Divide and rule

HUMAYUN GAUHAR
During the Cold War containment of communism was the American battle cry. They couldn't care less about Third World democracy. The touchstone of whether a Third World ruler was acceptable or not was whether he joined America in containing the spread of Soviet communism. It didn't matter if the Third World ruler was elected or not. If he didn't suit the land of freedom and liberty, its Central Intelligence Agency either collaborated with local hoods or with the local military to remove him.
An example of the first method is when the CIA fomented trouble by getting wrestlers to go on the rampage through Tehran's bazaars to create conditions for the overthrow of Mossadeq's elected government with socialist leanings
and reinstall the boy Shah in his place. Mossadeq had threatened to take control of Iranian oil. An example of the second is when they threw out the elected socialist government of Chile's Salvador Allende (who was butchered
by the way) and replaced him with General Augusto Pinochet.
With the Cold War gone the enemy has been changed and the doctrine reversed. Take the enemy. Then it was the Soviet Union. Now it is the Muslims and the Chinese, the only people who they feel have the capacity to stand up and
challenge them. The Muslim capacity is theoretical, because they are totally disunited and are being led in many instances by American stooges. The Chinese threat is real and immediate and is materialising. Regardless of its present weakness, the Muslim threat is being nipped in the bud. The Chinese threat is being contained through adverse trade laws, fomenting trouble in the guise of a demand for democracy, ultimatums to revalue the Yuan and
encirclement by countries under US influence.
Now take the doctrine. During the Cold war it was stopping communism, democracy be damned; now "democracy" is the new battle cry; they couldn't care less about communism. The unstated but underlying objective of this new doctrine is to let no new superpower develop that can check America's hyper-power status so that it can continue playing merry hell with the world forever. Both stopping communism and spreading democracy are weapons that give them the excuse to dominate, and if necessary, intervene. Proof? They don't accept the will of the people. Thus liberation struggles are called terrorism. Thus if democracy doesn't throw up the "right" result, one that suits America, it is crushed with the same ruthlessness as elected governments with socialist leanings were in the past. 
What they want are elected surrogates and stooges who are so corrupt that they can be manipulated to do America's will. Which is why they give former corrupt Third World rulers refuge in the West and keep them politically alive so that if necessary they can be used one day as surrogates, paying no heed to the fact that they are our economic terrorists who have been as destructive as armed terrorists.
The problem with all this cleverness is that the Americans not only lack originality, they also lack the finesse that the European colonialists had, particularly the British. Thus with the end of the Cold War and no second superpower left to rein in their expansionist drive for global hegemony, they have gone back to direct military colonisation of the European type where economic colonisation is not enough to bring a country to heel. The Americans use their superiority in weaponry to occupy a country and bring about regime change. They also manage to divide occupied communities, or increase existing or latent divides. But that is all. 
They cannot hold the country for even a second, for two reasons mainly. One, people have moved on and have become much more aware of their rights than they were two centuries ago, thanks to the communications and media revolutions. Two, because America divides people in ham-handed ways (ham-fisted would be more apt) and not with the subtlety that the British did, they create quagmires. Thus the British could slip in through the cracks. But with America the divides become so acute that they become abysses. Instead of bringing stability through a new social and political order, they bring civil war.
Unlike the British, they are unable to hold the occupied countries and bring the sort of peace in which they can do their will. And because they have destabilised the country and divided its society, they are unable to leave. Thus they are stuck and only one thing is certain - unlike the British, who left behind warring "newly independent" countries but withdrew unscathed, the Americans will be thrown out licking their wounds, as they were in Vietnam.
The British not only had the sense to make stable governments in their colonies, they also had the far greater sense to subtly (and sometimes not so subtly) encourage the formation of political parties that would lead the independence movements against them, for they knew that they couldn't hold on for ever and would have to leave one day. The Americans cobble together deformed alliances that look less like political parties that would lead their countries to independence and more like surrogates of the CIA headed by stooges that they have kept and raised in their think tanks and universities for years to play the role of future collaborators when needed.
Not so the Brits. They subtly ensured that those who had the potential to lead independence movements were brought to their best pubic schools and top universities, Harrow and Cambridge particularly, where they all studied law and constitutionalism. They were groomed to oppose the British, but like gentleman, without their even realising it! Thus the anti-British independence leaders were wedded to constitutionalism, which suited the Brits just fine because they had made the law - it was British rules of the game that they were playing by after all. Thus too the independence movements were more like constitutional arguments rather than armed liberation struggles. Whatever violence there was, was between the native communities whom the British had divided, not against the British.
The only leader that tried an armed liberation struggle in India was Subhas Chandra Bose who formed the Indian National Army. He was killed in an air crash but no one can prove that the British organised it. Just look at how
many natives killed each other before and immediately after independence and how many British were killed and you will get my drift. The British created virtually all the Third World disputes of today, yet they are not hated in any of their former colonies, such was their subtlety. America, on the other hand, is loathed not only in its colonies but also in every country of the world except Israel. The Americans don't know how to get in, they don't know how to stay in and they don't know how to get out. All they do is divide, occupy where necessary and divide more, and create bigger and bigger messes.
But look at us, we the downtrodden wretched of the earth. The problem with us Third World peoples is that even after centuries of exploitation we still stupidly and naively allow people to drive wedges of religion or nationalism between us to divide us, allowing them to use one against the other and keep all of us in their orbit of exploitation. 
In that sense we have not grown a jot. The Shias and Sunnis are set up against each other, the Panjshiris against Pukhtoons, Muslims against Jews, Muslims against Hindus, India against Pakistan, India against China, Afghanistan against Pakistan... 
The list goes on and on. Every time they come with their fist coiled for one of us, he juts out his jaw and allows it to be socked, thinking that he has been done a great favour because it means that we are the chosen one.
The day we understand what has been happening, how we have been and still are being exploited, and gang up to protect our own interests, that day the superpower will lose because we will have achieved real independence.
E-mail queries and comments to: hgauhar@nation.com.pk
