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The Real Stake in Europe 
The Maastricht summit, as far as 

Britain was concerned, was an incident 
in the domestic political manoeuvring 
leading up to the next general election. 
Major had to try to stay sufficiently in 
touch with Europe to keep the pro 
European wing of the Tory Party quiet 
and sufficiently distanced from it to 
pacify the Thatcher remnant and allow it 
to keep on withering. The Labour 
leadership had to hope that Major would 
fail to do this either by having to sign 
everything, which would stimulate the 
Thatcherites to independent activity as 
saviours of the nation, or by refusing to 
sign and causing a breach with Europe 
which would anger the business interest. 
Major did his work so well that there 

is unlikely to be any electoral advantage 
for Labour in the European issue. 
Of course the Government was 

isolated at the Conference. That might 
be a serious matter if Labour was a 
European party with a considered 
European policy. But since Labour is 
not a European party all that matters is 
that Major got the result he wanted for 
domestic purposes. 
Britain - the British body politic - is 

isolated in Europe by reason of the 
continuing consequences of a policy 
towards Europe which it followed for 
about 300 years. Twenty years ago the 
Heath Tories tried to break with the 
traditional British attitude towards 
Europe but were vigorously opposed by 
the Labour Party 
The reason given then for opposition 

to the EEC was that it was a club of 
capitalists which would try to halt the 
forward march of socialism in Britain, 
but the old British nationalist attitude to 
Europe could always be found not far 
below the surface. It was no more true 
then than it is now that the EEC was a 
club of capitalists. 

The Labour attitude towards Europe 
lacks political weight. It was adopted 
too suddenly and for reasons that were 
too obviously opportunistic to be 
weighty. 
Whatever national faults the British 

electorate might have, frivolity is not 
one of them. It does not change its mind 
lightly, and is not impressed by those 
who do. 
The present leaders of the Labour 

Party led the agitation against the 
Common Market fifteen years ago, and 
they made a great issue of national 
sovereignty. It was implicit in their 
campaign that Britain was about take a 
great leap forward into socialism. They 
then proceeded by their domestic policy 
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to prepare the ground for Thatcherism. 
They shot down the Bullock proposals 
for industrial democracy, and 
championed a kind of trade unionism 
that was so powerful that it prevented 
the capitalists from managing their 
enterprises effectively while itself 
refusing to get involved in management. 
That is why Thatcher won three 
elections in a row. Now these same 
leaders are legitimately open to the 
suspicion of becoming pro-European 
because they see no hope of any further 
socialist advance within the context of 
UK politics, and hope to return to 
something like the conditions of the 
seventies under the influence of the 
European social contract. Thus the 

"America won the Cold 
War. But it is by its own 
nature unfit to exert an 

imperial overlordship over 
the world and is unwilling 

to submit its own 
sovereignty to any degree of 

international law. It is 
the ref ore setting an example 
of anarchy to the world." 

capitalist club of the seventies has come 
to be seen as the only hope of social 
advance in the nineties by a Labour 
leadership whose own polices have been 
responsible for bankrupting socialism in 
the context of the 'sovereignty' which it 
held so dear sixteen years ago - and 
indeed much more recently than that. 
The Labour leadership has been 

systematically adapting itself to 
Thatcherism domestically while 
projecting whatever socialist aspirations 
remain in them onto the European 
scene. But is is Thatcherism they have 
adapted to, not industrial capitalism. 
Thatcher's great confidence trick was to 
get herself accepted as the champion of 
industrial capitalism. If the new-found 
Europeanism of the Labour leaders was 
more than skin deep they would have 
been exposing Thatcherism as a fraud 
instead of adapting to it. 
Thatcher faced down a trade-union 

movement whose refusal to undertake 
responsibilities proportionate to its 
power had made it ripe for a fall. That 
was her only service to capitalist 

industry. Apart from that, she was the 
representative of the spivs and racketeers 
of capitalism - the money men who 
make money out of money and who 
wouldn't recognise a factory if they saw 
one. 
Thatcher came to power with a 

'monetarist' ideology. If monetarism 
meant anything useful, it meant 
establishing a stable monetary medium 
for the capitalist entrepreneur to do 
business in, and that in tum meant 
reducing Government tampering with 
money as a short-term economic 
measure. But now the Thatcherites 
declare that the lynch-pin of national 
sovereignty is the power of the 
Government to cause currency 
fluctuations as a measure of economic 
policy. No productive capitalist doubts 
that a single European currency with the 
stability of the Deutschmark would be 
the best monetary medium for business. 
But the establishment of such a currency 
would abolish a whole sphere of money 
making from Britain - the sphere of 
currency speculation. And it is in 
currency speculation that money has 
been most easily made in the Thatcher 
era. 

Thatcher was anything but a hard 
headed realist. In many ways she 
responded to the 'socialist' nonsense of 
the Michael Foot variety with a kind of 
capitalist nonsense. Reading von Mises, 
von Hayek, or even Ota Sik, about what 
a marvellous stimulus to, and indicator 
of, efficiency profit made in the market 
was, she believed that money made by 
currency speculation somehow created 
industry. And four or five years ago she 
criticised European countries from what 
she thought was a capitalist viewpoint 
because their company law did not 
facilitate takeovers in the way British 
and American law did. She assumed that 
takeovers made companies more 
competitive and more productive. And 
even when takeovers, through asset 
stripping, destroyed enterprises before 
one's eyes, she assumed that this was a 
mere incident in some complex process 
by which industry was expanded. 
Then, having come to power praising 

the qualities of the prudent housewife, 
she encouraged people to be spendthrifts. 
At one and the same time she curbed the 
'money supply' by better Government 
housekeeping and expanded it by 
encouraging the banks to expand credit 
to millions of consumers. Market 
activity was increasingly based on credit, 
which is another word for debt. Largely 
because of her insistence on maintaining 
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an absolutely independent national 
currency as the lynch-pin of sovereignty, 
the massive increase in interest rates 
turned debts into bankruptcies. And 
now, because of the sharp experience of 
the past couple of years, people have 
finally re-acquired the Victorian virtue of 
good-housekeeping. They have become 
savers, and therefore the recession 
persists. 

If the Labour leaders, when changing 
their policy on Europe, had found out 
about Europe and taken its experience to 
heart, they might have been very acute 
critics of Tory policy during the past 
few years without leaving themselves 
open to any suspicion of wanting to get 
back to the seventies. (But that's easy 
for us to say. We supported the 
Common Market and the Bullock 
proposals in the seventies, and have not 
needed to tum any somersaults.) 

* 
The international context of European 

union has changed fundamentally during 
the past year. And this change of context 
necessarily changes the dynamic and the 
character of European development. 
The success of the EEC on the basis 

of the French/German/Italian axis was 
one of the factors which helped to 
precipitate the collapse of the Soviet 
Empire. But the EEC was not in origin 
a Cold War operation, nor did it ever 
become a mere Cold War united front. If 
it had been what it was taken to be by 
most of the British Left it would never 
have become what it now is. 
The Left and the Right of British 

politics have been in essential agreement 
about the nature of the Common 
Market, and both were equally mistaken. 
The Right supported it as a Cold War 
operation while the Left opposed it for 
the same reason. The Right has for 
some years been apprehensive that the 
EC was exceeding its brief. Now, with 
the Cold War ended and the EC still 
developing, the Right is in desperation. 
It is casting about for allies, but because 
of its success in destroying the British 
Left as an effective political force it can 
find no allies of any consequence. 
When the Common Market was set 

up Britain still had an Empire and 
America was the dominant industrial, 
financial and military power in the 
world. Today Britain has no Empire, 
barring the Crown Colony of Hong 
Kong which it is preserving in a fit 
condition to be handed over to 
totalitarian China in a few years time. 
And America has lost its industrial and 
financial dominance of the free world and 
is beginning to resent the freedom of the 
world. And although it is still the 
dominant military power, it has come to 
rely increasingly on the technological 
side of military affairs and has therefore 
become militarily dependent on Japan in 
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that respect. 
The shape of the world revealed by the 

ending of the Cold War is very different 
from the shape of the world when the 
Cold War began. The world has not been 
frozen for forty years. While the allied 
enemies of 1945 have been preoccupied 
with their own intimate disputes over 
which of them should be master of the 
world, the world itself has moved on 
unbeknownst to them. 
The decision of the Japanese 

Parliament not to apologise for Pearl 
Harbour unless the United States 
apologises for Hiroshima shows how 
much things have changed. Half a 
century after Pearl Harbour America and 
Japan have in effect agreed to call it 
quits in the sphere of moral conl1ict. 

This remarkable change has not 
happened just because the Cold War 
ended. It has happened because of the 
two events which occurred in the year 
following the end of the Cold War - the 
American invasion of Panama and the 
Gulf War - the United Nations war 
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against Iraq. The combined effects of 
these events has been to dispel any 
illusion there may have been that an 
international order based on law would 
take the place of the Cold War. 
Japan and Germany had concentrated 

on peaceful pursuits for 45 years, and 
had overtaken their masters of 1945 in 
those pursuits. They were front-line 
states in the Cold War. Being 
themselves creations of 'the West', (that 
is, of America and Britain), they 
provided bases for the West in the great 
conf1ict between the bosses. Indeed they 
had no choice in the matter, being 
occupied countries. They did not 
envisage an active military role for 
themselves, nor did their master 
encourage them to. They became the 
model capitalist economics of the world 
and by their behaviour they lent 
credibility to the capitalist ideological 
precept that industrious activity in the 
market generates peace in the world. 

But then, a year ago, they suclclcnly 
found themselves berated as pacifists. 
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They were told it just wasn't good 
enough to be honest and peaceful 
producers and traders. They were told 
that war was a necessary activity and 
that they must do their share of it. 
Neither Germany nor Japan approved 

of what America, Britain and France in 
the guise of the United Nations did to 
Iraq. They had themselves lost the habit 
of making war, and they saw no need to 
reacquire that habit in order to restore 
Kuwait, especially as the particular 
circumstances of the matter became 
clear. 

Iraq moved against Kuwait after the 
American ambassador had indicated to 
Saddam Hussein that Washington would 
not object if he handled his dispute with 
the al-Sabah Government as Bush had 
handled his conflict with the Noriega 
Government in Panama. The 
Ambassador later said she had not 
expected Saddam to take all of Kuwait. 
It seems likely that Saddam had not 
expected to take all of Kuwait either. 
But unexpected things happen in war, 
and what happened in Kuwait was 
unprecedented in human history. The 
moment the Iraqi Army crossed the 
frontier of Kuwait the Army and 
Government of Kuwait emigrated. 
When Saddam realised that he had 

either misunderstood the American 
Ambassador or had been deceived by her, 
he indicated a willingness to negotiate a 
withdrawal from Kuwait, requiring only 
a measure of compromise in the matters 
which had been in dispute and on which 
the Emir had refused to negotiate. 

It is not surprising that in those 
circumstances neither Germany nor 
Japan saw any need to become bellicose. 
Warmongering had ceased to be an 
element in their national life. They were 
doing very well without it. And the 
magical way the American and British 
Governments transformed Saddam 
overnight from a minor ally into a 
major ogre was unlikely to convince 
them that a new Hitler was menacing 
the peace of the world. They allowed 
themselves to be morally browbeaten 
into paying some of the cost of the war 
but they refused to fight. 
They refused to fight in a war which 

was needless, senseless and finally 
obscene. But they were taught a sharp 
lesson about the facts of life in the 
world after the ending of the Cold War. 
It must be assumed that ruling circles in 
Germany and Japan have concluded from 
the events of the past two years that 
their states must reacquire the ability to 
wage war. 

An international order based on law 
might have been established since 1989 
if American and Britain had been willing 
to relinquish their own absolute 
sovereignty to some functional system 
of law in the United Nations framework. 
A system of international law requires 
that no state shall be both within the 
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system and above it, and that every state 
which is within the system shall be able 
to invoke the law against any other 
member state. 

The United Nations was not intended 
to be or to become, a system of 
international law. It was designed by 
America, Britain and the Soviet Union 
in 1945 to be a structure through which 
they would dominate the world. The 
Veto which they gave themselves placed 
them above what the United Nations 
called law. And since the Veto also 
applies to amendment of the UN 
Charter, the Charter was clearly designed 
to make the world dominance of the 
Veto powers perpetual. 

"While the Cold War 
persisted there was a kind 
of order in the world, and 

European Union might have 
progressed at a snail's pace. 
With the Ending of the Cold 
War structure and the onset 
of anarchy the formation of 
new structures has become a 
pressing matter. European 

Union can no longer 
progress at a snail's pace. If 
the EC does not take on the 
characteristics of a state it 

will dissolve into its 
component parts." 

This rigid United Nations structure 
was bound to come into conflict with 
world development unless world 
development was curbed by close 
policing by the Veto states. The 
eruption of the Cold War emong the 
Veto states ensured that the United 
Nations did not function as the Great 
Power world police state as envisaged by 
President Roosevelt. Whether that is 
seen as a good or a bad thing depend on 
the assumptions one makes about 
human destiny. 

Anyhow things did not work out that 
way. The structure of the United Nations 
is now absurdly out of alignment with 
the structure of the world. One of the 
Veto states no longer exists as an actual 
state. Another has retired from world 
affairs. A third is closely involved in the 
development of a European state. And a 
fourth is desperately trying to get off the 
'slippery slope' into a European state. 

At decisive junctures in world affairs 
things happen fast and new structures 
take shape which last for generations. 
What has happened during this past year 
is that the United Nations might have 
been made an effective political 
framework of world affairs by being 
amended into a framework of 

international law, but since that was not 
done it has lost what little effectiveness 
it previously had as a world institution. 
The ease with which the new Secretary 
General - Whatsisname - was appointed 
and the low degree of newsworthiness 
which the appointment generated give an 
accurate indication of the present status 
of the United Nations. 

It was Britain and America which had 
the opportunity to reform the United 
Nations into a framework of 
international law. Therefore it was 
Britain and America which decided the 
next phase of human history should 
proceed through anarchy. 

In August 1990 the Indian 
Government suggested that the UN be 
reformed so as to make it more 
representative of the present state of the 
world. The British Ambassador to the 
UN (Sir Cervantes Whatsisname) shot 
down the suggestion, and said that the 
UN as it stood was the highest possible 
product of the wisdom of the ages. 

If Britain and America had been 
prepared to relinquish their Vetos they 
could have exerted an immense influence 
for the better on world affairs and could 
have made it virtually impossible for the 
other Vetoists not to follow suit. But it 
is Britain and America who are the chief 
obstacles in the matter. 
They are the only major states in 

which war is still a normal part of 
national life - not war arising out of 
conflict with a neighbouring state, but 
war waged in distant parts of the earth as 
one of the options of foreign policy. 
They are also states in relative economic 
decline and with diminishing moral 
inf1uence in world affairs. They are more 
important when there is war than when 
there is peace. 
The Spectator is the ideological 

magazine of the ruling class. Insofar as 
suburbanite Toryism has constituted a 
ruling class The Spectator is the 
magazine in which it has tried to think. 
On March 9, 1991, happy at having been 
in a war again, Tory ideology blurted 
out its view of the crude facts of world 
affairs. The article is entitled: Time For 
Them To Grow Up. It is subtitled: "The 
armies of Japan and Germany must no 
longer hide behind their constitution". It 
is headed with a quote from Frederick the 
Great (who was once the great ogre of 
British war propaganda): "Diplomacy 
without arms is like music without 
instruments." 
The article begins: "Not long ago - 

less than a year in fact - people spoke 
as though Germany and Japan had won 
the war after all. America was the 
empire in decline, Japan and Germany 
were the new economc super-powers, 
models of the new order, where military 
force no longer counted. People were 
actually rather afraid of these formidable 
new powers. Some in the British 
Government thought wistfully that they 
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were easier to fight in the trenches. Then 
came the Gulf War, and suddenly these 
very same countries, these old Axis 
enemies and new economic super 
powers, had become the lands of 
cowards, who refused to go to the front 
where our boys were spilling blood for 
their oil..." 

It is only two years since the 
notorious Chequers Conference on the 
national character of Germans. When the 
minutes of that Conference were leaked 
all but Thatcher's inner coterie squirmed 
with embarrassment. Most Tories had 
begun to accept that that sort of thing 
was over and done with. But then on 
August 1990 Thatcher got her trump card - 
another war, in which the sterling 

qualities of the British pit bull terrier 
would be unloosed and the nation would 
once again swell up with military pride. 
And the Germans, instead of being hated 
as militarists would be despised as 
wimps. 

But all of that is now only a distant 
memory. The war did not lead on to any 
tangible 'new world order' in which 
Britain would have a new world role as 
the second military power. Nor did it 
disrupt the European development. And 
since it did not disrupt the European 
development it accelerated it. 

"The most violent twenty-four hours 
in the history of the world", which is 
how American and Britain advertised 
their opening bombardment of Iraq, is 
likely to have far-reaching consequences 
in world affairs. It taught the world a 
lesson which the world is likely to learn 
all too well - and would have learned it 
even without the guidence of The 
Spectator. Japan now realises that it 
must regenerate a militaristic attitude to 
insure itself against American economic 
decline. Germany knows that it must in 
the near future either become a powerful 
military state in central Europe or a 
component part of a powerful European 
state. And the sheer scope and ferocity of 
the bombardment of Iraq shocked the 
Soviet military and ended their patience 
with the ineffectual democratic 

demagogy of Gorbachev and 
Shevardnadze. 
America won the Cold War. But it is 

by its own nature unfit to exert an 
imperial overlordship over the world and 
is unwilling to submit its own 
sovereignty to any degree of 
international law. It is therefore setting 
an example of anarchy to the world. 
While the Cold War persisted there 

was a kind of order in the world, and 
European union might have progressed 
at a snail's pace. With the ending of the 
Cold War structure and the onset of 
anarchy the formation of new structures 
has become a pressing matter. European 
union can no longer progress at a snail's 
pace. If the EC does not take on the 
charactaristics of a state it will dissolve 
into its component parts. 

"It was Britain and America 
which had the opportunity 

to reform the United 
Nations into a framework of 
international law. Therefore 
it was Britain and America 

which decided the next 
phsae of human history 
should proceed through 

anarchy", 

There is a will in France and Germany 
to form a European state and that will is 
carrying the other continental members 
of the EC along with it. There is no 
will in Britain - either in Government or 
Opposition - to form a European state. 
British resistance has so far probably 
helped France and Germany to unite the 
others in support of a European state. 
The Tory opponents of the EC do not 

merelv want Britain to remain a 
sovereign state, they also want to break 
up the EC into its component nation 
states. The Government wants the same 

thing. The difference is that the 
Government is in there negotiating and 
being thwarted by a united front of the 
Europeans while the dissident Tories can 
give free expression to their wishes. 
Tebbit says that the EC development 

is against the grain of world events, that 
this is the era of nationalism and that 
the EC is bound to break up and Europe 
will revert to its late 19th century 
condition. And that is certainly possible. 
But if it happens Germany will again be 
the state in the ascendent as it was a 
hundred years ago. Amidst all the 
destruction and disintegration of the past 
couple of years, Germany is the only 
state which has done something 
constructive. The incorporation of East 
Germany into the Federal Republic is 
the only piece of actual statecraft 
accomplished in this period, and it has 
boosted German self-confidence. 

Shortly · after the Gulf War the 
German Government asserted sovereign 
jurisdiction over American and other 
bases on its territory and America was in 
no position to argue the point. The 
Second World War is over. And if 
Europe reverts to a system of sovereign 
nation states it seems likely that 
Germany will enjoy a pre-eminence far 
greater than it did a hundred years ago. 

There are many in the Labour Party 
who see things as Tebbit does. And 
there are many others who have declared 
themselves pro-European on other 
grounds without having given this 
aspect of the matter any real thought, 
and who make pro-European statements 
that are not in essential conflict with 
anti-European policy. The first Left 
Labour converts to the EC said it was 
such a good thing that it should not be 
confined to the twelve, and that has now 
become the general line. In the debate on 
Maastricht Tony Banks said he wanted a 
Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals. 

Unless Siberia obliges by separating 
itself from Russia, a Europe from the 
Atlantic to the Urals is not possible. 
The Urals do not mark a state boundary. 
They run down through western Russia. 
To be meaningful in state terms the 
phrase should be 'from the Atlantic to 
the Pacific'. 
There is no practical possibility of an 

EC encompassing Portugal in the west 
and Russia in the east acquiring the 
characteristics of a state. Indeed such a 
region could only be seen as a 'common 
market' in the sense in which Victorian 
political economists saw the whole 
world as a free trade area. Advocacy of an 
indefinitely extended EC is, when all the 
grand phrases are discounted, no more 
than advocacy of a world market, and its 
function is to counter the practical 
political project which France and 
Germany have brought to the verge of 
accomplishment with the active consent 
of nine other states. D 
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Fraud UK 

Ford UK is complaining that it takes 
more man-hours to build cars in Britain 
than elsewhere. For example in 1990 the 
Fiesta took an average of 29.9 hours in 
Cologne, 33.3 hours in Valencia and 
52.5 hours in Dagenham. 

Ford has even made threatening 
noises about closing down its 
Dagenham and Halewood plants 
altogether. The implication is that the 
lazy workers are to blame as usual. 

The worker on the production line at 
Ford has no control whatever over the 
rate at which cars are built. 

At the beginning of each shift it is 
announced how many cars are to be 
produced, and then the speed of the line 
is set accordingly. 

The sales managers determine the 
number of orders. The factory managers 
determine the rate of production. The 
workers do what is required of them and 
work damn hard in a rotten job. 

Jack Adams is the T &GWU man 
responsible for the car industry. He is 
also about to become the Deputy 
General Secretary of the T&GWU. He 
must waste no time in rebutting the 
smears of the Ford management. The 
problems of car production lie entirely 
with management with their 
investment and production strategies. 

See no evil 

In his editorial in the AEU journal, 
Gavin Laird sets his understandable 
praise for the Labour Party Conference 
in an odd context: Labour's continuing 
electoral successes. He specifically 
mentions local elections. 

This was a theme elaborated by Jack 
Cunningham in an interview about the 
purging of Dave Nellist. Cunningham 
specifically pointed to continuing 
successes in local by-elections as 
evidence of Labour's continued growth 
in popularity. 

It never crossed the interviewer's mind 
to question Mr Cunningham's 
statements. He probably knew little and 
cared less about local by-election results. 
But with Labour and the unions making 
such a fuss about them some reporter is 
likely to look up the facts. 

Labour certainly had a good month in 
October. But it had consistently done 
very badly compared to the Tories in the 
previous four months June-September. 

Since October it is again doing less 
well than the Tories. In November and 
December the Tories gained three seats 
from Labour and Labour gained two 
from the Tories. Taking account of 
contests with other parties both Labour 
and Tory gained four each. (the Lib 
Dems gained 9). On top of that there 
was the loss to the Tories of black 
women in London that Labour had been 
patronising. 
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Trade Union 
Diary 

by Dave Chapel 

Not a great disaster. But surely a 
pointer away from a growing popularity 
for Labour. 

I will take the kind vew that Mr 
Cunningham was not lying. In which 
case he must have spoken out of 
ignorance. And that is not good enough 
from the Party's Director of Elections. 

I suggest at the least he subscribes to 
the monthly Municipal Journal. 
Then at least he will know how his 
party is doing electorally. After that he 
might well decide to do something about 
it. 

Meanwhile, my advice to Gavin Laird 
and other writers for union journals is 
not to believe a word that comes out of 
Walworth Road. 

Green Paper 

The Government's Green Paper, 
Industrial Relations in the 
1990s, continues to be cold-shouldered 
by employers as well as trade unions. 

The Green Paper proposes: 
1. to widen the choice on which 

union a person may join; 
2. make collective agreements legally 

binding; 
3. require workers to renew annually 

their agreement to check-off agreements; 
4. to require seven days notice for 

strikes; 
5. to require postal ballots for strikes. 
What is annoying the employers as 

much as the contents of the Green Paper 
is the purpose for which it is produced. 
Even the unions now concede that 

much of the early union legislation was 
necessary and desirable. And as this 
magazine has pointed out before, if the 
unions had accepted legislation under 
Labour and bargained about it, they 
could have had the good bits without the 
vindictive bits. 

But this Green Paper is the work of 
Michael Howard, one of the four 
remaining full-blooded Thatcherites left 
in the Cabinet. He wishes to continue to 
promote Thatcher's policy in the context 
of a government which has run out of 
ideas and doesn't know where it is 
going. 

But Howard is still living in the early 
Thatcher years when bashing the unions 
and turning the economy were the order 
of the day and were electorally popular. 

The employers know that those days 
are gone. The unions have been bashed 
and turning the economy upside down 
has all but wrecked it. 

Indeed Howards's proposals are far 
more likely to upset the employers than 
the unions. 

The unions seem quite happy with 
postal ballots - though as I pointed out 
in the last L&TUR, workplace ballots, 
where they are possible and secret, get a 
far greater turnout and are more 
democratic. 

The unions will oppose any 
tampering with the check-off system for 
financial reasons. But collection by a 
union collector, done efficiently, can 
mean a lot healthier relationship 
between members and their unions. 
This, by the way, is the proposal that 
most upsets the employers. 

The requirement of seven days notice 
for strikes is no great burden since the 
present balloting rules and arrangements 
mean that that usually happens anyway. 
Widening the choice of unions is a 

pain in the ass for anyone involved in 
bargaining and is a recipe for inter-union 
disputes. But then industrial disruption 
by government was the name of the 
game when Michael Howard was 
learning his trade. 
Finally, making collective 

agreements legally binding must terrify 
employers. Virtually every collective 
agreeement made has been 
unceremoniously tom up by employers 
in the last three years. 

All in all these proposals are an 
irritant and should be treated as such. 
Michael Howard should not be painted 
as some great ogre - he'd love that - but 
as a contemptible little throwback to a 
past already dead. Who are the Dinosaurs 
now? 

Social Charter 

In late November, prior to Maastricht, 
NOP arried out a survey for the TUC on 
the European Social Charter. It asked if 
"there should be a common framework 
of employment rights throughout the 
EC [ which] would cover matters such as 
working conditions, equal rights, 
training and information on company 
takeovers" included in the Euro-treaty. 
71 % said 'yes' and 16% said 'no'. To a 
further question about abolishing the 
national veto over social legislation, 
48% wanted it abolished and 34% 
wanted it kept. 

News: Mining Sale 

Former mining managers, engineers and 
miners have set up a company, 
Monktonhall Mineworkers, and 
offered to lease the mothballed 
Monktonhall Colliery near Edinburgh. 

It proposes only 3 grades of miners 
(there are about 35 at present) each 
earning between £250 and £350 per 
week. The mine would employ about 
400 miners but would not brant 
negotiating rights to the NUM. □
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Yugoslavia 
An Historical Perspective on the Current National Struggles 

The historical information about 
Yugoslavia given below is taken from 
Yugoslavia by Robert Daniel Hogg, 
published in London in 1944, with a 
Preface by Milan Grol, a former 
Yugoslav Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
This book was clearly intended to 
supply hard information about 
Yugoslavia for use in the post-war 
settlement. Books like that are no longer 
written. 

* 

During the Slav incursion into the 
declining Roman Empire (6th century) 
one group went southwards into the 
Balkan peninsula, which was then the 
Roman province of Illyricum. For that 
reason they became known as the 
Yugoslavs, which means South Slavs. 

"On their arrival the Yugoslavs were 
illiterate and pagan; but while the Croats 
and Slovenes were taught the Latin 
alphabet by Roman Catholic 
missionaries, the Serbs were given a 
completely different alphabet, based on 
Greek and shared with the Slavs to the 
east, by the Orthodox. The Croats and 
Slovenes were converted to Roman 
Catholicism, the Serbs to Greek 
Orthodoxy; and this cleavage went 
deeper than is easily imagined. The 
theological and ecclesiastical differences 
between the two Churches were of no 
political importance in themselves, for 
they concerned such matters as the 
nature of the Trinity and celibacy for 
priests. But the Church of these days, 
being the sole organ of learning and 
public education, played such a large 
part in the life of the people that it was 
inevitably involved in politics. And 
whereas the Roman Church directed 
from outside the country and using a 
foreign language, tended to draw the 
Croats and Slovenes to itself, the Serbs 
set up their own national Orthodox 
Church, which became the servant of the 
nation, fostering their national traditions 
and playing a leading part in their long 
struggle for liberty. 

"Roughly the same geographical 
divisions of the country, deepening the 
differences between Serbs on the one 
hand and Croats and Slovenes on the 
other, was perpetuated by Turkey's 
occupation of Serbia from the 15th to 
the 19th century, and the Hapsburg 
occupation of the Croat and Slovene 
lands for an even longer period. The very 

different methods of these two empires 
provoked different reactions, gradually 
formed different characters and 
mentalities, in the subject groups. 
While the Croats and Slovenes were 
subjected to a cold, calculated, scientific 
regime of oppression against which no 
frontal attack, but only indirect and 
partial resistance was possible, the Serbs 
were violently and brutally handled, 
stirred to armed resistance and finally to 
successful revolt. Whereas Croatia and 
the Slovene provinces were represented 
in the parliaments of Budapest and 
Vienna, and until 1918 defended their 
limited rights chiefly by negotiation and 
debate, Serbia wanted full independence, 
in the 19th century, by force of arms. 
For the Croats and Slovenes the State 
was an alien, hostile body, politics a 
defensive art, and soldiering a form of 
tribute exacted by a foreign overlord; to 
the Serb the State was his own creation, 
politics a form of positive self 
expression, and soldiering a national 
passion." (pp21-2) 

[Rome and Constantinople were the 
two centres of the Roman Empire when 
it divided, and the line of division 
between the two ran through then 
Balkans. The Turks, who became the 
leading element in the Muslim world, 
captured Constantinople, the centre of 
Greek or Byzantine Christianity, m 
1453] 

Serbia 
"The main body of the Serbs had 

settled, at latest by the 8th century, in 
that part of the Byzantine Empire which 
lay between the Sava, the Morva-Vadar 
basin, and the Adriatic, and soon after 
this divided into two provinces, Rashka 
and Zeta, named after local rivers. Zeta 
later changed its name to Montenegro. .. , 
while Rashka became Serbia ... 

"The early Rashkans appear to have 
been a people with a strongly 
egalitarian, democratic spirit, living in 
scattered communities ... They seem to 
have successfully resisted the Byzantine 
armies sent out to destroy them .. .in the 
year 924, however, they suffered their 
first severe defeat." (p 23) 

[But Rashka maintained a continuous 
political existence throughout the 
confusions of the early middle ages, and 
it established an empire of its own after 
1209, when Byzantium (ie 
Constantinople, ie Istanbul) was sacked 
by a Roman Catholic Crusade. It reached 
its greatest extent under its king, 

Dushan, who was declared Emperor in 
1346 and who saw the Rashkan Empire 
as the heir of the Byzantine Empire. But 
Dushkan died prematurely in 1355 and 
his empire broke up]: 

"Local chiefs and princes fought over 
the succession, the embryonic feudal 
system broke down, the peasant soldiers 
returned to their farms, and the loose, 
ultra-democratic tradition of earlier times 
reasserted itself against the newer 
patriarchical regimes... The monarchy 
could not, as in other feudal countries, 
find support for itself and the public 
order in the wealthy urban population, 
in a centralised administration, or in a 
professional army. The townspeople 
were largely foreigners - Greeks, 
Venetians and Ragusans - for the Serbs 
preferred farming and hunting to 
commerce and the crafts; centralised 
adminstration had been prevented by the 
vigour of the local self-government; and 
the professional army was unreliable and 
dependent upon regular pay ... Within 
fifteen years of Dushan's death his 
empire, the greatest of all Balkan 
empires, had disintegrated... And 
Rashka, the homogeneous national 
centre from which he had started, was 
threatened by the Turks ... 

"The Ottoman flood, which Dushan 
had foreseen and tried to forestall, proved 
irresistable. The Serb kings and princes 
combined once again in an effort to stem 
it, but without success. One by one 
their provinces were conquered and 
garrisoned by the Turks, and they were 
persuaded to become vassals and fight 
for the invader against their own 
compatriots" (p 26) [The decisive battle 
was fought at Kossovo in 1389] 

"The Turkish conquerors ... were at 
first tolerant towards the Serbian "herd" 
(rayah) as they called their Christian 
subjects. They despised them, but they 
left their national and religious life 
largely undisturbed, attempting no 
forcible conversions, in the belief that 
time and the material advantages of 
embracing Islam would suffice ... to 
produce devout Muslims and loyal 
subjects. For the time being, the Turks 
needed only men and money for their 
further advance northward ... For the first 
hundred years neither the human levy 
nor the taxes were excessive, and the 
regime as a whole was not intolerable. 

"From the end of the 16th century, 
however, the impoverished Serbians 
began to feel the yoke more heavily, for 
the Turks, as their imperial organisation 
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weakened grew harsher..." (p27) 
[Turkish expansion reached its 

greatest extent in 1683 when Vienna was 
put under siege. The siege was broken 
by the last significant action of the 
disintegrating Polish state] 

"In 1683 the Turks were repulsed at 
the gates of Vienna, and in the 
following years driven back, through 
Hungary and northern Serbia, as far as 
Skopelje. The Serbians welcomed the 
advancing Austrians as liberators and 
rose in revolt, in response to the 
Emperor's appeal, against the common 
enemy. But they soon found themselves 
between two millstones, for the 
Austrian army was followed by Jesuit 
priests who made themselves more hated 
than the Turks by trying to convert 
them to the Roman Church. The 
Serbians, seeing no advantage in 
continuing the struggle, returned to their 
homes, and in doing so turned the scale 
of war in favour of their former 
oppressors. The Turks expelled the 
Austrians from Serbia, and inflicted 
furious punishment upon the people." (p 
28) 

The region continued to be fought 
over by the Turks and Austrians until 
the middle of the 18th century. The 
Turks now emulated the Austrians by 
resorting to religious persecution, and 
were assisted by the Greek Church 
which had survived in Constantinople 
after it became a Turkish city. 

"The increasing political and military 
tyranny of Turkey now came to be 
reinforced ... by the religious 
persecutions of her servile tool, the 
Byzantine or Greek Orthodox Church. 
The aim of the Phanariot [footnote: 
from phanar the name of a suburb of 
Constantinople inhabited by Greeks] 
system was to substitute the language, 
liturgy and culture of Greece for all 
native and national elements in the 
Balkan Churches. The independent 
Serbian patriarchate ... was suppressed. 
Greek bishops and priests, few of whom 
knew the language of the people, 
replaced the Serbians and took charge of 
populations who knew no Greek. 
Serbian books and manuscripts were 
destroyed. Greek alone was taught in the 
Schools, and the new alien clergy 
practised every kind of corruption ... 

"The first great insurrection, provoked 
by the consciousness of past greatness 
and long oppression, inspired by the 
example of unconquered 
Montenegro ... broke out in 1804. The 
Serbians chose as their chief a peasant 
named Karageorge, a man of great 
stature and outstandingly strong 
personality who had been a guerilla 
leader and served with distinction in an 
Austrian volunteer corps. Fighting at 
odds of three or four to one, they 
gradually forced the Turks southward as 
far as Nish ... , and established contact 
with the Montenegrins in the West. 
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Political organisation and public 
education proceeded hand in hand with 
the fighting. Karageorge set up a 
national assembly (Skupshtina) and also 
a state council. A new educational 
system was worked out by his first 
Minister of Education ... Dositei 
Obradouitch... Under his direction an 
elementary school was set up in each 
district town, and a secondary school - 
which later became a university - in 

Belgrade ... For nine years the Serbians 
sustained an immense political and 
military effort, with practically no help 
from abroad. In 1807 Russia entered the 
war on her side, but dropped out under 
the threat of Napoleon's invasion, in 
1812. In the following year, exhausted by 
the unequal struggle Karageorge 
suddenly gave up and fled to Hungary, 
followed by most of the leaders. His 
armies collapsed, and the Turks returned 
to Serbia." (pp 29-30) 

"Of the few leaders who remained to 
face the wrath of the Turks, the most 
outstanding was Milosh Obrenovitch, 
who at first preached submission. So 
frightful, however, were the atrocities 
committed by the returning landlords and 
janissaries that in 1815 he responded to 
the popular demand for a second 
insurrection. In six months of fighting 
he recovered much of Karageorge's 
conquests, and then came to terms with 
the Turks before they should gather their 
strength for a counter-blow. In the 
course of the next eighteen years, by 
firm treatment of his own people and a 
skillful combination of tact and vigour 
in his dealings with Turkey, Milosh 
secured a large measure of freedom for 
Serbia. The Skupshtina was to sit in 
Belgrade, and Milosh also established 
himself there as chief representative of 
the Christians. The Turks were confined 
to their fortresses. The Phanariot system 
was abolished, and Serbia regained 
control of her Church. The amount of 
tribute was fixed, and its collection left 
in Milosh's hands ... 

"The autocratic methods of Milosh, 
necessary perhaps during his prolonged 
and delicate negotations with the Turks, 
were none the less distatseful to his 
people .. .In 1839 Milosh was forced to 
abdicate, and crossed the Sava into 
Austria. He returned just twenty years 
later, reighed as arbitarily as before for a 
year and half, and month before his 
death, defying the Sultan, persuaded the 
Skupshtina to proclaim his son Michael 
heir to the throne. 

" ... Michael began his reign with bold 
democratic reforms. He made the 
Skupshtina the supreme legislative 
authority to be elected by all tax 
payers ... The rule of law was proclaimed 
and enforced. He modernised the Serbian 
army, hitherto composed of clan chiefs 
and their separate forces ... , by creating a 
regular conscript army ... 

"It was also under Prince Michael that 

Serbia began to enter fully and 
consciously upon her role as leader of 
the South Slavs ... 

"He was assasinated in 1869, and 
succeeded by Milan Obrerovitch, 
Milosh's grand-nephew, whose reign 
was marked by reaction at home, and 
abroad by subservience to Austria ... In 
1880 he signed a commercial agreement 
which placed Serbia's export trade at 
Austria-Hungary's mercy, and in the 
following year he concluded a secret 
agreement in which he abandoned the 
Serbs of the Hapsburg Empire to their 
fate." (pp31-3) 

Milan abdicated in 1889 in favour of 
his son Alexander, who abolished the 
constitution and gagged the press. In 
1903 he was assassinated by an Army 
plot and the throne was offered to 
Karageorge's grandson, Peter, a man of 
sixty who had spent his life in exile, 
fighting for France in 1870 and taking 
part in the Hercegovinian rising in 1875. 
This appointment aggravated relations 
with Austria, which in 1905 bottled up 
Austria by annexing Bosnia and 
Hercegovina. In the ensuing Balkan 
Wars, Serbia gained both in territory and 
prestige. 

Montenegro 
The Montenegrins were the Serbs in 

Zeta, the region to the west of Reshka. 
The Turks conquered the Zeta valley, 
secured it with a line of forts, and 
attempted to starve the mountainous 
region into submission. When this 
failed they sent military expeditions into 
the mountaqins. But these were defeated, 
and a kingdom of Montenegro remained 
in being throughout the Ottoman period: 

"It was by other means that the Turks 
threatened Montenegro's freedom most 
seriously. The method of assimilation 
and conversion to Islam, though it failed 
in Serbia, succeeded elsewhere. By the 
end of the 17th century they had 
converted a large part of the population 
of Bosnia, Hercegovina, and Albania, 
and were meeting with some success in 
the occupied parts of Zeta and 
Montenegro. Montenegrin converts sold 
them military information - and actually 
helped them in their second military 
advance on the capital [Cetinje]. This 
danger was at its height when, in 1697, 
the popular assembly elected as Bishop 
Prince Danilo Petrovitch-Nyegus, a man 
of unusually strong charaacter. Within a 
few years of his election he was able, by 
means which though brutal, were in 
keeping with the spirit of the times, to 
save his country from extinction. While 
on a visit, under a Pasha's safe conduct, 
to a neighbouring territory where he was 
to consecrate a church, he was seized by 
the Turks, imprisoned, tortured, nearly 
impaled, and only released when his 
subjects offered a high ransom collected 
by the sale of the sacred vessels of 
Cetinje. On returning home he 
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assembled the chiefs and drew up a plan 
for the massacre of all Montenegrin 
Moslems except those who accept 
baptism in the Christian faith. Danilo's 
Purge was probably bloodier than the 
massacres of Glencoe or St 
Bartholomews Night. It was carried out 
ruthlessly and thoroughly. But it freed 
Montenegro from the throttling grip to 
which it had almost succumbed." (p 44) 
Montenegrin development paralleled 

that of Serbia in the 19th century and the 
early 20th and a popular sentiment in 
favour of union with Serbia grew despite 
discouragement by the Montenegrin 
dynasty. 

Croatia, Slavonia and 
Dalmatia 
These three provinces make up the 

region now known simply as Croatia. 
Croatia forms a sort of horse-shoe 
around Bosnia. Dalmatia is the western 
leg, on the coast, Croatia runs across the 
top, and Slavonia is the eastern leg. 
Much of the recent conflict has been in 
Slavonia: 

"In the 16th century the Turks 
completed their conquest of Serbia, 
Bosnia and Hercegovina, defeated 
Hungary, devastated the plains of eastern 
Slavonia and Croatia, and took the 
whole of Dalmatia except the coastal 
cities, held by the Venetian Republic. 
This affected the Croats in two 
important respects. In the first place, the 
conquest of these southern areas brought 
in large numbers of Serb refugees, as 
well as Serb settlers deliberately 

introduced by the Turks. These were of a 
different Church, culture and national 
traditions from the Croats; and whereas 
the Croats were largely labourers or 
serfs, the newcomers, concentrated 
mostly rn the deserted and devastated 
areas of Slavonia and eastern Croatia, 
were able to establish !hemselves as free 
peasants with special privileges granted 
by the emperor in exchange for their 
military services. Here were the seeds of 
an endless dispute, in which religious, 
national and social elements were 
closely interwoven, and which was often 
to be revived and exacerbated by enemies 
of the two peoples. The land brought 
back into cultivation by the Serbs was 
coveted by the Croatian and Hungarian 
nobility, and by the Catholic Church, 
which was also a landowner. The settlers 
continually strengthened by fresh 
immigration, identified the defence of 
their social and economic status with 
that of their religious freedom, and later 
with that of Serb nationality. A 
"minority" problem of unusual 
complexity, destined to persist to our 
own day, had been created. 

"The second important consequence of 
the Turkish advance was that it 
compelled the unconquered remnant of 
the Croats, gathered in the mountains 
behind Zagreb, to turn for protection to 
the Habsburgs, and thus initiate 
Croatia's tragic career as a pawn in the 
long struggle between Vienna and 
Budapest... 

"By the end of the 17th century all 
Croatia and Slavonia had been cleared of 

the Ottoman armies, and the name 
Croatia had come to be applied to the 
whole area. The Croats, though they 
sent delegates from their assembly 
(Sabor) to the Budapest diet, regarded 
their restored kingdom as an 
autonomous unit of the Habsburg 
empire, equal with Hungary, subject 
only to the king-emperor. 

"The Hungarians, however, never 
relinquished their claim to rule the Croat 
lands ... In 1779 Vienna conceded the 
greater part of the claim, handing back 
to them all except Dalmatia, which had 
now passed entirely into the hands of the 
Venetian republic. The eastern part of 
the country, freed from the Turkish grip, 
had been given to a now Magyar or pro 
Magyar nobility, which afforded them 
local support by repressing popular 
national feeling and ensured them the 
control of the Sabor. In 1790 this 
assembly itself confirmed Hungary's 
supremacy ... Croatia and Slavonia now 
found themselves serving Hungary 
against Austria. 

"But the age of the French 
Revolution, of European national 
awakening, was now at hand, and the 
Croat people were caught up in the 
movement. For seven centuries their 
corporate consciousness, crushed under 
the weight of foreign domination, had 
stirred only spasmodically to proclaim 
some South Slav ideal... Such projects 
had failed to secure wider or lasting 
attention because their basis was too 
narrow. The Croats knew that they were 
looked on as strangers even by the Serbs 
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of their own country... A wider basis, 
upon which they might hope to unite 
with at least some of their 
kinsmen, ... was provided by the 
experience of the Illyrian Provinces in 
which the Slovene and western Croat 
lands were incorporated under Napoleon 
from 1809 to 1914. 

"The Croats of Dalmatia,who were 
most of all affected by this revolutionary 
experience, reached it by a similar path. 
Only their chief "minority" problem had 
concerned not the Serb immigrants but 
the remnants of the Roman empire 
along their coast, and their principal 
masters and oppressors, apart from the 
Turks, were not Austrians or 
Hungarians, but Venetians. The former 
Roman cities, chief of which were 
Ragusa (Dubrovnik) and Spalato (Split), 
with their partly Latin population and 
culture, survived the Avar and Slav 
invasions and became highly prosperous 
and semi-autonomous centres of 
civilization, in strong contrast to the 
mountain interior...population by slav 
peasants. Not until 1718, when Venice 
secured the whole of Dalmatia under the 
Peace of Passarowitz was the country 
once more brought under a single rule ... , 
and this nominal politcal unity did little 
to bridge the gulf between Latins and 
Slavs ... 

"The Napoleonic invasion of the 
Croat and Slovene lands was the first 
invasion that they had received from 
western Europe since the days of 
Charlemagne, and it carried them in a 
single bound from the Middle Ages to 
modernity... The French occupation, 
though only of short duration, gave 
powerful impetus to both their social 
and their national consciousness. A 
single code of laws replaced the varying 
systems of the different regions; the 
privileges of the aristocracy were 
abolished; Orthodox Christians were 
raised to a position of legal equality 
with Catholics; and the progress of the 
Orthodox element in Dalmatia was 
marked by the recognition of an 
Orthodox bishop. When the initial 
shock of the invasion had passed, the 
intellectual life of the country was 
stimulated by increasingly close and 
cordial contact with the occupying 
authorities. New schemes of public 
education ... were carried out in 
Liubliana,the capital, and Ragusa. The 
South Slav languages, unified to some 
extent by the publication of grammars 
and dictionaries, and referred to as 
"Illyrian'', gained ground over Latin, 
German and Hungarian and Italian. The 
Illyrian idea, vaguely but gloriously 
reminicient of ancient Illyria and the 
Roman province of lllyricum, and 
deliberately revived by Napoleon in order 
to strengthen the national 
consciousnessof the population, worked 
very powerfully. For a long time it 
succeeded, where the idea of a South 

Slavdom under Croat leadership had 
failed, in rallying the three main groups 
of Yugoslavs. Karageorge, in the throes 
of his struggle with the Turks, sent 
messages to Napoleon assuring him the 
support of all the "Illyrians" against the 
Hungarian colossus ... 

"Napoleon gone, Austria took 
Dalmatia for herself and handed back 
Croatia-Slavonia to Hungary." (pp49- 
54) 

Under the restored oppression of 
Austria-Hungary the word "Illyria" was 
forbidden, and, though the South Slav 
ideal continued, the revived Roman 
Catholicism of the new order in Europe 
countered the national sentiment for 
unity with the Orthodox Serbs. 

The ruthless Hungarian policy of 
denationalising Croatia threw the Croats 
into alliance with Austria. They 
supported Vienna against the Hungarian 
insurrection of 1848 and as a reward 
Croatia was made an Austrian Crown 
land. But a few years later, after Austria 
had been defeated by Prussia, Croatia 
was returned to Hungarian overlordship. 
But Hungary by the Compromise of 
1868 recognised the Croat language and 
conceded that Croatia was an entity of 
some sort: 

"The cultural and political movement 
for South Slav unity ... was championed 
by ... the Catholic bishop Strossmeyer, 
who in 1867 founded in Zagreb the 
South Slav Academy of Science and Art, 
and seven years later the university of 
Zagreb, with the aim of making the 
Croat capital the centre of South Slav 
civilisation and bridging through higher 
education the gap which politics had so 
far failed to bridge between Catholics 
and Orthodox ... 

"The national pride of the Serbs had 
been heightened by Serbia's attainment 
of full sovereignty under the Treaty of 
Berlin (1878), and they wished the new 
state to become the centre of South 
Slavdom. It was the Serbs, they 
claimed, ... and the Serbs alone who had 
preserved the national consciousness of 
the South Slavs. The Austrian 
occupation of Bosnia and 
Hercegovina ... renewed their fear of an 
extension of Catholic propaganda among 
their Orthodox kinsmen. 

"The Croats opposed chauvinism with 
chauvinism. The idea of Great Croatia 
under the Habsburgs ... fitted with a 
scheme known to be favoured at Vienna. 
The trialist solution of the empire's 
problem, in which Croatia-Slavonia 
Dalmatia would be given the same 
freedom as Hungary had received in 1867 
and become a a third partner under the 
monarchy, was desired by the Croats not 
only because it would free them from 
Budapest but also because it would help 
them to dominate the rest of the South 
Slavs. The "Party of Historic Right", 
founded by Anton Starchevitch, 
proclaimed that "Croatia needs only God 

and the Croats" ... The people of 
Montenegro, it announced, were Croats, 
not Serbs... In short, the attitude of 
Starchevitch and many of his followers 
towards the Serbs was exactly that of 
Hungary towards the Croats. 

"Towards the close of the century, 
however, these polemics tended to 
subside. Their very bitterness proved 
how indispensable the two peoples were 
to each other. Historians began to trace 
the history of the South Slavs as a 
single thread whose strands had been 
separated by foreign religious and 
political intervention ." (pp57-9) 

Around the tum of the century the 
Croats claimed that Hungary was 
breaking the terms of the Compromise 
of 1868 and turned to Vienna for 
support. Rebuffed by Vienna they 
aligned themselves with the Hungarian 
Opposition, but were left in the lurch in 
1906 when the Opposition reached an 
understanding with Vienna. 

The First World War began as a 
conflict between Austria and Serbia: 

"The Croats were incited against the 
Serbs and the pro-Austrian Dr Frank was 
approached by the Zagreb chief of police 
with a view to the murder of Serb 
leaders. Thousands of arrests were made, 
particularly among intellectuals. The 
Party of Pure Right, the pro-Austrians, 
bitterly anti-Serb group which seceded 
under Dr Frank from Starchevitch's 
Party of Historic Right, still cherished 
the hope of a trialist empire in which 
Croatia would lead a Yugoslav kingdom 
under the aegis of the Habsburgs, and 
applauded the war. Serb and Croat troops 
found themselves fighting against their 
Serbian kinsmen. 

"But Serbia stood her ground, and the 
thin thread binding her to the South 
Slavs of the Monarchy, though strained 
to the utmost, held firm ... Desertions of 
Serbs, and also of Croats and Slovenes, 
increased as the war continued ... The 
news of the secret Treaty of London of 
May 1915 under which Italy was to 
receive the northern half of Dalmatia and 
most of the islands, while the remainder 
was to be divided between Croatia, 
Serbia and Montenegro, was a serious 
blow." (pp61-2) 

In 1916 Serbia and Montenegro were 
overrun and a division of Yugoslav 
deserters in the Russian army was wiped 
out. In May 1917 the Croat and Slovene 
delegates in the Austrian Parliament 
formed a Yugoslav Club which 
"formally demanded 'the unification of 
all territories of the Monarchy inhabited 
by Slovenes, Croats and Serbs in an 
independent political body, free from all 
foreign domination and founded on a 
democratic basis, under the sceptre of the 
Habsburg dynasty'." (p 63) 

Voivodina 
This is a region on the Hungarian side 

of the Danube. The name means 
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"Duchy". It was a region in which both 
Serbs and Croats from other parts took 
refuge . Hungary treated those refugees 
as a frontier garrison against the Turks. 
It established a landed nobility and a 
feudal military order amongst them. 
This social arrangement was abolished 
by the Turks when they occupied the 
region, but the Orthodox Church 
survived as a social centre with Serbian 
help. 

In 1690 the Austrian Emperor 
persuaded the people to rise against the 
Turks, promising religious freedom 
under Austria. In 1697 the Turks were 
driven back across the Danube, but the 
promise of religious freedom was not 
kept. The Austrians and Hungarians tried 
to subvert the Orthodox Church by 
establishing the Uniate religion, a sort 
of half-way house between Orthodoxy 
and Rome. The Voivodars resisted this 
with Serbian help, and won some 
concessions from Vienna by threatening 
to turn to Russia. But Austria had to 
relinquish its influence to Hungary after 
1789 (French Revolution) and Hungary 
tried to make the inhabitants declare 
themselves both Magyar and Catholic. 

Voivodars were active in the Serbian 
revolution in the early 19th century. 
Karageorge's Education Minister, 
Dositei Obradovitch, was from 
Voivodina; and Serbia continued to look 
to it as a source of culture even after it 
became an independent state. 

In 1848, when Hungary asserted 
national rights against Austria, 
Voivodina did likewise against Hungary. 
But: 

"Kossuth ... denied their claim to be a 
nation at all on the ground that they had 
no government. They retorted that to be 
a nation a people needed only a common 
consciosness, language, culture, 
traditions, and a united will to preserve 
them - all of which they possessed in 
full measure. 'Then', answered Kossuth, 
'the sword must decide between us' The 
Serbs of South Hungary took up the 
challange. They rose in open 
revolt." (p68-9) 

The revolution aimed as an immediate 
practical measure to be incorporated into 
a restored kingdom of 
Croatia/Slavonia/Dalmatia directly under 
the Austrian Crown, and fought with the 
Austrians against the Hungarians. For a 
while the region was governed as a 
Duchy under the Emperor, but in 1867 it 
was handed back to Hungary and 
intensive Magyarisation was resumed, 
both by cultural pressure and Magyar 
settlement. Voivodina played no 
distinctive part in the World War. It 
declared for union with Serbia in 1918. 

Bosnia and Hercegovina 
This is a mountain region between 

the main Serb and Croat areas, and its 
population was drawn from both. But it 
also included a third religious element, 

the Bogomils [This was a heresy that 
arose among the Slavs of Bulgaria in the 
9th century]: 

"Catholic Croats inhabited the regions 
bordering on Croatia and Dalmatia, 
Orthodox Serbs the southern parts 
contiguous with Serbia and Montenegor. 
Bogomilism was to be found all over 
the country. The Turks proceeded to win 
over the landowning class by the simple 
expedient of making conversion to Islam 
a condition of their remaining in 
possession of their estates - a measure 
which met with the more success since 
the landowners were nearly all 
Bogomils, and much preferred the 
scornful tolerance of the Turks to the 
fierce persecution of the Catholics and 
Orthodox. This new Moslem nobility, 
whose immense estates included whole 
villages, thus became the servants of the 
Sultan, providing him with troops 
drawn from the peasantry ... The common 
people remained Christian for the most 
part." (p72) 

A series of peasant revolts began in 
the mid-19th century, in which 
Catholic.Orthodox and Muslim peasants 
united against the landlords and the 
Turks. After a while the landlords too 
turned against the Turks. 

In 1876 insurgents joined Serbia and 
Montenegro in a war against the Turks. 
The Serbian Army was defeated but left 
Turkey unable to control 
Bosnia/Hercegovina. Austria moved into 
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. down with great severity, and the - 

Reformation was crushed by the Counter 
Reformation, in which all Protestant 
books were burned and the Slovene 
language was suppressed." (p 79) 

Slovenia was included in Napoleon's 
Illyria and the Slovene language was 
used in schools. The impetus thus given 
to material development survived the 
repression which followed the fall of 
Napoleon. Throughout most of the 19th 
century national development took non 
political forms - cultural and economic: 
newspapers, libraries, sporting bodies 
and co-operative organisations. The first 
political ideal to be adopted was that of 
Yugoslavia as a third autonomous 
element in the Hapsburg Empire. When 
this was not realised, Slovenia, in the 
first decade of the present century, 
moved much more quickly and 
decisively towards the ideal of Yugoslav 
unity in an independent state, to be 
achieved if necessary through war with 
Austria. When the Sorld War broke out 
Austria treated Slovenia as a hostile 
region and most Slovene leaders were 
interned. 

the power vacuum and occupied the 
region. At the Treaty of Berlin the 
European powers recognised an Austrian 
right of occupation with prejudice to 
Turkish sovereignty over the region. 
The Austrian military commander, 
General Filipovitch, a Croat, promised 
to respect national customs and 
guarantee equal rights under the law. In 
the event the Austrian authorities tried 
to establish a Croat/Catholic supremacy 
through the educational system, by 
encouraging Catholic immigaration and 
by replacing the Cyrillic alphabet. The 
region was formally annexed by Austria 
in 1908. In June 1914 the World War was 
sparked off by the assassination of the 
Austrian Archduke Ferdinand by a 
Bosnian Serb. 

Slovenia 
This region is adjacent to Austria. At 

first the Slovene tribes in this area 
formed a common kingdom with the 
Czechs. In the 8th century they were 
conquered by Charlemagne, and in 1278 
the region passed to the Habsburgs. The 
Slovene aristocracy were assimilated 
into the Austrian nobility. The 
Reformation took root among the 
peasantry in the 16th century and this led 
to a revival and development of the 
Slovene language. In 1573 there was a 
peasant revolt. "The rising was put 

The Formation of the State 
At the end of the World War Serbia - 

which had suffered a million casualties 
in a population of four and a half 
million - announced that a South Slav 
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formation of a Yugoslav state relying on 
Serbia] came in a different and not 
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the Adriatic islands. Moreover, although 
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occupations of these territories, Italian 
troops were marching into them, and 
into other areas not mentioned in the 
treaty, almost alone. This action 
constituted a direct threat to the integrity 
of the Yugoslav lands. Military and 
diplomatic resistance had to be offered at 
once, and complete unity was essential 
to its success." (p 87) 
The diversity of the Habsburg South 

Slav territories, and the complexity of 
their problems, were such that their 
organisation in a single state would take 
a considerable time. They had no army - 
they had already been obliged to call in 
Serbian troops to stem the Italian 
advance - and no unified adminstration. 
Serbia, on the other hand, was an 
established state with trained and 
experienced statesmen and 
administrators, and a powerful army ... 

"Within less than four weeks of the 
end of hostilities, 
therefore, ... uncertainties as to the 
method of achieving unity were 
overcome by ther pressure of events." 
(p88-9) 
The kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and 

Slovenes was established as an 
accomplished fact by December 1918, 
leaving the matter of its internal 
character to later decision. A Constituent 
Assembly was convened in November 
1920 to decide whether the state should 
be unitary or federal. The Croat Peasant 
Party, with 50 representatives, was 
intensely hostile to Serbia on the basis 
of the pro-Habsburg sentiment which 
was very strong in the Croatian 
peasantry. But it refused to recognise the 
existence of the common state and 
therfore boycotted the Assembly. It was 
therefore left to the Communist Party, 
with 58 representatives, to make the 
case against a unitary state. 

"The consequences of this uneven 
balance of forces in the Constituent 
Assembly was that the unitarist bloc, 
consisting of the Democrats (92) and the 
Radicals (91), was not faced with an 
Opposition capable of influencing it 
towards moderation. The Slovene 
Populists (27), the Yugoslav Moslems 
(24) and Protitch's Radical group made 
various proposals for local autonomy, 
but none of these was accepted. Finally, 
by winning over the Yugoslav 
Moslems, the unitarists secured the 
required majority for their own draft. On 
28 June 1921 - St Vitus Day and the 
great Serbian anniversary of the Battle of 
Kossovo - this was adopted by 223 
votes to 35, the remaining 161 members 
abstaining." (p 96) 

(TO BE CONTINUED) 

Algerian Democracy 
and the West 

The sweeping victory of the radical 
Islamic Salvation Front (Front 
Islamique du Salut, FIS) in the first 
round of the Algerian legislative 
elections is a provisional and qualified 
defeat for the West, but the West appears 
intent on turning this qualified defeat 
into a total one, and a moral debacle, as 
Hugh Roberts explains. 

The first round of the first ever free 
elections for the Algerian National 
Assembly on December 26 saw the FIS 
win 188 seats outright, with the former 
ruling party, the FLN (Front de 
Liberation National), picking up a mere 
16 seats and the Kabyle-based Socialist 
Forces Front (Front des Forces 
Socialistes, FFS) winning 25. This 
leaves 201 seats to be contested in the 
second round on January 16 but, more to 
the point, the FIS needs only 28 more 
seats to secure an outright majority. 
There can be little doubt that, unless the 
democratic process is subverted at this 
juncture, there will be a large FIS 
majority in the National Assembly in 
the very near future, and that President 
Chadli will come under immense 
pressure to appoint an Islamist prime 
minister and 'co-habit' with an Islamist 
government. 

This does not mean, pace virtually all 
Western media comment, that Algeria is 
about to go the way of Iran. The Iranian 
revolution was an abrupt and very 
bloody rebellion against the Shah's 
state, and completely overthrew this 
state and constructed an entirely different 
state in its place. The period between the 
first massive demonstrations against the 
Shah in 1978 and the Ayatollah's 
triumphant return from exile in 1979 
marked an absolute rupture in Iranian 
history. In Algeria, there has been a 
profoundly significant development, but 
no rupture. 

The elections of December 26 were 
the sequel of the local and regional 
government elections of June 12, 1990, 
which were also swept by the FIS. 
Algerian public opinion has had plenty 
of time to get used to the FIS at the 
local level, and to decide whether it 
wants it in power at the national level or 
not. And, more to the point, the 
Algerian state has had plenty of time to 
develop a modus vivendi with the FIS, 

and has evidently succeeded in doing so. 
For the Islamist movement in Algeria 
stands in a radically different relationship 
to the Algerian state from that of 
Khomeini's movement to the Pahlavi's 
state. 

The FIS is an offshoot and product of 
the massive event known as the 
Algerian Revolution. It is to a very 
great extent the child of that revolution 
and of its artisans, the FLN itself. (The 
French acronym, FIS, is pronounced 
exactly as the French word for 'son', 
'fils', and this play on words is 
characteristic of contemporary Algeria 
and appreciated by all concerned.) The 
leader of the FIS, Abassi Madani, was a 
founder member of the FLN and actually 
went into action on the night of October 
31-November 1, 1954, the night the 
national liberation war was launched. 
And there are many other personal and 
historical links between the FIS and the 
old FLN which could be cited if space 
permitted. 

This very significant fact is being 
systematically overlooked or deliberately 
obscured in western media reports. These 
have been almost unanimously 
presenting the FLN and the Algerian 
state as secular, socialist and even 
Marxist, in order to throw the rise of 
the Islamists into terrifying relief. This 
view of the Algerian state is utter 
rubbish. 

The founders of the FLN, in their 
proclamation of November 1, 1954 
defined their purpose as "the restoration 
of the sovereign, democratic and social, 
Algerian state within the framework of 
Islamic principles." Nor was this mere 
words. Islam was central to the national 
revolution, because it was fundamental 
to the Algerian national idea. The FLN 
mobilised Algerians to fight or support 
the war against France on the basis of 
the very simple question: "are you a 
Muslim or not?", the war was popularly 
conceived as a jihad (holy struggle) and 
the guerrilla forces were known as 
mujahidin (those who fight the jihad, 
the fighters for the faith), the FLN's 
newspaper was called 'El Mujahid' 
(and still is, to this day), and the 
constitution of the state adopted by the 
FLN after Independence not only defined 
Islam as the official religion of the state 
but stipulated that the Head of State 
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must be a Muslim. 
Since then this supposedly secular 

state has supported or even enforced 
many of the standard precepts of Islam 
as a matter of course, building mosques, 
organising the annual pilgrimage to 
Mecca, obliging people to fast during 
the holy month of Ramadhan, and even 
organising, in 1970 (supposedly the hey 
day of Algerian 'Marxism'!), a massive 
official 'campaign against the de 
gradation of morals' which was 
unequivocally inspired by fundamentalist 
Islamic ideas. What the Ben Bella and 
Boumediene regimes (and the Chadli 
regime from 1979 to 1988) could not 
do, however, is govern Algeria on the 
basis of Islamic law, because their own 
necessarily dictatorial nature precluded 
them from governing Algeria on the 
basis of any kind of law. 

In other words, the actual character of 
the Algerian state has not constituted it 
into an enemy of the Islamists which 
the latter are forced to try to overthrow 
in order to realise their ideals. On the 
contrary, what is happening is that the 
Algerian state has been relaxing its 
previously tight, dictatorial, control of 
Algerian political life in order to 
accommodate the massive movement in 
Algerian public opinion which the 
Islamists have led. 
There can be no doubt that a deal has 

been negotiated, with a lot of hard 
bargaining and moments of tensions and 
even confrontation, but also great skill 
and resourcefulness on both sides. It is 
too early to say for certain what all the 
elements of this deal are, but two of 
them can be stated with relative 
confidence at this juncture. 
First, the state (i.e. the army and the 

presidency, occupied by the army's man, 
Chadli) has insisted that the Islamists 
come to terms with, and operate on the 
ground of, the Algerian national idea. 
Although this does not preclude their 
retaining their supra-national Islamic 
vision, it obliges them to recognise the 
Algerian national interest and undertake 
to safeguard it. This has precipitated a 
conflict within the Islamist movement 
between a utopian internationalist 
tendency and a pragmatic 'Algerianist' 
tendency. There can be little doubt that 
the latter has gained the ascendancy, and 
that this has been a precondition of the 
state allowing the FIS to win the 
elections. 

Second, the state has insisted that the 
Islamists come to power within, not at 
the expense of, the democratic 
constitution of February 1989, which 
guarantees political pluralism as this is 
understood in the liberal-democratic 
tradition of the West. This is now the 
single most important point at issue in 
Algerian politics. The army has stated 
that it regards itself as the guarantor of 
this constitution, which itself guarantees 
the Algerian people the right to have, 
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and act on, second thoughts about the 
Islamists at a later stage. 

The FIS includes leaders who are 
opposed as a matter of doctrinaire 
principle to Western ideas of pluralism 
and democracy, but it also includes 
leaders willing to accept the pluralist 
framework. By allowing the FIS to win 
elections within this framework, the 
state has gone a long way towards 
drawing the FIS's fangs on this crucial 
issue. The FIS is badly placed to 
anathematise a constitution which has 
enabled God to win, and any attempt to 
scrap it will be badly received by 
ordinary Algerians, including many of 
those who have voted for the FIS. 

The West's reaction to this turn of 
events has been to encourage hysterical 
misreporting in the media and to move 
fast to put Algeria in international 
quarantine. The ground is being prepared 
for the international stigmatisation of 
Islamist Algeria as the latest 
unmentionable regime beyond the pale 
of civilisation. The New World Order 
needs an endless supply of bogey-men to 
confront and face down, and America in 
particular needs a surrogate for 
Communism and is determined to find 
this in Islam. And so stories are planted 
in the press about Algeria's nuclear 
programme, and the dock which already 
holds Saddam and Qadhafi is being 
enlarged to hold Abassi Madani and his 
colleagues. 
This attitude can onlv consolidate the 

Islamists' hold over 
0

Algerian public 
opinion and weaken the position of 
those elements in Algeria who have a 
different ouLlook and who are now above 
all dependent on the survival of the 
democratic constitution as the ground on 
which they can resist Islamist ideology 
and hold their own, and so live to fight 

another day. 

The appeal of the Islamists reflects 
the extent to which the Algerians have 
become disillusioned with the West. The 
1980s saw a major opening to the West 
in both economic and cultural terms, and 
ended with the Algerian economy in 
crisis and the society in chaos. Algeria's 
efforts in the mid-1970s, under the much 
maligned Boumediene regime, to initiate 
a 'North-South' dialogue leading to a 
'New International Economic Order' 
which would facilitate instead of 
impeding the economic development of 
Third World countries met with no real 
response in Europe once the social 
democratic era came to an end with the 
rise of Thatcherism. The cultural appeal 
of the West steadily lost its force as 
economic difficulties brought home to 
more and more Algerians that Western 
living standards were forever beyond 
their reach. And the last shreds of the 
West's moral authority were 
comprehensively destroyed by the way 
Bush, Thatcher and Mitterrand debased 
the very idea of law in their 
determination to make war on Iraq. 

The idea of law is central to Islam. 
And, after 30 years of arbitrary rule 
under military government, the 
Algerians in voting for the FIS have 
voted for government bound by law, and 
bound by the only form of law which 
can actually have real force and authority 
in the Algerian context, Islamic law. 
What now remains to be seen is whether 
Algeria's own traditions will also prove 
equal to sustaining th(Ulemocratic ideas 
of free speech and pluralism. Let us 
hope that they will. For the West is 
busy demonstrating that it has no 
intention of supporting the cause of 
democracy in Algeria. 

Bankrupting 
The Gulf 

The economic consequences of 
the United Nations' War against 
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Libya • Ill the Frame - Again 
George Joffe reviews the continued American and British hostility to the Qadhafi regime. 

As 1992 opens, one item seems 
already to be at the top of the foreign 
policy agendas of Britain, France and the 
USA - Libya and the Qadhafi regime's 
responsibility for the bombing of Flight 
PA 103 over the Scottish border town of 
Lockerbie at the end of December 1988 
and for the destruction of a UT A DC-10 
aircraft over Niger on its way from 
Brazzaville to Paris on September 11, 
1989. 

The West Acts 
International arrest warrants were 

issued by the French exammmg 
magistrate, Jean-Louis Brugiere, on 
October 30, 1991 against four Libyans 
for their involvement in the UTA 
incident He also requested the Libyan 
authorities to allow him to question the 
Libyan deputy foreign minister, Musa 
Kursa - well-known in Britain for his 
role as head of the People's Bureau in 
London in 19&0 during a wave of 
assassinations of Libyan dissidents (for 
condoning which he was eventually 
expelled) - as well as Abd al-Salam 
Zadmah, the numoer three in the Libyan 
security hierarchy. Shortly afterwards, 
on November 14, 1991, the Scottish and 
American legal' authorities - with very 
public backing from the British and 
American governments - issued similar 
warrants against two oilier Libyans 
accused of responsibility for the 
Lockerbie affair. The French decision 
followed on hints from the CIA last 
July, backed up by leaks Irom British 
security circles, that Libya was behind 
the Lockerbie bombing. There had been 
even earlier hints of Libyan involvement 
from the same sources, in October 1990 
in the USA and in December 1990 in 
Britain. What is even more striking, 
however, was the fact that all three 
governments made it clear that they held 
the Libyan government and the Qadhafi 
regime directly and solely responsible 
for both incidents and that they intended 
to exact a heavy price from Libya as a 
result. 
Repeated statements by British and 

American spokesmen have underlined 

their conviction that the orrly 
satisfactory way in which the 
accusations could be resolved would be 
if Libya formally renounced support for 
international terrorism, broke off all 
links with terrorist groups, compensated 
the relatives of the victims of the two 
catastrophes (270 victims at Lockerbie 
and 171 in Niger) and ensured that those 
accused of the two aircraft bombings 
were tried in the courts of the countries 
which issued the arrest warrants. If this 
is not done, the spokesmen have warned, 
unspecified measures will be taken 
against Libya to force compliance. The 
formal announcement of these demands 
was made on November 27, 1991, 
alongside a declaration in which these 
two self-appointed guardians of 
international diplomatic morality were 
joined by France in demanding that 
Libya renounce formally and publicly its 
alleged support for all forms of 
international terrorism. 

There is little doubt that the Qadhafi 
regime is very worried by the 
implications of such statements and not 
a little frightened by this new bout of 
Western hostility. Its anxieties have 
been heightened by Western attempts to 
recruit support for the Franco-Anglo 
American stance in North Africa and the 
Middle East. Douglas Hogg, British 
minister-of-state for foreign affairs, made 
a high-profile visit to Algeria, Tunisia, 
Egypt and Malta in early December in 
which he asked the governments 
concerned to bring pressure to bear on 
Tripoli to comply with his 
government's demands. At the same 
time, the European Community heads-of 
state meeting in Maastricht which had 
been called to decide the fate of European 
integration, still managed to find time to 
support the Franco-British position on 
Libya, particularly Britain's insistence 
that the two persons accused of the 
Lockerbie bombing should stand trial in 
Scotland for the offence. Shortly 
afterwards, the Italian government - 
which is the European government with 
the warmest relations with Tripoli - 
openly supported the British case. At 

the end of December, the Bush 
administration renewed the economic 
sanctions against Libya first introduced 
by its predecessor, the Reagan 
administration because of Tripoli's 
alleged continued support for 
international terrorism. 

The Libyan response 
Given this amplifying chorus of 

Western disapproval, the Qadhafi regime 
has done its best to be conciliatory. 
Colonel Qadhafi, apart from an 
unfortunate comment on December 16, 
to the effect that the Lockerbie crash was 
due to bad weather rather than a bomb, 
repeatedly tried to impress on 
international opinion his rejection of 
terrorism and his awareness of Libya's 
past mistakes in this respect. In 
interviews with the Egyptian press and 
in other media he argues that Libya had 
been misled by so-called "national 
liberation" movements and that the 
accusations of continued training for 
Palestinian terrorists at sites such as al 
Qalah camp, close to Tripoli were 
misplaced as the sites in question were 
merely refugee camps. He also 
condemned all attacks on civilians 
" ... even in Pales tine", in an 
unprecedented gesture designed to 
appease Western public opinion, and in 
late December, actually met Dr Jim 
Swire, the leader of the British 
Lockerbie victims Group, who travelled 
to Libya at Libyan request in an attempt 
to ease tensions and in order to find a 
solution to the crisis. In a message 
transmitted to a British representative in 
Cairo by the Egyptian president, Hosni 
Mubarak, in early December, the Libyan 
leader had already reiterated his rejection 
of terrorism and his preparedness to 
sever all links with groups construed to 
be terrorist, including the IRA. 

At the same time, the Libyan 
authorities protested their innocence of 
any involvement in either incident - to 
evident Western disbelief. They refused 
British and American demands that the 
two Libyans accused of involvement in 
the Lockcrbie bombings - Abd al-Basit 
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Muhammad al-Maqrahi, a former Libyan 
Arab Airlines official, and al-Amin 
Khalifah Fahimah - be extradited on the 
grounds that Libya had no extradition 
treaty with either state. Instead, they 
offered to carry out their own 
investigation, in collaboration, if 
requested, with British and American 
legal representatives. A similar offer was 
made to France in connection with the 
four persons sought under international 
arrest warrants - Abdallah Sanusi 
(Colonel Qadhafi's brother-in-law and 
head of the security services who was 
accused of having authorised the UT A 
bombing); Abd al-Allah al-Azragh (the 
first secretary of the Brazzaville (Congo) 
People's Bureau; Irahim Na'ili (the 
security officer at the Bureau); and 
Mustafah Arbas (the Bureau's deputy 
decurity officer). Colonel Qadhafi's 
promises of a complete break with 
terrorism were also given some 
immediate substance. Abdallah Sanusi 
was officially suspended from his post 
and his replacement, Abd al-Qadir al 
Dibri, has been ordered to co-operate 
with the investigations and to cleanse 
the Libyan security services of any link 
with terrorism and of legacies of 
previous links with the now-defunct 
secret services of Eastern Europe and the 
USSR. Libya's offers were, needless to 
say, refused, as was a similar offer for a 
neutral, international enquiry into the 
accusations. 

Libya also sought to rally support 
from the Arab and Islamic worlds. At 
the start of December, Libya sent 
envoys to leading Arab and Islamic 
capitals. The number three in the Libyan 
hierarchy, Khwaldi Humaidi, visited 
Algeria and Morocco, shortly after 
Douglas Hogg had been to Algiers. The 
Speaker of the General People's 
Congress - Libya's equivalent of a 
parliament - Mustafa al-Kharrubi, who 
is also a senior figure inside the ruling 
group, visited the Gulf states and 
Tehran. Other Arab Capitals - Cairo, 
Amman and Damascus - were visited in 
tum by the deputy GPC speaker and 
Libyan premier, Abu Zaid Umar Durda. 
The visits certainly bore fruit, for, on 
December 4, 1991, the Arab League in 
Cairo voiced its support for Libya. It 
called on Britain to join it in an 
objective investigation of the charges 
and insisted that Britain and the USA 
should avoid taking economic- or 
military action against Libya. Shortly 
afterwards, the Islamic Conference 
Organisation, which was holding its 
annual summit meeting in Dakar, in 
Senegal, echoed the Arab League's 
demands in response to prompting from 
Libya's foreign minister, Ibrahim 
Muhammad Bishari, who attended the 
meeting. The Organisation of African 
Unity in Addis Ababa took a similar 
position. None of this, however, had 
any effect on attitudes in Washington, 
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London or Paris which continued to 
demand that those held responsible for 
both attacks whould be extradited. 
The Libyan authorities have continued 

to protest their innocence and to try and 
demonstrate to their accusers that they 
arc willing, and indeed anxious, to 
clarify what actually happened. On 
December 7, 1991, it was announced that 
a Libyan examining magistrate, Ahamad 
al-Tahar al Zawi, had begun to 
investigate both claims and that the two 
persons accused of involvement in the 
Lockerbic bombing had been placed 
under house-arrest. The announcement 
also made it clear that the accused would 
be tried if sufficient grounds were 
established to the accusations. Finally, 
it was pointed out in Tripoli and by 
Libya's foreign minister in Dakar that 
the charges made against the five men 
would carry the death sentence under 
Libyan law, if proved to be true. The 
one issue on which Libya was adamant 
it would not concede was over the 
possible extradition of the accused to 
Britain, France and the USA, since this 
would be an infringement of local 
sovereignty. 

By the middle of December, there 
were even rumours that Libya was 
seeking a third country, such as 
Bulgaria, to host any trial, should it take 
place or might appeal to the UN, the 
Organisation of African Unity and the 
League of American States, or to the 
International Court of Justice at the 
Hague to organise such a trial. At the 
same time, Mr al-Sawi began to 
complain that his requests for 
information over the charges to the 
Scottish authorities had been ignored and 
that the only information provided had 
been a dossier prepared by Washington 
which was also, conveniently, published 
in an Arabic-language newspaper based 
in London, Al Hayat, but which could 
hardly be considered a legal document. 
All-in-all, Libyan officials complained, 
their genuine attempts to help to clarify 
the affair had been treated with 
contempt. 

The evidence 
Nonetheless, the Washington dossier 

did provide evidence on which the 
Western claims were based. It claimed 
that the timer identified as being 
involved in the Lockerbie bomb was 
manufactured by a Swiss firm, headed by 
a former Libyan official in Libyan Arab 
Airlines, which deals exclusively with 
Libya. It also claimed that two identical 
timers were discovered on two Libyans 
arrested in Senegal in 1988. The dossier 
also argues that the two Libyans 
involved in the actual planting of the 
bomb - it was built into a Toshiba 
cassette-recorder concealed in clothing 
bought the day before from a shop, 
Mary's House, in Sliema (Malta), and 
placed on an Air Malta flight to London, 

in a case which travelled as 
unaccompanied luggage, where it was 
transferred to the fatal PanAm flight - 
were, in reality, employees of the 

Foreign Security Bureau, the body 
created in 1980 to exterminate foreign 
based opposition to the Qadhafi regime 
and which is generally considered to 
handle Libya's terrorist activities abroad. 

The dossier went on to deal with 
earlier suggestions which had linked 
Iran, Syria and the Syrian-based Popular 
Front for the Liberation of Palestine 
General Command (PFLP-GC) of 
Ahmad Jibril with the Lockerbie 
bombing. Iran had originally been 
involved, it was argued, because of the 
determination of radicals in the regime 
around Ahmed Khomeini and Mohamed 
Mohteshami - both of whom had 
supported the concept of a jihad during 
the Iran-Iraq war and the activities of the 
hostage-takers in Lebanon - to avenge 
the destruction of an Iran Airbus with 
over 200 passengers on board a 
scheduled civilian flight from Iran to the 
UAE in July 1988 by USS Vincennes, 
an American guided missile cruiser 
stationed in the gulf. On that occasion, 
the Reagan administration had attempted 
to blame the Iranian aircrew for the 
accident and, despite promises to pay 
compensation, had failed to do so. 
Syria's involvement was linked to its 
support for Iran during the war against 
Iraq and the PFLP-GC, as a Syrian 
client with a distinct bent towards Iran, 
was the ideal vehicle for carrying out the 
attempt. Furthermore, a member of the 
PFLP-GC, Hafiz Dalqumuni, had been 
arrested in Germany on October 26, 
1988, shortly before the Lockerbie 
bombings, while carrying two timing 
devices for aircraft bombs - thus 
demonstrating the group's capacity to 
carry out such attacks. Indeed, there had 
also been evidence that PFLP-GC 
members were stationed on Malta and 
thus ideally placed to have placed the 
bomb on an Air Malta flight to London, 
if that is what actually occurred. 
The American dossier dismissed these 

links by arguing that the timing devices 
discovered on Mr Dalqumuni - who had 
been released by the German police 
because of an obscure security link with 
other persons in the group in Germany - 
were dissimilar to that involved in the 
Lockerbie bomb. It also made specific 
accusations against the two Libyans 
involved, claiming that they were both 
in Malta at the time when the bomb was 
placed on the Air Malta flight and that 
Mr al-Migrahi actually purchased the 
clothes and suitcase involved. Although 
the Scottish legal authorities have 
declined to make their evidence public 
and have ignored Libyan requests for 
details, the Washington dossier does 
seem to make for a case which is 
difficult to refute. 

Mr Madawc Williams
Text To Speech



------------------ 

:r:rrrzrr:r::::::::::~,_ 
it is difficult to consider any legal body 

There are, however, some problems . in Britain or the USA as being a priori 
with the evidence as published. Firstly, · "''"'""'' impartial. . 
no attempt has been made to counter t~e · "'''" <<< There is also a further problem, in 
arguments adduced t? support the thesis that the Libyan government may well, 
of Iranian and Synan involvement . - as it claims, be innocent of involvement 
which, for two years after the Lockerbie ,, " , . ,,, in the Lockerbie affair, although Libyan 
tragedy, was generally accepted as nationals themselves may have been 
correct, even by the govern1:1ents that ?/<<<<' involved. There has long been evidence 
now reject it. The only evidence of that Middle Eastern and North African 
Libyan involvement h~ . been of a security services have acquired a freedom 
technical nature - the timing devices. of action quite independent from the 
However, that identification was based •...... ,,............ governments which, ostensibly, are 
on two fragments r_ecovered fr<?m the t?t?• •· •?> · :: supposed to control the~r acti?ns. ~t~r 
wreckage at Lockerbie, each the siz_e of a all, it is clear that the Hindawi affair, in 
fingernail. One was part o_f a_ timmg •It:>::::::t::,:o-::::: :,tI>-:::o :::-::: which a Palestinian was encouraged by 
device and the other of a circuit-board one of the four Syrian secunty services 
from a Toshiba . cassette-recorder. to try to destroy an El Al airliner 
Furthermore, secunty ~xperts have without the knowledge or approval of 
pointed out that the timing device BBi\? the Syrian government, is not an 
identified as being involved, ~ar. from isolated example. Interestingly enough, 
being an example o~ sophisticated !Mfr +<< Syrian security services p_erform_ed a 
technology, could easily have be_en similar task for their Libyan 
extracted from ~omm<?n and easily counterparts after . t~e bombing of 
available electronic devices, such as a , Tripoli and Benghazi m ~986 when two 
wristwatch or a computer. ·' Britons were murdered m Lebanon m 
As far as the identifications of persons direct retaliation. If, indeed, Libyan 

were concerned, both the Libyans nationals are now involved in the 
accused of involvement have been Lockerbie and UT A affairs, it is possible 
interviewed by Western journalists wh? 1: 1•••••···••••••· • !~l~t:: ;~ii! that they did so at the independent behest seem less than convinced of their of contacts elsewhere in the Middle East 
involvement in the iI!-cident. . Mr al- ·•<:o:o:o:;.:.:o:o:,,...,, """" "'?IU? ,::• to whom they owed favours rather: than 
Migrahi, for example, is a s_e~ior staff <<>.> ..... < .. <.. at the request of the Libyan 
member of Libyan Arab Airlines .. H~ government's formal security organs. In 
was the station manager at Tripoli < >>:Ii".' it\P~d that case, Libya could, in all sin~erity, 
airport for many years, the~ became a protest innocence, despite th_e evidence 
member of the board of Libyan Arab of the involvement of its nationals. The 
Airlines and now, after ten years [i Ii III] West however, is not prepared even to 
employment, is retained as a consul~nt allow' for such an eventuality - even 
by the airline.He frequently visited though Western states regularly invoke 
Malta - as, indeed, do many Libyans m such defences for the behaviour of their 
Tripoli - and admitted to being th~re on own nationals, as in the case of France's 
December 7, 1988, as shown in his ' 1\!Jl! trn! involvement in the Greenpeace affair in 
passport. He denied absolutely, however, New Zealand or of the USA in the Iran- 
being there on December 20-21, 198~, ? >\\<·········· •·· ~: ,,<<!ilh-"••·· Contra scandal. 
when the fatal visit to Mary's House m :,,:,: :•:-::-::-:· tt\i?tk.-. Quite apart from this iss'.1e, howe:-,1~r, 
Sliema was made to purchase clothes, . ········•·••••·•·••·•········ @%%Thi\ > Libyan suspicions of Amencan hostility 
and pointed out that h~ ~ould hard~y have <<<o:<::::-::.:::::,00-::: also have a long pedigree. _The USA has 
used false papers to visit Malta, since he I f I { I Ii consistently acted aggressively towards 
was very well-known there .. Mr al- it, attacking its aircraft . on three 
Fahima agreed that ~c had b?en m Malta . . . . . occasions during the 1980s in the Gulf 
on the days in question -. which 1s hardly on the Arr Malta flight m question of Sierts, which Libya claims to be its 
surprising since m_any Libya~s regularly undetected. In any case, access to the own territorial waters, financing ~d 
shop there, particularly sin~e travel tags themselves would have been easy arming the government of Chad against 
restrictions were removed in 1988. for anyone and could not? _therefore,. be it in 1985-87, accusing it - incorrectly - 
However, h_e de~ied handing in a_n used as~ basis for a specific accusauon of killing its military per~onnel _in. a 
unaccompame~ peice of luggage to A~ against him, . . bombing of a discotheque m Berlm m 
Malta and pomtcd out that both Alf ~he problem is that these ~ountcr- 1986 (later shown to have been staged_by 
Malta and the Maltese govc~nmcnt had cl~1~s cannot be properly C'v~uated. Syrian security organs), _bomb111g 
denied that any unaccompani_ed lugg~~e Bn~am refuses_to_ha~d over the evidence, military installations_ in Lib;1~ rn March 
had been present on the flight whi_ch while both Bntam and the USA refuse 1986 and bombing Libyan ciues 111 Apnl 
British and American investigators claim any question of a neutral tribunal to 1986 and maintining economic 
had linked, via Frankfurt, with the PA investigate the accusations. Libya,_ for sanctions against it for the past five 
103 aircraft that was destroyed over obvious r~asons _of national soverergny years. Now it appears that the. USA 1s 
Lockcrbie. He also pomtcd out. that, an~ security, refu_ses _to_ h~nd over .1,ts training up to 400 Libyan d1ss1den_ts 
although he had been on the . Libyan nationals to a foreign jurisdiction which removed hurriedly from Chad m 
Arab staff in Malta for some time, he it, reasonably ~nou_gh, suspects of be_111g December 1989, when the pro-American 
had left three months before the fatal prejudiced agau,1st _1t. After all, there 1s a and pro-French Habre regime was 
incident. As a result he did not have fundamental p~rn~iple 111 Western legal overthrown by the Zaghawa rebels of 
official access to Air Malta baggage tags systems that insists that the . accuser Idriss Debv with Libyan support. The 
nor to the customs-controlled areas of cannot also be the J~dgc and? given the dissidents, led by Colonel Abd al-Jassim 
the airport in Valctta and could not, apparent presupposition of Libyan gmlt Khalifah Haftar, arc apparently located in 
therefore, have placed the offending bag by Western governments and the media, 

Page 17 

Mr Madawc Williams
Text To Speech



a training camp close to Denver and are · 
expected to be used in clandestine 
operations against Libyan interests in 
Africa, in conjunction with forces of the 
Sudanese People's Liberation Front 
which threaten the Weld Bashir 
government in Khartoum, long 
identified by Washington as a Libyan 
client. 

There are similar problems with the 
accusations made in France against 
Libya for its involvement in the UTA 
bombing in September 1989. It must be 
admitted that the grounds for suspecting 
Libyan involvement are far better in this 
case, because of Libyan resentment at 
French support for the Habre regime in 
Chad in 1987. Originally, however, 
Syria and Iran had been the primary 
targets for French suspicions. The 
bombing coincided with a sustained 
campaign in France attacking Syria for 
its policies in Lebanon and supporting 
the maverick Lebanese Christian 
politician and military leader, General 
Aoun. Indeed, French warships, 
including the aircraft carrier Foch, had 
even appeared off the Lebanese coastline 
in an implicit show of strength in 
support of the Aoun government, then 
locked in conflict with Syrian-backed 
forces. Iran, too, had considerable 
grievances against France, ranging from 
French obduracy over repayment of up 
to a billion dollars-worth of loans made 
by the Shah in 1979 for the ill-starred 
Eurodiff gaseous diffusion project to 
French threats against Iranian personnel 
over Islamic fundamentalist terrorism in 
France. Furthermore, the initial 
suspicions linked Lebanese communities 
in West Africa with the UTA bombing. 

The French accusations are based, 
however, on the evidence sweated out of 
Bernard Yanga, a Congolese opposition 
leader, by the Brazzaville military 
security services. During interrogations 
between January and July 1991, Bernard 
Yanga claimed that he and two others 
had been recruited by a Libyan 
clandestine organisation, called al 
Mathaba (an apparently meaningless 
term in Arabic, but one often cited in 
US accusations of Libyan terrorist 
activities). He also claimed that one of 
the recruits had apparently innocently, 
boarded the doomed aircraft carrying a 
briefcase provided by the Libyan 
People's Bureau in Brazzaville - in 
which the bomb was presumably 
concealed . The other recruit had left the 
Congo at the time of the destruction of 
the aircraft. 
Recently, however, sources close to 

the examining magistrate in Paris, Jean 
Louis Brugiere, have indicated that he is 
less than satisfied by the evidence 
available to him. Furthermore, according 
to evidence published by the French left 
wing daily Liberation, in Paris, 
Bernard Yanga has recently complained 
to French interrogators, who began to 
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interrogate him in July 1991, that he was 
heavily pressured by his Congolese 
captors to incriminate Libya. He does 
not deny that there were contacts with 
the People's Bureau - indeed, the first 
secretary of the Bureau, Abdallah al 
Azraq, confirms such contacts with 
Congolese domestic politics, not as part 
of a terrorist plot. His evidence is 
unlikely to be tested in open court, 
however, because he is dying of AIDS. 
Furthermore, there is technical evidence 
that does not square with the "Libyan 
theory". The explosive used to destroy 
the UT A DC-10 is one that has 
previously been used in Syrian-backed 
terrorist actions in France itself - by, for 
example, Abu lbrahin's "May 15th" 
group in February 1985. 

The reasons and the 
consequences 

If, indeed, there are reasonable doubts 
over the French, British and American 
accusations being made against Libya, 
then the reasons for the accusations and 
the certitude with which they are being 
made need to be considered. It is difficult 
to overlook the fact that, in the current 
climate where Syria has supported and 
participated in the US-led and UN 
authorised Multinational Coalition 
against Iraq for its invasion of Kuwait 
last year, as well as making progress on 
the issue of peace between Israel, its 
Arab neighbours and the Palestinians 
(possibly), Syria is not likely to be the 
target of Western condemnation. 
Furthermore, given the recent releases of 
Western hostages from Lebanon - all 
French, British and US hostages have 
now been realeased or accounted for - as 
the result of Iranian and Syrian good 
offices, Iran is unlikely to be the 
preferred butt for Western hostility at 
present either. 

Libya, on the other hand, has all the 
features necessary for such a role. Not 
only has the Qadhafi regime been 
obstreperous and irritating in the past, 
but is has undoubtedly had links with 
terrorist groups and has certainly 
supported some of them, including the 
IRA, in recent years. Furthermore, the 
Anglo-Saxon world views with 
suspicion claims by Tripoli - or, indeed, 
by its European supporters such as Italy 
and Spain or its North African 
colleagues, such as Egypt or Algeria 
and, more reluctantly, Tunisia and 
Morocco - that it has renounced such 
behaviour now. There has been 
considerable anger in London and 
Washington that Tripoli has, over the 
past five years, been able to re-establish 
its links with European states - enjoying 
offical visits from the French foreign 
minister, Roland Dumas, last April and 
the Italian premier, Giulio Andreotti, 
last June - and thereby end the 
diplomatic isolation imposed upon it 
during the 1980s by President Reagan 

and the then British premier, Margaret 
Thatcher. There is considerable anxiety, 
too over Libya's new diplomatic and 
economic links with North Africa and 
with Egypt in Washington and London, 
as well as intense suspicion over 
apparent Libyan support for the 
Coalition attack on Iraq in January 1991. 
This continued British and American 

hostility towards the Qadhafi regime has 
also been made very clear in recent 
months, despite concerted Libyan 
attempts, spearheaded by the Libyan 
foreign minister Ibrahim Muhammed 
Bishari, to improve relations with both 
states. Britain, after all, did rebutt a 
Libyan offer of an apology over the St 
J ames's Square seige in May 1984, 
coupled with the offer of a $250,000 
donation to a police charity - even 
though the sum proffered was two-and-a 
half times greated than the compensation 
demanded by Britain of Libya in 1985 
and, in addition, was sponsored by a 
Conservative backbencher of impeccable 
right-wing credentials, Sir Teddy Taylor. 
The United States, furthermore, 
reiterated its hositilty towards the 
Qadhafi regime by blacklisting a further 
60 companies for illegal trading with 
Libya in Autumn 1991 - even though 
there are 6,000 Americans, 4,500 
British, 4,000 Italians, 2000 Germans, 
25,000 Eastern Europeans and 10,000 
South Koreans actually working there. 
Yet there are rumours that Colonel 
Qadhafi was seeking to meet US 
demands for a renewal of diplomatic 
relations before the current crisis broke. 
These included the dissolution of the 
revolutionary committee movement - 
which has spearheaded attacks on 

dissidents in the past - the introduction 
of a multiparty political system, the 
privatisation of the public sector and 
willingness to accept foreign direct 
private investment, as well as the formal 
abandonment of support for and 
engagement in terrorism. The colonel 
had already agreed to most of these 
conditions - over terrorism, privatisation 
and the revolutionary committees. 

In short, Britain and the USA 
apparently do not want better relations 
with Libya, whatever concessions it 
makes. Libya has a far greater utility, in 
the current climate of international 
opinion, as a whipping boy for the 
Anglo-Saxon leadership of the 
international system being created in the 
wake of the destruction of the USSR and 
the end of the balance of power of the 
Cold War era. In the Middle Eastern 
context, this is particularly important, 
for these leaders believe that Middle 
Eastern states need to be constantly 
reminded of the dangers of independent 
approaches to regional problems. After 
all, the destruction of Iraq was not only 
an issue of international morality - in 
preventing the wanton destruction of an 
independent state. It was also an object 
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lesson of Western power in protecting 
its essential interests in the Middle East. 
It is a lesson which, however, needs to 
be repeated, as patterns of behaviour 
acceptable to Western powers are 
imposed on Middle Eastern states, 
whatever the responsibility of the West 
itself for the problems of the region. 
Western diplomats, particularly in 
Britain and the USA, make little secret 
of the fact that they now intend to apply 
the discipline of Western intervention 
wherever and whenever they think it 
necessary. Libya is, then, only the first 
example of such a policy in action. 
After Libya come the hostage-takers of 
the Lebanon (as President Bush has 
already publicly warned) and then Iran - 
and, eventually, no doubt, Syria, once 
the issue of Middle East peace between 
Israel and its Arab neighbours has been 
resolved to Washington's satisfaction. 
Libya is, then, merely a test case - the 

weakest and, therefore most vulnerable, 
of the Arab world's radicals that must 
now be made to conform to Western 
precept. Success over Libya will render 
similar action against other states easier 
and more certain. The Lockerbie and 
UTA bombings are, therefore, merely 
excuses for actions that have long been 
contemplated and that, ideally, involve 
the destruction of the Qadhafi regime 
through direct Western pressure. In that 
context, the truth of the accusations now 
being made is expendible, conditional 
and relative; the important factor is the 
success of the public relations exercise 
designed to make the accusations 
publicly acceptable. It is for that reason 
that they have been given so high a 
public profile and have been repeated 
time and again over the past three 
months. France has joined the Anglo 
American initiative for the same reasons 
as it took such a high profile over the 
Coalition attack on Iraq - the Mitterand 
government does not wish to be exluded 
from a seat at the table where global 
decisions are to be made in future. It is 
interesting to note, in this context, that 
all the French statements of support for 
the condemnation of Libya have been 
made by the president's office, not by 

the mirustry of justice, where strong 
suspicions exist over the veracity of the 
accusations that France is making. 
Timing is also important. In January 

1992 Cuba and Yemen end their tour as 
members of the United Nations Security 
Council (UNSC), while Britain takes 
over the presidency. In other words, 
from that date Western leaders, 
particularly those in the Anglo-Saxon 
world, anticipate unanimous support 
both in the Council and amongst its five 
permanent members for any action they 
may care to take. Russia, as the 
inheritor of the Soviet seat on the 
Council and desperate for Western food 
and financial aid, will not object, while 
China, still anxious for Western credits 
in the wake of the Tiannenmen Square 
massacres, is unlikely to protest either. 
In short, the West can do what it likes 
with full international approval from 
those states which count in the global 
diplomatic discipline, particularly on the 
Middle East now that the peace process 
has begun! 
There is still a problem, however. 

This relates to precisely what measures 
can be taken against Libya, whether it 
complies with Western demands or not. 
Egypt has made it plain that it believes 
that military action against Tripoli could 
endanger the Middle Eastern peace 
process. The recent results in the 
Algerian legislative elections have 
provided an implicit warning, amongst 
other things, of increasing popular anger 
in the Middle East and North Africa over 
Western imperiousness. There is little 
enthusiasm in the West, particularly in 
the USA, for major military 
commitments again, now that the crisis 
in the Gulf has been resolved. In short, 
the only realistic option appears to be 
eonomic in nature. Yet, here too, there 
are serious problems, for many 
European states seem unlikely to 
support such moves, given their interest 
in Libyan oil supplies. Nonetheless, 
this appears to be the preferred scenario - 
with UNSC Resolutions repeating 

Anglo-American complaints in early 
January 1992 as Britain comes into the 
UNSC presidency, followed up by 

resolutions imposing economic sanction 
measures thereafter. 
There will be sanctions on oil 

exports, on Libyan assets in Europe and 
on communications links with the 
Libyan jamahiriyah. Libya has 
already begun to prepare for these 
moves; during December 1991, Libya's 
liquid assets held in London, totalling 
$1 bn, were re-invested in the Gulf. 
This, however, only solves part of the 
problem, for there are a further $5 bn in 
illiquid Libyan assets held in Europe - 

shares in Western companies, 
investments in oil refineries and oil 
distribution networks in Italy, Germany 
and Switzerland - and that are still 
vulnerable to Western confiscation. In 
addition, there is still the threat of 
sanctions to the supply of vital spares 
and technology essential to keep the oil 
sector and the Great Manmade River - 
Libya's most important development 

project - going. 
Yet, for the Libyan government, all 

this could be borne in the short-term. 
The great fear is that these measures 
could become permanent and could be 
backed by Western support for 
subversion and destabilisation inside 
Libya itself. The thought of facing a UN 
authorised and US-maintained economic 
blockade of the kind now operating 
against Iraq terrifies politicians in 
Tripoli. The consequent isolation would 
be intolerable to the Libyan government 
and public alike, to such an extent that 
one senior political figure recently 
remarked that even a renewed bombing 
campaign would be a more bearable 
consequence of Western hostility. 
Libyans know that, in the end, they are 
acutely vulnerable to permanent 
universal economic pressure, whatever 
the justice of their case over the 
Lockerbie and UTA bombings may be. 
They know, too, that Western 
declarations over international principle 
have really become merely statements 
about the West's international reach of 
power. In that context Libya, the Middle 
East and, beyond them both, the Third 
World are minor actors in the new game 
of global realpolitik. 
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The First United Nations War, by Brendan Clifford (April 1991, £1.50) 

The New Left Imperialist, by Brendan Clifford (May 1991,£2,50) 
Obtainable from Labour & Trade Union Review. Prices include postage. Please make cheques payable to Labour 
& Trade Union Review. 

Page 19 

Mr Madawc Williams
Text To Speech



An Inspector Calls 
How the Tories Propose to Maintain 

Standards in our Schools 

by Chris Winch 
L&TUR has monitored the progress 

of the Tories' educational reforms over 
the past few years, giving credit where 
we felt that it was due and drawing 
attention to blunders and ideological 
obsessions where we felt that this was 
necessary. It is now becoming clear that 
Kenneth Clarke and his ministers have 
accepted many of the criticisms of the 
Thatcher education reforms that we (and, 
from a different set of assumptions, the 
Centre for Policiy Studies) have made. 
But they are still getting it badly wrong. 
The criticisms we made were, (1) that 

the National Curriculum is an unwieldy 
monster instead of being a modest and 
flexible instrument for ensuring high 
standards in the most important areas, 
and, (2) that the Tories relied on some of 
their own ideological opponents, the 
educational establishment, for the 
construction and administration of their 
reforms. Belatedly, they have woken up 
to the potentially disastrous results of 
their own negligence and have started to 
prune and change the personnel of the 
various educational bodies set up to 
administer the reforms, in order to reduce 
the malign influence of the educational 
establishment. Most controversially, 
they have decided to effectively privatise 
and extend educational inspection and to 
compel schools to publish results of 
testing and examinations so that league 
tables can be made available to parents. 
While it is easy to see what has 

prompted these changes of policy, it is 
not at all clear that these reforms taken 
together make any sense. Once again, 
the Tories are going tor a quick fix that 
will fail to address the most serious 
problems in British education. Let's deal 
with the league tables of results first. 
L&TUR cannot find fault with this 
suggestion but does not understand why 
parents would not have the opportunity 
to see how good those children have 
become when they leave. Ken Clarke 
maintains that he does not want 
'educational experts' craw ling over the 
data and 'cooking' the figures to befuddle 
the public. 

If this is true, then it is hard to see 
the point of many of the original 
reforms. The 1988 Education Act built 
testing at ages 7, 11, 14, and 16 into the 
new reforms. In this way a child's 
progress could be monitored as he 
moved through school and a measure of 
individual improvement over time could 
be derived. Parents need to know how 

much their child in his particular school 
has improved over time in order to judge 
the school's effectiveness and the tests, 
which assign children to levels of 
attainment, will cumulatively do just 
that. So, for example, a child who is 
assigned to level 3 in English at age 7 
and levl 5 in the same subject at age 11, 
will have increased his performance by 
two lerels over two years. You do not 
need any cooking by educational experts 
to present the public with this figure. 
The Government has built the collection 
of this information into the system. 

One is left wondering who is trying 
to befuddle whom; are the Tories 
befuddling parents, themselves or both? 
Parents are being deprived of a simple 
assessment of school effectiveness as 
well as of individual performance. A 5-H 
primary school will m.esl at 7 and ll, so a 
measure of improvement for all tile 
individuals in the school together with 
an overall indicator of the school's 
performance will be readily available. 

"Having cocked up the 
measurement of school 
effectiveness, it is not 
surprising that the 

government then went on to 
do a similar job with the 
schools inspectorate. " 

Similarly with secondary education; 
eleven year olds will come to the 
secondary school with a score and 
improvement can be monitored at 14 and 
again at 16 both for individuals and for 
the whole school. This seems simple 
enough; the only thing missing is an 
entry test at 5 and there are very good 
reasons for doing this, quite apart from 
that of measuring school effectiveness. 
Testing at 5 will allow schools to 
quickly identify children who may have 
problems and to take rapid action, 
instead of allowing matters to drift for a 
further two years. It is difficult to see 
why this is not being done. 
Failure to do so and failure to give 

parents the opportunity to judge how 
effective individual schools are, will 
perpetuate the social class discrimination 
that still pervates the system. 
Educationally ambitious parents will 

send their children to schools with high 
raw scores and those schools who may 
be coping very well in difficult 
circumstances will be left to wither on 
the vine. 
Having cocked up the measurement of 

school effectiveness, it is not surprising 
that the Government then went on to do 
a similar job with the schools 
inspectorate. Inspectors are supposed to 
tell the government and the public how 
effecitve schools are. The government 
has decided (rightly in our view) that the 
criterion of this should be through 
measureable achievment. But if this is 
so, then it is hard to see why there 
should be an inspectorate at all, since 
the before-after comparison of results 
will give practically all the information 
that will be needed to make a judgement. 
Schools and teachers can then get on 
with the job of getting those results in 
the best way that they know how, in the 
knowledge that the results of their work 
will be available for public scrutiny. 
However, if you only publish the 
outcomes of a school's activities and not 
those outcomes relative to what went 
into the system in the first place as 
well, then there isn't a readily available 
measure of school effectiveness. This 
seems to be plain daft. 
For years Her Majesty's Inspectorate 

has been peddling ideologically 
fashionable educational theories which 
have often influenced teachers against 
their own better judgement and have 
harmed school performance. The new 
system of monitoring performance 
would have been an excellent 
opportunity for dispensing with the 
services of HMI and the LEA 
inspectorates (whose influence has been 
even worse than that of HMI, because 
they are in a position to affect the 
careers of individual teachers). Instead, 
Ken Clarke has devised an extraordinary 
system whereby a much reduced HMI 
monitor private inspection teams 
bidding for custom from schools in a 
marketplace. Schools will require an 
inspection once every four years and the 
results will be published. 

It seems scarcely credible that one of 
the villains of the piece, HMI, should be 
allowed to monitor the system, given 
the government's own diagnosis of the 
harm that they have been doing over the 
years. No-one, least of all Clarke, can 
have been fooled by HMI's recent 
eleventh hour conversion to the virtues 
of teaching reading using phonics and 
the virtues of the formal French system. 
This looks too much like a plea for 
mercy to be convincing. So much for 
HMI's vaunted independence and 
integrity. Not only should inspection be 
unnecessary, but the very people who 
have been responsible for much of the 
harm done to education in the past thirty 
years will be left in charge of assessing 
school effectiveness. 

Page 20 

Mr Madawc Williams
Text To Speech



I 

~ 

i 

The idea of privatised inspection 
teams is laughable. Since there won't be 
a real job for them to do, given the 
Government's own views that 
effectiveness should be judged by test 
performance, they will have to assess 
schools on criteria which are either 
available but which the Tories won't 
make available in an accessible form 
(that is, before-after comparisons of 
pupil performance) or they will use 
irrelevant criteria, such as what teaching 
methods are used, which is what is 
happening with inspections at the 
moment. Schools will wish to choose 
those teaching methods which give the 
best results and the staff in the school 
should be the best judge of what those 
should be. If they are in any doubt, they 
can hire expert advice. If there is any 
room for privatised educationists it could 
be here. Anyone who thinks he can tell 
schools how they can do better, is free 
to set up his stall at the moment and 
charge consultancy fees for his advice. It 
is an interesting fact that there are very 
few such people around outside the 
educational bureaucracies, and they often 
dispense unasked-for and irrelevant 
advice. There will be a continuing need 
for small teams of surveyors, auditors 
and 'trouble-shooting' inspectors who 
can intervene in schools that are in the 
throes of a crisis and who can, for 
example, check that the fabric of 
buildings is safe and that the school 
finances are in order. There is no need 
for a general inspectorial body. The 
Tories could have seen the inspectors off 
using their own reforms to replace them, 
but they have bungled the opportunity. 
Why? 
The answer to this is not clear but is 

probably bound up with Thatcherite 
ideology. For the Thatcherites (and the 
government is still in many ways a 
Thatcherite government) the marketplace 
reigns supreme in allocating success to 

enterprises. Within each enterprise a 
hierarchical structure of management 
should reign in order to ensure that 
workers and unions are kept well away 
from decision-making. There needs to be 
a clearly identified product available (the 
final test score), for schools to sell on 
the market place. Since this means that 
school effectiveness cannot be accurately 
judged, inspections are seen to be 
necessary. Private inspectors like 
compulsory managment consultants 
seem to be a good idea and they will of 
course know much better than the 
workers (the teachers) how the show 
should be run. The trouble is, that they 
are also the clients of the school and 
they are not trying to assess something 
definite (like whether the building is 
falling down or whether the books 
balance), but something nebulous (like 
the desirability of different teaching 
methods) which they will not be around 
long enough to form proper judgements 
about. In any case, schools will try and 
hire inspectors who will give them 
favourable reports (that is, after all, the 
product which they will want to obtain 
for the money they lay out). 
Clarke has loudly priaised the 

Alexander Report into primary education 
in Leeds, which contains a devastating 
criticism of the way in which 
bureaucratically imposed progressive 
ideology hinders the work of teachers 
who are trying to make professional 
judgements about the children with 
whom they are in contact on a day to 
day basis. However, Clarke is careful 
not to draw too much attention to 
Alexander's plea for greater collegiate 
responsibility over decisions about how 
to teach (ie, workplace democracy for 
teachers) as this would threaten the 
bureaucratic hierarchy based on the 
Thatcherite view of good business 
practice which he and his predecessors 
have been seeking to impose on the 

schools for years. It is not surpnsmg 
that the NAS/UWT are in the vanguard 
of moves to promote workplace 
democracy; teachers and children would 
be among the first beneficiaries. 
Where does Labour stand in relation 

to this shambles? It should be a golden 
opportunity for Jack Straw and his team 
to tear into the confusion and dogma of 
the Clarke initiatives. Unfortunately 
Labour is nowhere. Straw has nothing 
intelligible to say because Labour has 
thought education reform through even 
less thoroughly than the Tories have. 
What is more, they are conpromised 
through their own links with 
'progressive' ideology and its 
bureaucratic structures in HMI and local 
inspectorates. Leeds, a city long 
controlled by Labour, was directly 
responsible for the trouble diagnosed by 
the Alexander Report, appointing a 
'progressive' gauleiter in the early 1980s 
to dragoon the city's primary teachers 
into following progressive nostrums. 
What is alarming for socialists who are 
genuinely concerned about improving 
educational opportunities for future 
workers and trade unionists, is that 
Labour does not even seem to be aware 
that there is an ideological problem in 
education, let alone that there might be a 
solution. 
The Tory jibe that Labour are in bed 

with self-serving, ideologically-driven 
educational bureaucracies is 
uncomfortably near the mark. The 
Labour front bench team badly need 
someone with the clear-headedness and 
determination to sort out this mess and 
to start punching the Tories where it 
hurts in the way that John Prescott has 
been doing with the transport portfolio. 
But they should find out who their real 
allies are in educational reform; there is 
nothing to be gained by either listening 
to or supporting the 'progressives'; these 
vultures have had their day.□

How Green Should My Valley Be ? • 
by Tim Williams 

Those familiar with the works of the 
'elsb novelist. Richard Llewellyn will 

know thalt there was a sequel to his best 
scller, !How Green Was My 
V:aJJtey, entitled G,e;en, Green My 
VaJliey Now. 

Where the earlier book had been 
strident if not hysterical in its 
denunciation of industrialism and its 
consequences in Souih Wales - in 
particular the development of an English 
speaking, secular, Labour-voting 
working class - the later book looks on 
the Valleys of the 1970s with some 

satisfaction. For, as Llewellyn's 
protagonist Huw Morgan notes, Gilfach 
Goch (the village on the edge of the 
Rhondda fictionalised as 'the Valley') 
had changed for the better: 

"This was not the Valley I had 
known. From other brains another 
Valley had been born ... cleaner, happer, 
greener, than any since the time of my 
grandfather. 

"How green was my Valley then, yes, 
but green, green my Valley now, all 
praise and thanks to the Lord God, and 
his craftsmen ... " 

What Llewellyn invited us to praise 
was the de-industrialisation and de 
population of the coalfield which had left 
villages like Gilfach with grassed-over 
slagheaps and cleaner streams but 
without an economic rationale or basis 
for that dynamic communal culture he so 
despised. The "greening" of Gilfach 
Goch meant the draining of its lifeblood. 
They make a desert and he calls it 
"peace". 

In our desperate desire to reclaim the 
Green mantle from the overweening 
Porriticians who have stolen everything 
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from William Morris save his dedication 
to the interests of the working class, the 
Left must not forget that whatever their 
ills or failings, industrialism and 
urbanism brought into being the very 
people that the Labour Movement was 
invented to represent and the rural life 
was only ever an idyll for those with 
money and power. 

When given an opportunity, poor 
country dwellers have always sought to 
leave the rural areas for the greater 
freedom, life-possibilities and richness 
(in all senses) of industrial life. This 
was as true of mediaeval Germany 
(where the phrase Stadt-tuft Macht Frei 
ff own life makes free, was coined) as it 
is of contemporary Latin America. It 
was certainly true of the anglicised and 
socialist coalfield so hated by Richard 
Llewellyn. This was, after all, peopled 
by migrants from rural Wales and the 
West of England who were delighted to 
be free of the 'joys of country life' - a 
mood voiced by B.L. Coombes, who 
moved from Herefordshire to the 
coalfield on the eve of the Great war: 

"Up there in the works is the place for 
a young feller. Shorter hours and good 
money, not like as it be 
herabouts ... gotter graft all the hours as 
God sends. Ain't got to call no manner 
of man sir up there- no yuh ain't." 
(These Poor Hands, 1939) 

For the working class brought 
together in communities yes, 
communities, which are not easily 
forged in dispersed farming areas - by 
industrialisation, abandoning the 
countryside was a precondition of 
political and social advance. The process 
historically weakened the landed gentry 
as it simultaneously brought the 
domination of the countryside, 
economically and· politically, by the 
urban forces in which the organised 
working class became an increasingly 
significant element. 

Out of the environmental desecration 
of rural South Wales came an alternative 
beauty - the beauty of communities 
which spawned an innovative 
collectivist politics associated with the 
names of Aneurin Bevan, Arthur Horner, 
and James Griffiths and an impressive 
popular culture whose finest exponents 
were singers, instrumentalists, actors, 
and sports people of world class. A 
Labour perspective on Green issues 
must surely ground itself in a 
recognition of the fact that the escape 
from rural life and indeed the de 
ruralisation of areas of development, 
made Labour politics and culture 
possible. 

This is not to call for the 
industrialisation of Dartmoor. To be 
Green at all, a Labour perspective must 
of course seek to sustain, and indeed 
improve, the natural environment and in 
particular to plan development in what 
remains of the British countryside so as 

to ensure its continuation as a source of 
food, leisure and pleasure for both 'the 
country' and 'the city'. 

Planning - a dirty word for Party 
'thinkers' in recent years, although one 
increasingly in vogue in post 
Thatcherite academic literature - alone 
cannot define a properly Labour 
perspective on Green issues. It is a 
necessary but not sufficient condition for 
it. The other pillar of the perspective 
must involve the clarification of who 
exactly are the clients or end-users of our 
politics. 

Labour's Green politics must 
encompass, and intervene in, such a 
world, as the Left itself must recognise 
if it is to offer an alternative to the 
vapidity of the Party's current manifesto. 
This requires political hard-headedness 
which acknowledges that the Labour 
tradition has never been solely about 
idealism or the realisation of the often 
contradictory aspirations of single-issue 
movements which look to us for 
support. We were founded as a Party to 
advance the self-interest of the industrial 
working class. It remains a necessary 
orientation for us, not out of sentiment 
but out of political necessity: no market 
research based 'majority' or 'rainbow 
coalition' comes anywhere near 
fulfulling its role for the Party. 

Historically, other social forces 
pursued their objectives by attaching 
themselves, in a subordinate role, to a 
Party with a simple but compelling 
dynamic: the economic and social 
advancement of working people. 
Renewing the Party's relationship with 
the still massive millions of Labour's 
urban heartlands remains a precondition 
for forging wider electoral success. 

Everyone gains from clean air and 
water. Not everyone gains from wider 
access to the countryside - certain 
enviroments and livelihoods are 
endangered by urban intruders. Choices, 
therefore, have to be made, boundaries 
defined, balances struck. 

Labour's choices, boundaries and 
balances, re11ecting a different social 
interest from the marginal groups which 
currently inhabit 'Greenland' must, 
accordingly, be different. Can we, for 
example, really opt for 'zero-growth' 
policies which would depress the living 
standards of industrial society and with it 
our own people, historically the less 
privileged portion? Can we really 
advocate organic methods of food 
production which nourish the soil (and 
forms of snobbery) but not the millions 
which intensive, state subsidised, agri 
business has demonstrated it can feed? 
Can we really oppose new industrial 
development in rural or surburban areas, 
as more and more Labour activists and 
politicians up and down the country now 
do, either out of an unacknowledged or 
unthought-through anti-industrialism, or 
in pursuit of the elusive approval of the 
articulate, campaigning middle classes 
whose opposition to development often 
stems from a very unenlightened self 
interest related to property values? 
Precisely in whose interest do we justify 
campaigns of carte-blanche opposition 
to industrial employment? 

Our politics can be Green without 
raising such questions. However, they 
can only be Labour by raising them. 
They can only__ be successful by 
answering them. D 

A failure to address this question, let 
alone resolve it, has played a central role 
in Labour's decline. The 'recovery' of the 
last few years has not been firmly rooted 
in a resolution of the question but on 
the ephemeral and incoherent findings of 
market research. Our policies are no 
longer programmes for achievement of 
goals in the interest of an identifiable 
social force, but padded-out slogans and 
sound-bites, in which the Party 
leadership imagines it speaks to 'all' 
whilst in fact reaching no-one in 
particular. The real world of hard 
choices, of priorities in resource 
allocation, of zero-sum games and 
clashes of self interest - the world a 
Labour government will face - cannot be 
understood or managed from the 
Groucho Club/Walworth Road axis 
which runs the Party at the moment. 
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Notes on the News 
by Madawc Williams 

,,. 

Hilda's Gotterdamerung 

Margaret Hilda Thatcher has now been 
marginalised by John Major and the 
New Grey Men. The debate over the 
Maastrict agreements was used very 
neatly to redefine her in the public mind 
as a sort of irritating "auntie" who 
should be treated with great politeness 
but not taken seriously. And she hasn't 
been able to stop it happening - has 
perhaps not even fully understood it 
The Thatcherite Old Guard tried to 

rally public opinion against the drift 
into a United Europe, and they failed 
dismally. Major's tactics were cunning - 
he allowed the use of the word 

"fedralism" to become a major issue, and 
his European colleagues were kind 
enough to give him a nominal victory 
on the issue. Knowing that the Euro 
enthusiasts had no one but him to look 
to, he concentrated on muddying the 
issues and keeping the support of as 
many of the uncommitted Ml's as he 
could. Thatcher was in no position to 
force a showdown - she would almost 
certainly have lost it. 
Mrs Thatcher tried to rally the nation, 

but ten years of her rule hadn't left all 
that much that could be rallied. She had 
abolished national economin planning, 
done her best to abolish national wage 
bargaining, sold off many of the 
nationalised industries, done as much 
damage as she dared to the national 
health service. All of this was tolerable 
because of the steady growth in working 
class living standards - the true basis for 
Thatcherism's stability. But it all 
started comming unstuck in her later 
years, with many of the Thatcherite 
"entrepreneurs" going bankrupt and the 
British economy once again falling 
behind the rest of Europe. She tried to 
rally the nation for her own notion of 
British particularism, but the nation was 
no longer interested. She made self 
interest the dominant force, and self 
interest leads inexorably towards a 
United Europe. 

Blakelock and Lockerbie 

The British Establishment seem to think 
that they can redefine the truth just as 
the whim takes them. The Lockerbie 
bomb was almost at once identified as a 
Syrian operation - very probably carried 
out on behalf of the Iranians, in 
retaliation for the lranian passenger 
aircraft that a US ship "accidentally" 
shot down during the Iran-Iraq war. But 
the Gulf War turned Syria into an 
important regional ally, so that they can 

no longer be deemed guilty of doing 
what they almost certainly did. 
Fortunately the Lybians are available as 
a substitute - not all that strong, 
somewhat isolated in Third World 
circles, undoubtedly involved in some 
other terrorist incidents. Even though 
Lockerbie was almost certainly not their 
handiwork, they are a suitable case for 
framing. 
As was Winston Silcott in the 

Blakelock affair. The police urgently 
needed to be seen to be dealing with the 
matter. Silcott was already out on bail 
after an earlier unconnected murder. So 
he was "fitted up" for the Blakelock 
killing, along with a couple of other 
plausable suspects, one of whom may 
indeed have been on the fringes of the 
crowd that did the killing. 

The British legal system used to be 
run by people who really cared about 
justice in the abstract. The present 
crowd have traded on that reputation, and 
utterly destroyed it. As part of our 
integration into a United Europe, we 
will probably move towards something 
much more like the continental system. 

Sod off, Gorby 

Separate nationalities can co-exist quite 
happily for centuries, for as long as each 
side trusts the other. Once distrust 
starts, it can easily escalate, with each 
side deciding to "get them before they 
get us". Thus it was in Croatia. Thus 
it could easily have been in the Ukraine. 

Boris Yeltsin acted wisely and 
responsibly in agreeing to a 
Commonwealth ruled from Minsk, once 
the Ukranians had shown that they were 
no longer willing to be ruled from 
Moscow. The division between 
Russians and Ukranians is not all that 
sharp, and it is in everyone's interest to 
keep it blurred. While minorities feel 
that they are part of some larger 
structure, not wholly at the mercy of the 
regional minority, peace is much more 
likely to be preserved. 

It took Mikhail Gorbachev just 6 
years to tum a crisis into a total disaster. 
Some people expressed the hope that he 
would be given some job in the new 
Commonwealth structure: I am very 
glad that he seems to have got nothing. 
Having disrupted everything and 
reconstructed nothing, he tried briefly to 
undo Yeltsin's good work and deny the 
Ukranians self-determination. 
Thankfully the military refused to 
support him, and his power is at an end. 

Gorbachev was never serious about 

reconstruction. Everything was to 
change, but everything was also to stay 
just the same - it was never likely to 
work, and several of us said at the time, 
flying in the face of conventional 
wisdom. Now Gorbachev is a leader 
without a state. Perhaps he and the heir 
of the Tsars can work out some sort of 
double act for the benefit of the tourists. 

Marxism and Toadyism 

The saddest thing about the death of 
Marxism Today is that it didn't 
happen years ago. Like Gorbachev, that 
whole wing of the CP managed to 
undermine what existed without putting 
anything else in its place. Marxism 
Today subverted hard-line self-confident 
opposition to capitalism. But it also 
balked at following through the logic of 
this undermining and advocating serious 
reform within the existing framework. 
It was no longer Leninist, but it could 
not become "post-Leninist" either - its 
jargon could never stretch to saying such 
a thing. It didn't like what it was, but 
lacked the guts to become anything else. 

"Marxism Today lived gloriously. 
And now it dies gloriously." said its 
editor in its last issue. But where is the 
glory in shooting yourself in the foot, 
and then leaving the wound untreated so 
that you finally die of it? Where is the 
glory in being the tail-end of a 
Communist Party that wrecked the 
chances of social justice through 
incomes policy; that helped block 
workers control when it was a very real 
possibility; that led lthe unsuccessful eft 
resistance to integration with Europe? 
Did Marxism Today ever expect a 
revival of traditional Toryism in 
opposition to Thatcher? (as this 
magazine did). Did Marxism Today 
ever call perestroika a hollow sham? 
Did they point out the utter 
incompetance of Arthur Scargill's 
leadership during the miner's strike, 
when it was still possible that the 
struggle might have been won, or the 
damage at least limited? What the hell 
did Marxism Today ever do that 
anyone could be proud of? And is it 
admirable of them to abandon ship when 
the ship seems in danger of sinking, 
when they stuck with it through all the 
good times and took all of the good 
things that were on offer? 

Marxism Today goes down into 
silence, proudly listing the praise it has 
received from Chris Patten and Paddy 
Ashdown. It doesn't seem to occur to 
them that being prasied by the enemies 
of socialism is a very dubious 
recommendation for what was supposed 
to be a socialist journal. They seem 
happy for any nice thing that important 
people. Marxism Today ends its 
days as a collection of ex-Marxist 
toadies, a bunch of worthless 
sycophants. D 
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Good Riddance 
to 

Bad Rubbish 

Marxism Today was "a free spirit" 
we are told by Martin Jacques in an 
editorial introduction to "the last issue 
ever", which appeared in December 1991. 
It proclaimed itself on the cover to be a 
"Collectors' Item". 
The "free spirit", with an eye on the 

main chance, indulges in nostalgia 
before the event. 

This must be the first political 
magazine in the history of political 
journalism to be produced as a 
Collectors' Item. Other magazines have 
become collectors' items and entered the 
rare book market after they had served 
their political function, and because of 
the way they had served it. Only 
Marxism Today was advertised in 
advance of publication as a Collectors' 
Item, and had no function in its month 
of publication except to be a Collectors' 
Item 

This was an entirely apt way for it to 
conclude its career. It is a long time 
since it served any political purpose, 
good or bad. 

Mid-way through the magazine, 
"Martin Jacques bids a fond farewell to 
Marxism Today". In nostalgic spirit we 
might take "fond" to mean "foolish", as 
it used to mean not too long ago. And it 
is undoubtedly a foolish piece of 
writing. It begins: 

"I remember being asked whether I 
would become the full-time editor of 
Marxism Today. The year was 1977. 
The benefactor was Gordon McLennan, 
then general secretary of the Communist 
Party. I was an academic at Bristol 
University, and deeply involved in the 
CP. It was the high point of 
eurocommunism, a time of optimism 
when I and others like me believed that 
the party could be changed into 
something different (If only we had 
known about the Moscow gold ... )". 
(Dots as in original.) 

It seems that free spirits don't know 
where the money comes from. They 
can't know. They mustn't know. 
Because if they knew they could not be 
free. The free spirit must be a 
simpleton. 

It isn't easy to be a simpleton about 
such matters in this modern world of 
ours. I would say it requires great 
tenacity of purpose to remain ignorant 
of where the money comes from. Even 
the darling children of the bourgeoisie 
know these days that they cavort on 
surplus value. Martin Jacques must have 
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Martin Jacques 
worked quite hard at not knowing that 
his freedom was sustained by Moscow 
gold. 

It was not always the case that "free 
spirits" were charlatans. I first came 
across the term when I read Nietzsche as 
an agricultural labour before I had ever 
read a word of Marx. And I was 
impressed. I still am. 

Martin Jacques has the gift of turning 
everything he touches into dross. He 
does it for money of course but I don't 
think that excuses it. But I appreciate 
that the prevailing attitude among 
eminent socialists these days is that 
money excuses everything, and that 
there is no worth where there is no 
money. Nevertheless I must make a 
point in the near future of restoring the 
meaning of "a free spirit" as I found it in 
Nietzsche, now that it has been tainted 
by use in Marxism Today. 

I never got any Moscow gold - not 
because I had objections to gold but 
because I had objections to Moscow. If I 
had been in agreement with Moscow I 
would have felt entitled to a share of its 
gold. Because I could only function 
politically on the basis of my own 
understanding of things, and my 
understanding was at variance with the 
forms of understanding sponsored by 
Moscow, I resigned myself to doing 
what I could without gold. And I have 
noticed over a quarter of a century that 
nobody got Moscow gold who did not 
serve Moscow's purposes in one way or 
another. 

Jacques asserts that Marxism 
Today "has had a profound effect on the 
political scene, way beyond the number 
of copies sold. The magazine used the 
term Thatcherism before anyone else. 
More importantly, it was the first to 
grasp what the term actually meant. It 
sensed the profound crisis of the Left 
before virtually anyone on the Left had 
any real clue it existed." 

He does not get around to saying what 
the actual political effect was. It seems 
to me that it was to provide an easy 
transition from Moscow gold to the gold 
of Fleet Street for journalists who 
wanted to be fashionably Marxist 

Beatrix Campbell 
without damaging their career prospects. 

With regard to Thatcherism, 
Marxism Today was one of those 
influences which during the high tide of 
socialism in the seventies helped to 
guide the Left into a cul-de-sac. By 
opposing the harnessing of trade union 
power to industrial management, and 
encouraging the delusion that the trade 
unions could continue indefinitely in the 
position of merely preventing the 
capitalists from exerting effective 
managment, it helped to create the 
political atmosphere in which Thatcher 
could be elected to cut the power of the 
unions, bringing with her the baggage 
of petty-bourgeois nonsense called 
Thatcherism. And then Marxism 
Today made a living by erecting this 
Thatcherism into a mind-boggling 
subject for passive contemplation, and 
encouraging a process of adaption to it. 

"Marxism Today was ahead of its 
time. It prefigured the fracturing of 
politics and the world that has proceeded 
apace over the last few years." That is 
true enough, but it is a strange thing to 
boast of. All those clever little people 
had an exciting time for a few years 
turning socialist politics into a kind of 
gibberish that was marketable to the 
middle class. They can now move on to 
careers in mainstream bourgeois 
journalism - to "a new challenge", as 
Jacques puts it - leaving the working 
class to cope in whatever way it can 
with the inheritance of fractured politics. 
When Gorbachev was praised by Bush 

and others for destroying the political 
movement which he had tride to lead, he 
had at least the grace to look sullen. He 
left you in no doubt that he would much 
rather have failed to do what he was 
being praised for doing. No so Martin 
Jacques. On the front cover he prints a 
pat on the back from Chris Patten. 

I have never been in sympathy with 
the CP and have rarely been in 
agreement with it. But I never felt sheer 
contempt for it until I saw this issue of 
Marxism Today, with Jacques, Sarah 
Benton, Stuart Hall, Eric Hobsbawm, 
Beatrix Campbell, etc, capering smugly 
in the mess they have made. B.C. 

Mr Madawc Williams
Text To Speech


