management

by an anodyne civil society, inspired by the mediocre

ideology of the United States. This discourse comes at

the very moment when the interruption in the

construction of the state (begun in the Bandung period)

imposed by structural adjustment has created, not

conditions for a democratic advance but, instead,

conditions for the shift towards the primacy of ethnic

and religious identities (para-ethnic and para-religious,

in fact) that are manipulated by local mafias, benefit

external supporters, and often degenerate into atrocious

“civil wars” (in fact conflicts between warlords). As
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Bernard Founou-Tchuigoua argues, it is less a question

of a North-South partnership (here EU/ACP) than a

new phase in asymmetrical structural adjustment.

The NEPAD document’s exposition, its hesitations or

anodyne character, acquires its meaning in this context.

For example, the wish to alleviate the debt is expressed,

but this is done precisely because the debt has fulfilled

its function of imposing structural adjustment. NEPAD

also proposes an “integrated” (Pan-African)

development, just like the EU, giving its preference to

arrangements with regional African groups. But, in the

end, this document remains, as far as its proposals on

trade, capital transfers, technology, and patents are

concerned, aligned with liberal dogmas.

I will say in conclusion that a system of this type hardly

has any future. Neither the MDGs nor NEPAD will

make it possible to attenuate the seriousness of the

problems and curb the resulting processes of political

and social involution. The legitimacy of governments

has disappeared. Thus conditions are ripe for the

emergence of other social hegemonies that make

possible a revival of development conceived as it should

be: the indissociable combination of social progress,

democratic advancement, and the affirmation of national

independence within a negotiated multipolar

globalization. The possibility of these new social

hegemonies is already visible on the horizon. I bet that

at the end of 2015, no one will propose a balance sheet

of the achievements of the MDGs or NEPAD, which

will have been long forgotten.

US, France Back to Squabbling Over WTO Terms

Washington, May 25, 2006

The United States has attacked a hard-line position taken by French President Jacques Chirac on the WTO's deeply

troubled campaign to free up world trade.

US officials said remarks made by Chirac during a visit to Brazil were unhelpful to the World Trade Organisation's

uphill battle to forge a global deal this year.

The European Union has given conflicting signals in recent days on its willingness to make further concessions on

the WTO's "Doha" round, said Jason Hafemeister, the US Trade Representative's chief WTO negotiator.

But for Chirac to argue that the EU has done everything it can on agricultural trade "would be a problem, as that's not

going to be adequate" to unblock the Doha round, he told reporters.

The EU has been cast as the villain in the WTO talks due to its refusal to go further in cutting the generous subsidies

it gives to its farmers.

Big developing countries such as Brazil and India, however, are also under pressure from the EU and United States to

bring down their commercial barriers in return for farming reform in the rich blocs.

The French leader, the EU's most ardent defender of the farming lobby, said after talks with Brazilian President Luiz

Inacio Lula da Silva that the 25-nation bloc could go no further without concessions from others.

Europe "is not in a position to take a single step further" on agricultural reform when others "haven't made a single

step towards Europe on industry and services", Chirac told a joint news conference in Brasilia with Lula.

Chirac also called on Brazil to join with Europe "to levy friendly pressure on the Americans to make them more

reasonable" over the "excessive" export support given to US farmers.

"In reality it is the United States that holds the key to the problem. The key is neither in Europe, nor in Brazil, nor in

emerging countries," he said.

The United States, however, says it has made a "bold" proposal on agriculture that exceeded its Doha requirements

and is willing to go still further.

The offer contrasts with what Hafemeister called the "take-it-or-leave-it stance" of the EU on agriculture, and the

"puny" cuts to industrial tariffs offered by some developing countries.

At talks in Paris this week, EU Trade Commissioner Peter Mandelson signalled that the bloc would be prepared to

improve its offer on farm products if others are willing to cede ground.

Hafemeister argued that no formal or informal proposals had been presented in Paris.

"Just a minor move at the last minute is not going to make it," he added. "Until we see real serious proposals from

other countries, there's a big void in the negotiations here."

US officials say that Crawford Falconer, New Zealand's WTO ambassador who is chairing the agricultural talks in

Geneva, is preparing to submit new outlines of a deal around mid-June.

But that will leave precious little time to sign, seal and deliver a global package to dismantle world trade barriers by the

end of the year.

The US government would then have just months to get a WTO deal through Congress before it loses its 'fast-track'

trading authority at the start of July 2007.

Once the administration's 'Trade Promotion Authority' expires, Congress will regain the right to amend any trade

agreement. At present, US lawmakers can only give a straight 'yes' or 'no' vote to an agreement.

Without a serious effort this summer, "you just start running out of time", Hafemeister said.

"It's true that Europe really is going to have to set the standard. We can't expect developing countries to cut their

tariffs deeper than the European Union. That's why everybody is focussed on Europe," he said.
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Indigenous Peoples and the
Millennium Development Goals

By: Victoria Tauli-Corpuz

If the MDGs are met, there is no doubt that some effects

will trickle down to some of the world’s 350 million

indigenous peoples, the majority of whom live in

poverty. The question remains whether governments,

the international community, civil society, indigenous

peoples, and the private sector, can achieve these goals.

It could happen that indigenous peoples become the

sacrificial lambs for the reduction of poverty through

development projects which will displace them from

their lands. Framing the MDGs as a human rights-based

agenda is therefore essential. For indigenous peoples it

is difficult to talk about development without talking

about basic rights to lands and resources, culture and

identity, and self-determination. At the same time, some

governments and even intergovernmental organizations

question the wisdom of targeting indigenous peoples

as a specific beneficiary group for development.

Indigenous peoples are invisible in the MDGs. A review

of MDGs in some countries shows that they are not

even mentioned or referred to. In this context, it may

be worthwhile to explore how to make the MDGs

relevant to indigenous peoples, and in the process

discuss more comprehensively indigenous peoples’

development.

Development Aggression

The term “development” has acquired a negative

connotation for indigenous peoples even if this is called

“sustainable,” because their histories are replete with

traumatic experiences with development projects,

policies and programs. In fact, mainstream

development is regarded as one of the root causes of

their problems. If the MDGs reinforce this paradigm

instead of challenging it there is little hope that the

MDGs can really bring positive changes for indigenous

peoples.

“Development aggression” refers to the imposition of

so-called ‘development projects’ and policies without

the free, prior and informed consent of those affected,

under the rubric of modernization or nation-building.

This process can lead to destruction or loss of ancestral

territories and resources, denigration of indigenous

worldviews and values and of their political, economic

and socio-cultural systems and institutions, ecosystem

degradation, displacement, and violent conflicts. This

is often associated with large-scale commercial

extraction of minerals, oil and gas, logging, biodiversity,

building of mega-hydroelectric dams, highways,

chemical-intensive agriculture, industrial forest

plantations, designating environmentally protected areas

that encroach upon indigenous peoples’ lands, among

others. Sectoral loans from international financial

This paper was submitted to the 4th Session of the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues,

New York, 16-27 May 2000.

institutions, such as education sector loans which are

primarily used to perpetuate the dominant development

paradigm and the modernization agenda, can also be

considered development aggression.

Systemic changes and policy reforms are required for

the MDGs to make a difference in the daily lives of

indigenous peoples. In the face of the negative

experiences of indigenous peoples with nation-state

building and mainstream development, they built up their

own distinct movements which helped bring about

policy changes. They pushed for constitutional

amendments and legal reforms which recognize

indigenous identity and rights. In some countries there

are policy shifts away from paternalistic approaches

which regard indigenous peoples as primitive or

vulnerable sectors who will benefit from modernization

and integration into the dominant society. More

emphasis is given on the right of indigenous peoples to

preserve their cultural values and institutions and

exercise more control over their own development.

Unfortunately, in most countries, this is more the

exception than the rule. More substantial structural

changes are still needed to change discriminatory and

oppressive structures, laws, and policies.

Protection and mitigation of the adverse impacts of
development are not enough for indigenous peoples who
did not seek such projects in the first place. The need

to obtain their free, prior and informed consent before
policies affecting them are formulated or before projects
are brought into their communities is slowly gaining
recognition. There are now evolving concepts and
concrete proposals from indigenous peoples in relation
to development. These come under different labels such
as, “self-development,” “ethno-development,”
“development with identity,” “autonomous
development,” and “life projects.”

Poverty Situation of Indigenous Peoples

The few researches that have been undertaken indicate

that generally indigenous peoples are disproportionately

represented among the poorest of the poor in both

developed and developing countries. The World Bank

study on indigenous peoples and poverty in Latin

America concluded that “poverty among Latin

America’s indigenous population is pervasive and

severe.” One conclusion is that the poverty map in the

region coincides with indigenous peoples territories.

A subsequent study in the region conducted by the
Inter-American Development Bank came up with similar
conclusions and observations:

By conventional socioeconomic indicators, whether

based on income data or on concepts of unsatisfied
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basic needs, indigenous peoples as an ethnic group are

represented disproportionately among both the poor and

the extreme poor. Moreover, with very few exceptions,

the indications are that this trend has been worsening

over the past decade or so… This is mainly rural poverty,

given that despite recent demographic and occupational

trends the vast majority of indigenous peoples are still

concentrated in rural areas. But there is also new urban

poverty confronting indigenous peoples, with evidence

that extreme poverty once again affects them

disproportionately as an ethnic group.

A report on Mexico says that the indigenous peoples

live in “alarming conditions of extreme poverty and

marginality.” This study observed that being poor and

being indigenous are synonymous. “Virtually all of the

indigenous people living in municipalities with 90

percent or more indigenous people are catalogued as

extremely poor.” Statistics in Guatemala show that 50

to 60 per cent of a total population of 11 million belong

to 23 indigenous peoples. Of these number, 54.3 per

cent of them are poor and 22.8 per cent extremely

poor. Sixty per cent of households do not have the

capacity to earn half of the cost of their minimum food

needs despite spending a greater part of their earnings

on it. In Ecuador’s rural population, of which 90 per

cent are indigenous, almost all are living in extreme

poverty. Eight out of every ten indigenous children in

this country live in poverty according to the indicators

published in the 2001 Human Development Report. In

terms of how indigenous poverty compares with the

non-indigenous populations, UNICEF’s Latin America

and Caribbean office shows that “in Guatemala, 87 per

cent of the indigenous population is poor, as compared

to 54 per cent of the non-indigenous population; in

Mexico, that ratio is 80 vs. 18 per cent; in Peru, 79 per

cent of the indigenous population is classified as poor,

compared to 50 per cent of the non-indigenous

population; while in Bolivia, the ratio is 64 per cent vs.

48 per cent.”

The Asian Development Bank also undertook a study

in 2002 on the poverty situation of indigenous peoples

and ethnic minorities in Vietnam, the Philippines,

Cambodia and Indonesia. This study could not establish

trends in the relationship between poverty and ethnicity

because there is a lack of disaggregated and data based

on ethnicity. However, in the case of Vietnam such

disaggregated data is available. The finding is that the

worst poverty situation in Vietnam is among the ethnic

minorities who live in the Highland areas of Northern

and Central Vietnam. This study cited 1998 data from

the Institute for Economic Survey which says that

“ethnic minorities accounted for 28 per cent of poor

people in the nation while they compose 14 per cent of

the total population.” The Philippine study concluded

that there was no substantial improvement in the

economic condition of indigenous peoples in the

Philippines between l988 and l997.

In spite of the fact that indigenous peoples’ traditional

livelihood systems such as owner-tiller small farm

agriculture, swidden or shifting agriculture, hunting and

gathering, and pastoralism, sustained them through

centuries, these were regarded by modern economic

thinkers as inefficient and backward. The integration

and assimilation of indigenous peoples into the market

economy and the dominant society have been the

solution adopted by most governments. Such

approaches have led to the conversion of their lands

into commercial monocrop agriculture and forest

plantations, mines, export processing zones or dumping

sites for nuclear wastes. Cash crop production took

place in massive scales not only in Central America but

also in Asia and Africa. The impacts of this on

indigenous peoples in Central America, as described

below by the IDB study, applies to other regions as

well.

From an indigenous perspective, the situation appears

to have been particularly serious in those countries

where the development of cash crops for export (such

as coffee) led to demands for indigenous labor as well

as to pressure on their lands. In Guatemala and parts

of Mexico, where the coffee economy grew particularly

rapidly at this time, indigenous peoples lost much of

their communal lands. Many became resident workers

(colonos) on the coffee plantations; and in the

Guatemalan highlands, where the indigenous

population was now mainly concentrated, farm plots

rapidly became too small to provide for a subsistence

income. Regular periods of migrant labor to the large

agricultural plantations became part of the Guatemalan

Indian’s life. Until the 1940s, coercive debt-bondage

and vagrancy laws compelled indigenous peasants to

provide seasonal estate labor; since that time, with most

indigenous lands unable to provide a subsistence

income, market forces have been enough to provide

the migrant and seasonal labor in commercial

agriculture.

Structural Causes of Indigenous Peoples’ Poverty

Poverty amidst indigenous peoples finds its roots in

colonization, the destruction of indigenous economic

and socio-political systems, continuing systemic racism

and discrimination, social exclusion, and the non-

recognition of indigenous peoples’ individual and

collective rights. In several countries indigenous peoples

were part of the pre-independence liberation movements

and fought side by side with others against the

colonizers. Yet when the nation-states came into being

these dominant populations, in turn, perpetuated internal

colonization.

Indigenous peoples felt betrayed by nation-states when

they saw that the autonomy and local sovereignty which

their ancestors fought and died for have been violated

by the new rulers. Legal, political, economic and cultural

systems in the European mold were put into place which

ignored or contradicted pre-existing social, political and
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cultural systems which indigenous peoples had

developed to govern themselves and to govern their

relations with nature and their neighbors. Doctrines and

laws used by the colonizers such as terra nullius or the

Regalian Doctrine, which disenfranchised indigenous

peoples of their territories and resources, were invoked

by new nation-states. Indigenous socio-cultural and

political systems which were seen as barriers to the

entrenchment of colonial rule or perpetuation of state

hegemony were illegalized or destroyed. These were

the factors which led indigenous peoples to continue

their ancestors’ struggles to maintain their pre-colonial

self-determining status as peoples and nations.

Structural inequities and inequalities were further

reinforced by the legislation of discriminatory and

oppressive land laws which ignored indigenous peoples’

customary land tenure systems and laws. Natural

resource management laws of governments

contradicted indigenous sustainable natural resource

management practices. Pervasive paternalism,

development aggression and government neglect in

providing social services to indigenous peoples all

contributed to chronic poverty among indigenous

peoples. Indigenous territories were mainly regarded

as resource-base areas and it was the sole prerogative

of the nation-state to decide how to exploit these

resources.

The debt burden, undoubtedly, is a major factor for

the exacerbation of indigenous peoples’ poverty. To

generate foreign exchange to pay for foreign debts,

governments rely upon massive extraction of natural

resources for export. In many countries, indigenous

peoples’ territories are the last frontiers where such

resources are found, because many indigenous peoples

protected their territories from being plundered by

colonizers and even by post-colonial governments.

Structural adjustment packages tied to foreign loans

made basic social services even more inaccessible for

indigenous peoples. Governments spending most of

their budgets to service local and foreign debt have

problems providing basic services to their majority urban

populations. Providing social services to indigenous

peoples in remote areas gets an even lower priority.

The debt trap has condemned debtor countries to

poverty. Unless there is a political will to have strong

and effective solutions, such as debt forgiveness and

debt arbitration, it is difficult to imagine how such

countries can ever get out of poverty. The HIPC (Highly

Indebted Poor Countries) initiative and the development

of PRSPs (Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers) are

some of the international community’s responses to

the debt problem. Indigenous peoples belonging to PRSP

countries attest that they have never been involved in

drawing them up nor were their concerns reflected in

any satisfactory way. The PRSPs, in fact, are seen by

some indigenous peoples and civil society organizations

as recycled structural adjustment policies.

The approach taken by a country to cut by half the

number of poor and hungry people by 2015 will

determine whether indigenous peoples’ poverty will be

alleviated or not. The path of incurring more debts,

engaging in more aggressive extraction of mineral

resources, oil, or gas in indigenous peoples’ territories,

or further liberalizing imports to the detriment of

traditional livelihoods would not alleviate poverty

amongst indigenous peoples.

Poverty and Poverty Indicators Seen From an

Indigenous Lens

Concerns about the definition of poverty and about

poverty indicators have been raised by indigenous

peoples. Poverty is generally defined in terms of income

and consumption and is constructed around cash

incomes and food expenditures within a market and

cash-based economic setting. These are parameters

which do not adequately reflect the realities of many

indigenous peoples. Important non-income indicators

of poverty include the lack of voice or power in political

and bureaucratic systems, the non-recognition of the

collective rights of indigenous peoples, and their lack

of access to basic infrastructure and social services.

While there is an increasing number of indigenous people

engaged with the market economy, the majority are

still mainly in subsistence production. Thus, the $1

indicator does not make much sense for people who

do not sell their labour or who spend little time

producing for the market.

It is clear that the poverty situation of indigenous peoples

is a relational phenomena. Some are rich because others

are poor. Furthermore as stressed in the earlier sections,

the poverty situation of others may be alleviated but

this may mean further poverty for indigenous peoples.

Furthermore, poverty, especially for indigenous

peoples, is a collective phenomenon with historical and

structural causes and therefore this cannot simply be

dealt with on an individual level. Poverty should be

addressed through a human-rights based approach and

in particular through the recognition of collective human

rights.

Conflict of Paradigms

In countries where economic growth rates are

increasing, the situation for indigenous peoples has not

necessarily changed for the better. In fact, for many

countries whose economic growth has been spurred

by massive extraction of natural resources and the

building of giant hydroelectric dams, indigenous peoples

became more impoverished. Many of those who lost

their cultures and were displaced from their lands have

not yet been resettled; even those who were eventually

resettled have been placed in the most hostile or infertile

lands. It is a common observation that indigenous

peoples live in territories richly endowed with natural

resources but they remain the poorest of the poor.

Chiapas, in Mexico, is an example. It is the main
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producer of gas and oil, yet most indigenous women

cut firewood for cooking. Around eleven million people

throughout Mexico live in extreme poverty and the great

majority of these are indigenous peoples. The result of

a study on poverty of indigenous peoples in Nicaragua

represents a typical situation.

As a region the Atlantic Coast is exceptionally rich in

terms of natural resources. The coasts are teeming with

fish, shrimp and lobster; the forests in the RAAN have

extensive stands of pine and, to a lesser extent,

mahogany and other hardwoods; and there are extensive

deposits of minerals (gold, silver, copper and lead),

especially along the headwaters of the rivers in the

RAAN. Historically, however, extraction of these

resources have been capitalized and directed by interests

based outside the region, most of whom have had little

interest in the long-term development of the Atlantic

Coast. The indigenous peoples of the region have

consequently had little opportunity to share in the

commercial exploitation of this wealth, and gained little

in terms of the development of a rationally planned

and maintained infrastructure (Vilas, 1989).

A similar observation was made by the Asian

Development Bank study done in Indonesia.This shows

that the richest provinces per capita GDP include East

Kalimantan and Irian Jaya, yet the living standards of

the population are generally lower in terms of per capita

consumption. This transfer and resulting depression

of living standards have undoubtedly led to serious

discontent and a potentially explosive situation in these

provinces.

In the present era of globalization where trade and

investment liberalization, deregulation and privatization

are the policies followed by most governments, the

face of poverty for many indigenous peoples has

changed for the worst. A case study was carried out

on how the dumping of cheap imported vegetables,

through agricultural liberalization, affected indigenous

vegetable farmers in the Philippines - imported

vegetables, which came in legally or through the back

door, were priced 30 to 50 per cent lower than the

local produce. This resulted in a loss of profits and the

destruction of the livelihoods of 250,000 farmers and

400 vegetable traders. The affected farmers are still

trying to search for alternatives to this livelihood which

they depended on for almost 100 years. Because of

this crisis, more farmers are shifting to the production

of marijuana, even if this is illegal. The cost of one kilo

of marijuana can be 100 times more than the cost of

one kilo of potatoes.

The production of marijuana, coca, and opium are now

alternative sources of livelihood for some indigenous

peoples in countries such as the Philippines, Thailand,

Myanmar, Colombia and Venezuela. The destruction

of their subsistence production systems by cash

cropping or extractive industries has not lifted them

out of poverty. With the volatility of commodity prices

and the dumping of cheap, highly subsidized agricultural

products from foreign countries, the shift to plantation

economies and cash cropping has not paid off.

Indigenous peoples are planting marijuana or coca to

be able to survive the grueling poverty they face. At

the same time, indigenous peoples territories have

become highly militarized and massive violations of their

rights are taking place as governments carry out drug

control and anti-terrorism campaigns.

The example of coffee production demonstrates the

problems of indigenous peoples with the mainstream

development model and with the globalization of the

market economy. Coffee production for export has been

taking place in indigenous communities in Guatemala

since the late 19th century. Seasonal migration of

indigenous peoples to work in coffee farms has been

one of their survival strategies. Some indigenous peoples

opted to permanently migrate, such as the Q’eqchi and

the Poqomchi. This is also the case in Mexico. The

profits from coffee are dependant on the exploitation

of cheap labour of indigenous peoples who live in

bunkhouses, without privacy or clean water and toilets.

When Vietnam opened up its economy to the world

market, it built irrigation canals and provided subsidies

for farmers to migrate to the Central Highlands and

other upland areas in the 80s and 90s. In 1990 it only

produced 1.5 million bags of coffee. This increased to

a phenomenal 15 million bags in 2000, making Vietnam

the second largest coffee producer in the world. Large

tracts of land, including well-preserved forests, in the

territories of the indigenous peoples/ethnic minorities

were converted to coffee plantations. Most of these

are now owned by rich lowlanders based in Saigon.

Massive deforestation and environmental devastation

resulted from this economic project. The indigenous

peoples of Vietnam were displaced from their lands

due to the migration of tens of thousands lowlanders

into their communities to engage in coffee production.

The overproduction of coffee worldwide brought the

prices tumbling down. Among those who suffered the

most are indigenous peoples, not only from Vietnam,

but from various parts of the world. Coffee prices

dropped from $1,500/ton in 1998 to less than $700/

ton in 2000, largely due to the flooding of Vietnamese

coffee onto the world market.This has made it less

economical to grow the “black gold,” and has slowed

the immigration somewhat, yet the problem of land

tenure remains. In Mexico, coffee cultivation has been

an important source of income for the indigenous

communities of Chiapas and Oaxaca. Nationwide, over

70 per cent of coffee farmers have plots of less than

two hectares. And in Chiapas, Mexico’s most important

state for coffee production, 91 per cent of producers

have less than five hectares. These coffee farmers now

find themselves in extreme poverty. The World Bank

says that in Central America 400,000 temporary coffee

workers and 200,000 permanent workers lost their jobs
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after the collapse of the coffee prices.

Vietnam is one of the few countries on track as far as

achieving the MDGs. This was achieved, however, at

the expense of the indigenous peoples in that country.

An anthropologist from Yale University presented a

paper on Vietnam in December 2004 andconcluded that.

Although the opening of Viet Nam’s economy to market

forces in the 1980s and 1990s has reduced poverty levels

and increased personal freedoms for much of the

population, minorities continue to face many

hardships...Most upland ethnic minorities have little

benefited from these changes. They suffer from disease,

lack clean water, and have low literacy rates and low

incomes, despite many government efforts at upland

development.

Massive protests from indigenous peoples in Vietnam,

never seen in its recent history, took place in 2000 and

continue still. The indigenous peoples cut down coffee

trees and replaced these with food crops to meet their

immediate food needs.The main demand of the

indigenous peoples is for the government to recognize

and secure their land rights.

This picture is not unique to Vietnam. The pastoralist

Maasai peoples in Kenya and Tanzania are faced with

similar situations. Their grazing lands are now occupied

by settler farmers and converted to agricultural lands.

The destruction of the pastoralist economy around
which their identities and cultures as indigenous peoples

revolve, is taking place with full complicity of the state

and the market.

The paradigm of economic growth through trade and

investment liberalization, deregulation, and privatization,

so far has resulted in the further impoverishment of

indigenous peoples and the disappearance of their

knowledge and cultures. Numerous studies on the
adverse impacts of this kind of globalization on

developing countries have been carried out. The

conclusion is that this one-size-its-all kind of globalization

is not appropriate for developing countries. Countries

should be given the space to design and implement

development policies which will fit their particular

economic, social and political context. This

recommendation is equally applicable to indigenous

peoples. The conflict over different paradigms of

development is the central question. The key weakness

of the MDGs is that it does not question the mainstream

development paradigm nor does it address the

economic, political, social and cultural structural causes

of poverty. Women activists share this analysis: “A

major problem of the MDGs is their abstraction from

the social, political and economic context in which they

are to be implemented – the ‘political economy’ of the

MDGs.”

The approach taken by a country to half the number of

poor and hungry people by 2015 will determine whether

indigenous peoples’ poverty will be alleviated or not.

The path of incurring more debts, engaging in more

aggressive extraction of mineral resources, oil, or gas

in indigenous peoples’ territories, or further liberalizing

imports to the detriment of traditional livelihoods, in all

probability, would not alleviate poverty amongst

indigenous peoples.

The grants or loans provided by intergovernmental

development agencies like the UNDP or international

financial institutions for government projects

implemented in indigenous peoples’ territories can help

address indigenous peoples’ poverty. However, serious

evaluation of these is required to assess whether these

projects are planned, implemented and evaluated with

indigenous peoples, whether they are reinforcing or

destroying sustainable resource management systems

of indigenous peoples and their traditional systems of

reciprocity and collective decision making; and whether

such projects have brought about policy changes in

favor of indigenous peoples. The Permanent Forum is

presently undertaking a project with IFAD to do case

studies on such projects, to cull lessons which can be

used in the future. The results of these studies will be

presented at the forthcoming session of the Permanent

Forum for 2005.

A more sustainable approach is to squarely deal with

the structural causes of poverty by introducing policy

and structural reforms not only at the country level but

at the global level as well. There is a lot to learn from

the experiences of the international and regional financial

institutions that required debtor countries to create

indigenous peoples’ development plans (IPDPs) before

loans for projects in indigenous peoples’ territories are

released. How were these plans formulated? What are

the lessons learned in terms of their design, planning

and implementation? MDG 8, on developing global

partnership for development, should look into these

questions and issues and elaborate further on how such

a partnership with indigenous peoples can be forged.
The Second Decade of the World’s Indigenous Peoples
(2005 - 2015) falls exactly within the period left for
the MDGs to be achieved. Interface between these two
should be developed.

The issue of poverty reduction and economic

development cannot be addressed separately from the

issues of indigenous identity and worldviews, cultures

and indigenous peoples’ rights to territories and

resources and to self-determination. There is tension,

no doubt, between maintaining indigenous identity on

one hand and improving economic conditions on the

other. In a world where improving economic conditions

is equated with the growth of market institutions,

nationally and globally, many indigenous peoples find

themselves in a dilemma. If they participate fully in the

market, they have to forget about their customary land

tenure systems, their traditional practices of

redistributing wealth and ensuring more equitable access

to and sharing of resources, and their natural resource

management systems.
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Free, Prior and Informed Consent

It is in this context that it is crucial to obtain the free,

prior and informed consent of indigenous peoples before

development projects or any policies affecting them

are designed and brought to their communities. This is

nothing else but respect for the right to participate in

decision-making. Indigenous participants in the 1st

Session of the Permanent Forum stressed that there

should discussions on how this principle is being

developed, promoted, and respected by governments,

intergovernmental bodies and the private sector. On

the recommendation from the 3rd Session of the

Permanent Forum, a workshop on free, prior and

informed consent was held in January 2005.

The United Nations Working Group on Indigenous

Populations expert Antoanella-Iulia Motoc and Tebtebba,

jointly prepared a paper on this which was presented

at the July 2004 WGIP session. This paper highlighted

that.

Substantively, the principle of free, prior and informed

consent recognizes indigenous peoples’ inherent and

prior rights to their lands and resources and respects

their legitimate authority to require that third parties

enter into an equal and respectful relationship with them

based on the principle of informed consent.

Procedurally, free, prior and informed consent requires

processes that allow and support meaningful choices

by indigenous peoples about their development path.

The Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Act of the Philippines

has clear provisions on free, prior and informed consent.

Chapter 2, Sec. 3g of this defines Free and Prior

Informed Consent (FPIC) to “mean the consensus of

all members of the ICCs/IPs to be determined in

accordance with their respective customary laws and

practices, free from any external manipulation,

interference, coercion, and obtained after fully

disclosing the intent and scope of the activity, in a

language and process understandable to the

community.” This law underscores that indigenous

peoples have the right to accept or reject a certain

development, activity or undertaking in their

community. While this law exists much more needs to

be done to have it implemented appropriately. The

present efforts to weaken the rules and procedures on

this should be stopped.

This is one of the most difficult issues for governments

and corporations, and why one of the recommendations

from the Permanent Forum Workshop on Free Prior,

Informed Consent is that:

The Inter-Agency Support Group on Indigenous Issues

(IASG), in cooperation with the UNPFII, should

develop a handbook on indigenous issues, as well as

materials on FPIC for UN country teams’ work on the

MDGs, PRSPs and CCA/UNDAF. This handbook

should be flexible, user-friendly, and should take into

account the diversity of interests of the stakeholders in

the process of FPIC.

Recommendations Relating to MDG Goal 1

The key challenge is to deepen the understanding of

poverty in indigenous communities, developing

culturally sensitive poverty indicators that can define

poverty in terms of unsatisfied basic needs, taking into

consideration the nature of traditional subsistence

economies. Basic needs are largely satisfied through

non-market mechanisms for the redistribution of goods.

The primacy given to market mechanisms or state-

defined development programs ignore or destroy the

indigenous systems which work best for them.

Indigenous peoples have presented some

recommendations in various forums, including the PFII.

Some of these are as follows:

u The MDG reports of countries and

intergovernmental bodies should make indigenous

peoples visible. The guidelines for reporting, the

indicators, and the approaches and methods used

to achieve the MDG should be made more sensitive

to indigenous peoples’ situations and perspectives;

u Mechanisms and processes which will allow

indigenous communities, institutions, and

organizations to play key roles to enrich the debates,

design the framework and activities on MDGs,

should be created and enhanced. The indigenous

lens should be used to analyse the MDGs and

recommend ways to make these relevant to

indigenous peoples. There is a need to critique and

reshape programmes and policies to be more

indigenous sensitive;

u The human rights-based framework and approach
to achieve the MDGs, in general, and poverty
reduction strategies, in particular, should be adopted
and operationalized by governments,

intergovernmental bodies, NGOs and the private

sector. The recognition of indigenous peoples’

claims for individual and collective rights, as distinct

peoples, is crucial for a just and sustainable solution

to widespread poverty in their midst;

u Methodologies and strategies should be developed

to research the underlying causes of “feminization”

and “indigenization” of poverty and develop

programmes which effectively addresses these

underlying causes. Systematic needs assessment for

indigenous women and their involvement in all

phases of the programme cycle should be ensured;

u Disaggregated data on indigenous peoples should
be collected in all countries where they are found.
The UNDP, the World Bank, and other
intergovernmental bodies should include
disaggregated data on indigenous men and women
in their regular human development and poverty

reports;

u More in-depth discussions and dialogues among

indigenous peoples and between them and
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governments, intergovernmental bodies and the

broader society to develop further their perspectives

and recommendations on indigenous development

paradigms. These should further develop and

popularize concepts such as “ethno-development,”

“life-projects,” “development with identity,” etc.

Such processes will elaborate further on how to

address the structural causes of indigenous poverty;

u Obtaining the free, prior and informed consent of

indigenous peoples should be ensured before any

development project or policy which directly affects

them are undertaken. Support should be provided

for the elaboration by the PFII and the IASG of a

guidebook on FPIC;

u Indigenous peoples’ own institutions should be

supported so that they have sufficient funding and

capacity to provide contextualized empirical data

and monitor their poverty situation; and to ensure

they contribute to their own development proposals;

and fully participate in the planning, design,

implementation and monitoring of policies and

programmes;

u Further, indigenous peoples must be enabled to fully

participate in national and international gatherings

where issues directly affecting them are being

discussed - including environmental agreements,

negotiations around global, regional and bilateral

trade agreements and debt;

u Systematic training on indigenous peoples’ rights

should be undertaken for staff in intergovernmental

bodies, donor agencies, civil servants, and non-

governmental organizations (NGOs);

u Governments should positively contribute to the

ongoing process of discussing and defining

indigenous rights in forums such as the OAS and

UNCHR, and ratify and adequately implement

existing instruments for the recognition of indigenous

peoples’ rights, for example, ILO Convention 169,

as well as adopt a Universal Declaration on the Rights

of Indigenous Peoples in the immediate future;

u Several pilot countries should be selected to explore

the opportunities and risks for indigenous peoples

in relation to the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers

(PRSP) process.

Universal Primary Education

Education, for most indigenous peoples, is seen as a

way to get out of poverty. However, the rate of illiteracy

among indigenous peoples is usually higher than that

of the dominant groups. Even the number of indigenous

children who go to primary school and finish is much

lower. ONIC36 revealed that a 1985 census in Colombia

showed that there is 44 per cent illiteracy rate among

the country’s 64 indigenous ethno-linguistic groups,

which is still higher than the 30.6 per cent rate among

the rural population.

A World Bank study has also shown that illiteracy

remains a problem for some states in Mexico with

predominant indigenous populations. It states that in

l980 illiteracy in Oaxaca was 46 per cent. It dropped to

28 per cent in l990, but this is still more than twice the

national average of 12 per cent. In Chiapas the illiteracy

rate in l990 was 30 percent. This same study did a

survey on the effects of gender and ethnicity on

educational attainment in Bolivia. One of the conclusions

was “that indigenous individuals were 30 percent more

likely not to have completed primary school than their

non-indigenous counterparts.” The ABD study on

indigenous poverty showed that there were significant

deviations from the national average of literacy when it

comes to indigenous territories. The main causes of

the high levels of illiteracy range from sheer lack of

schools and teachers, isolated and remote communities,

inability to buy school uniforms and school supplies,

discrimination and absence of bilingual education,

among others. This study clearly established the direct

connection between high incidence of poverty among

indigenous peoples and high illiteracy.

While education is very important, it can also lead to

alienation. There is no question that universal primary

education is desirable for indigenous peoples. However,

the quality of education has to be looked into. Does

universal primary education make indigenous children

value their indigenous cultures and norms or does it

make them deny their identity or despise their own

cultures and tradition? In most cases, indigenous

children who enter the school for the first time are

traumatized because they do not understand the

language used, they are teased and discriminated against

because they speak a strange language or dialect, they

are not dressed like the others, and they are treated

badly by teachers. This explains why there is a high-

dropout rate in the first three grades.

Acquiring higher education is very difficult for many

indigenous people mainly due to lack economic

constraints. If they finish college or university the

chances that they will return to their ancestral lands

lessen.

In terms of pedagogical methods, is due consideration

given to indigenous teaching and learning approaches?

Indigenous worldviews, perspectives and history are

absent from textbooks and school curricula. In fact,

discriminatory references to indigenous peoples are

common. Bilingual intercultural education is a frequent

demand by indigenous peoples in most countries.

Unfortunately, the general response to this by

governments, whether at the national or international

level, is the lack of resources. Nonetheless, in some

countries in Latin America like Bolivia, Ecuador,

Colombia and Guatemala, educational reforms are being

undertaken which includes, among others, bilingual

intercultural education.

At a consultation held between indigenous peoples of

Asia in February 2005, participants raised the issue of



16

indigenous and tribal children not being able to attend

schools because school buildings are occupied by the

military or due to the absence of teachers. This is

common in communities where armed conflicts are

raging. Even in areas where there are no such conflicts,

there are still many communities where there are no

schools. Since many small groupings of indigenous

peoples are found in the most inaccessible areas,

governments are reluctant to invest in schools. With

the increasing push to privatize education, schooling

for indigenous peoples becomes an even more remote

prospect.

Recommendations Relating to MDG Goal 2-

“Achieve Universal Primary Education”

Some of the recommendations around this issue are

the following:

u Indigenous education (formal or non-formal) must

be based on indigenous peoples’ worldviews.

Bilingual education should be done for the first three

grades of primary school, at least;

u Education materials must be purged of

discriminatory contents and erroneous historical

accounts which make indigenous peoples’ invisible

and misrepresent them should be rectified;

u Curriculum development should be adapted to local

context of indigenous peoples. It must be a tool

which prepares them and gives them the choice to

either enter the formal system and/or function

effectively in their own communities. There should

be opportunities given to indigenous elders to come

and teach in the schools whether this is in the

elementary or secondary levels;

u Curricula for primary and secondary schools should

reflect the insights and usefulness of indigenous

knowledge systems and reflect indigenous values.

Indigenous pedagogies which are informed by

stories, values, practices and ways of knowing

indigenous peoples should be developed and

integrated into education programs;

u Indigenous education must provide alternative

learning paths which respect and utilize indigenous

learning systems which meet basic needs, such as

identity, resource control and self-determination;

u Mobile schools for semi-nomadic and nomadic, and
pastoralists indigenous peoples should be set up;

u Resources should be made available to indigenous

peoples to set up their own education systems,

including schools, should they choose to do so.

Conclusion

This paper has mainly focused on the concerns and

perspectives of indigenous peoples primarily from

developing countries. It is intended to promote

discussions and future projects which will analyze the

issues highlighted in more depth. It is this author’s hope

that it will also challenge governments,

intergovernmental bodies and NGOs to see whether

their approaches in achieving the MDGs are sensitive

to indigenous peoples. The human-rights based

approach to development is essential to the achievement

of the MDGs.

The Inter-agency Support Group on Indigenous Issues

held its annual meeting in September 2004, at which a

statement was made on MDGs and said:

..as the 2005 review of the implementation of the MDGs

nears, it appears from available evidence that

indigenous and tribal peoples are lagging behind other

parts of the population in the achievement of the goals

in most, if not all, the countries in which they live, and

indigenous and tribal women commonly face additional

gender-based disadvantages and discrimination…

Concern has also been expressed that the effort to meet

the targets laid down for MDGs could in fact have

harmful effects for indigenous and tribal peoples, such

as the acceleration of the loss of the lands and natural

resources or the displacement from those lands.

In light of the situation of indigenous peoples, as partially

presented in this paper, governments, the United

Nations, other intergovernmental bodies and NGOs

would be well advised to look closely at their policies

and programs on indigenous peoples. The different

perspectives and recommendations offered by

indigenous peoples provide new challenges, especially

in rethinking mainstream development. States should

reconsider development frameworks and policies that

have negatively affected indigenous peoples and should

espouse different ones that will effectively face the

challenges posed by the situations and visions of

indigenous peoples. The remaining ten years can make

a difference in changing the poverty situation of

indigenous peoples. The role which the Permanent

Forum on Indigenous Issues will play in bringing these

changes is crucial.
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Debate: India As 'Global Power'

One can hardly open a newspaper today without reading

about India emerging as a 'global power'. This is not a

spontaneous phenomenon.

The country's rulers have actively promoted this notion.

Since the mid-1990s it was the BJP's favourite theme,

and even Hindutva was made subsidiary to (in fact

merged into) this theme. Thus the 1998 nuclear tests –

christened 'Operation Shakti' (Strength) – occasioned

a great display of chauvinistic breast-beating. The press

was filled with editorials to the effect that India was

now a power to be reckoned with in the world. The

Prime Minister declared that India was now a 'nuclear

weapon State', ready to stand up to western sanctions.

Of course, the reality was entirely different. Following

the tests, the Indian government hastened to negotiate

with the US to rehabilitate itself "internationally", that

is, in the US's eyes. This began with a secret letter

from Vajpayee to Clinton on May 11, 1998, the very

day of the first set of tests, pleading for his

understanding and assuring him that India "will

continue to work with your country in a

multilateral or bilateral framework to promote the

cause of nuclear disarmament... In particular, we

are ready to participate in the negotiations... for

the conclusion of a fissile material cut-off treaty."

Soon defiance of the US, even for public consumption,

disappeared entirely from the rhetoric of the Indian

government, to be replaced with assurances that the

US government was now coming to "understand" and

"appreciate" the Indian position.

Yet the theme of India's alleged new international status

persisted. The BJP-led coalition indeed fought the last

(2004) general elections on the slogan that it was making

India a 'great power', even a 'superpower'. Its 'vision

document' declared: "We have set the stage to reclaim

our rightful inheritance as a Great Power", "India is

now impatient to get to the top", and "The BJP is

committed to making India a Developed Nation and

Great Power on the global stage."

At first, till 1999, the US government debunked this

theme in often humiliating language. For example, in

the wake of the May 1998 nuclear tests, the US

Secretary of State said India's leaders lacked "maturity

and responsibility"; she called their decision "reckless",

"rash", and "dangerous". The Undersecretary of State

said the tests "will gain [India] isolation and retribution".

The US State Department spokesman spelled out

several steps India would have to take to "get

themselves out of the hole they've dug for

themselves", failing which sanctions "would sting

India for a long time to come". He specifically

dismissed India's potential for emerging as a great

power, and said that it would never be allowed to

be a permanent member of the UN Security

Council.

US Shifts Stance

By January 1999, however, the US's public stance began

to change. During the 1999 Kargil crisis, the US

compelled Pakistan to withdraw its forces, allowing

India to claim a victory. The April 2000 Clinton visit to

India marked the turning-point to active celebration of

US-India ties.

As the new Bush administration assumed office in

January 2001, the US Secretary of State-designate

testified at his Senate confirmation hearing that India

was a "powerful country" which the US had to engage

"more broadly": "We must deal more wisely with the

world's largest democracy.... India has the potential to

help keep the peace in the vast Indian Ocean and its

periphery." Then US National Security Adviser

Condoleezza Rice told India's external affairs minister

in April 2001 that "we have watched India prove to the

world that she deserves a place at the table of great

powers."

Since then the theme of India's global importance has

been repeated over and over by various agencies of the

US government. A report of the National Intelligence

Council of the USA, "Mapping the Global Future"

(December 2004), predicts that India will emerge, like

China, as a "new major global player" in the next 15

years. Meeting with India's external affairs minister in

April 2005, US President Bush "spoke about India as a

global power with which the US wanted to work very

closely..." On his November 2005 visit to India, US

treasury secretary John Snow pronounced that "India

is emerging as one of the great economic powers of

the world."

Historically, over the past two centuries, several

countries such as the United States, Germany, and Japan

have risen as great powers, unsettling the existing world

order as they did so. Today, a (prospective) united

Europe and China are talked of by many as potential

future contenders for global hegemony. The rise of

some powers and receding of others is inherent to

capitalism, which develops unevenly. Indeed all

capitalist powers, by their nature, strive for

hegemony on the strength of their respective

capital. The basis for the change in the world order

(Suddenly, the talk of India emerging as global powr is gaining currency. Right from the present PM Manmohan

Singh to the former deputy PM L. K. Adwani have been eloquent in their speeches about India's global status.

Those vouching for India becoming global power derive strength from increasing wooeing of India by US. But they

forget that the courtship between the two is very old. The present agressiveness in their relationship is merely due

to the fact that US wants India to play the role of American policeman in the Asian region. The following write-ups

from 'Aspects of India's Economy' lay thread-bare the myths and reality of this perception.  — Editor)
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The dream of great-power status is as old as the Indian

State. S.K. Ghosh points out that this dream pre-dates

even the transfer of power from the British:

Addressing army officers in October 1946, when India

was still a British colony, Nehru declared: "India is

today among the four great powers of the world: other

three being America, Russia, and China. But in point

of resources India has greater potential than China."

He affirmed: "India is likely to dominate politically

and economically the Indian Ocean region."

After the transfer of power, India was of course too

weak economically and militarily to be considered a

great power – without the help of a great power. In

1948-49, Nehru proposed a comprehensive military

collaboration to the United States, but the latter did not

find it useful at the time, for various reasons." The

dream receded for some decades, but did not disappear.

It remained an underlying factor in India's foreign and

military policy over the years.

Indeed the Indian government's recent decisions are

not the result of any sudden turn-about in foreign policy,

or change in the external environment; these decisions

are the logical extension of long-standing policies

adopted by successive Indian governments of different

political parties/alliances.

The roots of these policies lie in fact in the nature

of India's political economy and recent history. That

political economy maintains a veneer of modernity

and dynamism, and is able to show remarkable

growth in pockets, but it is basically retrogressive

and stagnant, allowing all sorts of semi-feudal and

parasitical forces to flourish at the expense of the

country's productive potential.

We need to return to the actual course of India's
freedom struggle to understand its subsequent political
economy. The Indian people's freedom struggle took

place as part of a worldwide anti-imperialist awakening.

While the Congress leadership attempted to place

restrictions on the forms of struggle, each major

'national movement' tended nevertheless to take in the

The Class Logic of the Indian Rulers' Drive for 'Great-Power' Status

is the decline in the strength of some power or

powers, and the growing economic strength of new

powers, which makes possible the latter's military

rise. No country was made a great or global power by

any other power; rather, in each case of a rising power,

other powers have been compelled to acknowledge the

new entrant as it forced its way to the imperialist dining-

table.

It is revealing, then, that US Secretary of State
Condoleezza Rice, during her March 2005 visit to New
Delhi, offered to "make India a world power". This
was not a vague promise: in a confidential briefing on

March 25, US State Department officials outlined to

Indian officials the US "plan" to make India a world

power. The Indian side shared this perspective: On

March 30, 2005, Prime Minister Manmohan Singh said,

"India needs help from the world community, including

the US, to emerge as a global power."

So India's 'rise' is not a change in, but merely an

expression of, the existing power relations. Speaking

on an earlier occasion, Manmohan Singh thus confessed

that we have to recognise that the US is a superpower.
International relations are, in the final analysis, power
relations. And we are living in a world of unequal power.
We cannot wish away the realities of this situation. We
have to use the available international system to promote
our interests. And, therefore, we have a necessity to
engage the US. The US plays a very important role in
the world economy, the political world system and we
cannot wish that away.

main the form of militant worker and peasant upsurges.

The peasant revolts centered around the demands of

'no-rent' and 'no-tax', and of tribals' control over their

forests. In the wake of World War II, and amid the

worldwide anti-imperialist and revolutionary ferment

reigning then, these agrarian movements took an even

more militant form, culminating in the Telangana armed

struggle of 1946-51, which raised the question of the

seizure and redistribution of landlords' land.

In the immediate aftermath of the transfer of power,

during 1947-51, the Indian State thus faced the pressure

of the people's high expectations. The ruling Congress

enjoyed the huge political capital of (apparently) having

led the freedom struggle. Yet the interests it represented

stood directly opposed to the aspirations of that

struggle. Thus only a trivial share (one per cent) of the

land was distributed; and the forests, historically

belonging to the Adivasis but later taken over by British

India, remained the monopoly of the new Indian State

(effectively of the private interests operating through

it). The negligible employment in industry, moreover,

meant that there was no escape for the peasant from

cultivating the land.

The Indian State embarked on a pompous exercise

of 'planned development'. However, this was to be

carried out without disturbing powerful foreign and

domestic private interests in trade, industry, and

land. In fact, it was tailored to the needs of these

very classes. As a result, resources for the Plans

could not seriously be raised from those sources;

this limited the size of the Plans and ensured

dependence on borrowings. Foreign lenders thus

were able to intervene to curtail investments

further and set their direction. Within a decade of

its inception 'planning' went into decline, and the tempo

of investment slackened. Agricultural and industrial

growth rates slowed from the mid-1960s. After the

humiliating defeat in India's 1962 war with China, the

government decided to allocate an increasing share of

the budget to military expenditures, which further
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restricted the scope for public investment.

Cracks in the Edifice

Within two decades of the end of British rule, disillusion

set in among various sections of the people; a series of

bad harvests and consequent food shortages coincided

with the fresh worldwide revolutionary ferment of the

mid-sixties, particularly among the youth. Militant

forms of struggle were adopted by workers; the gherao

was invented in this period. Agrarian unrest in many

parts of the country assumed militant forms during

1966-69, which the Home Ministry attributed to the

"persistence of serious social and economic inequalities".

Indira Gandhi admitted to a conference of chief

ministers in 1970: "The time has come to face the

facts.... The land reform measures implemented have

failed to match the legitimate expectations which were

fostered among millions of cultivators during the national

movement." Student agitations and new student

organisations sprang up in many states. Against the

background of this turbulence, serious differences

cropped up within the leading party of the Indian ruling

classes, the Congress, culminating in its first split.

The Congress led by Indira Gandhi finally emerged from

this crisis through a combination of repression (the

first use of 'encounter' killings on a large scale, and

even worse atrocities in West Bengal); grand populism

('garibi hatao' -- a host of superficial anti-poverty

schemes; bank nationalisation and the spread of rural

banking; 'socialist' gestures such as the cancellation of

privy purses of princely families), and military triumph

(the 1971 war with Pakistan).

In the elections held before the war, the Congress won

by a landslide. Yet it was unable to recover the status it

once enjoyed among the people (and therefore with

various factions of the ruling classes). Within two years

of its landslide victory the Congress government faced

a nationwide railway strike (which was put down with

force) and expressions of broader stirrings and unrest

everywhere. These stirrings were exploited by

parliamentary rivals (the Navnirman agitation in Gujarat,

the JP agitation in Bihar). The Emergency was a pre-

emptive coup against the slow disintegration of

Congress hegemony; yet it did not stop that

disintegration, as witness the lifting of the Emergency

in 1977 and the fall of the Congress in the ensuing

elections.

Nor was any other party or combination of parties able
to step into the Congress's shoes: If the Congress
returned to power at the Centre within three years, it

was more by default than by virtue of any positive

wave. The task of maintaining influence over the vast

masses of people, and on that basis retaining the

authority to hold together and lead squabbling factions

of the ruling class, was made ever harder by the

sustained stagnation of the economy: India's average

annual growth rate of GDP slowed from 3.9 per cent

in the 1950s to 3.7 per cent in the 1960s and 3.2 per

cent in the 1970s.

One path of growth was of course ruled out – a

massive upturning of backward agrarian relations,

the ending of parasitical extractions from the

peasantry, hence the generation of a surplus for

agricultural investment, and the creation through

that route of a mass market for industrial goods;

the expropriation of foreign interests and large

domestic capital – and the raising thereby of

resources for genuine planned development;

protection from indiscriminate imports; planned

all-round development; and conscious

encouragement to the widely dispersed small

national capitalists. The upturning of backward

agrarian relations would also have helped liberate

people's consciousness from all sorts of feudal

bonds and reactionary influences, and helped create

instead the basis for a genuinely democratic

political consciousness.  Such a path would have

gone counter to the social classes the Congress

and its parliamentary rivals represented – large

domestic and foreign capitalists; landlords and

other feudal sections; big traders and other

parasitic forces.

The Liberalisation Era

The new Congress government's decision to turn to

the International Monetary Fund for a loan in 1981

(even in the absence of any immediate compulsion such

as a foreign exchange crisis) was thus an announcement

of a different path: Namely, to overcome the lack of

resources for investment by expanding debt (external

and internal); to evade the problem of the restricted

mass market for industrial goods by promoting import-

intensive industries and these catering to the top 5-10

per cent of the population; to accelerate the growth of

national income by proliferating unproductive activities

in the services sector – including in trade, the financial

sector, public administration and defence. It was in the

1980s that India overcame the previous three decades'

3-3.5 per cent so-called 'Hindu rate of growth', to

achieve an average annual growth rate of 5.7 per cent

in the eighties.

Some of the government spending of the 1980s did

trickle down in the form of rural development and

welfare schemes, generating some rural non-farm

employment. But the negative consequences of the new

thrust of 'growth' were already visible in the 1980s.

Though rural welfare schemes grew somewhat,

essential agricultural investment began a long decline

(from which it has not yet emerged). Import-intensive

growth, including the large-scale import of labour-

reducing capital goods, saw the growth rate of organised

sector employment fall steeply (indeed organised private

sector employment fell in absolute terms in the mid-

eighties). And external debt ballooned from $19 billion

in 1980 to $37 billion in 1985 to $84 billion in 1990.

This last culminated in the balance of payments crisis

of 1990-91, the IMF structural adjustment loan of 1991
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and the New Economic Policy of 1991 – which

continues to date.

The Rise of Communal Politics

From 1981 itself, with the first embrace of the IMF

and import liberalisation, the old slogans of garibi hatao

and 'socialism' became less and less credible. The ruling

class parties hunted for replacements. Mrs Gandhi, who

traditionally had cultivated the Muslim vote, began in

this new context a tour of Hindu temples. Communal

hatreds were whipped up in Punjab by various ruling

class political forces, including the Congress. This

divisive policy culminated in the November 1984

massacre of Sikhs; Rajiv Gandhi, Indira's surviving son,

won the ensuing election with a landslide.

The Congress was not alone or, ultimately, even the

most capable, in this communal game. At the very start

of the decade of the 1980s the RSS floated the Vishwa

Hindu Parishad, which launched the Ekatmata Rath

Yatra. In 1984 the campaign to 'liberate' Ram's alleged

birthplace began; in 1986, with the intervention of the

Congress government at the Centre, the court ordered

the locks on the Babri Masjid to be removed. From

then on, the country descended into blood as the BJP

rose to power. From a negligible force in the 1985

parliament the BJP became, via the destruction of the

Babri Masjid, the single largest party (though never the

majority party in Parliament). Moreover, it successfully

broadcast a social-cultural hegemony far greater its

actual vote-share (which peaked at around 25 per cent)

or support-base. After a brief interlude of minority non-

Congress non-BJP governments at the Centre between

1996 and 1998, the BJP finally siezed the throne.

The anti-Muslim frenzy of 1992-93, however, could

not be maintained indefinitely, and at any rate it posed

an obstacle to expanding the BJP's vote-share further.

The 1996 and 1998 general elections were marked by

widespread public apathy; by the absence of any

slogans which could sway the electorate (the prominent

alliances thus pathetically focussed on their capacity

to provide 'stable rule'); by broad agreement among all

the parliamentary parties on the policies of liberalisation,

privatisation and globalisation; and finally by the failure

of any party to win a majority. The products of these

vast electoral exercises were the most rickety coalitions

the Centre had yet seen. In 1998, the new BJP-led

coalition did not enjoy the customary 'honeymoon

period', and was at the very outset faced with public

criticism and internal wrangling.

Search for a Broader Platform

It was at this point that national chauvinism was brought

forward as the new rallying theme. Within months of

the BJP-led government coming to office its defence

minister George Fernandes engineered alarms regarding

Pakistan's Ghauri missile and China's designs on the

subcontinent (which he even termed "threat number

one"). In May 1998 the government carried out the

nuclear tests known as "Pokhran II", and its supporters

whipped up a wave of bellicose celebration throughout

the country. The media and the Hindi cinema industry

too proved eager recruits to the jingoistic campaign.

This is not to suggest that Hindutva communalism was

abandoned. Anti-Pakistani themes harboured an obvious

anti-Muslim aspect as well. Moreover, the following

period witnessed two major campaigns of communal

terror: the nationwide attacks on Christians in 1998-99

and the carnage of Muslims in Gujarat in 2002. Yet the

BJP leadership was clear that it needed a theme with a

broader appeal than anti-Muslim pogroms, and one that

would facilitate coalitions with a range of non-Hindutva

parties – since it was clear that for the foreseeable future

no political party would enjoy a majority. As national

chauvinism was already a common tenet of all the

parliamentary parties, it became a convenient platform

for coalition government.

Initially, the main form of national chauvinism these

parties propagated was traditional anti-Pakistani

rhetoric; this reached a peak after the attack on

Parliament in 2002. However, tensions between India

and Pakistan ran counter to the US's current

interest, which was to bring both these countries

into an alliance with itself. From late 2003 the

leading Indian political parties began to downplay

their anti-Pakistani rhetoric; even the BJP, the

leading Pakistan-baiter, made various highly

publicised 'peace initiatives'. The major parties

subtly shifted to a different form of chauvinism,

namely, the projection of India as a great power.

People's economic concerns make their presence

felt

Despite these various exercises of ruling class politics,

a distinct theme began asserting itself more and more

in the Indian political scene, particularly since the late

1990s: namely, the growing pressure of people's

economic concerns. The economic policies

implemented since 1991 have had a severe impact on

various sections of people: first on the working class,

then, especially since about 1997, on the much vaster

peasantry. The policies advocated by the World Bank

were reinforced after 1995 by the requirements of the

newly-formed World Trade Organisation. For the people

at large the development of events has been devastating.

The relative stability of certain sections – middle

peasants, organised sector workers, educated

employees and teachers – evaporated; and those whose

existence was already precarious plummeted.

It took time for people to arrive at the perception that

what was happening was not merely a series of

individual tragedies, but a broader social calamity linked

to official policy. As they did so, they expressed their

anger in whatever way they could, generally by throwing

out whichever party was in power, especially at the

state level. Invariably, the defeated party was

replaced with another that represented the same

basic interests as the rejected party and was
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compelled by those interests to follow identical

policies; this new party in power in turn met a

similar fate in the following elections. This

phenomenon of the last 15 to 20-odd years has been

torn out of its economic and political context and

termed the 'anti-incumbency factor'. Indeed, the

terminal decline of the leading (and once-hegemonic)

party of the Indian ruling classes, and the failure of

any party to replace it, can be traced to this context.

It was in the May 2004 general elections that people's

economic concerns came most sharply to the fore, as

evidenced by the fact that the parliamentary parties

themselves felt compelled to make them the centre of

their campaign. The BJP-led government at the Centre,

which claimed that India was 'shining' with economic

prosperity, was removed from power, and the most

aggressive state-level 'liberalisers', such as Chandrababu

Naidu of Andhra Pradesh, were trounced. Yet the

Congress-led coalition which owes its victory to the

May 2004 elections follows, indeed must follow, broadly

the same policies as its predecessor. Any attempt to

slow the pace is met with rebukes and pressure from

imperialist countries and the domestic corporate sector.

Indeed, there is no longer any need for them to intervene

explicitly. With the last 14 years of financial

liberalisation, the country is now enormously

vulnerable to volatile capital flows. This fact alone

would rule out any serious populist exercise: for

the resources required would have to be gathered

either from increased taxation or from fiscal

deficits, either of which would alienate foreign

speculators and could precipitate a sudden outflow

of capital.

Declining Credibility of the System

Political instability, then, is inherent in the present set-

up: the elections are intended to confer the stamp of a

popular 'mandate' to the victors; yet whichever coalition

is elected must adopt policies that alienate it from the

people. The underlying economic reality has robbed

the parliamentary parties of their credibility, and made

it impossible for any of them to command broad

support. That in turn makes it impossible for any of

them to prevent the sharpened squabbles in the ruling

class camp. In several states such as Uttar Pradesh

and Jharkhand, no party commands a majority, and

the vote is split among several irreconcilable parties.

Larger and larger swaths of the country are considered

'disturbed'. Elections are major security exercises; for

example, the assembly elections in a single state, Bihar,

are being carried out over four phases under the watch

of 90,000 security forces. While the unrest and

insurgencies in the North-east and in Kashmir are of

long standing, the authorities now see 'left extremism'

as a major menace, warranting the recent (September

19) conference of chief ministers, home secretaries

and police chiefs. By unanimous official admission,

underlying social and economic factors – land

(particularly of tribals' forest land), employment, and

social oppression – generate sympathy for 'Naxalism'.

However, the only official response to it is military: the

main practical outcome of the recent conference was

the decision to raise a special battalion of 1,200 tribals

from the affected areas and spend Rs 20 billion on

'modernising' the police forces. Such a military

response has had no effect over the years: According

to official estimates, 'Naxalite'-affected areas have

spread in the last year and a half from 76 districts in

nine states to 118 districts in 12 states. The objective

situation itself is volatile: during the last decade, it is

areas such as Haryana and Rajasthan, devoid of Naxalite

influence, that have witnessed militant, spontaneous

peasant upsurges defying the authorities.

Such is the internal condition of this aspiring 'global

power'. The purpose of the above narration is to convey

the state of affairs of Indian ruling class politics, and

the context in which the rulers are desperate to be

granted great-power status. That status does not

follow from the objective economic rise of India.

It is a title manufactured to meet a political need

of the Indian ruling classes. That need flows from

the sharpened internal contradictions of Indian

society and the loosening grip of the ruling classes

on the political consciousness of the people.

"Consuming Desire to be Seen as a Great Power"

Of course the governments of various other countries

are hardly taken in by the hype about India's great-

power status. They find it pointless to state their views

officially, but their observations in semi-official or

unofficial contexts are cruelly frank. In May 2001

China's semi-official Outlook magazine

commented that in order to rope in India, the US

first catered to India's "psychological desire to be

seen as a world power rather than a second-rate

country" (emphasis added). It said that "the carrot

the US is offering to India is attractive, so no

wonder India is tempted to move closer and closer

to the US".

US views on the question are similar. A recent study

by the Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War

College, talks of "India's psychology of being a great

power" , and remarks candidly: "India... has long craved

recognition as much more than a major South Asian

power and been greatly frustrated by its failure to

achieve it. Major policy decisions like the decision to

go nuclear in 1998 can be attributed to this consuming

desire to be seen as a great power."

Indeed, India's own minister for science and

technology, Kapil Sibal, remarked candidly at a recent

conference: "If the US faces a challenge in the 21st

century, it will not be from India; [but] somebody from

its neighbourhood. US is cosying up with India because

of the Chinese challenge". He hastened to add that he

was not speaking in an official capacity.

Seeking official international confirmation of its claimed
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The US and India have entered a new era.
-- Opening words of the “New Framework for the US-

India Defense Relationship”, June 28, 2005.

Three years ago, in explaining why our journal, which

is devoted to analysing the Indian economy, was

producing a special issue on the invasion of Iraq, we

wrote: "India has become an important part of the US

strategic order. That order is now focussed on seizing

Iraq and some other states in West Asia; tomorrow it

will shift its focus to [the rest of] Asia, which it sees

as a region of increasing strategic importance."

In Asia, we argued, one of the US’s principal targets

was China: "The integration of India into US military

targeting of China will increase the risk of war for the

Indian people.... The Indian public, however, is unaware

that it is being thrust into this dangerous strategic chess-

game by its rulers.” Thus, we explained, our special

issue was about “the current US strategic agenda and

its implications for the rest of the world. As the Indian

rulers have placed India within that US agenda, it is

necessary for us to understand its implications in depth."

Developments have rapidly borne out this analysis. No

doubt, the then Vajpayee government was defeated in

the May 2004 elections, and was replaced by a

Congress-led United Progressive Alliance, backed by

the CPI, CPI(M) and other parties. No doubt the

Common Minimum Programme of the UPA made vague

noises about pursuing "an independent foreign policy

keeping in mind past traditions", maintaining "the

independence of India’s foreign policy position on all

regional and global issues", opposing "all attempts at

unilateralism", and so on.

For a year after the UPA assumed office, this pretence
was kept up to some degree. Progress was made on
talks with China on the border question and other issues;
Manmohan Singh declared that relations with Russia
have "never looked better" and claimed he saw "immense
possibilities" in the "strategic triangle" of India, Russia
and China; the petroleum minister negotiated for a
pipeline to carry natural gas from Iran to India, in the
face of blunt warnings by US officials; and no public
commitments were made on certain pending deals with
the United States, such as on the missile defence system
and the Proliferation Security Initiative.

Then, in rapid succession, three developments

occurred; none preceded by any public discussion.

On June 28, 2005 the Indian defence minister

signed the "New Framework of Defence Relations"

with the US. On July 18, 2005, the Indian Prime

Minister issued a Joint Statement with the US

President on a wide range of issues, including

India’s nuclear programme. And on September 24,

2005, India voted against Iran in the meeting of

the Board of Governors of the International Atomic

Energy Authority (IAEA). Of course, these were

not three independent developments: they were

expressions of a single development.

US domination over India’s foreign policy has never

been more starkly apparent. Former external affairs

minister, Yashwant Sinha, who himself presided over

unprecedented growth of US influence and control,

now terms India a "client state of America". That term

has long been applied to Pakistan; yet even Pakistan

abstained on September 24 from voting for the US’s

resolution in the IAEA.

�

While the US government is always interested in

securing large contracts for American arms

manufacturers, that does not explain its decision, as

Condoleezza Rice put it, to "make India a global power".

That decision is dictated by broader strategic

considerations.

First, the US is not worried by India's ambitions: it

knows that India is unable to project power across

Asia independently. For example, India's plans for a

rapid-reaction force which could be deployed

immediately in countries along the rim of the Indian

Ocean cannot be pursued without fast long-range

Why the US Promotes India's Great-Power Ambitions

aircraft with aerial refueling capabilities, Airborne Early

Warning and Command aircraft, attack helicopters, and

a carrier in addition to the INS Virat. A significant share

of this would have to be imported from the US. Any

drawn-out intervention abroad would require even

greater infrastructure, which India lacks. (In fact, even

the European Union countries are not equipped with

the infrastructure for sustained projection of military

force independent of the US. This was demonstrated

during the Balkans crisis, when they were forced at

last to turn to the US to intervene.)

Moreover, given the balance of military strength, India's

�
India’s Place in the US Strategic Order

new status, the Indian government (under both Vajpayee

and Manmohan Singh) has single-mindedly pursued

permanent membership of the United Nations Security

Council (UNSC). (As is well known, the UN's General

Assembly is merely decorative, and only the permanent,

unelected members of the UNSC – the US, France,

Britain, China and Russia – have any powers.) In this

pursuit, India joined a club of which the other members

are Germany, Japan, and Brazil, collectively the Group

of Four. However, the G-4 proposal requires the support

of two-thirds of the General Assembly; it has failed so

far to obtain the support of more than a handful of

countries. The US dismissed the G-4's proposal, saying

it only supported a permanent seat for Japan and

perhaps one other country (without specifying which

other country).
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attempts to project power cannot be sustained in the

face of US opposition. Indeed, Vajpayee reportedly

confessed that strategic partnership with the US

was essential to his 20-year programme to attain

great-power status; "otherwise India's ability to

project power and influence abroad anywhere would

be greatly compromised."

The second reason for the US to promote Indian

ambitions is that it suits US interests to do so. This is

spelled out with brutal candour in at least three important

US sources.

The first is a report commissioned by the US

Department of Defence in October 2002, titled The

Indo-US Military Relationship: Expectations and

Perceptions. The report is based on interviews with 42

key Americans, including 23 active military officers,

15 government officials, and four others; as well as

with 10 active Indian military officers, five Indian

government officials, several members of the National

Security Council, and outside experts advising the

Indian government. The second source is the writings

of Ashley J. Tellis, a former aide to Robert Blackwill

during 2001-03 when he was recently ambassador to

India; he is considered at the moment a key US policy

analyst on India. The third source is the September

2005 study by Stephen Blank of the Strategic Studies

Institute of the US Army War College, cited earlier.

Context: US Strategic Perspective Worldwide

The context for these studies is the situation of US

imperialism today, and its current strategic perspective

worldwide.

On the face of it, it would appear that after the collapse

of the Soviet Union, the US faces no serious challenge

to its global hegemony. Its military expenditures are

half of world military spending; around 3.5 times the

total of the remaining members of the UN Security

Council (China, Russia, UK, France); and double the

total of the world's next six largest spenders (Russia,

France, Japan, Germany, UK, and China – even taking

China's actual military expenditure to be double the

official figure). The US is the only country with the

infrastructure and forces to project military force over

long distances, and thus to fight sustained wars abroad,

as it is doing in Iraq and Afghanistan at present.

(Countries such as France and the UK are able to mount

relatively small intervention forces to carry out

operations against second-rate forces in, say, Africa.)

Yet it is economic power that ultimately sustains

military power, and US power is fragile at its

economic base. The US's share of world income

has fallen from half in 1950 to 21 per cent today;

its share of manufacturing from 60 per cent in 1950

to 25 per cent in 1999; its share of the world's stock

of foreign direct investment from 47 per cent in

1960 to 21 per cent in 2001.

No doubt the US economy is said to be 'doing well'.

However, US economic growth today is being

maintained only by a systematic and massive expansion

of consumer borrowing and government borrowing.

An increasing share of goods and services are imported.

Thus the US current account – the balance of a

country's earnings and its expenditures from trade in

goods and services, and investment income – has been

in deficit for two decades, and is now out of control,

touching $668 billion in 2004. The figure for 2005 will

be much higher. This gap has had to be covered by

borrowings from abroad, making the US by far the

world's largest debtor.

The giant US current account deficit is funded by

soaking up more than 70 per cent of the world's

savings. Other countries place their savings in the US

for three reasons: because the US is the world's dominant

imperialist power; because the US dollar is still the leading
currency for international payments; and because many
of these countries want to prevent the dollar from

declining, since the US is their main export market.

However, this game cannot continue endlessly, as

the debt would have to be serviced by larger and

larger shares of the US national income in the

future. International investors and central banks

are aware of this, and are contemplating shifting

their investments elsewhere. If this were to

happen, the US dollar would fall, US interest rates

would rise, and the US economy would be in danger

of collapse.

The US military plays a key role in staving off this

eventuality. It protects the US's status as the dominant

imperialist power worldwide and hence safe harbour

for the world's capital. It ensures (for example, by the

invasion of Iraq and the threatened invasion of other

countries) that the bulk of the world's oil trade continues

to be carried out in US dollars. It maintains physical

control of much of the world's crucial resources

(such as oil) as well as of trade routes – trump

cards to be used against potential rivals for

hegemony. It can also challenge potential rivals in

an arms race such that it can undermine their

economies.

However, US military power too is increasingly

vulnerable. For one, it must cover the whole globe,

and check resistance anywhere, for its supremacy rests

precisely on the inability of any power to defy it; it is in

a state of permanent war. Indeed, precisely because it

intervenes everywhere to protect its supremacy, it is

the number one target of anti-imperialist forces around

the world.

Secondly, while the US military is well-equipped to

knock down conventional standing armies, it has a poor

record against guerrilla resistance or popular upsurges.

The earlier liberation of Vietnam and the current Iraqi

resistance have proved this amply. (In such cases its

only hopes lie in the manipulation of ethnic tensions.)

Thirdly, one of the legacies of the great Vietnamese

struggle is that the US ruling classes now fear the
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domestic political consequences of large military

casualties and of military conscription. Thus the

US armed forces are much smaller than would be

required by its global hegemony. The US may indeed

finally institute conscription, but it would have to pay a

heavy political price internally for doing so.

New US 'Global Defence Posture'

It is in order to maintain its hegemony over diverse and

shifting potential adversaries that the US has set up a

vast network of military bases. The proliferation of

new bases has spread US forces even thinner. In 2003

the Pentagon announced a new basing policy, whereby

it would close down 35 per cent of the large Cold War-

era bases (geared to war with the Soviet Union) and

shift troops to a large number of small bases along

what it calls the 'arc of instability' in West Asia and

Central Asia. These 'lily-pad' bases ('forward operating

sites') would have minimal permanent facilities and

limited permanent detachments, and would serve mobile

forces despatched from the US as required.

This new "global defence posture" is related to the new

requirements of US global hegemony:

"During the Cold War we had a strong sense that we

knew where the major risks and fights were going to

be, so we could deploy people right there," Douglas

Feith, the undersecretary of defense for policy, said...

"We're operating now in a completely different

concept.... We need to be able to do that whole range

of military operations (from combat to peacekeeping)

anywhere in the world pretty quickly." The Pentagon is

seeking maximum flexibility in the decades ahead in

responding to terrorism and other potential threats,

including those to oil supplies. So the military wants a

range of basing and access agreements with as many

countries as possible and in as many regions as it can.

Apart from main operating bases and 'lily pads', there
will be even more skeletal sites, called 'cooperative
security locations'. With little or no permanent US
presence, these may be maintained by "contractor or
host nation personnel". The US wants a free hand to
use these sites as it wishes:

Feith said the Pentagon wants to avoid the kind of

environmental or political constraints that have limited

U.S. military training and deployment options in Europe

in recent years. "If countries are going to subject us to

the kinds of restrictions that may mean we're not going

to be able to fulfill the purpose of having troops

deployed there, then we're going to have to think whether

to have troops deployed there," Feith said.

Need for Indian Bases, Training Facilities

The US War College study, which draws on discussions

its author had with representatives of different military

services at the US Pacific Command, states bluntly:

We need tangible Indian support because our strategic

interests and objectives are global, while the military

and other means at our disposal to pursue them are not

keeping pace.... American force posture remains

dangerously thin in the arc – many thousand miles long

– between Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean and

Okinawa and Guam in the Pacific...

The US's Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) of 2001

openly asserted the need for more forces and bases in

Asia "due to the expansion of threats there across the

spectrum of conflict". Deputy Assistant Secretary of

Defense Peter Brookes told Congress in 2002 that

 Distances in the Asian theater are vast, and the density

of US basing and en route infrastructure is lower than

in other critical regions. Moreover, the US has less

assurance of access to facilities in the Asia-Pacific

region than in other regions. The QDR, therefore,

identifies the necessity of securing additional access

and infrastructure agreements....

American Officers, Says MacDonald,

Are candid in their plans to eventually seek access to

Indian bases and military infrastructure. India's

strategic location in the centre of Asia, astride the

frequently traveled Sea Lanes of Communication

(SLOC) linking the Middle East and East Asia, makes

India particularly attractive to the US military.

US lieutenant generals told MacDonald that access to

bases in India would enable the US military "to be able

to touch the rest of the world" and to "respond rapidly

to regional crises". Moreover, in case US relations with

traditional allies (eg Japan, South Korea, and Saudi

Arabia) ever become more acrimonious, or collapse,

or in case US access rights to bases are restricted,

"The US needs to develop alternatives in Asia. India is

the optimal choice..."

An American colonel told MacDonald that

The US Navy wants a relatively neutral territory on the

opposite side of the world that can provide ports and

support for operations in the Middle East. India not

only has a good infrastructure, the Indian Navy has

proved that it can fix and fuel US ships. Over time,

port visits must become a natural event. India is a viable

player in supporting all naval missions, including

escorting and responding to regional crises.

India has already provided port facilities for US forces

engaged in the invasion and occupation of Afghanistan

and Iraq. Moreover, it has given the green signal for

the US to use Sri Lankan bases:

Despite years of trying to prevent any foreign state from

getting near Diego Garcia and Eastern Sri Lanka's base

and port of Trincomalee, India has acted on behalf of

the US Navy to secure its access to these ports and

offered Washington access to its own ports for the

GWOT (Global War on Terror). In return, Washington

successfully pressured the Tamil Tigers in Sri Lanka to

persevere in peace talks with the Sri Lankan

government.... access to these bases in the Indian

Ocean... is extremely valuable for operations and

missions from the Middle East to Southeast Asia and
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could thus also serve as a check on Chinese naval

ambitions in the Indian Ocean.... Moreover, at the

moment, US ships and planes now enjoy a case-by-

case access to Indian bases.

The September 11 attacks in the US, and India's eager

offer of its bases for the invasion of Afghanistan,

marked a turning point. Before that point, one US Navy

ship used to visit India in almost three years; now,

according to US Pacific Command officers, there are

regular trips. Before September 11, the Indian

government would not allow US troops with weapons

on the ground when responding to the Gujarat

earthquake. "Today, after September 11, the US military

has full access", says MacDonald.

The US also wants facilities for training in India;
according to MacDonald, "India has a variety of
landscapes, from ice-clad mountains to deserts, and it
would help the Americans because military training
ranges are shrinking and becoming increasingly

controversial in the United States". And for the US Navy

training with the Indian Navy is the best way to become

"proficient in the Indian Ocean region".

Indian Armed Forces to Do the "Low-End" Tasks

The US needs not only Indian facilities, but the services

of the Indian armed forces themselves. According to

Ashley Tellis, their role would be lowly, but useful to

the US:

In those Asian areas of critical significance to vital

US interests that would warrant the commitment of US

resources, including force on a unilateral basis if

necessary, India will remain a peripheral actor. But as

its capabilities grow, so will its influence even if it is

limited. And that influence can help advance shared

bilateral interests if relations with New Delhi are

adroitly managed.

In these critical areas, he writes, "the enormous

disparity in power capabilities and resources between

Washington and New Delhi will be so stark as to render

Indian preferences entirely irrelevant." Yet even in such

matters, "Indian power could be dramatically magnified

if it were to be applied in concert with that of the United

States. In such circumstances, Indian resources could

help to ease US operational burdens..."

Moreover, he emphasises that Indian forces can be

assigned tasks in areas/issues which the US feels are

not worth its direct intervention:

Indian power will be most relevant in those geographic

and issue-areas lying in the 'interstices' of Asian

geopolitics.... In those areas, great power interests are

neither obvious nor vital. Consequently, their incentives

to enforce certain preferred outcomes unilaterally are

poor. In such circumstances rising powers like India

can make a difference because their substantial, though

still not dominant, capabilities can swing the balance

in favor of one coalition or another...

MacDonald suggests Indians could be assigned "low-

end operations":

[The] US military seeks a competent military partner

that can take on more responsibility for low-end

operations in Asia, such as peace-keeping operations,

search and rescue, humanitarian assistance, disaster

relief and high-value cargo escort, which will allow

the US military to concentrate its resource on high-end

fighting missions.

The most immediate candidate for such

"partnership" is the Indian Navy. Cooperation

between the two Navies took off after the

September 11, 2001 incidents in the US. For six

months the Indian Navy undertook joint patrols

with the US Navy to escort commercial ships and

patrol the busy sea lane running from the North

Arabian Sea to the Malacca Straits.

That episode set a useful precedent. MacDonald says

that "naval cooperation represents one of the most

promising areas of service-to-service cooperation". For

one, "The Indian Navy is the only Indian service that is

organised to operate outside of India's borders". It

would invite less political opposition within India; in

the words of an American admiral, "The Navy may be

the easiest service to move forward with cooperation

because the US Navy leaves no footprints in India.

Exercises are conducted out of sight, with no US troops

on the ground in India."

The 'New Framework' agreement of June 2005

specifically mentions, among other things, that Indian

and  US militaries would conduct joint and combined

exercises and exchanges; conduct joint responses to

disaster situations; and collaborate in multinational

operations and 'peace-keeping' operations. Note that

there is no mention of the United Nations; these

operations will evidently not be carried out even

nominally under its banner. This is part of the US's

systematic effort to use disasters and regional conflicts

in order to introduce its troops and those of its allies in

situations to which they earlier had no access. The

July 18 2005 joint statement between Manmohan Singh

and George Bush speaks of a new "US-India Disaster

Relief Initiative that builds on the experience of the

Tsunami core group". That group, which included

India, was later dissolved and its efforts were placed

under the UN, but the US nevertheless managed to use

the disaster to introduce its troops and equipment into

Indonesia's Aceh province and Sri Lanka (in the latter

case it sent 1500 Marines and an amphibious assault

ship for 'humanitarian purposes').

Proliferation Security Initiative: Violation of

International Law

The 'New Framework' agreement of June 28, 2005

also mentions that the US and India would collaborate

"to combat the proliferation of weapons of mass

destruction". In fact, India is set to become a part of

the US-led 'Proliferation Security Initiative' (PSI), a

dangerous and illegal development. The PSI is not a
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treaty or an organisation, but an informal coordination

among a group of states, without binding terms or

regulations, under the banner of preventing the

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs).
Discarding the United Nations route, the PSI calls for
the participating states to arrest (the term used is to
"interdict") the transport of WMDs, WMD delivery
systems and "related materials" to or from states or
others who may be proliferating them.

"Delivery systems" presumably mean missiles and the

like; the term "related materials", however, is so vague

that even materials for manufacture of fertiliser could

be seized on the ground that they could be used for

making WMDs. During the operation of the sanctions

regime against Iraq (1991-2003), Iraq was prevented

at one point from importing pencils on the ground that

they contained graphite, which could be used in

weapons manufacture.

At their own initiative, and without the sanction of

international law, the PSI participants may board and

search any vessel in their waters or even on the high

seas (ie, beyond the territorial waters of any state) that

is "reasonably suspected of transporting such cargoes",

and seize such cargoes. Even aircraft "reasonably

suspected of carrying such cargoes" to or from

proliferators of WMDs could be required to land and

have their cargoes seized. (What would be the

consequences if such aircraft refused to land?

Presumably they could be shot down with their alleged

cargoes of WMDs.)

As with the farcical US claim of WMDs in Iraq, which

formed the US's justification for invasion, the PSI's

claims would not be subject to the scrutiny of any

international body, but could be based on US 'intelligence'

(note the phrase "reasonably suspected"). Since in

international law such actions as described above are

understood as acts of war, India's joining the PSI could

have grave consequences.

A little over a year ago, when US Secretary of State

Colin Powell was pressing India to join the PSI,

senior Indian officials had expressed serious

reservations regarding its legality. Now, however,

India appears on course to become a participant in

PSI. At the Seventh Asian Security Conference in

January 2005, Pranab Mukherjee claimed that

proliferation of WMDs through the sea lanes was "one

of the biggest problems", and said "initiatives such as

the PSI" would "need to be examined in greater detail".

He said that the Indian Navy and Coast Guard could

play a significant role in dealing with such threats. On

May 21, 2005, the Chief of Naval Staff Admiral Arun

Prakash said that if India were to join the PSI, "India's

status in world affairs warrants that we should be one

of the core countries."

In September 2005, the Indian Navy carried out its

biggest-ever joint exercise with the US Navy. Led by

aircraft carriers and supplemented by guided missile

destroyers, frigates, helicopters, spy planes and fighter

aircraft, the navies practised interdiction on the high

seas as well as visit, board, search and seizure (VBSS)

of vessels. Senior Indian officials denied that this was

related to the PSI.

Missile 'Defence': An Offensive Alliance With

Grave Consequences

The 'New Framework' agreement says that the two

countries' militaries shall "expand collaboration relating

to missile defence". This harbours profound peril for

the Indian people.

In May 2001, George Bush announced a "new strategic
framework" for the US, including that the US would
proceed with its plans for 'national missile defence'
(NMD), that is, a system aimed at defending the US
from incoming missiles by knocking them out before
they descend towards their targets. Bush announced
his intention to "move beyond the constraints" of the
30-year-old Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. The

logic of the ABM Treaty was that if a nuclear-armed

country were to achieve an effective defence against

other countries' nuclear weapons, it might feel freer to

use its own nuclear weapons on others, without fear

of retaliation. Other powers would multiply their missiles

to ensure that the sheer number of missiles pierced the

shield; and thus a dangerous new arms race would

begin.

Bush's declaration met with widespread criticism. The

official China Daily said Bush's plans appeared aimed

at establishing "absolute military supremacy" in the

world. Pursuit of that aim would "break the present

fragile global security equlibrium" and "trigger a new

arms race in the international arena and destroy what

has been achieved so far with international disarmament

efforts." A Russian foreign ministry spokesman said

"The US has been unable to give us arguments to

convince us that they see clearly how to solve the

problems of international security without damaging

disarmament agreements which have stood for 30

years". Germany remained unconvinced and raised

"very, very serious questions" over the project. Public

opinion around the world was even more hostile.

The Vajpayee government was one of the few

countries in the world to openly welcome Bush's

announcement, justifying it strangely as a step

toward nuclear disarmament. Talks began with the

US on how India could join the system. On January

1, 2004, Bush announced the 'Next Steps in

Strategic Partnership' (NSSP) with India, including

cooperation in missile defence, the Indian official

response was ecstatic: the NSSP was "unique...

completely out of the ordinary".

However, the Vajpayee government fell five months

later, and the new Congress-led UPA government was

guarded at first in its statements regarding missile

defence. After all, the Common Minimum Programme

of the UPA included a few general statements about
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maintaining an independent foreign policy. The Indo-

US Defence Policy Group, the forum through which

US-India strategic ties are being implemented,

nevertheless met at the end of May, shortly after the

new regime assumed office. The US delegation made

a presentation regarding missile defence, but the

response of the Indian side was not made public. Over

the next year, several more exchanges took place on

this issue, including a visit by an Indian team to the

missile defence exercises in California during April

2005.

In an address to at a meeting in Delhi in August 2004,

Satish Chandra, deputy to India's National Security

Adviser, laid bare the real import of missile defence. In

an address to the Delhi Policy Group, it said missile

defence was part of the "paradigm shift [in the US]

whereby it could consider the use of nuclear weapons

in a pre-emptive mode". In his address Chandra

lamented the fact that instead of striving for a

nuclear weapon free world, the US had been

"advocating new rationales for the retention of

nuclear weapons and developing new types of

nuclear weapons." "The annulment of the Anti-

Ballistic Missile treaty and the US moves to develop

ballistic missile defences are clear indicators that

the strategic thinking in the US is undergoing a

paradigm shift whereby it could consider resorting

to the use of nuclear weapons in a pre-emptive

mode. Thus, while the nuclear weapon build-up of the

1970s and 1980s was justified mainly on grounds of

deterrence, the Nuclear Use Theorists (NUTS) envisage

the actual utilisation of these weapons in situations short

of nuclear war..."

Chandra's dissent was irrelevant; the decision had

already been taken. In October 2004, US ambassador

Mulford told Force magazine that the US and India had

already gone beyond merely talking about missile

defence: "There has already been a discussion about

technology and systems.... The only problem that I

see is that it is a technically complicated subject and

there are different generations of systems available. So

the issue is to figure out which system is needed where.

This is a complicated process."

The systems being set up for Japan's missile defence

give us an idea of what may be planned for India:
ground-based interceptor missiles deployed in Japan
itself, and sea-based interceptor missiles deployed on
US Aegis destroyers around Japan. The third element
is still being developed, namely, laser beams mounted
on the nose of converted Boeing 747 jets, which would
fly round-the-clock around China's coast, and would
fire at any missile launched by China or North Korea.
(The airborne laser programme, however, has huge
technological development problems.)

Even assuming the missile defence system works, it is

obvious that Japan is much smaller than India; the latter

would be more difficult and expensive to defend. It is

possible that in India's case the system is not intended

to defend the whole country, but only select locations

– military sites and metropolises. At any rate, China

will most probably respond by building more missiles

in order to overwhelm the system, as it is doing with

Taiwan already; and India would probably respond by

building more Agni-3 missiles and arming them with

nuclear weapons, in order to retain the ability to retaliate

against China.

The Indian public needs to be made aware of the insanity

of such a path, of its huge costs whether or not such

weapons are actually used, and of whose interests it

serves.

India as the Linchpin of a Proposed 'Asian NATO'

Meanwhile, the Indian public is unaware that their

country may be made the linchpin of a broader US-

sponsored military alliance for Asia:

During 2003, if not since then, American and Indian

officials discussed a possible 'Asian NATO (North

Atlantic Treaty Organisation)' although the content of

these discussions and of India's significance for them

has not been made public."

An alliance is meaningless unless it is against something.

NATO was originally fashioned as an alliance against

the Soviet Union; the principal target of an Asian version

would be China. Toward that end the Indian armed

forces, particularly its Navy, have been active.

According to the new Maritime Doctrine, the Indian

Navy is to dominate the Indian Ocean Region (IOR)

"choke points, important islands, and vital trade routes".

By late 2004, it was to have started policing the IOR

together with the Singaporean, Thai, and Philippine

Navies.

Accordingly, the Navy has embarked on a 'Look East'

programme, sending goodwill missions to Southeast

Asia (during which Indian vessels took part in naval

manoeuvres with Japan and Vietnam); making port calls

in Vietnam, the Philippines, South Korea and Japan;

and conducting joint patrols with Singapore, Malaysia

and Indonesia. The purpose is to build links with

countries near China, to familiarise the Navy with the

South China Sea as a potential theatre of operations,

and to develop the Navy's ability to operate far from

home.

The Indian government's stepped-up plans for the Indian

Navy and its massive expansion of the Andaman and
Nicobar bases should be seen in this light. According
to one report,

The plan to set up the Far Eastern Naval Command

(FENC) was set in concrete in 1995 following a closed-

door meeting in Washington between then Indian prime

minister, P.V. Narasimha Rao, and [then] US president,

Bill Clinton....

The US is expected to partly fund FENC because it is

considered part of a US-led security arrangement for

Asia in which India plays a key role. US funding was
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cleared in 2000 when Clinton visited India.

India has built a particularly close relationship with

Vietnam. Once a heroic fighter against US

imperialism, Vietnam is now, tragically, an indirect

US ally:

India is increasing military sales to Vietnam, providing

spares for overhauling its aircraft, sending its officers

to Vietnam for training in counter-insurgency and jungle

warfare operations, while India's coast guard and

Vietnam's sea police would cooperate to fight piracy.

India is also providing help to build up the Vietnamese

navy. It has agreed to sell Vietnamese the Prithvi missile,

train Vietnamese scientists in Indian nuclear

establishments, and help Vietnam establish its own arms

industry for small arms. The Indian Navy has also

conducted combined exercises with the Vietnamese

Navy.

It is reported that, in exchange for transfer of missile

technology, India may ask for an option to use

Vietnam's Cam Ranh Bay, the finest natural deep water

harbour in Asia.

India's ties with the close US ally Japan are

growing. Japan's navy, known as the 'Maritime

Self-Defence Force', is now operating in the Indian

Ocean region in support of the US occupation of

Afghanistan. The special significance of this operation

(which was extended in April 2005 by a special

legislation) is that it marks an important precedent:

Japan's first participation in an overseas military

operation since 1945. The term 'Self-Defence Force'

for the Japanese military is clearly outdated. Japanese

naval ships have used Indian port facilities during this

period. In May 2004 Japan made a public offer to

establish a 'global partnership' with India to balance

China's rising power. In April 2005 the Indian and

Japanese prime ministers met, reaffirmed their 'global

partnership', and pledged to work as partners "against

proliferation" of weapons of mass destruction. They

announced that the Indian Coast Guard and the Japanese

Coast Guard would establish a framework for effective

cooperation, as would the two countries' navies.

In 2000, the Indian defence minister George Fernandes

declared that Vietnam and Japan were emerging as

India's strategic partners for countering piracy from

the Indian Ocean to the South China Sea. "By doing

so", says the US War College study, "they also serve

notice on China that they will contest its efforts to

dominate that sea." Further, "India might find possibilities

for enhanced defence cooperation with Thailand,

Australia, Singapore, and the United States...." Indonesia

may join the list.

In a speech to the Confederation of Indian Industry-

World Economic Forum conference in New Delhi,

India's foreign secretary Shyam Saran made a fairly

explicit statement of the plans for an 'Asian NATO'.

"In the context of Asia, there is no doubt that a major

realignment of forces is taking place", he said. China

was emerging as a "global economic power" with

significant military capabilities. The US and India could

"contribute to creating a greater balance in Asia". In

managing the security situation of the region, he said,

there is a need for bringing "more and more countries

within the discipline of a security paradigm for this

region." (By contrast, the East Asian Summit scheduled

for December 14, 2005 excludes the US, and any

permanent economic and political body that develops

from it may do so as well – a prospect the US does not

like.)

The US War College study spells out the benefits of an

'Asian NATO':

What's in it for the United States? For one, the proposed

security system is principally an in-region solution for

dealing with two of the biggest international security

threats – an over-ambitious China and the spread of

Talibanised Islam. Second, this scheme being entirely

indigenous, there is none of the odium that attends on

US troops deployed locally as in South Korea and

Japan.... And, finally, it in no way precludes the

presence in the extended region of the US armed forces

or limits US military initiatives.

However – and this is crucial – the entire scheme will

fall apart if India does not nurse great power ambitions.

Only if India sees itself as a great power, a "counterpoise

to China in the region", will it want to promote a broad

anti-China alliance. And so the US must push India to

pursue its "manifest destiny":

But crucial to making this system work is India's being

convinced of its 'manifest destiny' and for it to act

forcefully. It will require in the main that New Delhi

think geostrategically and give up its diffidence when

it comes to advancing the country's vital national

interests and its almost knee-jerk bias to appease friends

and foes alike. The corrective lies in the Indian

government expressly defining its strategic interests and

focus and, at a minimum, proceeding expeditiously

towards obtaining a nuclear force with a proven and

tested thermonuclear and an ICBM reach. Nothing less

will persuade the putative Asian allies that India can

be an effective counterpoise to China in the region, or

compel respect for India in Washington.

India's great-power ambitions, then, are crucial to the

success of US plans for Asia. Indeed, the further Indian

foreign policy is subordinated to US strategic designs,

the better India's chances of winning US backing at

last for its single-minded drive to become a permanent

member of the UN Security Council. While admitting

that the US had not supported India's claim to UNSC

membership, Manmohan Singh told Parliament that

"when the time comes, I have reason to believe that

we will not be ignored."
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The prospects for a US-India alliance seem attractive

to the Indian rulers. First, because the US evidently

enjoys military superiority without precedent in world

history, and therefore seems in a good position to

guarantee India a new global status. Secondly, perhaps

more than ever before, the Indian upper classes, and

even considerable sections of the urban middle class,

by now identify with the US's world hegemony: Many

have relatives in the US; growing numbers of them

work for US firms or firms serving the US (eg, in the

IT sector); and the explosion of foreign and domestic

media during the last 15 years has heightened this sense

of identification. Official US backing to India's 'great

power' project will no doubt further consolidate support

among these sections for a US-India strategic alliance.

Though a small minority, these sections play an

important role in shaping 'public opinion', that is, in

influencing broader sections.

However, there are several reasons why all will not go

smoothly for the US-India alliance now unfolding.

(i) First, US military superiority is over-rated. It is by

no means unchallenged. Even now it has been unable

to suppress the resistance forces of just one country,

Iraq. And it is overstretched globally and showing

signs of strain. More significantly, the economic

base of US hegemony worldwide is fragile. Given

this, its guarantees of "making India a global power"

are even more fragile.

(ii) Secondly, the internal political difficulties of the

Indian ruling classes are unlikely to be solved by

India being deemed a 'global power'. This is for the

simple reason that while the upper sections have

prospered from the changes that have taken place

in the last two decades, the large majority have seen

their conditions worsen. It is the latter sections, at

the bottom of the pile, that are behind the turbulence

in the domestic political scene. These sections live

in such grinding misery that they are by and large

not susceptible to propaganda about India's 'global

status'.

The current trajectory of the Indian economy is not

likely to change that fact. The growth of what is called

'national income', when accompanied by even faster

growth of inequality, is of dubious benefit to the working

sections. Had employment genuinely grown, the

working sections would have benefited, but there has

been negligible employment growth and thus (given

the growing numbers seeking work) there has been

rapid growth of unemployment. Further, major changes

are in the offing that, in the process of creating

opportunities for the foreign and domestic corporate

sector, will wreak havoc in India's small-peasant

agriculture. With these changes, unemployment in the

country is likely to become even more acute, and the

political scene even more turbulent.

(iii) Thirdly, the United States today is set on a course

of extraordinary military adventurism to shore up

its declining imperialist power. We do not have

space here to discuss this topic in the detail it

deserves. Suffice it to mention a few examples.

The invasion and occupation of Iraq, it is now well

known, is part of a broader US scheme to grab

physical control of as much as possible of the

world's oil. The well-known American investigative

journalist Seymour Hersh writes that the US

government has been conducting secret

reconnaissance missions inside Iran since summer

2004 in order to prepare for bombing strikes and

commando raids "to destroy as much of the

[Iranian] military infrastructure as possible." ("The

Coming Wars", New Yorker, 24/1/05) Perhaps the

main obstacle to the execution of this plan has been

the continuing resistance in Iraq tying down the

US military.

Military plans to check China are longer-term, but no

less adventurist. The Pentagon's thinkers envision a

new Cold War, writes Robert Kaplan approvingly in a

piece titled "How we would fight China" (Atlantic, June

2005). Russia too is to be checked. The US (with

European help) has recently sponsored 'revolutions' in

Georgia and the Ukraine in order to construct a ring of

US allies ringing Russia; in fact, the US is pushing a

specific proposal for a 'security organisation' in the

region of the oil-rich Caspian Sea excluding Russia and

China. The National Security Strategy of the USA

(September 2002) declared that the US would not

tolerate the emergence of a competitor, not only for

global hegemony, but even for regional hegemony in

any part of the world.

Because it needs support in this task, the US must

encourage elements among its allies to entertain dreams

of great-power status under US aegis. Japan, with

which the US has concluded a broad-ranging strategic

agreement in October 2005, is a striking example. The

US has been systematically encouraging Japan in recent

years to abandon constitutional restraints on its armed

forces, and to despatch them abroad. It has supported

a prime minister (Koizumi) who has repeatedly paid

homage to Japanese war criminals at the Yasukuni

shrine, in a blatant appeal to reactionary sentiments in

Japan and in deliberate provocation of China. It has

made Japan the key partner of its programme to

militarise space.

The US went so far as to adopt a 'Nuclear Posture

Review' in March 2002, directing the military to prepare

for use of nuclear weapons against at least seven

countries (China, Russia, pre-occupation Iraq, North

Korea, Iran, Libya and Syria). Further, it directed that

�
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the military should build smaller nuclear weapons for

use in certain battlefield situations: against targets able

to withstand non-nuclear attack; in retaliation for attack

with nuclear, biological or chemical weapons; or "in

the event of surprising military developments." The

document said the US would be prepared to use nuclear

weapons in an Arab-Israeli conflict, in a war between

China and Taiwan, or in an attack from North Korea

on the south. In a nutshell, nuclear weapons would no

longer be considered merely 'deterrent', but could be

used pre-emptively against a wide range of countries –

even those without nuclear arms. The very

announcement of this policy is intended to put potential

adversaries on notice.

Thus it is no exaggeration to say that the US is on

a course of belligerence and terrorism against the

people of the world. Various forces, of diverse

character, have recognised this and are gearing up

for the confrontation.

At the level of important military powers, China and

Russia are moving closer. They have issued a joint

Declaration on the World Order opposing unilateralism

and the use of force, and calling for multilateralism

and reliance on the United Nations, peaceful use of

outer space, and a world order "free from any claims

to monopoly or dominance in international affairs."

They have formed a military alliance (the Shanghai Co-

operation Organisation) with four Central Asian

countries. Most significantly, they have recently carried

out their first joint military exercises, involving 10,000

troops in all.

However, Chinese and Russian opposition to the US
designs is confined to areas of their direct strategic
interest. It is at the level of the world people that the
opposition to US designs is sharpest and broadest – a
fact confirmed at a banal level by several public opinion
surveys, but, more importantly, in popular struggle the
world over. In Latin America, which the US considers
its backyard, the US faces unprecedented isolation, as
George Bush discovered during a recent visit there.
Similar is the case among the people (as distinct from
the rulers) of West Asia and North Africa, Europe and
parts of East and Southeast Asia as well.

Therefore as the Indian rulers sign up to the US military
alliance, they tie India to the world's most reactionary
power and place it at the receiving end of the response
of diverse worldwide anti-US forces. The negative
consequences of that tying will be felt by the Indian
people, in one form or the other: for example, through
bloated military expenditures and increased danger of
war and other retaliatory acts. So the Indian people
will surely come to register their opposition to this
subordination to US designs, and to the bogus 'great-
power' status, which can neither feed, nor clothe, nor
house them.

India is, of course, not a great or global power. That it

is necessary to state this obvious fact is a testament to

the power of public indoctrination.

Let us recall some obvious facts. There is a yawning

gap between India and the developed world. According

to the World Bank, India's Gross National Product

(GNP) in 2003 was $568 billion, compared to the US's

$10.95 trillion. India, with 17 per cent of the world's

population, accounts for less than 1.7 per cent of the

world's income. Thus India's per capita GNP was $530,

compared to the US's nearly $38,000. Even South

Korea's per capita GNP was over $12,000.

India's situation is slightly better in terms of 'Purchasing

Power Parity' (PPP)3, but even India's PPP per capita

income is ranked 84th in the world. For all the rosy

projections of rapid growth by India and other Asian

countries by 2020, the US's National Intelligence

Council admits that "per capita income in most (Asian)

countries will not compare to those of Western nations."

Human Underdevelopment

The situation is far worse in terms of 'human

development'. In the UN's Human Development Index,

which claims to be a composite of various factors such

as health, education, and income, India ranks 127th

among 175 countries. India's under-five mortality rate

per 1,000 live births is 93, that is, one in eleven children

dies before the age of five. Its maternal mortality ratio

But The Reality of India, the New 'Global Power'

per 100,000 live births is 540, compared to 56 for China

and 380 for even Bangladesh.

No doubt, we are constantly told that poverty in India

is declining, and a great industry has sprung up of

academic treatises to show how fast poverty is

declining. However, these treatises have reduced

poverty by defining the term so that it no longer relates

to whether or not people get their minimum

requirements of calories. The official National Sample
Survey of 2000 revealed that three-fourths of India's
rural population and half the urban population did not
get the minimum recommended calories. This is
confirmed by nutritional and health surveys, which
reveal the following: more than two-fifths of the adult
population suffer from chronic energy deficiency, and
a large percentage are at the border of this condition;
half India's women are anemic; half its children can be
clinically defined as malnourished (stunted, wasting,
or both). (See Aspects no.s 36 & 37) As one writer
puts it, "There is already a sub-Saharan Africa (SSA)
within India – half of our rural population or over 350
million people are below the average food energy intake

of SSA countries."

At any rate, any honest economist should have been

struck by one glaring contradiction in this official finding

of declining poverty. Poverty as such is not directly

observed: the National Sample Survey (NSS) gathers

responses to a questionnaire regarding consumption,

�
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and the poverty estimates are then derived (after making

various assumptions) from this data. But the same NSS

directly observes that employment growth plummeted

between the last two surveys (1993-94 and 1999-2000).

(See Aspects no.s 36 & 37) Now, it is virtually

impossible for poverty to have declined if

unemployment grew sharply, and the methodology of

any study that claims poverty has fallen should be

questioned.

No doubt, one sector of the country's economy has
seen breakneck growth in the past decade: the provision
of software services and business process outsourcing
services to foreign (principally US) firms. However,
that sector accounts for 0.25 per cent of the labour
force. Where are the rest? Nearly half of India's total

working-age population (15-59 years of age) is

unemployed, most of it not even counted as part of the

labour force.5 While agriculture continues to employ

the majority of those considered employed, it accounts

for less than a quarter of the national income, and that

share continues to shrink.

No Industrial Transformation

Conventionally, national income is divided into three

sectors, agriculture, industry and services. At various

times in the past, all the countries in the developed world

passed from being predominantly agricultural

economies (in terms of the share of agriculture in

national income and in employment) to being

predominantly industrial economies. It was only after

industry had brought these entire economies (including

their agriculture) under its sway, commodities became

vastly more plentiful than in the past, and the economic

surplus grew massively, that these economies could

sustain growth in the share of services. Today, industry

accounts for the largest share of GDP in the economies

of China, South Korea, Taiwan, Malaysia, Indonesia,

and Thailand, as much as 51 per cent in the case of

China. In India's case, however, the share of industry

is low -- just 26.4 per cent in 2001.6 Industry has

never been the dominant sector of the Indian economy.

Moreover, its share of GDP has not been increasing,

but is stagnant or shrinking. And Indian industry's share

of employment is just 17.6 per cent.

Indeed, in the two commodity-producing sectors –

agriculture and industry – one cannot find any

miraculous takeoff in growth during the period of

'reform'. The average rate of growth of agricultural

production during the past decade (1995-96 to 2004-

05) is just 0.6 per cent per year7, which means

production fell sharply in per capita terms. The growth

rate of industrial production during the decade 1995-

96 to 2004-05 was only marginally higher than during

the 1980s.8The last two years (2003-04 and 2004-05)

have no doubt seen high rates of industrial growth;

this has continued into the current year. But one should

beware of drawing sweeping conclusions on the basis

of two or even three years' figures. And while the

services sector has led growth over the past two

decades, so that it now accounts for 57 per cent of

GDP, much of the services sector (eg growth of police

and armed forces, the explosion of financial sector and

real estate activity) has no tangible benefit for the people

at large.

Finally, the rate of investment in the economy (excluding

errors and omissions) was 23 per cent in 2003-04, and

22.9 per cent for the five-year period ending 2003-04.

This is lower than the rate in the last pre-reform year

of 1990-91. No doubt, there has been an investment

boom during 2004-05, which has continued during

2005-06. Nevertheless, the rate of investment will

remain far below that required for the GDP growth

rates being talked of by the Government (8-10 per cent).

It is true that certain Indian firms (or Indian units of

foreign firms) have attained 'world standards' in quality

of output, and with their lower labour costs may become

highly competitive exporters. Glowing press reports

of such units convey the sense that the Indian economy

has undergone a 'take-off'. However, these firms are

generally dependent on imported capital goods and are

strongly linked to export markets; they have few linkages

to the rest of the Indian economy. They remain islands

in the large sea of underdeveloped India. Contrast this

with the transformation of the economy that would

take place with the rapid development of industries

catering to domestic demand for items of mass

consumption. That would create demand for raw

materials and indigenous capital goods, in the entire

process generating huge employment and promoting

indigenous technological know-how.

At any rate, India accounts for less than one per cent

of world exports. 'High technology' goods constitute

just five per cent of its exports.9 Moreover, India's

import bill currently is growing much faster than its

export receipts: thus India's trade deficit rose from $15.4

billion in 2003-04 to $38.1 billion in 2004-05, and is

running during just the first quarter of 2005-06 at nearly

$16 billion. The sharpest increases in the import bill

are not on account of higher oil prices, or imports of

machinery; they are on account of imports of gold and

electronic goods. In consumption, no doubt, India's

elite sections rival their counterparts anywhere in the

world.

In the press, India's rapidly growing oil imports (and

India's high-profile efforts to secure long-term oil and

gas supplies from abroad) are being held up as a sign

of its rapid economic growth. This is ridiculous. It

actually is a sign of the absence of national planning.

Much of the growth in oil consumption is on account

of the great boom in private automobiles. This is in

turn the result of the failure of public transport, growing

income inequalities, and the massive expansion of cheap

credit for car purchases. Moreover, rapid growth of

oil imports signifies not the growing strength but the

growing vulnerability of the Indian economy. Genuine
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national planning would have ensured instead (i) restraint

on consumption (through the expansion of railways

for goods and passenger transport, expansion of public

transport in cities, and a variety of energy conservation

investments), and (ii) a programme of investment to

develop and use the country's oil, gas and plentiful coal

resources effectively and economically. A combination

of such measures could have greatly reduced the

country's dependence on oil imports. Instead, the share

of oil in India's energy is growing, and the share of

imports in its total oil consumption is on course to reach

90 per cent or more in some years. As competition for

the world's oil and gas resources heightens, the Indian

economy will pay a heavy cost for these choices.

In the last few years, large foreign capital inflows and

the booming foreign exchange earnings of the IT sector

have resulted in the rapid growth of the country's foreign

exchange reserves. As a result, the Government has

liberalised foreign investment by Indian firms. Thus a

number of Indian firms have been investing abroad, in

many cases acquiring foreign firms. This phenomenon

has generated considerable excitement in the business

press, which point to it as further evidence of India's

new global status: now, they claim, Indian firms too

are multinational corporations. Indeed, for two years,

2003-04 and 2004-05, India ran a current account

surplus, which means that it was a net capital exporter.

This was even celebrated by some commentators as a

matter of pride.

Such investments may make business sense for the

firms which are making them; but in general they run

contrary to the requirements of national economic

development.10 India is not a capital-surplus economy,

but an underdeveloped, capital-starved one, with large

resources lying idle for lack of investment. It makes

no economic sense to export capital from such a

country. Indian capitalists may earn financial returns

from their investments abroad, but such returns will

give paltry stimulus to the Indian economy, whereas

investment in manufacturing within the country

stimulates demand, productive activity and employment

in a number of sectors, with far-reaching benefits for

the whole economy.

'Knowledge Economy'?

As part of the propaganda about India's 'emerging' as a
'global power', we are told ad nauseam that India is a
'knowledge economy', an 'information technology (IT)
superpower', and the like.

The truth is that adult literacy in India is just 61 per

cent; on this score, it ranks 146th out of 177 countries

in the UN's Human Development Index  (that is, many
countries with much lower per capita income had much

higher literacy levels than India – for example, much

of desperately poor sub-Saharan Africa). In recent

years, on the recommendation of the World Bank, the

Indian government has focussed its meagre education

expenditures increasingly on primary education, largely

abandoning secondary and higher education (as if they

were a luxury). Yet official data tell us that 42 per cent

of children enrolled drop out before completing primary

education (I-V) Another 19 per cent, according to

official data, drop out  before completing upper primary

education (VI-VIII).

These data in fact understate the problem. Survey-based

data, which are more reliable, put the figure of drop-

outs at the primary level at around 50 per centnt.11
And according to Census data, 43.5 per cent of the

children between the ages of five and nine are not in

school.

Moreover, the quality of education imparted in

government schools is so dismal that "half the children

in Class IV in government schools in Mumbai cannot

do the arithmetic calculations required of a Class I

student. When put to the test, 18 per cent of students

attending Classes II to V in Andhra Pradesh couldn't

do single-digit additions while only 12 per cent managed

single-digit subtractions. In a spot-the-object quiz, only

54 per cent got the results right.".

Higher education, which the Government has

increasingly abandoned to a rapacious private sector,

is out of the reach of all but a small section. At any

rate, the infrastructure and staff of many of the new

private institutions are appalling, and thus the degrees

imparted to a large percentage of graduates may not be

worth the paper they are printed on.

Trivial Research and Development Expenditures

No doubt, given India's large population, even the tiny

percentage completing higher education translates into

about 2.5 million persons per year, a substantial

manpower base for the IT and BPO industries catering

to foreign demand.  But is even this enclave really an

important centre of 'knowledge'? Is India a power in

the field of research?

According to the official publication Research and

Development Statistics (2000-01, the latest edition),

India's expenditure on R & D has been falling as a

share of GDP, from 0.91 per cent in 1987 to 0.81 per

cent in 1998. Let us look more closely at this 'R & D'

expenditure. First, the Indian private sector does not

account for much of it. According to official figures,

eighty per cent of R & D expenditure was carried out

by the Government. This was largely not for productive

purposes, but for military purposes: 32 per cent on

direct military research, 21 per cent on space research

(much of which actually serves the missile programme)

and 12 per cent on atomic energy (much of which

actually serves the nuclear weapons programme). Even
allowing for some genuine space and atomic energy
expenditures, at least half of R & D expenditure in India
appears to be for military purposes. Yet despite this
ample funding, the showpieces of defence R & D –
the Main Battle Tank project (started in 1974) and the
Light Combat Aircraft project (started in 1983) – have

yet not been completed, and, after the expenditure of
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billions of rupees each, the chances of their actually

being inducted into the armed forces are dwindling.

For example, the air force is now in the international

market for a mammoth order of 126 fighter planes, at

a cost of over $6 billion.

It is unlikely that the private sector accounted for even

20 per cent of R & D expenditure. The latest RBI survey

of the private corporate sector14 shows that their R &

D expenditures in 2003-04  account for just 0.3 per

cent of sales. By contrast, these firms spent much more

on advertising and promotion (2.1 per cent of sales) –

a clear indication of how low R & D figures in their

priorities. Capital goods imports were, at 1.9 per cent

of sales, over six times R & D expenditure. The figure

for these firms' foreign technology payments is not

given separately, but it is likely to be much larger than

the figure for their R & D; whereas, to absorb foreign

technology properly (in such a fashion that one can

further develop it), R & D expenditures need to be

multiples of technology payments. And finally, much

of what passes under the name of R & D in Indian

industry is merely classified so for tax saving purposes,

and actually consists of adaptation of products to local

conditions, or even merely quality control.

By conventional measures of scientific output, India's

performance is dismal.15 The standard database in this

regard is the US-based Science Citation Index (SCI).

In 1980, around 40 Indian journals were indexed in the

SCI; this figure has fallen to 10, or just 0.3 per cent of

all SCI-indexed journals. In 1980, nearly 15,000

scientific papers from India were indexed in the SCI;

this figure fell over the next two decades to just over

12,000 (China's figure grew from under 1,000 to over

22,000 during the same period). India's share of the

world's total research papers published in SCI-indexed

journals was just 1.79 per cent in 2002. Finally, India's

world ranking in the SCI's citation impact (the number

of times a paper is cited by others) has fallen to an

abysmal 119 out of 149 countries listed.

The following figures capture the respective strengths
of the US, China and India in creation and control of

technology.

Source: Human Development Report 2005, U.N.

Figures relate to most recent year for which data are

available.

The IT Sector

India's much-vaunted Information Technology (IT)

sector is composed of two parts: the software sector,

and the IT-enabled sector (ITES). In both cases, work

that was earlier done in the developed world, particularly

the US, has been 'outsourced', or contracted out, to

locations in India.

In the case of the ITES, the activities outsourced include

call centres, medical transcription, data entry, ticket-

reconciliation, claims processing, credit card

administration, and such other routine office work as

can be performed at remote locations. While this work

requires knowledge of English, it does not require

superior education or skills. Indeed, some of it is so

mechanical and repetitive that it is in danger of being

eliminated: "Optical-character-recognition software is

automating the work of Indian data-entry workers.

Electronic airline tickets are eliminating some of the

ticket-reconciliation work airlines carry out in India.

Eventually, natural-language speech recognition is likely

to automate some of the call-centre work that is

currently going to India, says Steve Rolls, the heir

apparent at Convergys, the world's largest call-centre

operator." Other countries too are entering the same

business, particularly those once colonised by an

English-speaking country: the call-centre business is

booming in the Philippines.

This is clearly not high-technology or knowledge-based

work; new information-and-communications

technology has merely made it possible to carry out

such work at remote locations. The sole reason for

outsourcing such work is that wages for it in India are

a fraction of those in the developed world (according

to Deloitte Research, one-tenth), yielding massive

savings to US and UK corporations. The jobs threatened

in those countries are primarily ones that already pay

low wages because they require low skills; by

outsourcing to India, firms are able to drive their costs

even lower.

Given that the sole basis on which India is competing
is wages, it will lose its competitive edge if wages in
India rise, or if even poorer countries join the game.
Indian ITES chiefs are thus anxious to ensure that the
production of 'cyber-coolies' in India is adequate to
maintain an excess supply of labour power:

The biggest supply may be of BPO (business-process

outsourcing) workers who do not need to use the

telephone much: claims processors, credit-card

administrators, health-insurance workers and so on.

Indian universities churn out 2.5 million graduates a

year. Perhaps a quarter to half of these have the right

skills to do this sort of BPO work, says NASSCOM's

president, Kiran Karnik. To improve that ratio, he is

working with India's University Grants Commission to

have three-year degree courses supplemented by one-

year technical certificates in IT or American accounting

standards.
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Thus university education in India is to be tailored to

providing labour supply for the requirements of

American and British corporations' low-value work.

As a recent study by the V.V. Giri National Labour

Institute has pointed out, the call centre industry "leads

to a wastage of human resources and de-skilling of

workers" which will have a high impact on Indian

industry in the long-term.

A small but increasing amount of higher-value work as

well is being outsourced to India, for example,

animation and web design, legal services, R & D work,

and in future even sophisticated financial services (such

as administering speculative funds). But in all these

cases, India is not competing on the basis of the

superior quality of services or any technological

innovation, but solely in wage costs.

The same applies for the software sector. It is true that

India's annual production of IT engineers is larger than

that of the US. However, Indian engineers are employed

in relatively low-value work: as Business Week (1/3/

04) points out, "So far, the less-creative software jobs

are the ones being moved offshore: bug-fixing, updating

antiquated code, and routine programming tasks that

require many hands." The magazine depicts a 'software

pyramid', with a few thousand 'architects' at the top,

followed at successive levels of skill and pay by

researchers, consultants, project managers, business

analysts, and finally basic programmers. This last

category are "The foot soldiers in the information

economy, they write code for applications and update

and test them". It is a part of this lowest category that

has been 'offshored', much of it to India.

Indeed, a large proportion of India's software exports

are still accounted for by 'body-shopping', whereby

Indian firms supply software workers to US firms to

do their work onsite in the US itself, at a much lower

cost than if US citizens were hired.

Indian software firms manage applications of

programmes owned by multinational software giants;

but Indian firms produce virtually no proprietorial

software, that is, copyrighted programmes which are

sold to a large number of customers, and earn a

continuing stream of revenue (what Microsoft earns

its money from). Rather, both the hardware and the

software they use are imported. Thus the present prime

minister pleaded on his recent visit to the US for

sympathetic treatment:

American investments in India, especially in new

technology areas, will help American companies to

reduce costs and become more competitive globally.

Equally, India's earnings from these investments will

lead to increased purchases from the US. The

information technology revolution is built primarily on

US computer-related technology and hardware.(20/7/

05)

India is thus not a 'knowledge economy' but a low-

wage economy, distinguished from other such by its

colonial heritage, English. It does not command

increased international status by virtue of its economic

strength; rather, the publicity about its 'emergence' as

a 'power' is an outcome of conscious US policy.

Let us look first at why the Indian ruling class is so

anxious to be anointed a 'global power', and then at

why the US is interested in anointing it so.

Pension Reforms in India : Opinion Sharply Divided

The issue of pension reforms is being hotly debated in India for the past few years. To address the issue the

government has introduced the Pension Fund Regulatory and Development Authority (PFRDA) Bill in the

parliament.

The PFRDA Bill moots a defined contribution scheme where there are no assured benefits to a government

employee on retirement in place of the present defined benefit scheme.

The New Pension Scheme (NPS) has been necessitated because the burden of pension has become unsustainable

on Central and State finances due to increase in the average age and the number of pensioners.

The difference between a defined benefit scheme and a defined contribution scheme is that the former is a

pension plan in which the benefit formula determines the level of benefits. The formula establishes a link

between benefits and contributions.

But the opinion is highly divided in India on this issue. There is a view that with a defined contribution, no-

guarantee pension plan, the Indian Government's reform of Social Security arrangements has meant a major

shift in its defined pension aimed at its civil servants. It is apprehended that these reforms will create a system

that will be full of insecurities.

There is another larger public policy issue that is to be addressed. Who would ultimately bear the risk of a

changeover from defined benefit scheme to the defined contribution scheme?

Financially successful people may believe in individual ownership and choice, while low-wage earners may

want assured returns because they do not have other resources to fall back on. In India most of the people fall

in the latter category, which cannot bear any risk, more so in old age.

There is overwhelming evidence to show that internationally it is the financial industry that has much to gain,

were social security to be privatised. So, much requires to be considered before the so-called reforms are

pushed through.



35

We Are Not Alone

Europe

Bulgarian workers protest against government

On May 30 up to 15,000 Bulgarian workers participated in

a demonstration in the capital Sofia to protest the

government’s economic policies and declining living

standards.

Workers also demanded the right to strike and

demonstrated to defend the rights of civil servants. Many

delegations attended the rally, including miners, health and

transport staff and teachers. The rally began at Macedonia

Square and much of the capital was brought to a halt by a

march past government headquarters.

The National Statistical Institute found that the average

monthly income of a Bulgarian family stands at •241, while

average household expenditures is over •226 per month.

This is set to increase as the government forecasts that

inflation could hit 8 percent this year.

Trade unions estimate that the average salary has dropped

by 3 percent since the beginning of 2006.

State TV and radio in Norway hit by industrial action

On May 29, state TV and radio broadcasting in Norway

was affected by a strike organised by the Norwegian Union

of Journalists (NJ) and LO-Stat, a public sector trade union

confederation. The workers have rejected pay offers from

the state broadcaster NRK.

The strike began at 3 p.m. local time following the unions’

rejection of a proposed solution by state mediation 11

hours after the deadline for negotiations. Two other trade

unions involved in the dispute reached an agreement with

the mediator.

The action hit mainly news and sports broadcasting with

the traditional, high-profile track and field event, Bislett

Games, being severely affected.

Lecturers continue strike in Northern Ireland

Lecturers at 16 further education colleges in Northern

Ireland struck on May 31 in a pay dispute. The staff agreed

the terms of a pay increase with management, but the

agreement has been halted due to a government limit on

pay rises.

The stoppage involved about 2,000 lecturers and was their

second walkout in a week. Staff struck all further education

colleges on May 25.

Bus drivers in Nottingham strike over pay

Bus drivers in the city of Nottingham, England struck for

24 hours on May 27 in a dispute over pay. The workers are

members of the Transport & General Workers Union and

have rejected a 2.4 percent pay offer from management at

Nottingham City Transport.

The action involved about 200 workers and affected some

100 bus routes in and around the city. The TGWU said

that more one-day stoppages would be held pending the

resolution of the dispute.

Firefighters in Hertfordshire, England continue strike

action

Firefighters in the county of Hertfordshire in England

continued their campaign of industrial action on May 30.

Firefighters are protesting at the loss of more than 40 part-

time jobs and the closure of two retained fire stations at

Radlett and Bovingdon.

The action was originally planned to be a 48-hour strike,

but was reduced to one of eight hours duration by the Fire

Brigades Union (FBU). This decision followed an appeal

by the county council for time to consider proposals put

forward at the weekend by the union.

The strike was the third eight-hour walkout in recent weeks

and Hertfordshire, with a population of 1 million, was left

without fire service cover. The strike is the first in England

in which the armed forces have not provided emergency

cover.

Africa

Striking telecom workers attacked by police in Sierra

Leone

Striking telecom workers in Sierra Leone, employees of

Sierratel, were attacked by police. The police claimed that

they had received reports that the strikers had wanted to

burn down the Sierratel head office. The workers’

representative dismissed the claims, saying, “We have been

around the building for the past two weeks going on

peacefully with our strike. If we had the intention to burn

the building that would have been done.”

Two of the strikers were still in police custody when the

Concord Times (a newspaper based in the capital,

Freetown) reported on the strike on May 24.

Edward Gbondo, the secretary general of the Postal and

Telecommunications Union, was reported to have called a

halt to the strike action for a period of four days. He was

accused of a sell-out.

Fishery workers strike in South Africa

Around 1,200 fish processing workers went out on strike

at Sea Harvest in Saldanha, Durban, South Africa on May

22.

The workers are members of the Food and Allied Workers’

Union (FAWU) and are striking over a restructuring

process which has already led to more than 50

redundancies. Six hundred fishermen are also off work—

although not on strike—due to the lack of facilities to

process the catch.

Although some workers have accepted the severance

package or an alternative position, FAWU’s full-time shop

steward has not accepted the conditions. A further eight

people are being laid off at the company’s Cape Town

head office.

FAWU is demanding that management give an annual

bonus to those being retrenched, and that the shop steward

is allowed to keep his position. Dominique Swartz, FAWU’s

media officer, said that the union was prepared to accept

two weeks’ pay for every year worked, whereas normally it

would ask for four weeks.

Sea Harvest is a subsidiary of the Tiger Brands group,

which produce consumer goods.

Latin America

Strike at Colombia’s second-largest coal mine

On May 22, miners walked off their jobs at Colombia’s

second largest coal mine owned by Drummond, a US-based
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firm, after rejecting a company wage offer. The 3,570 miners

are demanding a 20 percent pay increase while management

offered a 7 percent raise.

At issue are working conditions and improvements in

quality of life. Workers are demanding the building by the

company of several cafeterias for children, the elderly and

the incapacitated and the establishment of a clinic to treat

alcoholism.

Miners at Drummond typically work 12 hours a day under

unsanitary conditions. Hundreds of former miners in the

region are incapacitated by black lung disease caused by

years of breathing carbon coal dust.

Joaquin Romero, president of the United Federation of

Energy Workers (FUTSE), indicated that the cost to the

company if it met all the strikers’ demands would be US$100

million. This is a paltry amount compared to the company’s

revenues from the mine, which this year is expected to

produce 28 million tons of coal valued at US$65 per ton.

A week earlier 3,500 workers at another important coal mine

owned by Glencore, a Swiss firm, also went on strike over

wages and working conditions.

Drummond management warned of the impact the strike is

having on the Colombian economy. The two mines

produce 40 percent of the nation’s coal. Colombian law

allows the government to impose arbitration after 60 days.

United States

EPA said to pressure scientists to skip pesticide tests

Three unions representing federal workers accused the

Environmental Protection Agency of acting in league with

the pesticide industry by pressuring scientists and

specialists to skip tests of certain pesticides that might be

harmful to children.

The American Federation of Government Employees, the

National Treasury Employees Union, and the Engineers

and Scientists of California, which together represent 9,000

EPA workers, joined forces in lodging the complaint.

Michigan nurses fired after filing complaints against

nursing home operator

Two nurses in Kalamazoo, Michigan, were fired one week

after filing confidential complaints charging their employer,

Metron Integrated Health Systems, with providing

inadequate care for residents of its nursing home. The

nurses claimed that because of short staffing, residents

did not receive medications on time and nurses were being

compelled to perform procedures for which they were not

qualified.

Eight former employees at Metron’s Big Rapids nursing

home face criminal charges for negligence and for covering

up the January 2005 death of a resident. The Michigan

attorney general also filed charges against three of

Metron’s nursing homes, claiming they committed fraud

by collecting Medicaid payments under conditions where

they did not meet minimum standards for staffing.

Canada

Government high-tech workers threaten strike

About 12,000 computer experts across Canada, represented

by the Professional Institute of the Public Service of

Canada, are threatening to strike. The federal government’s

Treasury Board has offered a wage increase of 4 percent in

a three-year deal, while the union is seeking twice that

amount.

Besides wages, the main sticking point is recruitment and

retention allowances, bonuses paid by management to

encourage workers not to leave for better-paid jobs in the

private sector. The last contract expired 18 months ago. If

the scheduled reconciliation board hearing does not

resolve the issue, the workers may go on strike in late

June.

Asia

Police fire on striking Bangladeshi garment workers

Bangladeshi paramilitary forces and police fired on

demonstrating apparel workers on May 22 and 23, killing

at least two and injuring hundreds more. One of those

killed was 25-year-old Rana from the Savar export-

processing zone. Around 31 workers were arrested.

The incident occurred when apparel workers from the

Universe Knitting Factory in the Savar zone struck for an

11-point log of claims, which included an immediate pay

rise, a guaranteed basic wage instead of piece rates,

payment of wage arrears, overtime rates, and an end to

employer harassment. The strike spread rapidly drawing

in workers from Savar, Dhaka and surrounding areas, such

as Shewrapara, Mirpur, Ksfrul, Tejgaon.

Around 7,000 police and army personnel fired live

ammunition, baton charged and used tear gas against the

workers who had erected roadblocks. In the ongoing

clashes around 500 vehicles and 300 factories were

damaged.

On May 23 defiant strikers rallied at Ashulia in Savar

demanding jailed workers be released and charges dropped

against six of their colleagues, including Mosharefa Mishu,

a Garments Workers Front official. Most garment factories

in Dhaka and surrounding areas remained closed for a third

consecutive day on May 24.

Around 10,000 armed forces, including 30 platoons of

Bangladesh Rifles, 800 Rapid Action Battalion members,

riot police and additional police have been deployed in

Dhaka.


