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Editorial |

The end of an Irish Foreign Policy? Essential Steps for the European Union
after the “No” Votes in France,
AnBord Snip [Irish Government’s Expenditure Review Com- the Netherlands & Ireland.

mittee] recommended: “A significant proportion of the Depart
ment for Foreign Affairs expenditure is in respect of overseadohn Temple Lang & Eamonn Gallagher

missions, most of which are small. Given the potential for

developing synergies between DFA and agencies suehtes [The authors are both former senior officials of the EU. John
prise Ireland Tourism IrelandandAn Bord Biaas well as the  Temple Lang is a lawyer and a former Director responsible for
potential establishment ofairopean External Action Service  telecommunications and media in the Competition Directorate
the event of the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty, the GrougGeneral of the European Commission. He was a Director there
recommends that the network of embassies and consulates deginning in 1988, and from 1974 to 1988 he was in the Legal
reduced from 76 to 55. The Group also recommends that AmbaService of the European Commission, dealing primarily with
sador posts routinely be graded at Principal Officer level, witltompetition law issues. Eamonn Gallagher is a former Director
only the three or four largest missions graded at AssistatGeneral in the European Commission and former EC Ambassa-
Secretary level as compared with the 41 ambassadors who aler to the United Nations, New York. He played akey role in Irish
currently of Assistant Secretary grade or higher. The Group not@#plomatic affairs over several decades and died earlier this year.
that theForeign Service Allowands not taxable nor is it subject Both were committed supporters of the European project but
to the pension levy or income levy and recommends that it bgave serious reservations on the direction taken in recent years
reduced by 12.5% in recognition of the contributions made byith the lessening of the power of the Commisssion and the

those serving in other areas of the public service.” growing power of the nationates and the replacement of the
There was no opposition evident to this proposal and thereforeommunity method’ by the intergovermental method of dealing
it is likely to go ahead. with issues.

This effectively is the winding up of an Irish Foreign Service

and the abandonment_of a for(_aigr_] pqlicy. Ins_,tead we will have This paper, which they prepared for the Centre for European
European External Action Serviagnich is undefined butclearly  pojicy studies (CEPS), is limited to the technical aspects of the
saying that Foreign Policy is being handed over to the EU. Thegganges and does not draw out the full political implications of
would be nothing wrong in this if the EU had a creditable foreighyhat these mean — or why they have come about. However, this
policy. Butthere is no area in the world where¢is showing s an important contribution to the debate and the implications of

any spark of a policy that differs from the US-UK policy. Do Wethe changes for Foreign Policy are highlighted in a very useful
need to detail where that policy is going? way.

Itis a little remarked fact that all the major members of the EU ﬁ;ck Lane
and the vast majority of its members are ex-Imperial powers.
Ireland i_s the most notable exception._Thest_a Impgrial powers had\\/e have created Europe. Now we have to create Europeans.
to draw in their horns as a result of national liberation movements g.qnisiaw Geremek, Former Foreign Minister of Poland
inthe last century and were replaced on the world stage by the two
Cold War powers who agreed on little but did agree that European
Imperialist powers had had their day. But that situation is gon
and the European powers have had another innings.

The major member states have so arranged the new archit

troduction

In the referendum on the Treaty of Lisbon in June 2008, Irish
é/g_ters who voted against the Treaty gave several specific reasons
ture of the EU that they and not the Commission have control well as avariety of_vagueorgeneral reasonsthatwere unrelated
foreign policy. They have not just left the Commission out of it; 0 a’.‘yth'”g thatwas in the Treaty. These vague or_gepgral reasons

they have imposed their own High Representative on the Co' re |mportant because.they probably were also significant influ-
mission, Solana - pacifist cum NATO warmonger. (Solan encesin the “no” votes in France and_the Netherlands. Moreover,
opposec'i NATO bases in Spain, and later was Secretary Gene?llzlﬁy may be shared by a substantial b.UI unknown number .Of
of NATO 1995-1999). ' people in other EU member state; who did not get an opportunity
The new Presidency role will concentrate on Foreign polic;so vote in a referendum on the Lisbon Treaty or the Treaty for a
Constitution. There were positive referendum results in Luxem-

and dominate all other EU institutions and, with Blair seriously . . . :
considered for this role, there is little doubt about what it wi||b°‘:jr?hae”rg Spain. Other countries promised referenda, but did not

become; and if he has first go at it he will shape the template fgroI e
its future role. Th_ese vague or general reasons for votllng no” can best be
The intergovernmental methodology now applies rather thaﬂes.c.”bed as a distrust of_the EU and a d|§l|ke of changes or
nticipated changes associated, correctly or incorrectly, with the

the community methodology. This means the major memb ) : .
ty 9y J U. Some of these reasons are imaginary, others are entirely

states have a free hand and they do what comes naturally and the
most natural thing in the world for them is a modernised versioHnre"”‘te‘j to the EU and many of them could be refuted by any

of moralising and dictating to the rest of the world. It's back to thgv.ell—l_nformed. observer of the EU. But they cannot be simply
future for them. dismissed or ignored by any of the governments.

Never was an Irish foreign policy more badly needed just afs Ih's d'Z}.rUSt C.)f .the ELIJI and thetvan?_us (rjetaslopsr,]thatt are gltven
it is being abolished! or it in public opinion polls are not confined to Irish voters or to



voters in France and the Netherlands. What seems to be asimilar. The changes to strengthen the EU’s political role did not

distrust, and apparently at least some broadly similar reasons fging foreign policy and security policy issues under the existing
it, exists to a greater or lesser degree throughout the EU. ltis NQWcision-making process, t@ommunity method’. Instead they

clear that this distrust is widespread and serious enough nfirmed the distinct intergovernmental method of decision
concern all 27 heads of State and government. The absencendking, for foreign and security policy, and introduced a version
referenda in most member states that have ratified or still interngt that method in which the Commission has no role. The EU
to ratify the Lisbon Treaty should not reassure them. This distrugfould be the only international body in the world with two

cannot be assuaged by a short-term crash course informing gtirely different decision-making procedures. This basic di-

public about the EU or about a treaty on which they might bgnotomy makes the whole structure far more complicated and far
asked to vote. The lack of adequate knowledge of the EU makgsss transparent and democratic.

it possible for those opposed to the EU or to the treaty in question
to make statements that are patently untrue. And while it i@nderstanding the Treaty
impossible to believe these statements were made honestly, they_ This complexity might not have mattered if the new Treaty
have, nevertheless, influenced significant numbers of voters. grrangements had been based on a clear and intelligible concept
This problem mustbe tackled. If itis not, the EU will continueg set of principles and if the reasons for them had been explained
to be distrusted and will not have the support that it needs.  ¢jearly. They were not.
- The added complexity is not because the Lisbon Treaty has
The Laeken Declaration been drafted as an amendment to the existing Treaties, rather than
The heads of State and government themselves identified theplacing them, but is inherent in the institutional structure that
problem in the Declaration of Laeken on 14-15 December 200&merged from the Convention. The complexity theredareot
and pointed to a solution. They said that changes had to be masteresolved by having a consolidated version of the Treaties.
that would bring citizens closer to the European design and
European institutions. The Convention on the future of Europegreater power of Parliament
set up at Laeken, was instructed to propose measures to increaseis a result, although under the Lisbon Treaty the powers of
the democracy, transparency and efficiency of the EU, but Hational parliaments and of the European Parliament would be
shelved any serious efforts at transparency to concentrate pitreased and, therefore, in some respects the new institutional
efficiency. arrangements seem more democratic, the aims of the Laeken
At the end of its deliberations, the Convention submitted ®eclaration have not been fulfilled. The real or supposed gainsin
draft treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe to the Euroefficiency and democratic control are not enough to offset the
pean Council in 2003. This led to two proposed treaties whiclinstitutional complexity that would result from an illogical com-
whatever their other merits, were extremely complicated angromise that combines two different decision-making processes
difficult to understand. There seem to have been several reasanshe same institutions. The other improvements are insufficient
for this: and of too little interest to the general public to outweigh the
- There was no committee on institutional questions duringomplex arrangements for foreign policy and security. The
the Convention. As a result, the institutional plans of Mr. Giscar¢htergovernmental decision-making process is essentially un-
d’Estaing were not adequately discussed, and their implicationfemocratic.
were not understood clearly, in particular by the representatives Unfortunately the aims of the Laeken Declaration are not
of the smaller member states. optional extras or unnecessary luxuries for the EU. They are
- Almost all those attending the subsequent intergovernmemssential for public understanding of the EU and for public
tal conferences followed the Convention draft and primarilysupport for it. Before considering what now needs to be done,
discussed institutional measures to make the EU a more effectigeme longer-term factors deserve mention:
political force. - The original Treaty of Rome was never explained by
any document corresponding to the Federalist Papers, which
explained with great clarity the reasons for the design of the US
Constitution. There were 84 Federalist Papers, discussing a
Irish Foreign Affairsis a publication of Constitutio_n of_ (th_en) seven Articles. A comparable explanation
55 St Peter's Tce., Howth, Dublin 13 more complex. An EU policy Declaration, setting out the EU
objectives of peace, prosperity, and human rights in Europe,

Editor: Philip O’Connor environmental conservation, and generous aid to developing
ISSN 2009-132X countries would be valuable as a job description, but would not

be a substitute for carrying out the tasks that were agreed in
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The Community method of decision-making
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of the autonomous body and because its proposals may be
amended only by unanimity. The Community method also in-
volves democratic control by the European Parliament, and
judicial control by the Court of Justice. Onceexplained, thisisnot
hard to understand, but surprisingly it has never been officially
explained anywhere. So even thereasonsfor thewell-established
Community method were not well or widely understood. Thisis
remarkable, because thismethod and therole of the Commission
are the foundation stones on which the Community was built in
1958, andthey arethereasonswhy it hasbeen accepted asthebest
available way of managing European economic affairs. If the
method had been better understood, there would have been
greater unwillingnessto depart fromit. (In the Convention there
wasagroup of smaller states called the “ Friends of the Commu-
nity Method” , but they did not stick totheir position.) Becausethe
Community method means that the Commission must have the
exclusive right to propose new measures, the European Parlia-
ment isnot entitled to propose them. MEPswho are not aware of
the reasons for the method resent this. It is not surprising,
therefore, that many people are easily misled on thisissue. Even
if everyone understood it, that would not explain the procedures
for foreign policy decisions under the recent draft treatieswhich
are based on the wholly different intergovernmental method.

- In al member states, governments have blamed ‘Brussels
for unpopular decisionsthat they have been associated with and
that, in many cases, they have voted for. Thisinevitably leadsto
incomprehension, dislike and distrust of the EU. The govern-
mentshavedenigrated theinstitutionsthat they have hel pedto set
up and which they operate.

- Intermsof democracy, the Lisbon Treaty would take several
stepsin onedirection and severa stepsin the opposite direction.
In the long-standing economic and socia sphere of the ‘First
Pillar’, the Lisbon Treaty would introduce greater powersfor the
national parliamentsand the European Parliament. Butinthearea
of common foreign and security policy, nho democratic safe-
guards apply and thereisno judicial control.

European Foreign Policy

Foreign policy measures would not involve nationa parlia
ments, the European Parliament or the Commission. It is not
intended that the Commission be given any right of proposal in
relation to foreign policy measures. The two separate decision-
making processes that result from the Lisbon Treaty would give
riseto repeated controversy and litigation over which procedure
is legally appropriate for particular measures. Such an institu-
tional structure, whatever its merits, is extremely complicated,
andtheopposite of what wascalledfor in Laeken. Sinceitisclear
that the intergovernmental approach will apply to foreign policy
for theforeseeablefuture, itiscrucially important thatinall other
respects the EU ingtitutions are as rational and intelligible as
possible.

What should be done?

Non-treaty measures

Itisclear that all EU governments need to take a number of
measures to give effect to the Lagken objectives. Fortunately
there are many thingsthat are clearly desirable and uncontrover-
sial and that can be done quickly without any change in the
existing treaties. They should be done as soon as possible.
Cumulatively they would make the EU ingtitutions much more
easily understood, more acceptable and more interesting to the
public. Thesemeasuresneed to betaken by all themember states,
not only by France, the Netherlands and Ireland.

Public Discussions

The first and most important of these changes would be to
hold discussions in the European Council and the Councils of
Ministers much more frequently in public. Thiswas envisaged
in the Treaty for a Constitution and in the Lisbon Treaty, so it
aready hasthe agreement of the governments of all the member
states. It would make a great difference for the public to know
what was said and done during Council meetings and for the
mediato be ableto report on them. The Council is, in effect, one
chamber of a bicameral legidature (the other ‘chamber’ is the
Parliament) and legislatures should meet and debate in public.
Thissimplechangewould a so enablenational parliamentsto see
what their Ministers were saying and how they were voting.
Everyone would understand better whatever difficulties there
might be in obtaining agreement.

A second simple, clearly desirableand non-controversial step
would be to establish a practice by which members of the
Commission (not only the Commissioner nominated by the
country in question) would routinely visit each national capital at
regular intervalsto discuss current EU policiesand Commission
proposals in public with members of national parliaments. This
should not bedoneonly when an especially difficult or controver-
Sial issue arises.

A third desirableand non-controversial stepwould beto have
regular meetings, in public, between M EPs(not only MEPsof the
country concerned) and members of the national parliament.
Again, this should be done regularly as a matter of routine, and
not only when controversies have broken out.

A fourth measure would be for the Commission to publish
papers on long-term EU policies and strategies explaining the
arguments for and against each possible policy or course of
action. This would help to inform public opinion before indi-
vidual issues arose on which Commission proposals are needed.
Unique position of Ireland

The combined effect of these steps would be very great even
if their influence on public understanding and opinion might not
be fully clear for some time. But if, as seems clear, Ireland can
expect to havereferendumsagain in future, it isobviousthat the
I'rish government needsto do more than most other governments
toinform public opinion. Inthisrespect, thelrish government s,
perhaps, inauniqueposition. Moregenerally, themembersof the
national parliaments and, in particular, e.g. the members of
committees of the Irish Parliament (Oireachtas) concerned with
EU affairs, need to be much more active and to spend moretime
discussing and expl aining thereasonsfor particular EU proposals
and policies, aswell as explaining the views of the government
and the Oireachtas on them. When more Council discussionsare
open to the public and national parliaments are discussing the
issues, therewould be much moreinterest in the viewsexpressed
and they would receive much more attention fromthe mediathan
they do at present.

All thiswouldlead, andinIreland could certainly be expected
to lead, to greater use of modern information technology. Indi-
viduals would start to participate, either online or by talking to
their TD (amember of thelower house of thelrish Parliament, the
Dail), in discussions. The European Commission’ sofficesinthe
member states could have websites or weblogs on which indi-
vidual sthroughout the country could make known their viewsor
ask their questions. Politicians and Commission officialswould
becomeaware, moreclearly thanthey seemtohavebeeninrecent
years, of the questions and concerns of the average citizen.
Phone-inradio programmesand | ettersto theeditor haveasimilar
effect but their capacity islimited by thetime or space available.



It is worth pointing out to city dwellers that this would have a
tremendous effect in towns and villages far from capitals, and
even further from Brussels, from which farmers and fishermen
could email views, questions and criticisms. The democratic
potential of onlinecommunicationisenormous, butit canonly be
exploited if the people know what is going on and why.

If al this were done quickly, it would show that all govern-
mentsof all the EU member states havelistened to what the* no”
voters in France, the Netherlands and Ireland were saying,
however confusingly.

These are the concerns that governments should be dealing
withrather thanissueswholly unaffected by the Treaty of Lisbon.
Even if some additional guarantees were given to Ireland on
issueslikeabortion, neutrality or taxation, theproblem of distrust
would beunresolved and such guaranteeswoul d leave the under-
lying problem untouched.

Itisonly after distrust of the EU has been properly addressed
that EU governmentscould expect to have popul ar support for the
EU or for their own policiesin the EU, or could ask for popular
approval of any new EU Treaty in areferendum. These sugges-
tions are necessary but not sufficient conditions for popular
understanding of the EU. When the L agken Declaration hasbeen
implemented asfar asit can without Treaty amendment, the next
stage is to see what else should be done to make the EU more
democratic, more transparent and more efficient.

Maintaining a representative Commission

Sincethe Nice Treaty, it has been proposed that the Commis-
sion should nolonger becomposed of nomineesof all themember
states. Under the Lisbon Treaty, the Commission would be made
up of nominees of only two-thirds of the member states, “unless
the European Council, acting unanimously decides to alter this
number”. The full significance of this reduction in size has not
beenwidely or clearly understood in any of themember states. It
means that there would always be, for five years at atime, one-
third of the member stateswithout anomineeinthe EU’ spolicy-
proposing ingtitution, which isalso the body that ensuresthat the
obligations of member states are carried out. Since there are six
large member states, there would aways be two large states
without nominees, and those states at | east (and no doubt others)
would be likely to say that they would not accept proposals or
decisions of a body on which they were not, in any sense,
represented. This would inevitably and seriously weaken the
Commission, and make it at al times less able to deal with
whichever states were without nominees.

One measure that would greatly help to overcome public
distrust of the Union is both important enough and conspicuous
enough to make a substantial contribution. That measure is to
restoretherepresentative natureandintegrity of the Commission.
Asexplained above, therational efor havingaCommissionisthat
the EU needsan autonomousbody, equally independent of all the
member statesand representative of thewhole Union, to propose
EU measures and policies so as to make majority voting accept-
able. For this purpose the Commission must be composed at all
times of nominees (not representatives, because they must be
independent) of all of the member states, not just some of them.
In addition, none of the members of the Commission must be
subject to instructions from any other institution, whether the
Council, the Parliament or national governments of any of the
Member States. In short, theprovisionsin the Nice Treaty which
deprive member states of the right to nominate a Commissioner
at all times should be repealed and the Community method,
which worked so well for so long, should be applied to al
economic, sociad and police ‘First Pillar’ and ‘Third Pillar’
matters.

There are a number of reasons why thisis now essential:

- Thereduction in the size of the Commission is probably the
most important single reason for objecting to the Lisbon Treaty.
(The Nice Treaty had envisaged a reduction but did not specify
what the reduction should be, so it did not arouse the same depth
of opposition.)

- Restoring each state’ sright to nominate aCommissioner at
all timeswould help to obtain or improve public support for the
EU in all member states and not only in France, the Netherlands
and Ireland.

- Restoring the right to nominate a Commissioner from each
state would avoid a situation that would certainly erode public
support for the EU in every statethat findsitself, for fiveyearsat
a time, without a nominee. No surer way of provoking public
antagonism could be devised than to deprive member states of
their nominees.

- Restoring the full Commission would represent a genuine
and substantial improvement in the future institutional arrange-
ments, which have given rise to such widespread distrust.

- Thiswould maintai nthe proven Community method that has
worked well for 50 years, whichisbased onafully representative
Commission.

- It would ensure that the Commission can at all timesstay in
touch with public opinion in al the member states.

- Itwould bethebest, clearest and simplest single changethat
could be made to convince voters that governments, not the
Commission, had really understood what voters are saying to
them. Itwasgovernments, not the Commission, that wererespon-
sible for creating the Nice and Lisbon Treaties.

- It isachange that will be increasingly strongly demanded
anyway as the date for reducing the size of the Commission
comes nearer, and nine member states realise that they will have
no nominee on the Commission for five years.

- Only a Commission composed of nominees of all the
member states would be capable of fulfilling the Commission's
increased roleand responsi bility, which must beto ensurethat the
EU anditspoliciesare properly explained to, and understood by,
the peoples. It isnow clear that much more needs to be done to
explain the EU to national parliaments. This needsto be done by
Commissioners. The argument that thereis not enough work for
27 Commissioners is now clearly wrong; there is more than
enough work for al of them.

- Itwould avoid undignified and controversial wrangling over
which nine member states would be the first to lose their nomi-
nees as Commissioners for five years.

- It would displease only those who want to reduce the
influenceof the Commission, whichistheguardian of thetreaties
and of the legitimate interests of small states and states in a
minority on particular issues.

- Restoring the size of the Commission confers the same
benefits on all member states. It would not be a ‘concession’ to
Ireland, nor wouldit mean ‘cherry picking’ among theprovisions
of the Lisbon Treaty. It is a change that would be widely
welcomed in all member states, and would avoid weakening the
Commission. (Itistruethat small stateswould benefit morethan
big states, which need a Commissioner less.)

- As more countries join, as they must, the EU will become
moreheterogeneous, andtheneed for animpartial policy-propos-
ing mediator to reconcile all the competing interestswill be even
greater than in the past.

- Europe today needs leadership. An independent minded
policy-proposing think-tank is more needed than ever.

- Restoring the Commission to its normal strength also bal-



ances the re-weighting of votes in the Council in favour of the
large member states, in particular Germany, and makes it more
widely acceptable. Thisis discussed below.

- If the principle that each member state may nominate a
Commissioner was maintained, no referendum in Ireland would
beneededonthisissue. A decisiontomaintainonenomineefrom
each member statewould involveachangefromtheNice Treaty,
but would not involve an amendment of the Lisbon Treaty
because, as mentioned above, the Lisbon Treaty empowers the
Council by unanimity to alter the size of the Commission. If
thereforeit was expected that the Lisbon Treaty would comeinto
force, the Council could decide that each member state should
aways have the right to nominate a Commissioner, and this
decision would come into force at the same time as the Lisbon
Treaty itself.

Maintaining theindependence of the
Commission

As aready mentioned, the Community method requires the
Commission to be representative of the Union as a whole, and
equally independent from all the member states. The independ-
enceof theindividual Commissionersisessential for therole, and
indeed the raison d’etre, of the Commission. That is why the
treaties have always stipul ated that Commissions may not accept
instructionsfrom any government or other body. If they did, they
would be unable to carry out their responsibility to propose
policies and measures in the interests of the Union as awhole,
including as far as possible any member state that may bein a
minority on any particular issue. It is also the reason why
Commissioners cannot be elected, just as judges should not be
elected.

A high representative for foreign policy

Unfortunately, some provisions of the Lisbon Treaty are
inconsistent with this basic requirement. They providefor ahigh
representativefor foreign policy whowould beappointed by (and
therefore responsible to) the Council, and who would be simul-
taneoudly vice-president of the Commission and chairman of the
foreign affairs council. The effect of this would be, and was
intended to be, to reduce theindependence of the Commissionin
foreign commercial and economic policy, to place akey member
of the Commission under the direct control of the Council and to
takeforeigneconomic policy away fromtheexistinginstitutional
system, and makeit essentially intergovernmental. (Theway the
highrepresentativeisintendedto operateisnot clear: SeeArticles
18(4), 42(4) of the consolidated version ofthe Treaty, Council
document 6655/08.)

SotheLishon Treaty not only envisagestwo entirely different
decision-making processes, but it also would introduce a hybrid
system involving mutually incompatible roles for the foreign
policy representative. The integrity and independence of the
Commission will not be restored only by ensuring that all
member states can have their nominees as Commissioners at all
times. It aso requires that the role of the foreign policy repre-
sentative should be completely separate from the Commission.
Otherwise the Lisbon Treaty would involve, in this important
respect, abig step away fromthe Community method andtheloss
of al the safeguards that the Community method provides.

In short, the proposals for a double-hatted foreign policy
representative are undemocratic, inefficient (becausethey create
conflicts), confusing and difficult to understand. They are also
incompatible with the Community method, which until now has
applied fully to the common commercial policy of the Commu-
nity and the Union. These proposalsare one of theworst features

of the Lisbon Treaty.

It might be said, in the defence of the dual capacity of the
foreign policy representative, that there could be no objection to
the Council appointing arepresentative (whichistrue) and that it
isnecessary that he or sheisamember of the Commission, to co-
ordinate the work of the two bodies (which is not true). The
Commission, under the Community method, proposes policy to
the Council. If the views of the two bodies are inconsistent, the
Council can solve the problem, either by atering the Commis-
sion’s proposal by unanimity or by inviting the Commission to
modify its proposal to solvethe problem. Thereisno need for the
president of the foreign policy council to be a member of the
Commission, or to be amember of the Commission with special
powers. A foreign policy representative who was not also a
Commissioner could be appointed by the Council without a
changeinthetreaties. Theonly purpose of thedual roleisto take
away from the Commission and the Community method, with all
its safeguards, the responsibility for proposing foreign commer-
cial and economic policy measures, and to enable them to be
managed by the Council, by an intergovernmental procedurein
which the large member states will have overwhelming influ-
ence, if they choose to exerciseit.

A serious defect

The mutually incompatible roles of Commission vice presi-
dent and president of theforeign policy council donot distort only
the relations between the institutionsin connection with foreign
economicpolicy. Asamember of the Commission, theindividual
concerned should not be subject to the instructions of any other
body. And in particular he or she should not be subject to the
instructions of one of the institutions to which the Commission
may be obliged to make proposals that may not be readily
acceptable to some of the member states in the Council. The
likelihood of aconflict of interest arising, and the possibility of
influence that is inconsistent with the independence required of
Commissioners, are contrary to the Community method, whose
formulahasmadethe European Union successful and acceptable.
The use of the intergovernmental method in foreign policy
mattersisregrettable, butitisnot new, and oneday it may perhaps
be abandoned. The mutually inconsistent roles suggested for the
foreign representative are new, and damaging to the existing
ingtitutional system. Itisprofoundly worrying that the dangersof
this suggestion have not been more widely understood.

Thisis a serious defect. It is not merely an undesirable and
unnecessary complication, althoughitiscertainly that. To correct
thisdefect, it would be necessary to amend the Lisbon Treaty, to
keep the Council and the Commission separate, so that their
respective roles are clear and understandable. To seetherole of
theforeign policy representativein context, itisnecessary tolook
at the other new post, the president of the Council.

The President of the Council

At present, the Presidency of the Council is held by each
member state in rotation for a six-month period. Under the
Lisbon Treaty, a long-term and full-time President would be
elected by the Council. Thisissaid to be desirablefor efficiency
and continuity, althoughtherol eand tasksof the President arenot
defined. What is clear isthat the President will not be elected or
subject to democratic control. Unlessheisamerefigurehead, he
isamost certain, like the foreign policy representative, to work
closely in practice with the three largest and most influential
member states, Germany, France and the UK. So the Lisbon
Treaty would establishtwo new posts, clearly important although
their powersare undefined, in addition to the post of President of



the Commission. Such anarrangement, whatever itsother merits,
isthe opposite of the democracy and simplicity called for by the
Laeken Declaration and seems destined to lead to rivalry and
demarcation disputes between the three individuals concerned,
andtheir respectiveofficials. Itiscertainly impossibleto explain
clearly tothepeoplesof Europe, andindeed theonly explanations
offered have been superficial and unconvincing. If the President
wereto be elected by all the peoplesof the EU, the post would be
intelligible even if his powers were unclear, but that is not
suggested.

Treaty amendmentsthat would not require an
Irish referendum

There seemsto be awidely held impression that any amend-
ment of theEU Treatiesnecessitatesareferenduminlreland. This
isincorrect, for several
reasons.

Thefirst reasonisthat the Irish peoplein several referendums
have allowed Ireland to ratify treaties that clearly envisage
changes that affect, or might be thought to affect, the national
sovereignty of all member states. Such changes are envisaged
when new member statesjoin the EU. The accession of any new
member state means that the proportion of the votes in the
Council exercised by each of the existing member states is
reduced, and thisof courseinvolvestreaty changes. Other Treaty
provisionsenvisagethat policeand judicial co-operation matters
(‘Third Pillar’ issues) can be transferred from the former inter-
governmental procedures, requiring unanimity, to qualified ma-
jority voting under the Community method. The treaties have
always included a provision under which, by unanimity, meas-
ures could be adopted for purposesfor which no mechanismwas
expressly provided by the treaties (Article 235 of the Treaty of
Rome, now Article 308). So the Congtitution of Ireland, as
amended by successivereferendumsexpressly approving aseries
of Community Treaties, authorises substantial changes in the
terms and operation of the EU treaties without any need for
further referendums. These changes, of course, can bemadeonly
with Ireland’ sconsent: thepoint madehereisthat they arealready
envisaged, and do not require a referendum.

The second reason why Ireland isfreeto ratify some changes
in the EU treaties without a referendum concerns the Crotty
judgement. In short, that judgement said that Treaty changes not
approved by previousreferendawould require afurther referen-
dum if they significantly restricted Ireland’s freedom of action
and national sovereignty in foreign policy. In retrospect, the
language of al three judges seems exaggerated. But, asis well
known, the Irish people by referendum approved the Single
European Act, including Titlelll, and since then have approved,
by referenda, the Maastricht, Amsterdam and Nice Treaties,
which provided for co-operation on foreign policy matters, and
which thereforerestricted, to alimited extent, Ireland’ sfreedom
of actioninforeign policy. It followsthat only avery substantial
reduction in Ireland’ s sovereignty or in itsinfluence in the EU,
not already envisaged by any of thetreatiesapproved by referen-
dum, would require anew referendum. If treaty amendments do
not alter the essential scope of objectives of the EU, no new
referendum is needed.

There-weighting of the votesin the Council

The Lisbon Treaty provides for re-weighting of votesin the
Council. Wherethe Council isacting on aCommission proposal,
aqualified majority of theCouncil shall be*” ... at least 55% of the
members of the Council, comprising at |east fifteen of them and

representing Member States comprising at least 65% of the
population of the Union.” This is the ‘double majority’ rule,
whichisintendedto replacethe present system of weighted votes,
in particular to give Germany the additional voting weight to
which its size entitles it.

Ireland’ s vote reduced

Thisis not to come into force until 2014, even if the Lisbon
Treaty were to come into operation soon. The effect, when it
comesintoforce, would beto alter Ireland’ sweighted vote under
thepopulation regquirement from 7 votesout of 345 (just over 2%)
to4.2million out of 497 million (aratio of just under 1%, but this
does not allow for theincrease in the total EU population dueto
further accessions or otherwise in the future).

Thequestion may arisewhether it would be permissibleunder
the Constitution of Ireland for Ireland to ratify a new Treaty
providing only for the adoption of the ‘double majority’, in the
sameterms as Article 191 of the Lisbon Treaty. The question is
important because the large member states, in particular Ger-
many, areunwilling to agreeto new statesjoining the EU until the
votesin the Council have been re-weighted, since at present the
smaller statescollectively havemore power than their popul ations
would justify.

In 1972 the Constitution wasamended to allow Ireland tojoin
the European Community, and on some issuesto be outvoted by
aqualified majority calculatedin accordancewiththeweightings
set out in the Treaty at that time. These weightings were repeat-
edly adjusted without controversy in Ireland on the accession of
atotal of 18 more countries (and by the Treaty of Nice), and the
guestion may now arise as to whether they could be re-adjusted
by a clause of the kind included in the Lisbon Treaty without a
referendum. Theeffect, asalready indicated, would beto reduce
the weight of Ireland’ s vote from about 2% to about 1%. This
would be part of arationalisation of thevoting strengthsto make
voting in the Council correspond to population size. Although
clearly reasonable, and indeed more democratic if the EU popu-
lationislooked at asawhole, small member stateshad previously
been given somewhat more voting weight (in Luxembourg's
case, much more) than their populations suggested.

However, at no time was there ever an explicit formula or
rationale for the weightings, and they were always subject to
pragmatic argumentsabout therel ative sizesof particular pairsor
groupings of member states. Therewould, therefore, be no basis
for sayingthat Ireland had aright to expect avoteof any particul ar
percentage of the whole, or to insist on the application of any
particular formula.

Thisis clear when one smple and obvious fact is taken into
account. When Ireland joined the Community in 1973, it wasone
of nine member states and had 3 votes out of atotal of 58 votes
(5.2% approximately). But thetreati esenvisaged theaccession of
additional member states, and every time a new member state
joined, Ireland’s vote, as a percentage of the total votes, was
automatically reduced. Therefore, it is clear that Ireland had no
assurancethat itsvote, asa percentage of thetotal, would remain
at any particular level. Similarly, when Germany was reunited,
what had previously been a separate state became a part of the
Community, and it was certainly appropriateto alter Germany’s
voting strength accordingly, athough this was not done until
later.

The question therefore iswhether the suggested reduction of
Ireland’ svoting weight from 2% to 1% as part of are-weighting
of all member state’ svoting rights, should beregarded as such a
significant reduction of Ireland’ sinfluence in the Council that it
would require formal approval in areferendum. To answer that



guestion, it must also be keptin mind that the Council rarely takes We believe that the EU will not be understood or accepted by
a decision by voting, and when it does, there must always be tvits peoples until Council discussions are made public, much
sets of member states under the double majority rule, in both gfeater efforts are made by Commissioners to explain policies,
which Ireland would always have a small proportion of the voteand one Commissioner for each member state is permanently
available. The only circumstance in which the difference beassured. We accept that for the foreseeable future foreign policy
tween 2% and 1% could matter would be if the two voting groupand security will be intergovernmental, and will not provide the
were so evenly matched that there was only about 1% betwesafeguards for small member states given by the Community
them. Such a scenario is mathematically possible but so emethod for other EU measures. Having two entirely different
tremely unlikely as to be discounted. A reasonable conclusion @ecision making procedures is inevitably complex. Therefore, to
that the proposed change, apart from being a democratic ratiomake the EU more intelligible, governments should now first do
alisation and a simplification of the voting rules, would notwhat was agreed in Laeken, and make the institutional system
involve any significant reduction in Ireland’s voting influence insimpler and more open. That would mean revising the Lisbon
the Council and so would not require a referendum. Treaty before it is ratified by any more countries, in particular to
This conclusion is confirmed by the Supreme Court’s findingget rid of the anomalous position of foreign policy Representative
in the Crotty case that the change from unanimity to qualifiedin both the Commission and the Council. When those
majority voting for certain issues did not require a referendunsimplifications have been carried out, it should be possible either
The Court was careful to say that its finding did not imply that @0 have all member states ratify the revised and improved treaty,
change from unanimity could never require a referendum. But@r to have the elements of the improved treaty adopted as a series
change from unanimity to qualified majority voting is much moreof amendments to the existing treaties, for example at the time of
significant than a relatively small reweighting of Ireland’s vote inthe accession of the next new member state.
the Council. The re-weighting of the votes in the Council could
be done on the accession of the next state to join. It does not needlt is said that governments do not want to renegotiate the
to be done before then, and the Lisbon Treaty is not necessaryLisbon Treaty. But governments should not, merely for their own

do this. convenience, or because they think they know best, be unwilling
to do what is needed to make the EU understood and accepted by
Conclusion its peoples. Itis also said that the Irish people should not be able

tovetothe Lisbon Treaty. But the French and the Dutch also voted

This paper points to a number of things that need to be dom@ainst essentially the same thing, and some other peoples would
to make the EU more comprehensible and acceptable to all flo likewise. Even more important, the French constitution is now
peoples — not only the peoples of France, the Netherlands ahging amended deliberately to give the French people a veto on
Ireland. The paper also points to steps that could be taken €9largement of the EU, the Union’s most important and most
implement uncontroversial parts of the Lisbon Treaty by actionguccessful policy. This development may have much more seri-
not requiring treaty change, or by treaty changes that would n8HS consequences for the EU than the French, Dutch and Irish
need a referendum in Ireland. There are other matters that cansi€s against the Constitutional and Lisbon Treaties. If this is not
similarly treated. In particular, we point out that there are very® obstruct dangerously the expansion of the Union, the French
strong arguments for maintaining the right of each member sta@@vernment will have to do much to inform the French people.
to nominate a Commissioner at all times. This could be arranged (http://shop.ceps.euBookDetail.php?item_id=1696)
by a simple amendment to the existing Treaty of Nice. If the
Lisbon Treaty is to be adopted, no treaty change would be needed
to maintain a fully representative Commission. We also call
attention to the fact that the re-weighting of the votes in the
Council, which is regarded as a prerequisite for further enlarge-
ment of the EU, could be done by a simple treaty change without
a referendum in Ireland. Re-weighting would also make accept-
able the change from unanimity to qualified majority voting on a
number of matters. The French and Dutch governments avoided
the risks of second referenda on the Treaty for a Constitution
which was not significantly different from the institutional pro-
visions of the Lisbon text. For good or ill, the Irish governmen
has not got that freedom of manoeuvre.

lair Interviewed by Stern Magazine26 July
009

The postponement of the Lisbon Treaty is hardly the disaster
for the EU that some of its advocates claim. The Union has
worked for 50 years with an autonomous Commission and a six-  S: |n the end, the question is why Saddam? Why not Mugabe
monthly rotation of the Presidency, and without a double-hattedy other dictators?
foreign policy representative. There is no good reason to believe
that work cannot proceed on new issues, including further en- TB: | think whoever has the possibility should topple Mugabe
largement if Council votes are reweighted, with the same successthe man has destroyed his country, many people have died
as in the past. It certainly seems unnecessary and undesirablg,ithecessarily because of him. My perception of foreign policy is:

make Changes whose main effect would be to upset the inStitH*you can, you should, but you ob\/ious]y have to operate within
tional balance and make the EU more complicated and harder ¢@reful limits. [COMUNIEdp-26)

( understand, and so less acceptable to its citizens.



Editorial I

Danzig and the Start of the Second World War

Seventy years ago the British Empire made use of the
anomal ousposition of the City of Danzig, between Germany and
Poland, to providethe occasion for launchingaWorld War. The
Danziganomaly wascreated by Britainin 1919. Itsonly purpose
could havebeento makemischief. If might have been madepart
of either the Polish State or the German State. Instead of that it
was made a point of contention between them.

In the Fall of 1938 Poland took part along with Germany in
thebreaking up of Czechoslovakia. Thenearlyin1939 Germany
proposed afinal settlement of the German-Polishborder dispute,
with the transfer of Danzig to the German State and German
recognition of thePolish Corridor asPolish. Toavert asettlement
Britain offered Poland the use of its Army in its dispute with
Germany. Franceunder Britishinfluencedid likewise. Poland
refused to settle with Germany. Britain availed of the resulting
conflict to launch general war but did not cometo the assi stance
of the Poles.

In late August 1939 Russia, seeing how Britain and France
were fuelling the German/Polish conflict, and with Poland
absolutely refusing to make a defensive alliance with Russia
against Germany, made a Non-Aggression Pact with Germany.
This included a secret protocol about the eventuality of a
collapse of the Polish Statein its conflict with Germany.

Onthe 70" anniversary the German/Soviet Non-Aggression
Pact is presented as the cause of the World War, while the
Agreementsby which Britainbuilt upthepower of Nazi Germany
are not mentioned. Therewould have been no dissent from this
view if it had not provoked post-Communist Russia, which is
emerging from the phase of capitalist anarchy, into thinking and
speaking.

The European Parliament, intent on establishing Cold War
relations with national-capitalist Russia, set the scene last year
(23 September 2008) with a motion to establish a Day of
Remembranceon August 23for thevictimsof Nazism-Stalinism:

“The European Parliament having regard to [list of
Conventions] ... Whereas the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact of
23 August 1939... divided Europeintotwo spheresof interest
by means of secret additional protocols ... Proposes that 23
August be proclaimed European Day of Remembrance for
Victims of Stalinism and Nazism, in order to preserve the
memory of the victims of mass deportations and
exterminations, and at the same time rooting democracy
more firmly and reinforcing peace and stability in our
Continent ...”

The motion was carried by 410 votes out of 736. It was
circulated to member states with alist of its supporters, which
included Jim Allister (Ulster Unionist), Brian Crowley (Fianna
Fail), Gay Mitchel (Fine Gael), Sean O Neachtain (FiannaFail)
Eoin Ryan (Fianna Fail), and Kathy Sinnott (Independent).

The reasoning seemsto be that the Soviet Union, by making
contingency provisions for the collapse of the Polish statein a
German/Polish War caused the German/Polish War, which led
to the British declaration of war and the division of Europe. The
Soviet intervention, and reoccupation of territory conquered by
Poland in 1920, happened in mid-September, after the Polish
collapse. It would not have happened if the Polish state was
holding its own against Germany, or if Britain (and France) had
actually madewar on Germany inearly September inaccordance
with their Guarantee to Poland.

The division of Europe came about because Britain (and
France) availed of the Danzig issue to declare general war on
Germany, while neglecting to support Poland, and because it
then stood idly by on the German border for 9 months, allowing
the declaration of war to stand but making no effort to prosecute
it, until Germany struck inthe West, sent the British Army home,
and made a provisional settlement with France. Asit became
clear that Hitler did not intend to invade Britain (clear to
Churchill very early because of the breaking of the Enigma
coding system), Britain let the declaration of war stand and
sought means of getting othersto fight it, as the French had let
them down. That was the phase of ‘spreading the War’. The
great prizewas aGerman/Soviet War. That came about in June
1941.

By December 1941 the German offensivehad beenheld. The
defeat of Germany was set in motion in Russiain 1942. When
Britainreturnedto Francetore-engagein battleacoupleof years
|ater, the defeat of Germany by Russia was avirtual certainty.
The spheres of interest followed naturally from that fact.

And that is how civilisation was saved.

Or wasit? The European Parliament doesn’t think so. Inits
conception—supported by Irish pro-Europeans—the War, inits
substance, was an event within a Nazi-Soviet continuum of
totalitarian barbarity.
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The question of Danzigin 1939

TheVersaillesTreaty in 1919 transformed themap of Europe;
it dismembered the Austro-Hungarian empire, making imperial
Vienna the capital of a small state. Germany lost Alsace-
Lorraine, whichit had acquired in 1871 after the French attack of
the previous year, and the Saarland; in the East its territory was
divided;, East Prussia was still part of Germany but it was
separated from it by Polish territory which gave Poland accessto
the sea.

After the first world war the German state made every effort
to do away with the anomalous and unworkable stipul ations of
the Treaty and to reconstitute the physical integrity of the coun-

try.

Wetend to think of Poland intermsof its present borders, but
up to 1945 thewhol e of the Baltic coast from Kiel to Memel was
German speaking, except for an areaWest of Danzig which was
Polish speaking. Thewhole of this northern German population
was forcibly expelled after the Second World War from land it
had occupied for centuries.

In 1919 Danzig was a German-speaking city on the edge of
East Prussiabut thePolesrefusedtoletit beincorporatedinto that

province, arguing that it was on the eastern edge of the ‘Polish
corridor’ and should be giventothem. Sinceit wasnotinhabited
by Polesit was not givento Poland but madeafreecity withinthe
‘free state’ of Danzig under the protection of the League of
Nations.

In 1935 a plebiscite of the population voted to reunite the
German territory of Saarland to Germany. In 1936 Hitler de-
nounced the clause which internationalized the Rhine, Elbe,
Danube and Oder Rivers and the Kiel canal. 1n 1939 Memel, a
German city on the north-eastern side of East Prussia, was given
back to Germany by Lithuania.

Germany then demanded that Danzig be reintegrated into
East Prussia, and that a motorway be constructed to give road
accessfrom the main body of Germany to East Prussia. It did not
demand that the area between the mainland of Germany and East
Prussiabe given back. The mapsshow that Danzig was contigu-
ouswith German territory. In 1939, with thewilling annexation
of Austria, and the permitted annexation of parts of Czechoslo-
vakia, Germany could feel that itsterritorial situation was satis-
factory, except for the last question of Danzig.

Cathy Winch.

I‘n_;hah Fl'mrmt
e g o &
i & Fralny et
N tenmig & }
M o
otz

I\
Sty &sshm.gj 0‘?&5‘9 l;‘: cmhe; G

Tonlay
CuRkstp

ézrm?

\,"; Megme

Koyne
o¥ il

3 .
Kimigdtnery Minulicr

'-“(. TaW ArsEW
OLAMND
Ky

lapcsl
I NGAR la{asw

Kl'm:,cnburg

".'?Z‘If.n

Northern and Central Europein 1914

10



The launching of the Second World War

By Brendan Clifford

[Thisarticleisthefirst in aseriesfollowing crucial pointsin
World War Twoin this 70t anniversary year; thenext issuewill
deal with the League’ s authorisation of war against Russia over
Finland.]

A dispute over Danzig was the occasion for the launching of
the Second World War. Between the World Wars Danzig wasa
Free City under the authority of the League of Nations. The
League’'s High Commissioner for Danzig between 1934 and
1936 was an Irishman, Sean Lester. 1n 1940 Lester became the
last General Secretary of the League, which was in collapse
following the collapse of the British and French war effort in the
war which they had declared on Germany on the Danzig issue.

A book about Lester’s career in Danzig has now been pub-
lished by thelrish Academic Press: Sean Lester, Poland And The
Naz Takeover Of Danzig by Paul McNamara. It hasan Introduc-
tion by Michael Kennedy, who | assumeistheperson of that name
who edits and comments on collections of foreign policy docu-
ments. They suggest, without giving the matter any considera-
tion, that L ester did well inwarding off Nazi control of Danzigin
the mid-1930s.

Theblurb givesan unusually accurate summary of the book:

“Sean Lester, aBelfast Protestant and | rish nationalist, becameoneof
Ireland’ sfirsttruly international diplomatswhen, in 1934, hetook upthe
post of High Commissioner of the League of Nationsinthe Free City of
Danzig, aBaltic port which both Germany and Poland coveted. Finding
himself inacauldron of intrigue, Lester made strenuousand courageous
efforts to frustrate the Danzig Nazi Party’s attempts to gain complete
control of the city and return it to the German Reich. By mid-1936,
having become virtually the only obstacle left in the way of a Nazi
conquest of Danzig, the Irishman soon became the focus of a very
aggressive, and eventually successful campaign by Hitler and the Nazi
movement to have him forced out of the Free City. Asit wasthe only
country to have official rights on Danzig, Poland’ s position regarding
these events was crucial, and perhaps more important than that of the
League of Nations itself. Based largely on documents from Polish
archivesnever beforeseen in the English-speakingworld, Sean Lester O
attempts to explain more fully how and why the League of Nations,
Poland and Great Britain allowed a golden opportunity to stop Hitler in
histracks dlip by.”

Danzigwasa“ Free City” . What isaFree City? Obviously
acity that belongs to nobody—or to everybody, which is much
the same thing.

Therewere Free Citiesin Central Europe for many centuries,
as ingtitutions of the Empire. The Empire, which came to be
known asthe Holy Roman Empire, was aloose confederation of
Princes, Bishops and Free Cities. The Cities were Free in that
they owed all egianceto theremotefigure of the Emperor, and not
to the local territoria Prince. They were phenomena of the
comprehensively pre-nationalist era. Danzig was once an au-
thentic Free City. By 1918t had long ceased to be such and had
become part of the German State. But, after 1918, in the era of
extreme nationalism, it was set up once more asaFree City, with
the League of Nations playing the part of the Empirefor it.

It was on Britain’s insistence that Danzig was made a Free
City.

Because of the part played by Britain in suppressing nation-
aist development in Ireland, the fact is often overlooked in
Ireland that Britain was a fanatical instigator of nationalism in
some other parts of the world. In the mid-19th century, for
instance, Italian nationalism was a sacred cause to English
Liberalism (up to the point of sheltering the terrorist propagan-
dist, Mazzini), evenwhileitwasinthecourseof stampingonlrish
nationalism.

The British propaganda presented the Great War of 1914-19
asacrusadefor nationality. At the end of the War Britain over-
ruled the democratic nationalism that won the Irish el ection and
it set up a system of military rule, but in Central Europe it
destroyed the multi-national Habsburg state and set up aseries of
nationalist states in its place.

These states are more properly described asnationalist rather
than national. They were not the outcome of a strong, consoli-
dated national development over anumber of generations. The
nation-states of the post-1918 era were constructions of the
victoriousimperial powers.

In 1917 Britain tried to persuade Austria to desert its aly,
Germany, and make a separate peace, on the understanding that
if it did so Britain would guarantee the preservation of the
Habsburg Empire. Whenthe Habsburgsrefused, Britain decided
to break up the Empire and establish the pieces into a series of
nation-states, withlittleregardtoviability. Andthesestateswere
to serve as buffers against Bolshevik Russia.

These nation-states, established in Eastern Europeto serve a
purpose of the West European Powers, sought to puff themselves
up with the nationalist spirit of the age, in order to make them-
selvesviable.

There had been amuch stronger prior devel opment of nation-
alisminPolandthanin Czechoslovakiaor Y ugoslavia—wherein
fact therehad been noneat all which corresponded withthename.
And there had been some independent Polish military actionin
the World War, led by Joseph Pilsudski—who was the only
Continental socialist with whom James Connolly had expressed
a sense of affinity in both runs of his newspaper, The Workers
Republic (1899 and 1915-16). But, because aPolish Legion had
fought in the War (against Russia), and because there was an
unbroken line of nationalist continuity between the old Polish
state (broken upinthe 1790s) and the new Polish state recognised
by Britain and France, after the collapse of Tsarism in 1917
allowed themto do so, the new Poland did not haveamodest idea
of itself. Andit had somereason not to be modestly grateful, and
obedient, to the Great Powerswhich had restored it. 1t had once
been a Great Power, and it saw itself becoming a Great Power
again—and again with somereason. 1n 1920 it stopped Lenin’s
attempt to break through into Central Europe, and it sent the Red
Army reeling backwards from the gates of Warsaw.

In Polish eyesPoland wasnot what theV ersaillesPowerssaid
it should be. It washistoric Poland, to the extent that the Poland
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set in motion by Versailles could regain it. Lithuania was
certainly to be part of it.

Rosa Luxemburg, the internationalist socialist revolutionary
born in Russian Poland, rejected Pilsudski’s socialist national-
ism. Inoppositionto hisPolish Socialist Party sheset up, inorder
tomark her rejection of nationalism, the Socialist Party of Poland
and Lithuanial But Pilsudski naturally had no objection to
Lithuaniabeing part of Poland. And, following his defeat of the
Red Army, heextendedthePolish stateeastwardsinto Byelorussia
and the Ukraine.

Thenew Polish stateset up by Versailleswascarved out of the
territories of the German and Austrian states. And it divided
Germany intotwo separated partswithterritory of thePolish state
running between them. The East Prussian region of the German
state was cut off from the main body of the German state by the
territory which gave the Polish state accessto the sea. Thiswas
known as the Polish Corridor. The City and part of Danzig lay
between the two parts of the German State. It lay across the
Corridor from the western part, close to the eastern part. The
inhabitants of Danzig were predominantly German. But it was
decreed at Versailles that Danzig should be neither German nor
Polish. ItwastobeaFree City withinternational sovereignty, but
with Polish connections.

Francewould have madeit part of the Polish state. If that had
been done, it is reasonable to assume that the Poles would have
dealt with the German problem init. But Britain would not allow
that—in the name of nationality, of course.

The Great War grew out of the Entente Cordiale. Russiawas
later included, but the Triple Entente fell apart with the collapse
of Tsarist Russia. The Entente Cordiae eventualy won the
War—or Americawon it for them—and cordiality immediately
gaveway toanimosity. Francehad bornethemain cost of thewar
and expected at least to gain the Rhine frontier as a minimal
reward.

Britain’s major concern after 1918 was to prevent France
from establishing hegemonic influencein Europe through domi-
nating the Rhineland and establishing close relations with the
new statesto the east of Germany. (Major Street, who wasakey
British propaganda writer in the Anglo-Irish war of 1919-21,
became a British propagandist against France.)

Britain has had worldwide policy interests for about three
centuries. 1t became habitual with it to leave markers at various
places around the world in case they might be useful sometime
as moral debating points for war. The Free City of Danzig was
such amarker. It was an outrage to Germans and an affront to
Poles.

| began wondering about Danzig a very long time ago. For
decades | assumed that | would somewhere come across a clear
account of exactly where it was, and why keeping it as it was
worth aWorld War in whichtensof millionsdied—especialy as
the War did not keepit asit was. But | did not stumble acrossan
account of it, so | went in search of information. What | wanted
in the first place was a detailed local map showing the exact
relationship of Danzigto East Prussia. But theonly mapsto hand
were the large-scale maps that told you nothing.

Danzig, which wasthe occasion for aWorld War, seemed to
be a subject which the mgjor interests in the world thought was
best forgotten.

The final absurdity was a discussion with some Germans,
some of whom originated from Danzig and all of whom were
staunch anti-Nazis. When | asked what exactly lay between
Danzig City and East Prussia, the question seemed at first to be

incomprehensibletothem. When | persisted, they labouredto get
their childhood memoriesworking, and eventually said that asfar
asthey could recall there was nothing between Danzig and East
Prussia, except perhaps one small village.

Then | searched through old bookspublishedinthe 1920sand
1930s and found some sketch maps of the region which seemed
to confirm that.

This meant that Danzig was right up against East Prussia. It
was not in any real sense in the Polish Corridor. That would
suggest that the Corridor ran on both sides of it. But the eastern
border of Danzig waswith East Prussia, whilethe Corridor ranto
thewest of it. Danzig would be more meaningfully described as
apiece of East Prussia projected into a corner of the Corridor.

Poland claimed Danzig on historic grounds, saying that it had
once been Polish but Germans had moved intoit. Itsaim wasto
make it Polish once again. The Free City status of Danzig in
League sovereignty obstructed and delayed that development.
But the Poles refused to accept the Versailles (L eague) arrange-
ment. |f the Germansin Danzig were protected from them, they
would not use the facilities of the German city. They built their
own port in the Corridor to the west of Danzig, Gdynia, and
boycotted Danzig.

Here was amediaeval entity, a Free City—established in the
midst of asituation of intense nationalism, detached from both of
the nation-states of which it might have been a part, but subject
to the nationalist influence of both—conducting its own local
government which reflected the German character of the popula-
tion. It was strongly nationalist, due to being cut off from its
nation-state, and being subject to the Polish state in its foreign
policy.

ThePoleswereprevented by thel eaguefrom determiningthe
internal affairs of Danzig, and Danzig was prevented by Poland
from determining its foreign policy. And this situation of
inherent antagoni sm was rendered incapabl e of resolution by the
authority of the League. And thosewho set upthisstate of affairs
did so for the purpose of preserving peace in Europe!!!

The League subjected Danzig to Polish foreign policy but
withheld it from Polish sovereignty. And Lester dedicated
himself to preserving this state of affairs. And he used his
influence to maintain electora structures of party conflict in
Danzig after they had been discarded in Germany proper.

MacNamara writes that:

“no-onein Geneva, Paris or London had anticipated that the League
would ever have to deal with agoverning party in Danzig that entirely
rejected democratic principlesand whose ultimateaim wasto break way
from the League’ s control” (p223).

If that was so, then the people running the British and French
Empires must have had a kindergarten view of the character of
Europe under Versailles.

| read what was avail able about the Danzig situation about 20
years ago. What | recal is that it was well understood in
diplomatic circlesin the 1930sthat the Danzig arrangement was
unsustainable. Theatavistic City State, whichwasin principlea
throwback to the pre-national erain Europe, was incompatible
with the extreme nationalist arrangement of Europe made by
Versailles.

| find it extraordinary that Lester, a Sinn Feiner, should not
have seen that. Since Danzig was not made Polish, it could not
fail to want to become German by whatever means presented
themselves.
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Who had an interest in preserving the unsustainable, atavistic . :
. e improbable came about, one sees that it was an Anglo-
arrangement for Danzig? Not Poland. Not Germany. No .
. . ; rman achievement.
France. The only interest it served was England’s. It was one 0
those possibleasus bellthat England kept up all around the

world. couples it with British appeasement, but the British enemy is

MacNamara almost notices this: . ! ; . :

e ) . . uncertain for most of the inter-war period. There is however little

'While Lester received valuable practicable help from successive bt ab he F h itis G Wh f
British consuls general in Danzig, it was often the case that Londoqou t about the French enemy—it is Germany. en, after

feigned ignorance at the [League] Council table, both in order not to gii€feating Germany, did France begin to appease it? By the mid-
away their sources of information and to avoid having to take any real920s at the latest. British balance-of-power policy against

Kennedy mentions French appeasement of its enemy. He

effective and co-ordinated international action” (p227) France kicked in very quickly after the German surrender, and the
French will to disable humiliated Germany had been broken by
Kennedy writes in hisoreword the mid-1920s. Thereafter France was incapable of carrying

“McNamara is not forgiving of Warsaw’s actions vis-a-vis Danzig.through a European foreign policy independently of England.
Warsaw should have seen a friend in Lester ... Instead, given Beck’s Unfortunately Kennedy and McNamara do not say what they
disdain for the League, he saw Lester as at best a powerless functiongfgan by appeasement.
and at worst an enemy of Polish interests in the city. Beck bypassed The anti-German propaganda of Britain in the First World
Lester and dealt directly with Berlin over Danzig ... Beck later tried iny/5r—which Radio Telefis Eireann now present<ag War” —
vain through 1939 to bolster the League’s position in the Free City. Bgaid that the basic source of evil in the world was the united
then it was too late.. Britain and France were set on a policy of German State, in which an evil principle calf§dussianism”
appeasing their enemies..." (pviii). . !

infected the“good Germany*—the Germany of Kant (who
never set foot outside Prussia), Goethe and Beethoven. The
ench in 1919 tried to disable Prussianism by taking the good
rmany away from it. It sought a Rhine frontier for itself and
ncouraged the formation of a Rhineland state.

I don't know if there was extensive French belief in the

But, in terms of the Polish interest in 1934, Lestasan
enemy—an obstacle to the realisation of Polish destiny. Destig
has become a bad word in revisionist Ireland, at least as appli
to Irish nationalism—and perhaps rightly so if Ireland settle€

down within the British entourage—but are the Poles im":’@inablgnglish nonsense about Prussian evil. | doubt that Clemenceau

without their sense of destiny? McNamara callthitbris” ¢ h Republi tionalistwh toh believedi
(p228). Whatever one cares to call it, it has always characterisgbe staunch republican nationalistwho seems 1o have believedin
nothing but France, believed a word of it—not unless all that one

the Poles. Connolly’s kindred spirit, Pilsudski, had it in an by evil bstacle t swill. ButCl Id
extreme degree. Without it, would he have had the temerity €ans by evilis an obstacle to one s will. butlemenceau wou
ave disabled Germany along with humiliating it. Britain how-

defeat Russia in 1920? - L . ) "
Kennedy and McNamara comment on 1934 in the light O?ver|n3|sted on preventing it from being disabled after humiliat-
git. Itkeptitin being as a major state, with bits cut off at the

hindsight from September 1939. But if one looks at the world" ) . ;

from the vantage point of 1934—and | can see little use for a km%dges, an_d helpedit t(_)_re_store_ itself as a cpunt_erwel_ght to France,

of history which does otherwise—one of the least likely predicwh”e leaving the humiliations in place. It did this during both the
}é\[eimar and the Nazi periods.

tions would be that Germany, disarmed, shackled and pare Ifwhat b tisthe tol ‘b h
away at the edges, would dominate Central and Western Eurorgfe whatone means by appeasement IS the tolerance otbréaches

within six years. And, if one looks at the events through whic Versailles conditions by Germany, then Britain was the arch-
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appeaser, and Francewas obliged after afew years resistanceto
fall in with British appeasement.

The Weimar breaches of Versailles were covert, though not
actually secret. TheNazi breacheswere overt—the construction
of aNavy, military conscriptionfor amassArmy, theinsertion of
the Army into the Rhineland, the merger with Austria, the
annexation of the Sudetenland.

The guardians of the Versailles Treaty—Britain with France
in tow—supervised this reconstruction of Germany as a major
military power. And the main enhancement of German military
resources happened after the Nazi Party had taken power. The
‘enemy’ which Britain (and France) conciliated was an enemy
which Britain had established in power by conniving at (more
realistically, collaborating with) its breaches of the Versailles
conditions on its existence.

Redlistically considered, Germany did not become a major
military power until 1938, when it enacted the merger with/
conquest of Austria(which democratic Germany and democratic
Austriahad been prohibited from accomplishing); waspresented
with agift of theimpregnable Sudetenland barrier by Britain; and
acquired the Czech armaments and arms industry.

Italy did not support the unification of Austriaand Germany.
It waslooked to by patriotic Austrian fascistsor authoritariansas
a protector of Austrian independence. When the Anschluss
became an accomplished fact with English connivance, the
[talian position was undermined. It then contemplated active
aliance with Germany, and Hitler actively discouraged the
rancorous German nationalism in the South Tyrol.

Thefinal French attempt at independent foreign policy wasa
Treaty with Russia which guaranteed Czechoslovak independ-
ence. Britishinfluence prevented the activation of that Treaty in
the Autumn of 1938. This told Russia that Treaties with the
capitalist West weren’t worth the paper they were written on. A
year later—with Czechodovakia having been divided between
Germany, Hungary and Poland, with the Czech remnant settling
down as a German Protectorate, and with Russia made reason-
ably cynical about Western intentions—France, demoralised by
what Britain persuaded it to do at Munich, followed Britain in
declaring war on Germany over Danzig, but with little more
intention than Britain of launching itself into all-out war, asboth
had done against democratic Germany in 1914.

The ‘why’ of thisisproblematical. One can only gropefor it
by inference from the ‘what’. The ‘what’ of it, however, is so
clear that it is atribute to the ongoing British talent for mystifi-
cation that it seems shocking when it is stated plainly.

Poland contemplated war on Germany in the early 1930s.
One might think it a pity that it did not launch it. A small war
might have cleared the air.

I nstead of going towar, Poland under Pilsudski madeaTreaty
with Hitler. And Hitler ended the rancorous German nationalism
over the Corridor that had been kept alive by the German
democracy (the Weimar Republic). He recognised the Polish
Corridor as Polish. But Danzig was not part of the Corridor. It
was a German city adjacent to East Prussia, which Poland had
failed entirely either to conciliate or to dominate. It had been
preserved intact as a grievance to both sides. That was the net
effect of itsstatusasaFree City under the League. 1n 1934 Hitler
settled the border issue by recognising the Corridor as Polish.
Danzig was | eft aside for future settlement. Early in 1939, after
Poland had taken part with Germany in the dismantling of
Czechodovakia, Hitler suggested that the time had come for a

final settlement. Histermswerethat Danzig should become part
of East Prussia, and that this separated part of the German state
should haveaccessby land tothemain part of Germany by means
of an extra-territorial road across the Corridor.

I never went to the GDR [East Germany], considering it to be
doomed, so | never went on the extra-territorial road connecting
West BerlinwiththeFederal Republic. 1 only know that it existed
for forty years, and wasfunctional. And that wasbetween States
whoserelationsweregoverned by deadly ideological enmity. No
such enmity existed between Poland and Germany. Insofar asthe
Poland of 1918 had an autonomous origin, it wasin the national
socialismof Pilsudski, which rejected theinternational socialism
of the Russian Social-Democracy. The Polish Government of
Pilsudski was often described as Fascist, and was somewhere
thereabouts. When Pilsudski died (1935), Polish government
became incompetent but did not otherwise change its character.

Poland was not an outpost of Western liberal democracy in
Eastern Europe. (Perhaps that is what Czechoslovakia was in
ideological veneer, but Western liberalism blotted it out.)

If Poland had settled on theterms suggested by Hitler, | do not
seethat it would have been atragedy for any cause. Anditwould
have caused much lessalteration to thebalanceof forcein Europe
than either the German/Austrian merger, which Britain connived
at, or thetransfer of the Sudetenland to Germany, which Britain
brought about.

Inferring British purpose from British policy, and leaving
aside kindergarten notions, one must assumethat therewas some
concern which ruled out the possibility of war in defence of
Czechodovakiafrom avery strong position, but entertained the
possibility of war in defenceof thestatusof Danzigfrom agreatly
weakened position.

Of course Britain did not actually wage war in defence of
Danzig. It only declared war on Germany, and began alimited
form of naval warfare which could have no effect on the Danzig
issue.

After Poland had co-operated with Hitler in dismantling
Czechodlovakia, Hitler suggested that the time had come for a
Danzig settlement. That was when Britain gave a military
guarantee to Poland, and France followed suit. This Guarantee,
which was later elaborated into a Treaty, apparently gave the
Poles the use of the two most powerful Armiesin theworld, the
Armiesof the British and French Empires. And the Polish Army
itself had won the last major war in Europe.

The Guarantee was unique in the history of British foreign
policy, inthat it gave aforeign statethe explicit authority to send
the British Army to war in itsown interest. Until that moment,
Britain had kept itself free of explicit obligations towards any
other state to makewar on athird party at itsbehest. (In 1914 it
had made extensive military arrangementswith France for joint
war with Germany, but they were secret, and therewasno formal
Treaty obligation.)

The Polish Guarantee established a military encirclement of
Germany. The Germans said that, by accepting it, the Poles
revoked the 1934 Treaty of Non-Aggression. The Poles denied
that this was the case, but they must have understood perfectly
well that it was the case.

When, about twenty years ago, | was working out in detail
how the catastrophic Second World War was brought about,
setting aside ideology and looking at military facts for that
purpose, | saw that encirclement of Germany asbeing the crucial
thing and | said so. Martin Mansergh, now a Fianna Fail
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German Army, a mushroom growth of recent years, had
never fired a shot in anger.

Theflaw inthe Triple Alliance wasthat two members of
it had nointention of fighting over theanomal ousposition of
Danzig. Britain made a superficial show of preparing for
war, but beyond introducing a Conscription Act it made no
detailed arrangements. And it wascertainthat Francewould
not act without Britain.

This was evident to Hitler. Unfortunately it was not
evident to the Poles, whose acumen had declined severely
since Pilsudski died. They acted under theillusion that they
had two powerful allies. They refused to contemplate the
lossof Danzig, whichthey did not hold and werenever likely
to get. Theresult was that they lost Poland for 60 years.

Britain and France, for reasons best known to them-
selves, gave the Sudetenland to Germany in 1938, and they
gaveitasmall practicewar in 1939. They also declared war
on Germany when it was conguering Poland but did not
interfere with the conquest. Their armies lay quietly along
theWestern borders, exchanging no morethan anoccasional
shot with the Germans. The Royal Navy stopped German
trade by sea, but did not sail up to Danzig and control the
Baltic.

The League of Nations was set aside during this period.
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Government Minister, found my statement of that fact outra-
geous. He even denied it was afact.

It is true that, for ideological reasons, the Guarantee is not
usually described asamilitary encirclement of Germany. Butthe
denial, by an Irish palitician who asserts a Republican orienta-
tion, was absurd.

The South African Government of the time was the most
recent and the most active of the Dominions of the British
Empire. (The Irish Dominion, which a section of Sinn Fein
signed up for under threat of “ immediateand terriblewar” , was
never areal and activeDominion. Itwasonly acowed Republic.)
In March 1939, before the Chamberlain Government issued that
Guarantee, but seeing which way the wind was blowing, the
South African Government was anxious that Whitehall should
understand what it was doing—that it was creating an encircle-
ment of Germany which would beavirtual declaration of war. It
sent atelegram saying that this:

"can have no other result but that of war, not because Germany
necessarily wants war, but because such policy of encirclement cannot
betaken by her asmeaning anything el sethan adeclaration of hostilities
differing but little, if at all, from a declaration of war.

"That Germany would beentitled to sointerpret such apolicy | donot
think anybody will doubt, and initiation of any such policy by Great
Britain and her friendswould be sufficient to throw uponthemselvesthe
responsibility for any war that may ensue" (quoted from March 1939:
TheBritish Guarantee To Poland by Simon Newman, Clarendon Press,
1976).

After 1945 Nazi Germany has almost invariably been de-
picted as an irrational and nonsensical construction, established
by the hypnotic power over both the massesand the classes by an
evil genius who somehow conjured unarmed Germany into an
irresistible military force in afew years. Surely it would have
been a good thing if that state had been subjected to a military
encirclement with aview to destroying, or containing, it!

The deplorable thing about the encirclement is that it was
bogus.

Themilitary power to contain Germany, or to defeat it if it the

| It was activated again some months after the fall of Poland,
for the purpose of engaging in war with the Soviet Unionin
Finland. The Finns settled before this could be accom-
plished.

Maybe none of this indicates that Britain’s major concern
wasthe Soviet Union. Maybewhat wasevident wasnot the case,
and what there was no sign of was the case.

What there were signs of in the Summer of 1939 (following
on from the Autumn of 1938) was a set-up for German-Soviet
conflict.

Danzigwasapopul ar issuein Germany whichthe Sudetenland
had not been. There was a conspiracy of German Generals and
politicians, ready to enact a coup d’'etat if Hitler attempted a
conquest of Sudetenland, and it was in communication with
Whitehall. But Whitehall saved Hitler. The gifting of the
Sudetenland demoralised the active opposition when it cameto
Poland.

If Britain was confronted with aset of circumstanceslikethis
(asRussiawas), it would present it asthe enactment of strategic
purpose.

If Germany and Russia were being set up for war, they
averted it by pre-emptive diplomatic action.

The assumption was that Nazism and Bolshevism were
driven by ablind force of antagonism against each other, were
incapable of conducting foreign policy towards each other on
any other grounds, and would go to war if brought into
conjunction. The fact that they took evasive diplomatic action
at the eleventh hour, instead of remaining the blind subjects of
British manipulation, was seen in Britain as a moral outrage.

Britain declared war over Danzig, but did not lift afinger to
preservetheactual authority of the League or the Polish state. 1t
acted without reference to the League—but resurrected it afew
months later to expel the Soviet Union.
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World War Il - A Foreign Affair

by Pat Walsh

The great achievement of Eamon DeV alerawas to make the
Second War on Germany, declared by Britain seventy years ago
this month, a foreign affair. This was the major event in the
establishing of Irish independence.

Today, of course, itisno causefor celebrationin Ireland that
the Second War on Germany wasaforeignaffair. And therehave
even been attempts made to suggest we really participated in it,
inadly kind of way. But Ireland did nothing to bring down Hitler,
or facilitate the deaths of fifty million, or establish Soviet power
across Europe. Ireland, to coin aphrase, stood idly by, as Europe
and other areas were torn apart.

That is the logic of the collapsed view held widely by our
academics and historianstoday. But it could not be further from
thetruth. Irish neutrality wasapurposeful and activist eventinthe
history of the country. It was a decision that sat logically and
comfortably withinthelrishworld-view of thetime. Thefact that
thisworld view, of independent Ireland, has conceded to that of
the victors of that War is beside the point, except in the issue of
making Irish neutrality now a source of discomfort.

It is hard to justify the hard facts of the destruction brought
about by the Second World War on Germany. So it has to be
presented asthat most moral of wars. Themorality of thewar has
superseded al critical thought about it (except, perhaps by some
right-wingthinking historians) and to questionthemorality of the
war sets one beyond the pale. But that makesthe War a mystery
and acaricatureinwhich Irish neutrality isvery problematic, and
the view that it should have been our affair (Our War?) gains
credence.

Ireland had good reasons not to participatein England’ sWar
on Germany in September 1939 and these start with Britain's
Balance of Power policy.

England got its Balance of Power policy very wrong in the
1930s. From 1934 Britain encouraged and facilitated Hitler's
geopolitical ambitions - in contrast to frustrating the modest
redressesWeimar Germany had asked for - sothat itsformer aly,
France, would not dominate continental Europe. Because Britain
isanidand and predominantly aglobal naval power, the Balance
of Power always required the enlisting of continental alies and
theencircling of the object of that policy. A partially rejuvenated
Germany fulfilled that requirement.

But what if Germany played the game too well, under an
exceptional leader, and tipped the Balance? Well a new game
could begin.

If Hitler did not know his place in the scheme of things, the
great Polish State constructed after Versailles could be em-
ployed, with the French and possibly, Fascist Italy, to do another
job on Germany. That was how it had worked in 1914, after all.

Thesituationfor England wascomplicated by the presence of
the Communist State to the East of Poland, however. Soviet
Russiawasthe Statethat England detested most in theworld and
whoseinfluenceit feared greatest. But this powerful Statelay to
the East of the Poles and that caused problems for a new grand
alliance against the Hun. England had no compunction about
using detestable states against its primary objective in the Bal-

ance of Power Policy. It had utilised great Catholic states when
it wasanti-Catholic, great illiberal stateswhenitwasLiberal and
now a Bolshevik one when it was anti-communist.

However, the Poles, given their historical relationship with
Russiawere disinclined to play ball.

Thisiswhere disagreements occurred in England over what
todo. Thevast mgority of the ruling classfelt that Hitler should
be appeased so that he would turn hisattentions eastward against
hisnatural enemy, Communist Russia. However, another smaller
group felt that the Hun was the major enemy and the traditional
Balance of Power policy should continue despite the Bolshevik
complication. This group, who were known as anti-appeasers,
perhaps should be called the Bolshevik appeasers - if the term
appeasement is to mean anything practical.

So thisisthe situation that confronted Irish geopoliticiansin
September 1939.

Thereader might wonder: what I rish geopoliticians? But The
Catholic Bulletin had onein ‘Fear Faire.

‘Fear Faire' did not see the war that England declared on
Germany in September 1939 in the same terms as the British
projected it. He saw it - like most other European neutrals - as
another imperialist Balance of Power war waged by Britain to
keep Germany down, after Hitler had overstepped the lineit had
decided to draw in the sand for him at Danzig.

‘Fear Faire’ was John Tobin or Sean Toibin, schoolmaster.
‘Fear Faire’ took over the From The Hilltops column in the
Catholic Bulletin from ‘A Viewer’ (J.J.O’Kelly) in September
1936. The series ‘From The Hilltops by ‘Fear Faire is very
representative of Ireland’ soutlook ontheworldin 1937-9 onthe
eve of Britain’s second world war on Germany. They were
proved by history to have been remarkably astutein their judge-
ment of the situation and its subsequent development. And they
are the best thing independent Ireland produced in terms of an
account of the events and politics that preceded the war.

The Catholic Bulletin was connected to DeVa erathrough Fr.
Timothy Corcoran, Professor of Educationat University College,
Dublin. Coughlan wasthe driving force and main contributor to
The Catholic Bulletin in the 1920s and 1930s. Corcoran had
taught deVValeraand wasaclosefriend of the Sinn Fein President
and Fianna Fail Taoiseach.

Theother importantinfluenceintheBulletinwasitsCompany
Secretary, Patrick T. Keohane. The Bulletin had developed an
anti-treaty position under Corcoran and Patrick Keohane - who
becameitseditor - until Keohane' sdeath, and that of the Bulletin
itself in December 1939. Keohane had kept a tight eye on the
content of the Bulletin and when herealised he was dying it was
his wish that the Bulletin should die with him.

For ageneration after theWar, Ireland retained its scepticism,
inthefaceof all the Allied propagandaproducedtojustify thewar
that killed fifty million across the world. And it defended its
neutrality within understandings it had developed — although it
never got around to producing an independent account of that
war, tojustify itsstance. ‘Fear Faire’ began such an account but
TheCatholic Bulletinfolded at theend of 1939inreverencetothe



death of itsinspiration and Editor.

By July 1940 Britain had been effectively defeated in its
second war on Germany. Britain, in conjunction with its French
aly, had outnumbered and outgunned Germany, asin 1914. But,
after guaranteeing Poland’ sintransigent stanceover Danzig, itlet
Poland fall without lifting afinger to help her -whilst the German
frontier lay open to the Anglo-French armies. Then it dithered
about for nine months refusing to fight the war it had declared.
During this period it went to the brink of fighting Soviet Russia
in Finland while it was supposed to be at war with Germany and
wasonly saved by the Finnish coming to termswith Russiainthe
nick of time.

Such a position could not persist and the German Generals
duly smashed the Anglo-French armiesstanding onitsbordersin
acouple of weeks and drove the British Expeditionary Force off
the continent in May 1940.

In July 1940 Britain had neither the will to defeat Germany
nor the means to do it. It effectively had a choice of accepting
generous terms from Hitler (who was a great admirer of the
British Empire and its civilising effect on the lesser races) and
callingit aday, or holding out until something camealong. It had
the power to determine whether the localised and comparatively
bloodless European war (compared to 1914-18 anyway) it had
lost was concluded or whether to throw the situation into the
melting pot and hope that an escalation into a second world war
could be engineered. And so Britain prodded around the fringes,
without ever being able to take on Germany in meaningful
conflict and the war was spread wider and wider, until Germany
was destroyed.

Britain knew that the outcome of its activities would be
devastating for Europe and many parts of the world, at that time
untouched. But as in 1915, it chose to make sure it somehow
emerged onthewinning side by setting Europeablaze and hoping
something would turn up.

And something, indeed, did turn up and saved Britain from
disaster. That something wasthe state that Britain detested more
than anything elseintheworld, the state that Britain had hitherto
regarded asthe greatest threat to civilisation — Bolshevik Russia.

Thewar between Bolshevik Russiaand Nazi Germany, which
started in June 1941, rescued Britain from total defeat. Britain
became aminor ally of the Soviet State in that war. Six months
later the Japanese/United States war broke out and Britain be-
cameaminor aly of Americainthat war. Andthat ishow Britain
‘won’ the *Second World War’.

No matter that because of Britain's desire to wage war
(through other nations) totheend, no matter that fifty milliondied
as a consequence of persevering in it, no matter that half of
Europefell to Communismfor half acentury, Britainwonthewar
and wrote its history.

Ireland, in latter years, became incapable of defending its
wartime neutrality on the basis on which it was held at the time.
And there hasbeen awhol esal e capitul ation to theworld-view of
the victors, decades after the event. Thisis despite the fact that
independent Ireland itself wasactually very muchaproduct of its
independent stance on neutrality during the Second World War.

So below is a fragment of independent thought that would
have made a start in an Irish account of the Second War on
Germany. It was publishedin the October edition of The Catholic
Bulletin - one of its last editions. It explains why Ireland was
neutral in Britain's Second World War on Germany and why it
wassceptical of Britain’ smotivesfor making war on Germany at
the time, having, a couple of decades before, been fooled into

participating in another British war for “ democracy” and “ civi-
lisation” . Itrecognisesthegreat blundering of Britainthat would
lead to the end of Empire. It also describes the political skill of
Hitler within the situation created by England - but ultimately
predicts Germany’s destruction in the face of the enemies that
will line up against her. ‘Fear Faire’ also has some pertinent
things to say to the Poles and their disastrous decision to place
faithin England. Andhesays, in October 1939, that thereal victor
in England’s War on Germany will be not England, but Stalin:

“The Great War that theworld has been dreading for yearshas come.
Germany and the British Empire are locked in a death struggle with
France on England’s side. Ireland, in common with Italy, Spain, Bel-
gium, the Netherlands and the Scandinavian countries, has announced
her neutrality, and hasreceived assurancesfrom Germany that it will be
respected. That Ireland hasbeen ableto assert her neutrality—her totally
independent action—isthe greatest proof and the most preciousfruit of
her new-won sovereignty, justifying Eamon de Valera s statesmanship
to the full.

Irish neutrality.

Thereasonfor Ireland’ sneutrality isthesameasthat for theneutral ity
of theother countriesthat wehavenamed. Thewar isnot our affair. Most
of our people have strong opinions about the merits of the war for one
side or the other; but, even if we were unanimousin believing one side
to bewholly intheright and the other wholly inthewrong, our first duty
isto our own nation. Utter destruction must bethefateof asmall country
that entersthis conflict of the giants. Wasted by centuries of misgovern-
ment, famine and emigration, we have little enough man-power |eft to
safeguard our own future, and we are resolved that our littleforces shall
not be thrown into the furnaceif, by God’ sfavour, we can preserve our
neutrality and our island’ s peace.

Neutrality will not bepreserved easily. Infact, it will put agreater task
before the Government of Ireland than a facile declaration of war. To
preserve neutrality will require rigid nationa discipline and forces
strong enough to impose it against would-be mischief-makers. Efforts
may be made by one side or the other to use Irish waters or Irish soil for
actsof war, and the Government may havetoresist thoseeffortsby arms.
A large part of our territory is occupied, against expressed will, by one
of the belligerent Powers, and attempts may be made to entangle usin
diplomatic quarrels. There may be rash action from within when wild
gustsof passion or propagandasweep over partsof our people. Let every
prudent mind bewell-prepared, not only toresist war-fever initsvarious
forms, and to instruct public opinion, but also to foster loyalty to the
Government in whatever course it may find necessary ...

Thereal issues.

If we are to keep cool headsin a struggle that is fought on the ether
with argumentsaswell asintheair with bombs, we must understand the
issuesthat are at stake. Itisneedlessto remind anintelligent Irish public
that thereal quarrel isnot over the fate of the German city of Danzig or
theindependence of the Polish peopl e, any morethanthereal issueof the
war of 1914-18 wastheneutrality of Belgium. Nor istheissueHitlerism,
any morethantheissueintheformer war wasPrussianism. Each war had
itsimmediate casus belli, or minor dispute that brought the opening of
hostilities; butin each thereal conflict ranged over aworld-widefield of
rivalry. In 1914, England fought to bring down aPower that had risen to
rival her in the markets of all the Continents, and that threatened her
predominance upon the seas. She succeeded; she took that Power's
colonies, disarmed it and ended itsfleet. She bound down Germany by
theTreaty of Versailles, which reduced aworld-Power to aweak nation.
Inthe present war, Germany seeksto undo all that remains of the Treaty
of Versallles and reaches out to even greater strength, military and
commercial, than she was attaining in 1914. This time, each side has
thrown itsentire manhood and wealth into thefight, so that it seemsthat
one or the other (or both) must perish completely; everything is staked
in awar without quarter.

The Russo-German pact of non-aggression was the first
signal, inthefatal month of August, 1939, of thefinal alignment
for battle. England and France, for monthspast, had been seeking

17



18

to bind the Soviet Power in an aliance against Germany—an
encirclement which would be overwhelmingly strong. They
miscalculated. At the last moment Russia declined to act with
them and made apeace pact with Germany—"wewon’tfight you
if you don't fight us’—that broke the hope of the Allies and
ruined their plans. Itislikely that the miscal culation sprang from
amisunderstanding of the new Russia. Aswe pointed out afew
monthsago, the new war hasbeen raging, bloodlessly, ever since
the Abyssinian affair, and the Allies suffered defeat after defeat.
Their diplomacy was outclassed in Abyssinia, in Spain, in Aus-
tria, in Czecho-Slovakia, as if England (hitherto the master of
diplomatic war) had lost her grip entirely. When Germany
secured Russian neutrality the biggest diplomatic defeat of all
was suffered, and it may be to the same cause as those that went
before it; namely, alack of understanding of the forces that are
moving in the world to-day ...

We have no liking for Stalin, the Georgian spoilt priest who passed
through Socialism to the dictatorship of Russia and turned into a new
Napol eonO Neverthel ess, we understand him, asthe English donot. We
remember that when the Communist Leninin 1920 despaired of Petrograd
against the army that Winston Churchill backed in war against Russia,
it was Stalin who swept that army off the map. We understand why, in
thelast twelve months, he had afilm made of Tsar Peter the Great’ slife
and caused it to be shown far and wide, rousing young Russia sinterest
in agreat patriot figure of the past. We understand he caused the Soviet
Pressto ceaseits propagandafor internationalism and to preach pridein
Russia, as if what the Bolsheviks had called the bourgeois virtue of
Patriotism was to be Russia s guiding light henceforward. The Russian
revolution, like the French revolution, has been “liquidated” by a
national revival under aniron man’ sleadership—an atheist, indeed, and
acalculator, but not afutile Communist fanatic ...

The Russo-German agreement made it necessary for the Allies to
fight at once, before Germany became any more powerful; for, oncerid
of danger from Russia, Germany was in a position to master the whole
of South-Eastern Europe, unlessstopped by arms. That mastery isreally
what is at stake. Germany has not pressed her demand for the return of
her colonies, which was raised in the Chamberlain-Hitler talk after
Munich last year and her reason for not pressing what is, on the face of
it, themost reasonabl e of all her demands (and onepartly admittedin Mr.
Chamberlain’sown utterances) isthat her rulershave conceived amuch
bolder form of expansion An empire scattered over-seaslikethe British
cannot he defended without sea-supremacy, but a continuous land-
empire, self-sufficient in metals, food and oil, can be held like afortress
and can grow stronger and stronger by the internal production of its
munitions. This is what Germany seeks. She has brought almost all
Germans under German rule, and now seeksto extend the power of the
Reich over the lesser nations south and east. In peace, such extension
means commercial monopoly inwar, it meansright of way for German
armies and bases for German air forces.

The Slovaks and the Czechs.

Already Germany has pushed her hegemony of Eastern and South-
Eastern Europe far. What happened when she wrung the German areas
from Czecho-Slovakia a year ago? The Slovaks, a conservative and
strongly Catholic people, shook themselves free from the Czechs and
invited German protection asan independent people. That isto say, they
decided that asmall nation, placed asthey were, could thriveonly within
alarge system, and they came under the Third Reich’s protection, in
place of being isolated, tradel ess and defencel ess. Down the years they
had been part of the Second Reich, so their present position is nothing
new, althoughit allowsmorefreedomthanthey formerly possessed. The
Czechswere constrained to follow the example of the Slovaks, and their
country became a German Protectorate. Meanwhile, German influence
reached out to Rumania, which lies beyond Slovakia, and thisterritory,
sorichinoil and wheat, was brought into the German economic sphere
afew months ago, by a sweeping most-favoured-nation treaty that gave
Rumaniapreferencein Germany, and assured to German tradealmost a
monopoly in Rumania...

Developments like these make the Third Reich the successor of the

Austrian empire, with an extension of itsborders, turning central, south
and eastern Europe into one huge economic bloc. Such an achievement
isworth moreto Germany than ascattered colonia empire. Whether she
incorporated the members of this large combination of States in an
empire in name and form, or was content, in accordance with Hitler's
expressed theory, to be mistress of them without tampering with their
nationalism, doesnot matter much, asfar asher rivalsareconcerned. The
Allieswant to prevent aGerman commercial hegemony just asmuch as
agreater German empire; it is the rising Power, not the name of it that
they arefighting. Let that mighty hegemony be established and it must
be more powerful by far in Europe and the Near East than France and
England combined. How would Britain and France prevail in commer-
cial competition, how would they hold their vast colonia possessions
against the rivalry of thisimmense Power ...

Poland has borne the brunt of the onslaught, and the mechanised
German legions have proved irresistible. Most observers expected
Poland to makeamoreeffectiveresistancefor shehasnearly half aslarge
apopulation as Germany, and is no small nation, while her soldiersare
renowned for their gallantry. The German calculations proved correct
and mechanical superiority was established so quickly that the country
wasoverrun before any relief was afforded anywhere. Perhaps (but this
wecannot test) thespirit of the Polish peoplewasnot equal to their awful
ordesal, when they were set to withstand single-handed the enormous,
exultant Reich.

Hitler is the most consummate political strategist who ever re-
moulded the map. His proposalsfor aPolish settlement, made publicin
detail on the eve of thewar, but offered in principlein a speech months
ago, may have taken the heart out of the Polish resistance. Danzig was
to goto the Reich, to which it belongs by blood and its peopl€’ s desire,
but Polandwasto retain the seaport of Gydnia. Therewasto beacorridor
across the Corridor, so that both nations would have what they need.
Mothers must have asked whether their sons were to die in order to
prevent thisreasonabl e settlement, which, by theway, weanalysed some
months ago and recommended the Poles to accept ...

Poland not a united nation in 1939.

It must be understood that Poland is by no means the united nation
which its military chiefs would have the world believe. Consider its
record.  All true Irishmen have agradh for Poland, by reason of past
history, and Poland reciprocated this regard in the days when Adam
MickiewiczreadaY oung Irelander’ shook ashedied. ThePoland which
rosefrom the peace of 1919 was not the sameidealistic nation. Asked to
express sympathy with Ireland in her own struggle for freedom, Polish
leaders refused—they would not offend their beloved English patron.
The Peace Conferenceassigned to the new Polish Stateterritory extend-
ing to Brest-Litovsk. A yesr later, the Poles carved out a huge part of
Ukraine, beyond that limit, and added athird to their country’ sterritory
by subjecting six millions of another race. Some of us can remember
M adame Markiewicz describing the Polish landlords dwelling amid the
Ukrainian multitudes and treating them with the same brutal contempt
that the alien Anglo-Irish landlords showed to the historic Irish people.

Poland also tore Vilnafrom the Lithuanians, as brutally as ever they
themselves were treated. Within the last year, the Poles mustered their
army on the Lithuanian frontier and forced aweaker nation to open the
Niemen to them.

Meanwhile, they had spent £20,000,000 onthe seaport of Gydnia, and
had diverted to it two-thirds of the trade that formerly went through
Danzig, thus deliberately starving the city, while holding it within their
customs union. All this sad record is traceable to Marshal Pilsudski, an
imperialistic dictator who lacked discretion with which to safeguard his
country’s gains. Poland grew large and rich, but only by creating
enemieswho were sureto seek vengeancewhen they inturn grew strong
and could demand back their own and something more. Accordingly,
Germany has sei zed Danzig, which ought to have been ceded to her, and
has avenged herself by breaking the Polish army. Inturn, Lithuaniawill
demand, from broken Poland, her own city of Vilnaand maybe some-
thing with it. The Ukrainian region, to which Poland denied autonomy,
has been entered by Russia, and re-united to the rest of Ukrainia; and it
iscertain that if the Allies succeeded in defeating Germany, they never
could restoreto aresurrected Poland this Ukrainian territory which has
been lost.



In short, the Allies never can make a case against Lithuania recoveroloniae This came of Poland’s trusting England, in the hope that
ing Vilna or the Ukraine being united so Poland is likely to find itselfEnglish help would enable her to hold all her White Russian and
reduced to its elements, like Czecho-Slovakia before it, with no hope @fkrainian and Lithuanian conquests, and possibly to add to them East
recovery unless or until all Eastern Europe is burnt down and the Alliegrussia. She would have done better to make a good bargain with her
dictate terms amid the ashes. We may assume pretty safely that pre-w@ghty neighbours and to relieve herself of what she could not hold
Poland is gone forever. If Germany wins, the purely Polish area whioithout foreign help. A reduced Poland could have survived. It is likely
surrounds Warsaw and Cracow will be established as an inland buffafat Herr Hitler designed to recognise that reduced Poland; but as
State between the Reich and Russia. If Germany loses, Poland will ggippens in warfare, once the marching armies were victorious there was
Prussian Poland, too, and possibly East Prussia. Before that can happ@sistaying them. Russia did not pause at Brest-Litovsk, nor Germany at
a war that staggers the imagination must be fought out to the end, apgsen; their armies swept into the vacuum caused by the unaided Poles
great Germany must be laid like a corpse on the dissecting table ... Thetglapse, and they said to each other, as it vy should we set up
is little doubt that the Allies depend on time as their chief strength, angl new Polish State—why not hold all that we have taken so easily?’
expect that a long-drawn war may exhaust Germany'’s finances in three, The Poles have some heady native Imperialists, and the untrustwor-
four or five years, pending which they resign themselves to a series gy diplomacy of London, to thank for this disaster. The advance of
German victories ... Russia to the very gates of Warsaw makes the Soviet Union a power in

What we anticipated—the partition of Poland and re-entry of Russiguropean affairs no longer aloof and looking Asia-wards. It casts the
into Europe in force—has come to pass. For our lifetime Fings shadow of Stalin over the Continent ...”

Pat Walsh: Ireland's Great War Haughey and German Unification

on Turke
y [Letter to the Irish Times]

Athol Books, 2009

Madam,

| was interested to read the report by Mary Fitzgerald on
Franco-British hostility to German unification (‘Archives reveal

Contents: Ireland's Great War on Turkey is largely . \
forgotten event in Irish history. That is despite the fact that it Nashatcher feared a reunited Germany', September 11). In fact, the

robably the most significant thing Ireland ever did in the wofld. - o paranoia in British Government circles about German uni-
P y 9 9 Cfcation went as far as Mrs Thatcher organising a 'think-in' of

:arl;?evéi;]g?rtrii:roc:?I}:L}:al;:te" ;gsé]}in_a\ﬁhe;;éze Ivr\;iﬂ E::?esc t"’:)eading Oxford historians and others in Checkers to ponder the
y Y, 9 7., darkness of the German soul and report back to her on their

the British Empire, made peace with the Turks. It made|t dinas!
Middle East (including Palestine and Iraq) what it is today, and @N9S"
had the catastrophic effects on the Moslem world that persist to
the present.

—

The stalemate at the Dublin meeting of the European Council
of Ministers in April 1990 over how to re-act to German re-
unification was broken by the extraordinary motion proposed by

mentto Reptblcan reland and s historans and the detats g 216 Haughey congratulating the German people on th re-
b ification of their country quoted in your report.

War became forgotten. The more recent historians of arevisi Hniat
disposition and the Remembrance commemorators have| also
refrained from remembering it, for other reasons. This book tlbee
first history of Ireland's War on Turkey, explains why the Brit sfb

Empire really made war on the Ottomf';m Emplre and yvhy Ir Sr"?;ruton, and the German Chancellor, Mr Kohl. In a very emotion-
men found themselves part of the invasion force it sent

Gallipoli. It describes the forgotten political and military assa ulf ly charged speech, Chancellor Kohl noted how appropriate it

! . . : ; ; h
launched on neutral Greece and the devastating effect this umas for him to be back in Dublin on 17th June, at that time the

mately had on the Greek people across the Balkans and As,laeSt German national holiday (Day of German Unity). He

Minor. It explains the reasons for the establishment of Palesti recalled the famous Council meeting of April 1990 and stated that

iné” " . . .
and Iraq and why the United States was repelled from the Le hé wished to use the occasion to thank the Irish people for the

ague. : . . . .

: ; " o gersl

of Nations by the behaviour of the British Empire in the C)r%_nﬁlatlve of Mr_Haughey N proposing ? mqt|on S0 In y
o worded that no-one could vote againstit! In his memoiraCikr

quered Ottoman territories after the War. It concludes gn

- . . J i i i Haughey f
positive note, describing the great achievement of Atatur Konl again reiterates his personal thanks to Mr Haughey for

leading the Turkish nation to independence from the Imperiali {'nging the Council of Ministers around to & unanimous en-

Powers. This was an event that Republican Ireland could onl orzement of German unification within the framework of Eu-
marvel at, from the confines of the Treaty and the British pe.
: : ) . : Yours etc.
Empire—an Empire whose demise Ataturk setin motion through Philio O'Connor

the successful Turkish War of Independence. 540pp. Index. P

=

As International Secretary of Democratic Left - then a mem-
r of the Rainbow Coalition - | was privileged to attend the
ublin Castle eventin June 1996 addressed by the Taoiseach, Mr

la)
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Nuclear weapons: Same double standar ds from Obama

by David Morrison

President ObamamadeaspeechinPragueon5April 2009[1],
the main theme of which was “the future of nuclear weaponsin
the 21st century”. Init, he proclaimed “ America's commitment
to seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear
weapons’.

His seriousness about pursuing this commitment can be
judged by thefact that hesingled out two states—North Koreaand
Iran — as malefactors with regard to nuclear weapons, neither of
which, itisgenerally agreed, isamajor nuclear weapons power.

Indeed, to befair to him, he admitted that Iranisn’t anuclear
weapons power at all, saying that “ Iran hasyet to build anuclear
weapon”. Asfor North Korea, nobody really knows.

To add alittle perspective to this subject, here are the current
estimates by the Federation of American Scientistsof thenumber
of warheads possessed by the real nuclear weaponspowersinthe
world [2]:

Total Operational
Russia 14,000 5,162
5,400 4,075
France 300 300
China 240 180
UK 185 160
Isragl 80 ?
Pakistan 60 ?
India 60 ?
North Korea <10 ?

These numbers are, of course, only approximate, since the
exact number of nuclear warheadsin each state's possession, and
their degree of readiness for delivery, is a closely guarded
national secret. But, according to these estimates, there are well
over 20,000 nuclear warheads in this world, of which around
8,000 are operational — and, as the President admits, not one of
them belongsto Iran.

Breaking the “rules’

But, the President would say, Iran and North Korea are
breaking the “rules’ about possessing nuclear weapons. That's
why he singled them out as nuclear malefactors.

According to the President, the “rules’ are laid down in the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) [3] (which came into
forcein March 1970). It needsto be“strengthened”, he said, so
that it is more effective at detecting and punishing states that
break the “rules’. Here'swhat he said:

“The basic bargain [in the NPT] is sound: countries with nuclear
weapons will move toward disarmament, countries without nuclear
weapons will not acquire them; and all countries can access peaceful
nuclear energy. To strengthen the Treaty, we should embrace several
principles. We need more resources and authority to strengthen interna-
tional inspections. We need real and immediate consequences for
countries caught breaking therulesor trying to leavethe Treaty without
cause.”

There, the President admitsthereality that there aretwo very
different sets of “rules’ enshrined in the NPT itself, one for
“countries with nuclear weapons’ (*nuclear-weapon” states, in

the language of the NPT) and another for “countries without
nuclear weapons® (“non-nuclear-weapon” states). Some states
were permitted under the NPT to sign it as “nuclear weapon”
statesand keep their nuclear weapons; othershad to sign as* non-
nuclear-weapon” states and were forbidden from developing
them.

“Nuclear-weapon” states

But, how did certain statesacquiretheextraordinary privilege
of beinga“nuclear-weapon” state? Theanswer isthat it’ swritten
into the NPT itself, Article 1X(3) of which says:

“For the purposes of this Treaty, anucl ear-weapon Stateisonewhich
has manufactured and exploded a nuclear weapon or other nuclear
explosive device prior to 1 January, 1967.”

Five states — China, France, Russia, the UK and the US —
passed that test and were eligible to sign the NPT as “nuclear-
weapon” states (though China and France didn’t sign until the
1990s).

The NPT was devised by statesthat possessed nuclear weap-
ons to preserve their monopoly over the possession of nuclear
weapons, to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weaponsto other
states. Thismonopoly waswritteninto the NPT itself and cannot
be removed or amended without the consent of al five states—
under Article VIII(2) of the NPT, amendment to the Treaty
reguiresthe approval of “amajority of the votes of all the Parties
to the Treaty, including the votes of all nuclear-weapon States
Party to the Treaty [my emphasis]”.

Just as each of these five powers has a right of veto over
Security Council decisions, each hasaveto over any amendment
totheNPT seekingtotakeaway itsright under the NPT to possess
nuclear weapons.

Itistruethat the NPT payslip servicetothenotionof al round
nuclear disarmament. Article VI says.

“Each of the Partiesto the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations
in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear
arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament ....”

But that doesn’t require “ nuclear-weapon” statesto get rid of
their nuclear weapons, nor even to negotiate in good faith about
getting rid of them, merely to “ pursue negotiationsin good faith
on effective measuresrelating ... to nuclear disarmament”. And
no “nuclear-weapon” state asdefined by the Treaty has ceased to
be one since the Treaty came into force. The five states that
possessed nuclear weaponson 1 January 1967 till possessthem
today.

Sincethese states are al so veto-wi el ding permanent members
of the Security Council, their right to possess nuclear weaponsis
untouchable.

A world without nuclear weapons?

In his Prague speech, President Obama set out to give the
impression that, under his leadership, the US took its responsi-
bilities under Article VI seriousy and was embarking on an
historic initiative towards universal nuclear dissrmament. He



proclaimed “ America's commitment to seek the peace and secu-
rity of aworldwithout nuclear weapons’ and declared that theUS
will take “concrete steps toward aworld without nuclear weap-
ons’. 'However, he added:

“Make no mistake: aslong as these weapons exist, we will maintain
asafe, secureand effectivearsenal to deter any adversary, and guarantee
that defense to our alies, including the Czech Republic.”

The“concrete steps’ he announced were the negotiation of a
new strategic nuclear armsreductiontreaty with Russiatoreplace
the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START 1), which expires
in December 2009. START | wassignedin July 1991 just before
the breakup of the Soviet Union. Asaresult of it, by December
2001, the number of strategic nuclear warheadson both sideswas
reducedto about 6,000 (from about 10,000) and delivery vehicles
to about 1,600.

It remains to be seen what reductions if any the START 1
replacement treaty will actually bring. It can be guaranteed that
after itsimplementation, the US and Russiawill both possess an
“effective arsenal to deter any adversary”.

The Obama administration is determined to make it up with
Russia (see my article The US “forgets’ about Georgia and
makes up with Russia [4]). Thesigning of a START 1 replace-
ment, when Obama goesto Moscow in July, isgoing to provide
concrete evidence of their new relationship.

No disapproval of India, | srael and Pakistan

President Obama hadn’t aword of disapproval for the three
states—India, Israel and Pakistan—that never signedthe NPT and
secretly developed nuclear weapons. Nuclear proliferation on
this grand scale didn’t get a mention in his speech — perhaps
because these states are US dlies.

These states chose to remain outside the NPT and therefore
didn’'t break any NPT “rules’ by developing nuclear weapons.
But, if the President’ sgoal isa“world without nuclear weapons”,
one might have thought that these states which actually possess
nuclear weapons were more worthy of hisdisapproval that Iran,
which he admits has none.

It used to be the case that these three states were in the
international nuclear doghouse, inthe sensethat they wereunable
to purchase nuclear material and equipment from the rest of the
world, which made it difficult for them to expand their civil
nuclear programmes. But, in July 2005, the Bush administration
signed the US-India nuclear agreement, an initiative which has
lead to India being taken out of the doghouse. It is now freeto
engage in international nuclear commerce (see my article India
& lIran: USdouble standards on nuclear weapons [5]).

India: a natural strategic partner for the US

Senator Barack Obama voted for the legidation required to
enact that agreement. InJuly 2008, heexplained hisactionstothe
Indian magazine Outlook:

“1 voted for the US-Indianuclear agreement because Indiaisastrong
democracy and anatura strategic partner for theUSinthe21st century.”

6]

There you have it: the Bush administration, alegedly a
determined opponent of the proliferation of nuclear weapons, has
rewarded India, a state that has engaged in proliferation to the
extent of acquiring around 60 nuclear warheads and the missiles
to deliver them. Obama, an equally determined opponent of the
proliferation of nuclear weapons, approves wholeheartedly on

the groundsthat Indiais“anatural strategic partner for the US’.

There, Obama was speaking during his election campaign.
Now that heisin office, hisadministration hasembraced theUS-
India agreement. On 23 March 2009, his Deputy Secretary of
State, James Steinburg, told a conference at the Brookings
Institution:

“The US is committed to working directly with India as a robust
partner on civilian nuclear energy. Our governmentshavetaken some of
the steps needed to realize the one, two, three agreement [with Indiaon
nuclear commerce], but we both need to do more.” [7]

It appearsthat thereare special “rules’ for “anatural strategic
partner for the US’.
Steinburg went on:

“Both the United Statesand Indiahave aresponsibility to help work,
to craft astrengthened NPT regimethat fosters safe, affordable nuclear
power, to help the globe’ senergy and environment needswhileassuring
against the spread of nuclear weapons.”

Think about it: here the US is saying that India, a state that
remained outside the NPT so that it was free to develop nuclear
weapons, should help “strengthen” the NPT in order to prevent
theproliferation of nuclear weaponsto other states. Y oucouldn’'t
make it up.

Itisnot asif IndiaisgoingtosigntheNPT. Sinceitisn’tone
of thefive privileged “ nuclear-weapon” states as defined by the
NPT, it would haveto give up its nuclear weaponsand sign asa
“non-nuclear-weapon” state. It is safe to say that Indiawill not
dothat —but neverthelessthe USwantsit to help “ strengthen” the
NPT in order to prevent other states acquiring nuclear weapons.

Iran a pariah state

By contrast, the UStreats Iran as apariah state because of its
nuclear activities. Unlike India, Iran has been asignatory to the
NPT since July 1968, as a “non-nuclear-weapon” state. By
Obama’s own admission, it doesn’t possess any nuclear weap-
ons. It says that its uranium enrichment facilities are not for
military purposesandthelnternational Atomic Energy Authority
(IAEA) hasfound no evidence to the contrary. Yet Iran hashad
economic sanctionsimposed upon it in order to forceit to cease
uranium enrichment and other nuclear activities, which are its
right under the NPT so long asthey arefor “ peaceful purposes’.
Article 1V(1) of the NPT says:

“Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalien-
ableright of all the Partiesto the Treaty to devel op research, production
and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes....” [3]

Clearly, Iran made the wrong choice in 1968 by signing the
NPT. Had it taken the same route as India (and Israel and
Pakistan) and refused to sign, it would have been free to engage
inany nuclear activitiesit liked in secret, including activitiesfor
military purposes, without breaking any of the “rules’ of the
NPT. If it had kept ontheright side of the US, it might have been
invited by theUStohelp* strengthen” theNPT in order to prevent
the spread of nuclear weapons to other states.

Withdrawal from NPT

Under Article IX of the NPT, Iran would be within itsrights
to withdraw from the Treaty and remove the constraints upon it
due to NPT membership. ArticleX says:

“Each Party shall inexercisingitsnational sovereignty thavetheright
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to withdraw from the Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events,
related to the subject matter of thisTreaty, havejeopardized the supreme
interestsof itscountry. It shall givenotice of suchwithdrawal toall other
Parties to the Treaty and to the United Nations Security Council three
monthsin advance. Such notice shall include astatement of the extraor-
dinary eventsit regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests.”

By any objective standard, Iran (and other neighbours of
Israel) hasgood groundsfor withdrawal, because of the build up
over the past 40 years of an Israeli nuclear arsena directed at
them. There could hardly be abetter example of “extraordinary
events, related to the subject matter of this Treaty”, which “have
jeopardized [their] supreme interests’.

It might not bewise for Iran to withdraw from the NPT at the
present time, sinceit would risk terrible havoc from the US and/
or |srael. But, there is no doubt that such an action would be
withinthe“rules’ of theNPT, that Presi dent Obamaputsso much
store by.
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The elephant in the room:

| srael’s nuclear weapons

by David Morrison

“One of the areasthat we discussed is the degpening concern around
the potential pursuit of a nuclear weapon by Iran. ... Iran obtaining a
nuclear weapon would not only be athreat to Israel and athreat to the
United States, but would be profoundly destabilizing intheinternational
community asawholeand could set off anuclear armsraceintheMiddle
East that would be extraordinarily dangerous for all concerned, includ-
ing for Iran.” [1]

Those words were spoken by President Barack Obama at a
pressconferenceintheWhite Houseon 18 May 2009. By hisside
was lsragli Prime Minister, Binyamin Netanyahu.

In the room with them, there was an elephant, a large and
formidably destructive elephant, which they and the assembled
press pretended not to see.

| am, of course, referring to Israel’ s actual nuclear weapons
systems, which are capable of doing to citiesin the Middle East
what the US did to Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945. The
Federation of American Scientists estimates that Israel has 80
warheads[2]; other experts on these matters reckon it may have
asmany as 400 [3].

Iran has none, zero. The President said so himself in Prague
on 5 April 2009, when he announced “ America's commitment to
seek the peace and security of aworld without nuclear weapons’
[4]. He averted his eyes from Israel’s nuclear arsena on that
occasion aswell.

Atapresshriefing onboard Air Force Oneen routeto Prague,
a funny thing happened which shows that it is administration
policy to do so [5]. Denis McDonough, a deputy National
Security Advisor, was holding forth about the President’ s plans
for universal nuclear disarmament, when the following dialogue
took place:

Q Haveyouincluded Isragl in the discussion?

MR. McDONOUGH: Pardon me?

Q Haveyouincluded Isragl in the discussion?

MR. McDONOUGH: Look, I think what you'll see tomorrow is a
very comprehensive speech.

Secret Nixon/Meir deal
It looks as if the US is still sticking to the secret deal that
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President Nixon made with Israeli Prime Minister, Golda Meir,
in September 1969. Under it, the US agreed not to acknowledge
publicly that Israel possessed nuclear weapons, while knowing
full well that it did. Inreturn, Israel undertook to maintain alow
profileabout itsnuclear weapons: therewasto beno acknowledg-
ment of their existence, and no testing which would reveal their
existence. That way, the USwould not beforced to takeapublic
position for or against Israel’ s possession of nuclear weapons.

(For the fascinating story of how this came to be US palicy,
see Israel crosses the threshold, National Security Archive
Electronic Briefing Book No 189 [6].)

Sitting beside Netanyahu, Obama said that “Iran obtaining a
nuclear weapon” wouldbe* profoundly destabilizing” and*“ could
set off a nuclear arms race in the Middle East”. That is a
profoundly dishonest statement. Inreality, theracestartedinthe
early 1950swhen I srael launched anuclear weaponsprogramme.

For many years, Isragl went to great lengths to keep the
existence of this programme secret, becauseit feared that the US
would put pressure on it to terminate the programme. T After the
US became aware of the existence of the nuclear facility at
Dimonain 1960, the K ennedy administrationinsisted oninspect-
ing it to confirm Israel’ s assertion that it was for civil purposes
only. USinspectorsvisited thefacility seven timesin the 1960s,
but never found direct evidence of weapons-related activities —
because Israel went to extraordinary lengths to hide them.t So,
although inspectors suspected the wool was being pulled over
their eyes, they were unable to prove it.

WhentheNuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) wasavail-
able for signing in 1968, the Johnson administration pressed
Israel to sign and declare its programme, which by then the US
wascertainexisted. |srael refused. Theissuewasfinally resolved
by the agreement between Nixon and Meir in September 1969, at
which point, the US ceased sending inspection teamsto Dimona
and stopped pressing |srael to sign the Treaty.

As | said, it looks as if, 40 years later, the Nixon/Meir
agreement still formsthebasisof USpolicy withregardtolsrael’s
nuclear weapons. But there has been adevelopment, which may
mean a change is afoot (see below).



Iran would not commit suicide

AthisWhiteHousepressconferencewith Obama, Netanyahu
told the usual tale of alooming threat to Isragl’ s existence from
Iran’s nuclear weapons:

“In this context, the worst danger we faceisthat Iran would develop
nuclear military capabilities. Iran openly callsfor our destruction, which
isunacceptableby any standard. It threatensthe moderate Arab regimes
in the Middle East.t It threatens U.S. interests worldwide.”

Onewondershow he hasthe brassneck to complain about the
possibility that Iran may develop anuclear weapon at sometime
inthefuture, when Israel haslotsof them now and that, as|sragli
Prime Minister, he has the means to raze to the ground, at the
touch of a button, tens, if not hundreds, of cities in the Middle
Eadt, including Tehran.

Let’s suppose for amoment that Iran has a nuclear weapons
programme, which will produce effective nuclear warheads and
themeansof deliveringthemtolsrael, withinafew years. Would
that make Iran a serious threat to Israel, as Obama said? Of
course, not.

Rulersof Irandon’ twant their citiesdevastated and they know
that, if Iranwereto makeanuclear strikeon|sragl, itisabsolutely
certain that Israel would retaliate by making multiple nuclear
strikesonIranandrazemany Iranian citiestotheground—soIran
won'tdoit. Israel possesses anuclear arsenal, and the ruthless-
nesstouseit, that ismorethan adequateto deter Iranfrom making
anuclear strike on Israel.

Likewise, itisunimaginablethat Iran would attack the US, or
US interests abroad, for fear of overwhelming retaliation.

Taking account of the elephant in the room puts a very
different perspective on the impact of a nuclear-armed Iran.

Ultimate weapons of self-defence

Thesignificance of Iran acquiring nuclear weaponsisnot that
Iranwould becomeathreat tolsrael andtheUS, but that | srael and
the US would no longer contemplate attacking Iran. Nuclear
weapons are the ultimate weapons of self-defence — a state that
possesses nuclear weapons doesn’t get attacked by other states.

As Seumas Milne put it in The Guardian on 27 May 2009,
writing about North Korea:

“ ... theidea, much canvassed in recent days, that thereis something
irrational in North Korea'sattempt to acquire nuclear weaponsisclearly
absurd. Thisis, after al, astate that has been targeted for regime change
by theUSever sincetheend of thecoldwar, included asone of the select
group of threein George Bush'saxis of evil in 2002, and whose Clinton
administration guarantee of ‘no hostileintent’” wasexplicitly withdrawn
by his successor.

“In April 2003, North Korea drew the obvious conclusion from the
US and British aggression against Irag. The war showed, it commented
at thetime, “that to allow disarmament through inspectionsdoesnot help
avert awar, but rather sparksit’. Only ‘atremendous military deterrent
force', it stated with unavoidable logic, could prevent attacks on states
the world's only superpower was determined to bring to heel.

“Thelesson could not be clearer. Of Bush's‘axis’ states, Irag, which
had no weapons of mass destruction, wasinvaded and occupied; North
K orea, whichalready had somenuclear capacity, wasl eft untouched and
ismost unlikely to be attacked in future; while Iran, which has yet to
develop anuclear capability, istill threatened with aggression by both
theUSand Isragl.” [7]

In the White Paper arguing for the maintenance of the UK’s
nuclear weapons(publishedin December 2006), the Government

said that they are “to deter and prevent ... acts of aggression
against our vital interests that cannot be countered by other
means’. [8] Could there be a better argument for Iran acquiring
nuclear weapons?

One thing is certain: attacking Iran, ostensibly to prevent it
from acquiring nuclear weapons, would make the case for it
acquiring them like nothing else. It would then be abundantly
clear that Iran’ s“vital interests’ could not be* countered by other
means’ — and it can be guaranteed that it would then make a
supreme effort to acquire them.

Gates says | srael has nuclear weapons

Surprisingly, one senior member of the Obama administra-
tion, Defense Secretary, Robert Gates, has stated publicly that
| srael possesses nuclear weaponsand that it would berational for
Iran to seek nuclear weapons as a deterrent. He did so at his
confirmation hearings before the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee on 5 December 2006 [9], following his nomination by
President Bush to succeed Donald Rumsfeld.

Gates was questioned by Senator Lindsey Graham about the
possibility of Iran acquiring nuclear weapons and the threat to
Israd if it did. He said that he believed that Iran was trying to
acquire nuclear weapons, and was lying when it said it wasn't.
However, he suggested that its motivation was self-defence.
Asked by Senator Graham:

“Do you believe the Iranians would consider using that nuclear
weapons capability against the nation of Isragl?’

he replied:

“1 don't know that they would do that, Senator. ... And | think that,
whilethey are certainly pressing, in my opinion, for nuclear capability,
| think that they would seeit inthefirst instance asadeterrent. They are
surrounded by powerswith nuclear weapons: Pakistan to their east, the
Russiansto thenorth, thel sraglisto thewest and usin the Persian Gulf.”

Thisisaremarkable reply from somebody who was about to
become US Defense Secretary. He should have aword with his
new boss in the White House and put him straight about who is
responsible for the nuclear arms race in the Middle East — and
suggest that the US could reduce the intensity of the race by
withdrawing its nuclear-armed ships from the Persian Gulf.

Israel can livewith a nuclear-armed Iran

Some voices are being raised in Israel pointing out that,
contrary to the extravagant rhetoric of Israeli political leaders, a
nuclear-armed Iran would not be an existential threat to Iran,
given Israel’ s deterrent capacity.

Listen to thisfrom an article in Ha' aretz on 15 May 2009

“Thisisthe placeto emphasizelsragl’ smistakein hyping the lranian
threat. Theregimein Tehraniscertainly abitter and inflexiblerival, but
fromthereit’salong way to presenting it asatruly existential threat to
Isragl. Iran’s involvement in terror in our region is troubling, but a
distinction must be made between a willingness to bankroll terrorists,
and an intention to launch nuclear missiles against Israel. Evenif Iran
gets nuclear weapons, Isragl’s power of deterrence will suffice to
dissuade any Iranian ruler from even contemplating launching nuclear
weapons againgt it. ...

“In another year, or three years from now, when the | ranians possess
nuclear weapons, the rules of the strategic game in the region will be
completely altered. Israel must reach that moment with a fully formu-
lated and clear policy in hand, enabling it to successfully confront a
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potentia nuclear threat, even when it islikely that the other side hasno
intention of carryingitout. Thekey, of course, isdeterrence. Only aclear
and credible signal to the Iranians, indicating the terrible price they will
pay for attempting anuclear strikeagainst I srael, will prevent them from
using their missiles. The Iranians have no logical reason to bring about
thetotal destruction of their big cities, as could happen if Israel usesthe
means of deterrence at its disposal. Neither the satisfaction of killing
Zionist infidels, nor, certainly, the promotion of Palestinian interests
would justify that price. Isragli deterrence in the face of an Iranian
nuclear threat has a good chance of succeeding precisely because the
Iranians have no incentive to deal amortal blow to Isragl.” [10]

Thisisby Dr Reuven Pedatzur, senior lecturer at the Strategic
Studies Program, Tel Aviv University, fighter pilot in the Israeli
Air Force reserves, aswell as Defense Analyst for Ha' aretz.

Much of Pedatzur’ sarticleistaken up with reviewing astudy
by Abdullah Toukan and Anthony Cordesman of the Center for
Strategic and I nternational StudiesinWashingtononthepossible
scenariosfor an Isragli strike on Iran’ s nuclear facilities and the
chances of success. Itsconclusionis:

“A military strike by lsrael against Iranian nuclear fecilities is
possible ... [but] would be complex and high-risk and would lack any
assurances that the overall mission will have ahigh successrate.””[11]

Pedatzur’s point is that Israel should prepare to live with a
nuclear-armed Iran, rather than fantasising that it is possible for
Israel to stop Iran acquiring nuclear weapons (assuming it has a
mind to do so) by bombing its nuclear facilities—and should stop
scaringitscitizensunnecessarily by giving theimpressionthat, if
Iran acquires nuclear weapons, then the existence of Israel asa
state is under serious threat.

According to a recent opinion poll, some 23% of Israglis
would consider leaving the country if Iran obtains a nuclear
weapon [12]. The poll was conducted on behalf of the Center for
Iranian Studiesat Tel Aviv University. Commenting on the poll
results, the head of the Center, Professor David Menashri, said:

“Thefindings are worrying because they reflect an exaggerated and
unnecessary fear. Iran's leadership is religiously extremist but calcu-
lated and it understands an unconventional attack on Israel is an act of
madnessthat will destroy Iran. Sadly, thesurvey showsthelranianthreat
workswell even without abomb and thousands of |sraglis[already] live
in fear and contemplate leaving the country.”

HasIran got a nuclear weapons programme?

Haslran got anuclear weaponsprogramme, inviolation of its
obligations under the NPT?

Iran has repeatedly denied that it has such a programme.
Furthermore, the Iranian Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Ali
Khamenei, issued a fatwain September 2004 that “the produc-
tion, stockpiling, and use of nuclear weaponsareforbidden under
Islam and that the Islamic Republic of Iran shall never acquire
these weapons’ [13]. In doing so, he was following in the
footstepsof hispredecessor and founder of thelslamic Republic,
Ayatollah Khomeini.

That’ swhat Iran says. Asrequiredby theNPT, Iran’ snuclear
facilities are subject to IAEA inspection. And, despite many
years of inspection and investigation, the IAEA has found no
evidence that Iran has, or ever had, a nuclear weapons pro-
gramme, though Western media consistently give the opposite
impression. True, the possibility exists that Iran has nuclear
facilities for military purposes, which it hasn't declared to the
IAEA. The IAEA has found no evidence for this, but the

possibility cannot be completely ruled out.

Iran’s possession of uranium enrichment facilitiesis not in
breach of the NPT, solong asthey arefor civil nuclear purposes.
The operation of these facilities at Natanz is subject to rigorous
IAEA scrutiny. The IAEA has testified that only low enriched
uranium suitable for a power generation reactor is being pro-
ducedthereandthat nonuclear material isbeingdivertedfromthe
plant for other purposes, for example, to further enrich uranium
to produce fissile material for anuclear weapon. That being so,
the ongoing demands that Iran suspend these enrichment facili-
tiesisadenial of its“inalienableright” under ArticlelV (1) of the
NPT to engage in nuclear activities for peaceful purposes.

What is the current US intelligence assessment? A US
National Intelligence Estimate, the key judgments of whichwere
published in December 2007 [14], concluded that Iran halted its
nuclear weapons programme in the autumn of 2003, and hadn’t
restarted itsprogrammein theinterim (seemy articlelran hasn’'t
anuclear weapons programme saysUSintelligence[15]). Com-
menting on this 4 December 2007, IAEA Director General
Mohamed ElBaradei, noted that:

“the Estimatetallieswith the Agency's consistent statementsover the
last few years that, although Iran still needs to clarify some important
aspects of its past and present nuclear activities, the Agency has no
concrete evidence of an ongoing nuclear weapons program or unde-
clared nuclear facilitiesin Iran.” [16]

No uranium enrichment, says US/EU

The present position of the USEU seems to be that Iran
should not have uranium enrichment facilities on its own terri-
tory, under any circumstances. As| have said above, thisis a
denial of Iran’ s"inalienableright” under Articlel V(1) of theNPT
to engage in nuclear activities for peaceful purposes. Itisalso
discriminatory against Iran, since no objection has ever been
raised to other states, for example, Brazil and Japan, having
enrichment facilities on their own territory in order to manufac-
ture reactor fuel.

Iran entered into negotiations with the UK, France and Ger-
many about its nuclear facilitiesin October 2003. During these
negotiations, Iran voluntarily suspended a range of nuclear ac-
tivities, including uraniumenrichment. Thenegotiationscameto
an abrupt halt in August 2005 when the European states made
proposals, which required Iran to abandon all processing of
domestically mined uranium, including enrichment, and to im-
port all fuel for nuclear power reactors.

Had Iran accepted these proposals, its nuclear power genera-
tion would have been dependent on fuel from abroad, which
could be cut off at any time, even though Iran has a domestic
supply of uranium ore. It was no surprise, therefore, that Iran
rejected these proposals out of hand — and later resumed those
activities it had suspended, including uranium enrichment.

Sincethen, the US/EU took Iran to the Security Council about
itsnuclear activities. The Council has passed variousresolutions
demanding, inter alia, that Iran suspend uranium enrichment and
imposing (rather mild) economic sanctionson itin an attempt to
compel it to do so. Russia and China have gone along with this
rather reluctantly, while using their veto power to keep the
sanctions mild.

Providing assurance

Thekey questionis: arethere any circumstancesin which the
US/EU would be content for Iran to have uranium enrichment
facilities on its own territory? For example, could additional
measuresbeputin placeto provideassurancethat these, and other



nuclear facilities, are being used for peaceful purposes only?

Inthe past, Iran did allow an enhanced form of IAEA inspec-
tion, under aso-called Additional Protocol toitsbasicinspection
agreement withthe lAEA. Thisisn’t mandatory on astate under
the NPT (and Brazil, which also has uranium enrichment facili-
ties, doesn’t allow it). The Additional Protocol is designed to
allow the |AEA to get afull picture of astate’snuclear activities
by providing the agency with authority to visit any facility,
declared or not, and to visit unannounced — and thereby seek to
eliminatethepossibility that astateisengagingin nuclear activity
for military purposesat sitesthat it hasn't declared to the agency.

Iran signed an Additional Protocol in 2003 and allowed the
IAEA to operate under it from December 2003 until February
2006. But, it withdrew permission in February 2006 whenit was
referredtothe Security Council. Thereislittledoubt that it would
be prepared to allow the IAEA to operate under an Additional
Protocol again, if the Security Council dogs were called off and
the economic sanctions imposed by the Security Council were
lifted.

That is one additional measure that could be taken to help
provide assurancethat Iran’ snuclear facilitiesare being used for
peaceful purposesonly. Another measurewassuggested by Iran,
aslong ago as 17 September 2005. Then, in a speech to the UN
General Assembly, President Ahmadinejad made the following
extraordinary offer, which goesway beyond the requirements of
the NPT:

“... asafurther confidence building measure and in order to provide
the greatest degree of transparency, the Islamic Republic of Iran is
prepared to engagein serious partnership with private and public sectors
of other countriesintheimplementation of uranium enrichment program
inlran.”

Needlessto say, the US/EU haveignored thisproposal, which
would have put Iran’s uranium enrichment facilities under a
degreeof international control. Perhaps, President Obama’ sstaff
should draw this proposal to his attention.

Join the NPT, saysthe US

An NPT review conferenceisduein 2010. A conferenceto
prepare an agendafor it took place in New Y ork recently.

Today, the NPT has 189 signatories, 5 as “ nuclear-weapon”
states, which, under the Treaty, are allowed to keep their nuclear
weapons, and the other 184 as “non-nuclear-weapon” states,
which are forbidden to acquire them.

Under Article 1X(3) of the Treaty, states that “manufactured
and exploded anucl ear weapon or other nuclear explosivedevice
priorto1January, 1967” qualify as" nuclear-weapon” states. The
5 states that qualified for this privilege were China, France,
Russia, the UK and the US.

Today, only 4 statesin theworld —India, Israel, Pakistan and
North Korea—arenot signatories. India, | sragl and Pakistan have
never signed; North Koreadid sign, but hassincewithdrawnfrom
the Treaty.

The US delegate to the preparation conference was Assistant
Secretary of State, Rose Gottemoeller, the newly appointed chief
disarmament negotiator for the US. The following sentence in
her statement to the conference on 5 May 2009 worried Isragl:

“Universal adherence to the NPT itself —including by India, Isragl,
Pakistan and North K orea— also remainsafundamental objective of the
United States.” [17]

There was nothing new in the US calling for universal

adherencetotheNPT. However, thefact that | srael wasexplicitly
named caused anxiety in Israel. No doubt thefact that theUS, its
closest ally, put it in the dock alongside North Korea, afounder
member of the* axisof evil”, didn’t please either. The Guardian
reported that “ adiplomatic row” had broken out betweenthe US
and Israel about her remark [18].

You can understand why lIsragl is worried: this has the
appearance of the US reverting to its policy prior to the Nixon/
Meir agreement in September 1969, when it was pressing | srael
to join the NPT.

Joining the NPT has seriousimplicationsfor Israel. Since it
acquired nuclear weapons after the beginning of 1967, it cannot
signthe Treaty asa” nuclear-weapon” state. If |srael wereforced
tosigntheNPT, it would haveto give up itsnuclear weaponsand
sign as a“ non-nuclear-weapon”.

The same is true of India, Pakistan and North Korea — so
universal adherence to the NPT isn’t going to happen any time
soon.

Don'’t attack Iran, says Obama

Obamahastold I sragl not to take military action against Iran,
and he hastold theworld that he hasdone so. “Obama quashed
Israel military option against Iran” was the title of an article by
Yoss Melman in Ha'aretz on 22 May 2009, [19]. Here areits

opening paragraphs:

“Israel'smilitary option against Iran hasdied. The death warrant was
issued courtesy of the new US administration led by Barack Obama.

"All the administration's senior officials, from the president to his
vicepresident, JoeBiden, Defense Secretary Robert Gatesand othersare
sending strong, clear hintsthat Israel does not have permission to strike
Iran. Yet, given their familiarity with the Israeli client, they have not
made do with simple hints and intimations. Washington dispatched the
new CIA director, Leon Panetta, to Israel. Panetta made clear to
Netanyahu, in so many words, that an Isragli attack would create ‘big
trouble’.”

The Jerusalem Post quoted Panetta as saying that he "felt
assured" |srael would not break rankswith Washington'sstrategy
(see article, entitled CIA head: Jerusalem knows not to attack
Iran, on 20 May 2009 [20]). He continued:

“Yes, thelsraglisare obviously concerned about Iran and focused on
it. But [Netanyahu] understandsthat if Isragl goesit aone, it will mean
big trouble. He knows that for the sake of Israeli security, they haveto
work together with others.”

That' streating I srael likean unruly child that hasto betold to
behave itself — and then, rather than keeping the matter in the
family, broadcasting it to the world.

Itis not unprecedented for the USto restrain Israel. What is
unprecedentedisthat theUSmadepublicthefact thatit restrained
Israel. Why did it do so? Its purpose must have been to
demonstrate that it is serious about improving relations with the
Muslim world in general, and with Iran in particular, and that it
isn't going to allow Israel to stand in the way of that policy.

Obama says who's boss

On 8 January 2009, the Security Council passed resolution
1860 calling for aceasefirein Gaza. Thevotingwas14to0, with
one abstention. The US abstained, despite the fact the US
Secretary of State, CondoleezzaRice, had played amajor partin
formulating the resolution and had therefore been expected to
vote for it. The rumour was that |srael had intervened.
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A few days later the Israeli Prime Minister, Ehud Olmert,[3] www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/080602_israeliwmd.pdf
confirmed that this was true, boasting in a speech that he hj#] www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Remarks-By-
changed US policy with a single phone call to President BushPresident-Barack-Obama-In-Prague-As-Delivered/

[5] www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Press-Gaggle-

“In the night between Thursday and Friday [8/9 January], when thaboard-AF1-en-route-Prague-by-General-Jones-Denis-
secretary of state wanted to lead the vote on a ceasefire at the SECUWDonough-and-Robert-Gibbs—4/4/2009/

Council, we did not want her to vote in favour. [6] www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB189/
index.htm

) I said getme Pres'den.t Bus.h on the.phon? : Th?y ,sa'd he,Was nt www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/may/27/north-
middle of giving a speech in Philadelphia. | said | didn't care. 'l need
orea-nuclear-weapons-us

talk to him now’. He got off the podium and spoke to me.
gl o him now’. e got ot i€ poditim and spoke fo me [8] www.mod.uk/NR/rdonlyres/ACO0DD79-76D6-4FE3-91A1-

“I told him the United States could not vote in favour. It cannot votedAS6B03C092F/0/
in favour of such a resolution. He immediately called the secretary d?efenceWhitePaper2006_Cm6994.pdf
state and told her not to vote in favour. [9] media.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/politics/documents/

rgates_hearing_120506.html

“She was left shamed. A resolution that she prepared and arranggd0] www.haaretz.com/hasen/spages/1085619.html

and in the end she did not vote in favour.” [21] [11] www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/090316_israelistrikeiran.pdf
) ) ] 12] www.haaretz.com/hasen/spages/1087472.html

It was very foolish of Olmert to boast in public that he haq1 3] \www.fas.org/nuke/guide/iran/nuke/mehr080905.html
changed US policy with a single phone call to the US president 41 \ww.dni.gov/press_releases/20071203_release.pdf
It gave the impression that Israel has the clout to make Midd 5] www.david-morriso?l.org.uk/iran/iran—nie_—2007dec.htm
East policy for the US, an impression that wasn’t entirely unwar[16] www.iaea.org/NewsCenter/PressReleases/2007/
ranted in the days of President Bush. prn200722.html

By telling the world that he has killed off Israel's military 17] www.un.org/disarmament/WMD/Nuclear/
option against Iran, Obama has made it clear that, where i T2010Prepcom/PrepCom2009/

interests demand it, the US will make policy for Israel, and not th?tatements/2009/05May2009/05May2009AMSpeaker-4—
other way round, as happened last January. USA.pdf

[18] www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/may/06/israel-us-nuclear-
non-proliferation

_ _ [19] www.haaretz.com/hasen/spages/1087331.html

[1] www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Remarks-by 1501 www jpost.com/serviet/Satellite?cid=1242212421175
Pres'de”t'Obama‘a”d'lsrae“'P”me'M'”'Ster'Neta”yah”"”&pagenamezJPost%ZFJPArticIe%ZFShowFuII

press-availability/ [21] www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northamerica/usa/

[2] WWW'fas'0rg/progr‘fj‘mS/SSp/nukesmuClean’ve"monSA/,2249lO/George—Bush—shamed—CondoIeezza—Rice-says-Ehud—
nukestatus.html
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BLAIR INTERVIEWED BY STERN MAGAZINE 26 July 2009

S: [Your decision to join George W. Bush into the Iraq war.JAgd if you look at the first Gulf war and its consequences, you

TB: Yes, | have to live with that, because | have to live with

region be better off if Saddam was stillin power? Let alone all thgacently said that he would have never gone in front of the UN
difficulties, getting rid of Saddam was never the problem. Thissecyrity Council if he knew how fragile the evidence was.
happened within two months. The problem was the aftermath.  TB: If you are sure that something isn't right, you of course
_ _ ~don'tclaim itis right. You just have to consider that at this time
S: Ifwe recallrightly, you did not go to war to topple a regime nopody questioned the evidence of our secret services.
TB: This is true. We declared war because we had evidence g Byt the dossiers you received were sexed up.
for WMDs. Ultimately, the evidence was wrong. But we knew  TB: This allegation is still circulating in our media. We had an

that Saddam had used such weapons in the past. Therefore gyiry into that for over six months and ultimately the govern-
knew that he was in possession of them. It was also the geneggént was cleared by it.

basis for the previous UN resolutions. Of course | have to accept
that important aspects of the chain of evidence were proven g: stj|| there is reason for another Iraq inquiry. The govern-
wrong. But do | regret having removed Saddam Hussein? Th@ent of your successor, Gordon Brown, is just launching it.
answer is frankly, no. TB: You have to learn from the events of the past. We did the
same after the Falklands war. But this is a totally different matter
S: According to international law, as claimed by your Attor-than another inquiry into whether or not we deliberately misled
ney General, you were only permitted to go to war because of thgple. At that time we took a decision. You can agree with it or
WMDs, not in order to topple a regime. not. But we acted in good faith and not because of a dark ulterior
TB: This discussion is kind of artificial. Of course the characmotive. There is no scandal, no conspiracy, no piece of paper that
terof aregime is essential, if you try to assess its potential dangsfates that in reality it was about oil or whateVer—Ip. 31)

26



Documents

Inventions and falsifications concerning the role of the Soviet Union in the events
leading to the Second World War.

By Kovaliov Sergei Nikolayevich

zhJ:nh;i'igzl\(/eig\r;t;p&ﬁigs Iﬂ;gtis()avll;w?vgggg o{;lségr:ﬁh;isg”cerely desired to be joined again to their historical motherland.

2009 it was published on the website of the Russian Ministry o-¥.he request conceming the rgad was perfeptly natural., especially
; since there were no pretensions concerning the territory of the
Defence, and removed shortly after its appearance.]

‘Polish corridor’ separating the two parts of Germany. Contrary
i o L to Western borders, Germany had never willingly recognised the

_[Kovaliov Sergei Nikolayevich is Head of the Department ofye it ria| changes in the East imposed by the Versailles Treaty.
Military History of the North-West Region, attached to the 6)

institL_Jte of milita_ry history of the Ministry of Defence of the ~This is why, when on 24 October 1938 Germany proposed to
R_u53|an Federation. He is a Colonel and holds a Doctorate g} jand to settle the problem of Danzig and of tRelish
history (St Petersburg).] corridor’, (7) no difficulties were envisaged. Yet the refusal was
4t June 2009 categorical, and subsequent German requests met with the same
response. Dreaming of becoming a great power, Poland did not
Numerous studies, by politicians, learned individuals, spewant to become a subordinate partner of Germany. On 26 March
cialists and civil society, have analysed the role of the USSR 1939, Poland refused absolutely to satisfy German demands. (8)
the events leading up to the start of the Second World War. Tod@n 28 April 1939 the reaction of Germany was to annul the 1934
anti-Russian attacks regarding this time are often based @erman-Polish pact of friendship and non-aggression. (9)
falsified and distorted interpretations of the actions of the leader- Meanwhile Western democracies fostered in the Polish gov-
ship of the USSR at this period. The idea appears more and me@mmment the unrealistic hope thatin case of war they would supply
in the media thd new Cold War has started’. (1) Some WesterryVarsaw with all necessary help. On\garch 1939 Chamber-
commentators say that : lain, Prime Minister of Great Britain, declared publicly in the
‘Now itis time to acknowledge the inconvenienttruth. Russia is backouse of Commons:
rich, powerful and hostile. Partnership is giving way to rivalry, with ~‘In the event of any action which clearly threatened Polish independ-
increasingly threatening overtones. The new Cold War has begun — Iiice ... His Majesty’s government would feel themselves bound at once
just as in the 1940s, we are alarmingly slow to notice it.’ [TB/@98]  to lend the Polish Government all support in their power. They have
2 given the Polish Government an assurance to this effect. | may add that
It is curious to note how easily labels are stuck on countrig§® French Government have authorised me to make it plain that they
that are historically linked to Russia. For example it is said thatand in the same position in this matter as His Majesty’s Government.’

some European countries, such as Bulgaria, Latvia and Moldav%,o)

have already surrendered to Russia. (3) As subsequent events proved, these promises were pure

deception. However the Polish government took them at face
d/alue, which caused it to lose all sense of reality. The American

World War on the USSR, or at least to say that both bloo ournalist William Shirer, who spent thirty years studying Polish

. . . - fe and society, has commented on the British guarantees given
dictators, Stalin and Hitler, bear equal responsibility, modern . . : .
o . : : to Poland in the following mannetit is perfectly possible to
falsifiers of history often use as their favourite argument the . . .
insure a gunpowder factory, if security regulations are respected

signing on 23 August .1939 qf the non-aggression pact betwe nere, but to insure a factory run by madmen is another matter.’
Germany and the Soviet Union.

Poland and German demands (1I}i)ance with Western Democracies
Historical facts should be examined in context, taking intdA‘

L N The events occurring in Europe and the growing aggressive-
account events happening in a real situation. When we analyse . .
£ss of Germany could not but seriously worry the Soviet

: n
the German-Soviet pact, we must not forget another agreeme L o
P g 9 %bvernment. Torestrain Hitler's appetite it seemed necessary to

signed around a year previously, in Munich. The two events are . . )
9 y P y make an alliance with Western democracies. However, as

intin_1ate|y I?nked. Itis _precisely what happened in the Bavaria.'%:hurchill noted‘The Soviet Government were convinced by
capital which determined a great deal of subsequent SoV'munich and much else that neither Britain nor France would fight

policy. Everyone who has studied without preconceived ide ;
the history of the Second World War knows that it started becauagﬁeI they were attacked and would notbe much good then.’ (12) It

of the refusal of Poland to satisfy German requests. What is o8& cflear that t_he aim of the Western powers policppease .
. . . ment’ was to direct German aggression towards the East, that is
well known is what precisely Hitler wanted from Warsaw. In . : . . :
. L Q say, against the Soviet Union. As Chamberlain said on the 12
reality, German demands were very moderate: to incorporate the

free city of Danzig into the Third Reich, authorize the construc- eptember 1938, qn_the eve of h's. meeting with Hitler,
Germany and Britain are the two pillars of European peace and the

t|qn ofa mot_orway and arailway line in order to link East I:’russ'ﬁrincipal buttresses against communism, this is why it is essential to
with the main body of Germany. (4) These two demands hay§ercome our present difficulties through peace ... It will certainly be
nothing extraordinary about them. The overwhelming majorityossible to find a solution acceptable for all, except Russia’. (13)

of the inhabitants of the city of Danzig, cut off from Germany |n this situation the Soviet Government has drawn the only
following the Versailles Treaty, were Germans, (5) who sinpossible conclusion: collaboration with Britain and France is

Intheir effort to throw the responsibility of starting the Secon

27



28

only possibleonthebasisof amilitary treaty outlining clearly and
without ambiguity the obligations of the different parties.

On 17 April 1939 Moscow proposed an Anglo-French-Soviet
treaty of mutual aid containing the following points:

1. Britain, France and the USSR sign between them an
agreement of 5 to 10 years duration by which they are mutually
obligedtogiveeach otherimmediately any useful help, including
military, in case of aggression in Europe against one of the
signatories.

2. Britain, France and the USSR commit themselves to
bringing help, including military, to the countries of Central
Europe situated between the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea and
having a common border with the USSR, in case of aggression
against one of those countries.

3. Britain, Franceandthe USSR commit themselvesforth-
with to discuss and establish how much and what sort of military
aid will be offered to each of these states, in implementing
paragraphs one and two.

4.  TheBritish Government stresses that the help it prom-
ised Poland concerns solely an attack coming from Germany.

5. The existing treaty between Poland and Rumania is
either declaredvalidin caseof aggression directed against Poland
and Rumania, or el seisentirely denounced asdirected against the
USSR.

6.  Britain, Franceand the USSR commit themselves, after
the start of military operations, to abstain from entering negotia-
tionsor declaring aseparate peace with the aggressorsindepend-
ently of each other and without the common agreement of the
three powers.

7. Acorresponding agreement issigned at thesametimeas
the Convention which must be written in virtue of paragraph 3.

8.  Britain, France and the USSR find it necessary to start
conjointly talks with Turkey with a view to an agreement of
mutual help. (14)

However the Western partners did not appreciatein the least
this way of presenting things. On the 26 April, Lord Halifax,
minister for Foreign Affairs, said that thetimewasnot yet ripefor
such a comprehensive proposal. (15) France and Great Britain
hoped that the Soviet Union would enter into unilateral obliga
tions. Thus, at a meeting of the Cabinet on 3 May, Halifax
announced his intention to ask Russiaif she would not now be
ready to make a unilateral declaration saying that she would
deliver aid at the time and in the form that would be considered
acceptable by Poland and Rumania. (16)

On6 May 1939, the Soviet charge d’ affairesin Germany sent
acommunication to the People’' s Commissar of Foreign Affairs
concerning the reaction of the German press to the change of
People’ s Commissar, saying that the German presswastrying to
‘give the impression that our policy might change in away that
would be favourable to them (giving up collective security, etc).
(17) Thepreviousday, 5May, K. Schnurre, head of the Commer-
cial Policy Division of German Foreign Affairs(Eastern Europe)
invited ambassador Merkalov who was leaving that day for
Moscow and told him that the German government was of the
opinion that the contracts entered into by the former commercia
agent in Prague with the Skoda factory should be fulfilled.
Indicationstothat effect had been givento themilitary authorities
and to the Skodafactory, he added, and therewould no longer be
any obstacle to the firm honouring its obligations. (18)

It wasan obviousgesture on the part of the Germans, when as
recently as the 17 April Soviet representatives in Berlin had
protested against ‘the interference of the German military au-

thorities' in the normal economic activity of the Commercial
Representation. (19)

Molotov was in no hurry to respond to German signals. He
was il involved in active negotiations with Great Britain and
France through their diplomatic representativesin Moscow. On
the8 May, the Minister for Foreign Affairsreceived Sir William
Seeds the British ambassador who conveyed to him hisgovern-
ment’ sreply to the Soviet proposal concerning a pact of mutual
aid. The reply was discouraging. The British government
proposed that the Soviet government publish a declaration in
which it would commit itself ‘in the event that Great Britain and
France should be involved, as aresult of their undertakings, in
military operations, to give them every help immediately’. (20)
Thusthe British refused to give a concrete answer regarding the
pact, reducing it instead to a simple declaration of intent.

That sameday, the People’ sCommissar communicated to the
Soviet chargE d affaires in France Jakob Surits the British
proposal and asked him to convey urgently his opinion on the
question. (21) Inatelegramsenttotheminister on10May Surits
made the following comment on the British proposal: ‘it would
take us automaticaly into a war with Germany’ because of
‘commitments given without our agreement and without
concertation’ to Britain and France'. (22) From this and from
other similar considerationstheminister formulated his position.

On 14 May Mol otov summonedtheBritishambassador Seeds
and handed him awritten note containing the reply to the British
proposal. Thissaid that

‘the British proposals do not show principles of reciprocity towards
the USSR but put her in an unequal situation.

The Soviet Government considersthat in order to createareal barrier
of peace loving countries against the development of aggression in
Europe it is necessary 1) to conclude areal pact of mutual aid against
aggression between Britain, France and the USSR; 2) to give the
guaranteeof thethreegreat powersto thethreatened countriesof Central
and Eastern Europe, including theBaltic countriesand Finland; 3) tosign
an agreement between Britain, France and the USSR detailing unam-
biguously the quantity and nature of the aid that would be given. ' (23)

Regarding the soviet proposals, the charge d’ affairesin Lon-
don Maisky noted in his diary that they had put ‘the British
government in avery difficult situation. Our proposalsareclear,
simple and full of common sense.’” (24) ‘On the other hand, the
guarantees given to Poland, Rumania and Greece make an
agreement with the Soviet Union absolutely necessary, in so far
asGreat Britainand Francewill beunableto do anything concrete
for Poland or Rumania. Beforethe British blockade of Germany
could have any seriouseffect on Germany, Poland and Rumania
would have long ceased to exist.” (25)

Itisonly on 25 July that the British government and the next
day the French government accepted the Soviet proposa to
proceedwithtalksregarding the signing of amilitary convention,
and declared themselves ready to send their representatives to
Moscow. (26) Thetalks started on 12 August.

The particulars of these talks, which ended in failure, aretoo
well known for it to be worth repeating them here. We should
however pay special attention to the real objectives pursued by
the parties involved. The British delegation on leaving for
Moscow had been given instructions ‘to conduct the talks very
slowly’ (27) and avoid concrete obligations: ‘the British govern-
ment does not wish to be bound by any obligationwhich couldtie
our hands regardless of circumstances. Thisiswhy asfar asa
military agreement is concerned it is essential that we limit
ourselves to the most general of formulations.” (28)

The position of the Soviet leadersis entirely different. The



head of the French delegation, General Doumenc, is his report 8&ndpoint of Leninist norms of foreign policy, which the USSR
the conduct of the talks, stated in a telegram of 17 August 193®&d supposedly violated by signing an agreement with Germany.
sent to the French Defence Minist&Fhere is no doubt that the The Soviet Union signed a pact of non-aggression with Germany
USSR wishes to sign a military pact and does not want to band the result was that, instead of forming a bloc against her,
presented with any sort of document that would not have concre&ermany on the one hand and Britain with France on the other
value.’ (29) hand started to fight each other. The USSR gained the chance of
The role of Poland entering the war later than the others, keeping moreover a certain

The main stumbling block was the question of the passage ieedom of choice regarding the side it would choose to engage
Soviet troops through the territory of Poland and Rumania, sina#ith.
atthat time the USSR had no common border with Germany. For The Soviet leadership, analysing the course of events leading
this reason it was not clear how, when hostilities were declaretp to the Second World War, drew the conclusion expressed by
Soviet troops could meet and fight the German army. At th&talin on 7 September 1939 in a discussion with the leaders of the
meeting of military delegations of 14 August 1939 MarshallKomintern:
Vorochilov asked the following concrete questitFhe general ‘The war is happening between two groups of capitalist countries ...
scheme of things is clear, but we do not understand the positiff World domination! We are not against them getting into a scrap and
of the Soviet Union armed forces. Itis not clear on what territory/ S2ening each other ... we can manoeuvre, push one side against the
they are deployed and how they take part physically inthe generéper’ to make them fight yeta bit more. (38)
L . . We must not forget either that during the summer of 1939
fighting.” (30) In order that the Red Army be in a position from : ) . N :

Soviet troops were involved in tough fighting against the Japa-

the beginning to take partin military operations, it was necessa%se on the Khalkhin-Golriver. In as much as Japan was the ally

that Soviet troops be able to cross Polish territory. Besides, th? Germany in the anti-Komintemn pact, the signing of the

zones of passage were strictly delimited: t_he Vilno corridor an%erman-Soviet pact was interpreted in Tokyo as a betrayal. On
Galicia. (31) The head of the French delegation, General Doumergh:IS subject the Soviet chargE d'affaires in Japan $dide

in a telegram to the French War Minister of 15 August stresses;

‘We must note the importance, to allay Polish fears, of the fag{mouncement of the pact of non-aggression between the USSR
nd Germany has produced a shock here, deeply embarrassing

that the Russians limit very strictly the zones of entry [of sowegqe militarists and the fascists.’ (39)

troops], and adopt an exclusively strategic view point.” (32) Relations between the Third Reich and its Far Eastern ally

However the Poles would not listen. Thus, on the evening ?/]\c/ere spoiled for a long time as a result. Consequently, leadin
19 August 1940 [sic] Marshall Rydz-Smigly declared: P 9 ' quently, 9

‘Whatever the consequences, we will not accept that an inch of Poligﬁlpanese_ C|rcle_s ”_"ade the choice of the South Plan, necessitating
territory be occupied by Russian troops.’ (33) awar against Britain and the USA. Asis known, afterthe German

And the Polish Minister of Foreign Affairs declared to the‘E‘Jtt"?‘Ck on the USSR, Japan did not declare war on the Soviet

French ambassador in Warsaw: nion. L .
“‘We will never assent to a discussion in whatever form of the 1NUS by signing on 19 August 1939 an economic agreement

possibility that a portion of our territory might by used by foreignand on 23 August the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact, the USSR
troops.’ (34) managed for a time to keep war from its borders.

A report of the second section (intelligence) of the High
Command of the armies of Poland, dated December 1938, The Soviet government took very seriously the ideas pro-
stresses that: _ _ _ _ o claimed by Hitler since 1925 ifMein Kampf on ‘expansion

‘The dismantling of Russia forms the basis of Polish policy in the Eagbwards the East’ and the extension of German living space at the
....ThIS is why our position comes down to the foIIowmg question: th_éxpense of the Soviet Union, ideas many times repeated by him
will take part in the dismantling. Poland must not remain passive in thﬁefore and after his rise to power, as for example during his first
remarkable historic moment. Our task is to prepare ourselvesin advar}%eeetin with the generals of the Reichwehr on 3 February 1933
physically and mentally .The main objective is the weakening and Howevgr in his gradual lan’ of agaression. as the Ge):’man '
destruction of Russia.” (35) . - 9 plan 99 ’

erystorlan Hillgruber called it, Hitler still had go through several

In the course of the talks with Britain and France the Sovi - : o
government became convinced once more of the correctness_stg"flges before realising his plansquash bolshevism’; he started

the words of a Lithuanian diplomat quoted by Astakhov in hid" 1938 (Austria, Czechoslovakia, Memel), then in 1939 (Poland)
diary: and finally in 1940 (Denmark, Norway, Holland, Belgium,
‘In case of war, the USSR will bear the greatest losses, where5&aNC€)- Even during the period when the Soviet-German pact
Britain and France will retreat and take cover, limiting themselves to a¥@s operative, he repeated often i foreign policy would

exchange of shots and missiles. There will be no decisive actions on tAbvays aim at the destruction of bolshevism’ (according to
Western front.” (36) Hitler's aide de camp Colonel von Bulow). On 22 August 1939,

justifying to his generals the signing of the pact of non-aggression

signed a pact of non aggression with Germany. would crush the USSR later’. As early as 17 October 1939 he

From a moral point of view, it should be noted that nd9ave the order to prepare the ex Polish f[erritorieSafdeploy-. _
representative of the Western democracies has a right to judge thént of forces’ (40). Just before attacking France, Hitler indi-
agreement between the USSR and Germany. As the Americaated that after this operation the Wehrmacht would have to be
journalist Shirer so justly remarkedf Chamberlain was right ready for‘great operations in the East'.
and honourable in appeasing Hitler in September 1938 by sacEevaluation of the 1939 Pact
ficing Czechoslovakia, was Stalin wrong and dishonourable in Unfortunately it was not possible for the Soviets to fully
appeasing the Fuehrer a year later at the expense of Poland, whiealise their plans. The Western powers were very easily beaten
had shunned Soviet help anyway?’ (37) and Hitler became master of the resources of practically the

You could say the same of critics who judge from thewhole of Europe. However, even if these circumstances are taken
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into account, the Soviet-German pact was at the time the best
decisionintheconditionsobtainingin August 1939. Considering
the threat of war, the Kremlin decided to accept the pressing
propositions coming from Germany to improve the relations
between the two countries. Besides, German diplomats et it be
understood that they were ready to make important concessions
to meet the wishes of the USSR (41).

Later, after theend of thewar, Churchill in hismemoirswrote
on the subject of the Soviet-German pact:

‘It isaquestion whether Hitler or Stalin loathed it most. Both were
aware that it could only be a temporary expedient. The antagonisms
between the two empires and systemswere mortal. Stalin no doubt felt
that Hitler would be aless deadly foe to Russia after ayear of war with
the Western Powers. Hitler followed hismethod of 'Oneat atime'. The
fact that such an agreement could be made marksthe culminating failure
of British and French foreign policy and diplomacy over several years.’
(42)

In the arguments in favour of the detachment of the Baltic
republics from the USSR, whether in the nineties or today, we
hear most often the assertion that the Treaty of 23 August 1939
hadledto ‘aSoviet annexation’ of Estonia, Latviaand Lithuania,
in other words the theme of a Soviet occupation is exploited
thoroughly. It should be noted that the earliest date for the start
of the period of occupation is fixed to the summer months of
1940, when the parliaments of the Baltic countriesvoted for their
uniting with the USSR. In virtue of which, even the extreme
partisanship of Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian historiansdoes
not allow them to consider the entry of Soviet troops as an act of
occupation, and thusthey recogniseindirectly itsobjectivelegiti-
macy. It isalso difficult to deny the fact that for their part the
Soviets respected fully the articles of the pact of mutua aid,
refusing to interfere in the interna political life of the Baltic
States.

The war in Europe, considered by the Soviet government as
a real harbinger of conflict with Germany in the short term
(signed in August 1939, the pact was only considered as a
momentary respite) led to the search for new guarantees of
security.

These guarantees were obtained by signing treaties with the
governments of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, leading to the
creation of Soviet military bases on the territory of the Baltic
states: not only on apurely military level, but also on a political
level, in as much as these treaties represented an obstacle to the
military and political rapprochement of these countries with
Germany.

Churchill, explaining the vital necessity for the USSR to
improve its strategic positions on the eve of war with Germany,
noted:

‘“They must be in occupation of the Baltic States and alarge part of
Poland by force or fraud before they were attacked. If their policy was
cold-blooded, it was also at the moment redlistic in ahigh degree.’ (43)

Before passing judgement on the entry of Soviet troopsinto
the territory of the Baltic States, one must not forget that the
international community of the time had received this fact as
natural, as an objective unavoidable measure, and not as the
expression of expansionist plans. Inreality, these eventsresulted
from the fact that al through the thirties, the main European
powers had refused to grant the Baltic states any guarantees
whatsoever, considering as inevitable their absorption either by
Germany or by the USSR. Soviet leaders could not be content to
observe passively the Baltic states turn into a zone of German
interests, with all the consequences that would flow from that.

The decision to sign the treaties was taken because the great
powers of Europe were not interested in the fate of the Baltic
countries. Using the contradictions between Britain, France and

Germany, the USSR managed to take control of a strategically
important region, toreinforceits position onthe Baltic Seaandto
create a stronghold against East Prussia.

Wemust also consider the space factor, whichisindissolubly
linked to the time factor. The greater the distance from which
Germantroopswould eventually start their attack, thesmaller the
chance of pursuing this attack successfully. The course of the
Great Patriotic War demonstrated that this factor contributed to
the failure of Hitler's project.

The German Soviet pact of 23 August 1939 whichisused in
theBaltic statesin order to accusethe Russian Federation, aslegal
heir of the USSR, of entering into secret agreements to annex
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania (we should add: at the express
request of the government and parliaments of these states) was
perfectlyinlinewithinternational law. All thesetreaties, thisone
included, are inscribed on the register of League of Nations,
which only sovereign states could be members of, as subjects of
international law.

It should also be noted that neither the dispositions of the
treaty of 23 August 1939 nor the verbal agreements reached
during consultations fixed any borders of state between the
countries. The convention signed between the USSR and Ger-
many on friendship and borders on 28 September 1939 is in
reality an agreement on the ‘non-interference’ of these countries
in‘thelimitsor territory of thestatesinvolved' . (44) Thus, thefact
of declaring Lithuaniaand an important part of Poland ‘spheres
of influence’ of Germany, meant in effect, in the practica
relationship between the USSR and Germany, that ‘the USSR
would not declare war if German troops entered the territory of
these countries'. (45)

Soviet |eaders, having signed new agreementson thedisposi-
tion of extracontingentsof Soviet troopsand naval forcesin June
1940, to complement the agreements signed in the autumn of
1939, deployed these troops and started to prepare and make
operational the lines of defence in anticipation of an attack by
Nazi Germany on the Soviet Union.

For the sake of historical truth, it should be said that alarge
part of the responsibility in the failure of efforts to create a
collective counterweight to fascist aggression falls also on the
‘small’ countries of Europe. Their romantic faith in the justice
and protection of western democracies, together with their flirta-
tion with fascist Germany and their anti-Soviet prejudice (often
coloured with a Russophobe aspect) turned them for atimeinto
pawnson theworld political chesshoard, making themincapable
of influencing the course of events.

[Tranglation: M. Dunlop and C. Winch]
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BLAIR INTERVIEWED BY STERN
MAGAZINE 26 July 2009

S:[...] threeyearsago, you supported I srael inthewar against
L ebanon, against the advice of your closest political aides?

TB: Yes, but wehavetobevery careful here. | criticiselsragli
politicsand fight hard for therightsof the Pal estinians. However,
Israel must be able to defend itself if it is attacked.

S: But has Israel not overreacted with the bombing of large
parts of Beirut?

TB: Sure. And there was adebate on that. Thetruthis: Israel
has a security problem. And whoever ignores that — and espe-
cially the Europeanslike to do so —do not help the Palestinians.
Theproblem canonly besolvedif thePalestiniansmanagetolive
under one government, law and army.

S: While the Isragl government of Benyamin Netanyahu
continues to build new settlements?
TB: We don't really want to discuss this topic, do we?

S:Y our successor, Gordon Brown, or Schroeder’ s successor,
Steinmeier, areindeep trouble. Actually social democratsshould
profit from this crisis, shouldn’t they?

TB: Itisimportant for theleft wing partiesto understand that
thisisnot acrisis of capitalism. | think the voters know that the
financial crisiscan betackled withthehelp of thestate. But that’s
something different than going back to the politics of 40 years.
People wouldn't buy that. They know they need competition.
They areworried about the pricethey haveto pay inthelong run.

S: What has the left done wrong?

TB: You can't win an election without taking the centre into
account. Nowadays, partiesneed the backing of theeconomy and
the unions. You have to be tough on security issues, smart in
diplomacy, and reform the public sector not only maintain the
welfare state.

S: Gerhardt Schroeder has been criticised for taking on ajob
at Gazprom, after leaving politics. Y ou areahigh paid adviser for
American banks. Do you feel like being caught up in a clash of
interests or even amoral conflict?

TB: | can’t comment on the decision of Mr Schroeder. But |
think it’ sgood when the peoplewho haverunacountry arehighly
valued.

31



32

United Nationson Palestine, 1947
Note

The ‘two statesolution’ to the Pal estine question was adopted
by the General Assembly of the United Nations on 26th Novem-
ber 1947. Onthat dateit voted to dividetheterritory of Palestine
into two parts, aJewish stateand an Arab state; Britain abstained
in the vote, although it had done everything since 1922 to make
possiblethecreation of aJewish stateinthearea. Britainhad been
in a position to do this because it had a League of Nations
Mandate, set up after thedefeat of the Ottoman Empireat theend
of the First World War. The document setting up the Mandate
quoted the Balfour Declaration and set out Britain’ sresponsibil-
ity for securing the establishment of the Jewish National Homein
Palestine. (The Declaration talked about establishing a Jewish
National Home whereas the Mandate wording was the Jewish
National Home.)

Britain helped to secure this National Home, on the one hand
by allowing the strengthening of the Jewish presence and on the
other hand by denying Arabsthepolitical and administrativerole
which would have prepared them for independence, the prospect
of independence being the declared aim of the mandate system.

In 1922, the administration provided by the Ottoman Empire
had long disappeared, destroyed by the conquest, and it was
Britain’srole to re-establish aworking system of government.

The Mandate had envisaged the creation of a Legidative
Council whichwould have been representative of the popul ation,
that is, overwhelmingly Arab, but thisnever happened. Far from
nurturing theformation of alocal Arab elite capableof governing
after the end of the Mandate, as was meant to happen, Britain
suppressed and exiled potential leaders, on the occasion of the
Arab revolts against Jewish colonisation. The Mandate Docu-
ment on the other hand stated that * an appropriate Jewish Agency
shall be recognised as a public body to cooperate with the
Administration of Palestine’. This should have allowed for a
limited consultative role, rather than the position of virtual
dominancegranted. The Jewish Agency was treated virtually as
an arm of government.

Asthe Mandatory Power, Britain wasin charge of immigra-
tion. The Jewish population increased from 7% of the total in
1918t0 33%in 1947.

The first Administrator of the Mandate was Sir Herbert
Samuel, aman with Zionist sympathies.

Theofficial languagesof PalestineweretobeArabic, English
and Hebrew.

Britain’s policy had the clear result that in 1948 the Zionist
presencein Pal estinewasstrong enoughinnumbers, and political
and military organisation, to make possible, with the assistance
of theUnited Nations, the creation of the State of Israel. However
Britain also gaverepeated assurancesto the Arabsthat thiswould
not happen, for example in the 1939 White Paper.

The Palestinian Arab population isnot mentioned by namein
the Balfour Declaration, or in the terms of the Mandate; the
Declaration merely mentions the ‘non-Jewish communities’ in
the areaasif they might be minorities, and emits the pious wish

that ‘nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and
religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Pales-
tine'. Inthewordsof A. Koestler, by the Declaration ‘Onenation
solemnly promised to a second nation the country of athird’.

In 1947 Britain tried to put obstacles in the path of mass
Jewishimmigration. Zionistsmadeagreat deal of thisand Ernest
Bevin, the British Foreign Minister at thetime, on avisit to New
York, read full page advertisementsin the press describing him
asHitler' s successor; the dockers refused to unload his luggage,
and when hispresencewasannounced at afootball match, hewas
booed by the crowd.

In the end, the actions of Zionist terrorist organisations
encouraged Britain to refer the problem it had created to the
United Nations, and to leave Paestine. It refused to have
anything to do with theimplementation of the UN resolution, and
especially refused to help militarily. It abstainedinthefinal vote
for partition.

The United Nations formed a committee of 11 supposedly
uninvolved countries (Australia, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Gua-
temala, India, Iran, Netherlands, Peru, Sweden, Uruguay and
Yugoslavia). Boycotted by the Arabs, the Special Committee
visited Palestine in 1947 where it heard testimony from Zionist
organisations and witnessed the turning back of a ship of Euro-
pean Jewish refugees. This Special Committee on Palestine
wrote two reports; the majority report of 8 members recom-
mended the partition of Palestineinto an Arab State and aJewish
State. A minority report, of three members, recommended a
federal state. An Ad Hoc Committee on Palestine made up of 57
membersincluding Arab states, but excluding Palestineasnot yet
independent, then discussed the plans drawn up by the Special
Committee, between 25 October and 25 November 1947, in New
York.

As the Iragi delegate said at the end of the meeting, the
General Assembly had power only to discuss and make recom-
mendations; it could not deal with the imposition by force of a
settlement contrary to the wishes of the people concerned.

The principleof mgjority rulewasignoredin 1947 inthecase
of Palestine. The UN set asidethe principleslistedinitsCharter,
namely the principle of the self-determination of peoples, the
principleof theinstitution of democratic governmentsby thefree
choice of their peoples and the principle of the illegitimacy of
States created by means of racial or religious discrimination, as
Mr Chamoun of Lebanon reminded the Assembly.

Intheevent, | srael was not established in conformity with the
UN plan, since in 1948 it militarily seized large parts of the
territory reserved for Arabsin the partition resolution.

Thetext of the deliberations.

Extracts from the record of the 34 meetings of the Ad Hoc
Committee On The Palestinian Questionfollow. Speecheswere
reportedindirectly (Mr O said) and summarised. Squarebrackets
indicate further summary made for this presentation.

C. Winch



Documents

United Nations. Official Records Of The Second Session Of The General Assembly
On the Question of Palestine

Summary Records Of Meeting5 September to 25 November 1947.

Ad Hoc Committee On The Palestinian Question
Chairman: H.M. Evatt (Australian Minister for External Affairs
Vice Chairman: Prince Subha Svasti Svastivat (Siam)
Rapporteur: Thor Thors (Iceland)
57 Countries Represented
[There were 10 UK representatives: Arthur Creech-Jones; Hector McNeil; Hartley Shawcross; Alexander
Cadogan; H.M.G. Jebb; J.M. Martin; Harold Beeley; D.C. McGillivray; H.T. Moran Man; V.G. Lawford]

Creech-Joneg26 September 1947):[UK would assume Palestine could not understand why their right to live in freedom
responsibility for implementation of any policy if there wasand peace, and to develop their country in accordance with their
agreement between Arabs and Jews but not otherwise] traditions, should be questioned and constantly submitted to

The UK agreed with Recommendation 1 of the Specighvestigation.

Committee regarding the end of the Mandate and with Recom- One thing was clear: it was the sacred duty of the Arabs of
mendation 2 regarding independence. Recommendation 6 Palestine to defend their country against all aggression. The
Jewish Displaced Persons: the problem of displaced perso@$onists were conducting an aggressive campaign with the object
Jewish or non-Jewish, was an international responsibility. .of securing by force a country which was not theirs by birthright.

proposals would be made on a more appropriate occasion. Thus, there was self-defence on one side and, on the other,

The UK Government was not prepared to undertake the tasiggression. Theaison d’etreof the U.N. was to assist self-
ofimposing a policy in Palestine by force of arms. In consideringefence against aggression.
any proposal that it should participate in the execution of a The rights and patrimony of the Arabs in Palestine had been
settlement, it would have to take into account both the inherettie subject of no less than 18 investigations within 25 years and
justice of the settlement and the extent to which force would kel to no purpose. Such commissions of inquiry had made
required to give effect to it" [p4]. recommendations that had either reduced the national and legal

He earnestly hoped that the UN would have more success thédghts of the Palestine Arab or glossed over them. The few
the UK had had in persuading the two peoples to co-operateiscommendations favourable to the Arabs had been ignored by
attaining their independence. the Mandatory Power. It was hardly strange, therefore, that they

Mr Sandstrom (Sweden, Chairman of Special Committee)should have been unwilling to take part in a 19th investigation

Whilst the Palestinian problem was insoluble in the sense thiind refused to appear before the Special Committee]
it was impossible to satisfy all the parties concerned, any solution The struggle of the Arabs of Palestine against Zionism had
adopted by the General Assembly ought, nevertheless, to hething in common with anti-Semitism. The Arab world had
accepted by all. been one of the rare havens of refuge for the Jews until the

atmosphere of neighbourliness had been poisoned by the Balfour

[Gives 1914 population as 80,000 Jews to 500,000 ArabPeclaration and by the aggressive spirit which the latter had

1947 650,000 Jews to 1,200,000 Arabgfgendered in the Jewish community.
The claims of the Zionists had no legal or moral basis. Their

That Jewish minority, settled on a territory so long occupie§aS€ Was based on the association of the_Jews with Palestine over
by the Arabs, represented a different civilisation two thous_and years befor_e. Qn _that basis the Arabs would have
better claims to those territories in other parts of the world, such
[The Jews were industrious:] as Spain or part_s of I_:rance, Turkey, Russia or Afghanistan, which

they had inhabited in the past.

The newcomers had not mingled with the Arabs and their o . .
. . Mr. Husseini disputed three claims of world Jewry. The claim
colonies had cut Western Galilee off from the rest of the countr; ) . ; .
Palestine based on historical association was a movement on

si dggsvter?egleedg%t(i)r;zg e[tsr:'gree][g?elrlghrﬁgfocrt;ir;?w:scrlzamuisrgé]bc’tthe part of the Ashkenazim, whose forefathers had had no
connexion with Palestine. The Sephardim, the main descendants

of Israel, had mostly denounced Zionism. Secondly, the religious

connexion of the Zionists with Palestine, which he noted was
Mr. Husseini (Arab Higher Committee§29 Sep- shared by Moslems and Christians, gave them no secular claim to
tember 1947): the country. Freedom of access to the Holy Places was univer-
The case of the Arabs of Palestine ... was that of a peopdally accepted. Thirdly, the Zionists claimed the establishment of

which desired to live in undisturbed possession of the countgyJewish National Home by virtue of the Balfour Declaration. But
where Providence and history had placed it. The Arabs @ffie British Government had had no right to dispose of Palestine,
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which it had occupied inthe name of the Alliesasaliberator and
not asacongueror. TheBalfour Declarationwasin contradiction
with the Covenant of the L eague of Nationsand wasanimmoral,
unjust and illegal promise.

The British Government and the Zionist organisation had
joined hands 30 years before to carry out a policy in Palestine
aimed at the destruction of the national existence of the Arabs.
Mr. Husseini went on to describe the main trendsin that policy.

[Inthe mid-19th century there was the national awakening of
Syria"of which Palestinewasthe southern part". Opportunity of
WWI for Arabsto realize their desired independence.]

An agreement with Great Britain in 1916, in which the latter
had undertaken to assist the Arabsto gain independence, had led
tothe Arab revolt when Arabsleft the Ottoman forcesto fight on
theside of the Allies. The Balfour Declaration of 1917 had been
received with vehement protests by the Arabs, and Great Britain
had in consequence sent a special envoy to reassure the Sherif
Hussein that that Declaration meant only a spiritual and not a
political home for the Jews and, further, that it would not affect
Arab rightsor freedom. That reassurance had been given by the
same Cabinet that had been responsiblefor the Balfour Declara-
tion.

In 1922, the Mandate for Palestine, which had been drawn up
by the Zionist Executive and the UK Government, had been
ratified by the League of Nations in the absence of the Arab
owners or the country and against their unceasing protests. The
Mandate did not correspond in any way to Article 22 of the
Covenant of the L eague of Nations, which defined themandatory
system. The Mandate for Palestine had in no sense fulfilled its
object—tutelage—since both tutor and pupil were the UK Gov-
ernment or its nominees. The Palestine administration did not
represent the inhabitants of Palestine and conseguently had no
legal basis under the L eague Covenant

Contrary to theletter and spirit of Article 22 of the Covenant,
the Arabshad no political freedomin Palestine. They had no say
in legidlation or administration and held no responsible position.

On the other hand, the Jewish community had an Agency, the
origina function of which had been to advise the administration
on the establishment of a Jewish National Home and which was
in a position to express the will of the Jews in a manner more
effective than any form of democratic representation. Thusthe
Jewish minority had been givenaprivileged position with regard
to the Arab majority. [...]

Mr. Husseini stated that there was discrimination against the
Arabsin Palestine. For example, in thefield of immigration all
illegal entries by Arabs were dealt with in accordance with the
law, whereas Jews were till entering illegally in great numbers
without being deported. Lately, when Jewish illegal immigra-
tion, by itsmanner and its magnitude, had become achallengeto
the administration, Jewish immigrants had been deported to
Cyprus until their entry had been legalized. Meantime the
expense of their maintenancefell on the Pal estinian taxpayer. In
that record of discrimination the case of the SSWarfield had been
the only exception, and the Jewish Agency had made capital out
of itinits efforts to enlist the sympathy of the world for illegal
immigration.

Mr. Husseini contrasted the drastic measures used in the
treatment of Arabs during their revolt in 1936-1940 with the
treatment of the Jewish terroristsin their current campaign, in
which no such stringent measures had been taken.

[Article 6 of the Mandate, regarding economic absorptive
capacity had been breached.]

If there were any room in Palestine for an increase in the

population, that should be left for its natural increase. Without
immigration the popul ation of Palestinewould bedoubledinless
than twenty years, which would make Palestine one of the most
thickly populated countries in the world, with a density of 400
persons per square milein acountry of which morethan one-half
was uncultivable ...

Education offered another exampl e of the M andatory Power's
basic policy of undermining Arab national existencein Palestine
... [Therewas 70% Arab illiteracy under the Turks, and that had
hardly changed. Lesswas spent on education than in other Arab
states.]

The Jews ... had control of their own educational system,
while the Arabs were deprived of that right.

Therewaseconomic discrimination: with Jordan and Red Sea
concessions to the Zionists. Action by the High Commissioner
for Palestine during the 1920s had compelled the sale of Arab
lands by Arab debtorsto the Jews. [...] Jews were not to employ
Arabs|[...] and any land bought by Jews could not be resold or
leased to Arabs.

Inthefinancial field[...] Jewishlocal authoritiesreceived afar
greater proportion of government loans and specia loans for
housing and other purposes [than the Arabsg].

[The 1939 curbs on Jewish immigration were not imple-
mented.]

The UK Government had finally declared that theaimsof the
Mandate were contradictory and that it was therefore unwork-
able. Mr. Bevin... had said that therewasnothinginthe Mandate
which would warrant him or the Government of the UK taking a
step to deprive the Arabs of their rights, liberties or land. The
obvious fact was that both the Balfour Declaration and the
Mandate contained inconsistent terms which could not be fairly
applied. The UK Government and those who drafted the Man-
date had created the problem which had led to the current crisis.
[..]

No people would be more pleased than the Arabs to see the
distressed Jews given permanent relief. But the Jews could not
impose their will on other nations by choosing the place and
manner of their relief, particularly if that choice wasinconsistent
withtheprinciplesof international law and justiceand prejudicial
to the interests of the nation directly concerned. [...]

...The Zionist organisation, however, did not want Palestine
for the permanent sol ution of the Jewi sh problem nor for therelief
of thedistressed Jews: it sought power; it had political ambitions
and designs on strategically important Palestine and the Middle
East.

One other consideration of fundamental importance to the
Arab world was that of racial homogeneity. The Arabslivedin
avad territory stretching from the Mediterranean to the Indian
Ocean, spoke one language, had the same history, tradition and
aspirations. Their unity was a solid foundation for peace in one
of the most central and sensitive areas of the world. It was
illogical, therefore, that the United Nationsshoul d associateitsel f
with the introduction of an alien body into that established
homogeneity, a course which could only produce new Balkans.
[..]

[There should be a democratic Palestine Arab state with
humanrightsand protectionof minorities.] The Special Commit-
tee's report was unacceptable and not a basis for discussion.

Dr. Silver (Jewish Agency for Palestine) (2nd
October 1947)

[The Arab Higher Committee was flouting the authority and



denying the competence of the United Nations.]

History wasnot astory out of the Arabian Nights, andthe Arab
Higher Committee wasindulging in wishful thinking. Itstheory
that the Jews of Western Europe were descended from atribe of
Khazars in Russia was a relatively recent invention, politically
inspired. He was surprised that the Arabs of Palestine should
wish to engage in genealogical research.

He recalled that at the time when the Allies had liberated
Palestine, the country had formed part of a province of the
Ottoman Empire and there had been no politically or culturally
distinct Arab nation. The Arabs had held sway over a heteroge-
neouspopul ation between 636 and 1071 AD and | ater the Seljuks,
the Kurds, the Crusaders, the Egyptian Marmelukes, and finally
the Ottoman Turks—all non-Arab peoples—had conquered the
country. But by 636 AD the Jewish peoplehad already had 2,000
years of history behind it, and the Jewish civilization, besides
giving rise to both Judaism and Christianity, had also brought
forth spiritual leadersvenerated also by Islam. Incontrast tothat,
Dr. Silver quoted the report of the Royal Commission of 1937,
which stated that in the 12 centuries and more that had passed
since the Arab conquest, Palestine had virtually dropped out of
history, and that in the realms of thought, of science or of letters,
it had made no contribution to modern civilization.

Palestine owed itsvery identity to the Jews, losing it with the
Jewish dispersion and resumingitsrolein history only at thetime
of the Mandate, which had given it adistinct place a ongside the
Arabworld. [..]

Inaspeech madeintheHouse of Lordson 27 June 1923, Lord
Milner, who had called himself astrong supporter of thepro-Arab
policy, had said that the future of Palestine could not beleft to be
determined by the temporary impressions and feelings of the
Arab mgjority of the day.

[Quotes High Commissioner, Sir John Chancellor, on Arab
riots of 1929:]

"atrocious acts committed by bodies of ruthless and blood-
thirsty evil-doers, of savagemurder perpetrated upon defenceless
members of the Jewish population, regardless of age or sex,
accompanied, asat Hebron, by acts of unspeakable savagery, by
the burning of farms and houses in town and country, and by
looting and destruction™ [which brought] "the execration of all
civilized peoples throughout the world ..."

Great Britain had offered no opinion on the Report of the
Specia Committee.

[Quoted Creech-Jones, on Sept 26:]

therewas"adistinction between accepting arecommendation
inthesenseof notimpedingitsexecution by others, and accepting
responsibility for carrying it out by means of aBritish adminis-
tration and British forces:

He [Creech-Jones] could not easily imagine circumstancein
whichtheUK wouldwishto prevent theexecution of asettlement
recommended by the Assembly. However the crucial question
for his Government was the matter of enforcement.

The UK Government was ready to assume the responsibility
for giving effect to aplan on which agreement wasreached by the
ArabsandtheJews. If the Assembly weretorecommendapolicy
which was not acceptable to the Jews and the Arabs, the UK
Government would not feel ableto implement it. It would then
be necessary to provide for some alternative authority to imple-
ment it."

Dr. Silver wondered why the UK had asked that the problem
of Palestine should be placed on the agenda of the General

Assembly if, as would appear from its representative's state-
ments, it did not intend to accept the recommendations made and
tohelpinimplementing them. Inthat case, why appeal tothe UN
and waste months, during which time the situation had gravely
deteriorated ...

Recommendation X11, of the Special Committeereport, tothe
effect that any solution for Palestine could not be considered as
asolution of the Jewish problem in general, was unintelligible.
[...] TheJewish problemingeneral wasnone other than the age-
old question of Jewish homel essness, for whichtherewasbut one
solution — that provided for by the Balfour Declaration and the
Mandate — the reconstitution of the Jewish National Home in
Palestine.

The minority report called for Palestine asan Arab state with
two Jewish enclaves with no control over tax or immigration (it
was a variant of the Morrison plan).

According to Mr. LIoyd George[...] the Balfour Declaration
implied that the whole of Palestine, including Trangordan,
should ultimately become a Jewish State. Y et Transjordan had
been cut off from Palestine in 1922 and later set up as an Arab
kingdom; and now a second Arab State was to be carved out of
the remainder of the country. Thus the Jewish National Home
would finally represent less than one eighth of the territory
originally set asidefor it. Such asacrifice should not be asked of
the Jewish people. [...]

[He (Silver) would be prepared to accept a smaller territory]
subject to further discussion of constitutional and territorial
provisions.

Mr. Chamoun (Lebanon) (3rd October 1947)

Mr. Chamoun recalled the history of Palestine from 632 AD
when it had been conquered by the Arabs. He emphasized that
that had not been a conquest of the Jews, who had completely
abandoned Palestine during thefirst century, but aconquest over
the Byzantine Empire. From the 11th to the 13th century it had
been the Arabs and not the Jews who had fought and triumphed
over the crusaders, and later over other invaders, to preserve
Palestine from foreign occupation. Finaly, in the 16th century,
they had succumbed to conquest by the Ottomans; but that
conquest, as in the case of other conquests, such as those of the
Germansby the Romansand the English by the Normans, had not
changed the national or ethnic character of Palestine. Palestine
had remained Arabinitspopulation, language, cultureandideals.

For nearly two thousand yearsthe Jews had had no connexion
with Palestine ... At thetime of the Balfour Declarationin 1917,
the population of Palestine, according to official statistics, had
been 93% Arab and only 7% Jewish ... Mr. Chamoun claimed
that the statement made by the representative of the Arab Higher
Committee that the term “Jew” did not designate a race but a
religion, and that the European Jews, the strongest partisans of
Zionism, had nothing in common with those who had inhabited
Palestine two thousand years before, was no fiction but a rea-
soned statement drawn from the Jewish Encyclopedia...."

[British negotiations with Hussein:

Peel commission of 1937 recommended partition; but it was
followed by a Commission under Sir John Woodhead which
found the Peel partition proposal iniquitous.

1939 White Paper saw that Palestine could becomeacontinu-
ous source of friction in the Near East:]

TheBritish Government had accordingly beenfaced withtwo
solutions: first, to seek to expand the Jewish National Home
indefinitely against the wish of the Arab people or, secondly, to
permit its further expansion only with the acquiescence of the
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Arabs. The British Government had recognized that the former
policy meant the use of force and would thus be contrary to the
spirit of Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nationsand
the Mandate.

The British Government had had no right to dispose of a
country over which it had nojurisdiction. From the standpoint of
international morality, the Balfour Declaration was completely
without foundation, and thefact that it had beenincorporated into
the Mandate for Palestine did not giveit any added validity. [...]

It wasimportant not to confuse the humanitarian aspect of the
problem, with which the Arab countrieswere thefirst to sympa-
thise, with the political aspect, which aimed at the domination of
aterritory to which the Jews had no claim.

The Palestine question could not be solved by expedients
which might appear to havethesuperficial attraction of practical-
ity, but which were incompatible with the principles of the
Charter, namely, the principle of the self-determination of peo-
ples, the principle of the ingtitution of democratic governments
by the free choice of their peoples, and the principle of the
illegitimacy of States created by means of racia or religious
discrimination.

[Magjority plan gave 6,000 sgquaremilesto the Jewish Stateand
4,000 to the Arab.

Figure of 407,000 given as the Arab population of the pro-
posed Jewish State should properly be 500,000.

Jaffa, acentre of Arab nationalist thought, with apopulation
of 70,000 Arabsand 30,000 moreinitsimmediateenvirons, to be
given to the Jewish state.

Beersheba with an exclusively Arab population of 100,000
was to be given to the Jewish state although separated by a
corridor which would belong to the Arab State.

[Haifa, the only important Palestine port, to be linked to
Jewish State.

Hula, Safad, Tiberias and Beison regions, each predomi-
nantly Arab, to be in Jewish State]

Inthe Arab State, the Jewish minority would be small (8,000
to 10,000), whilein the Jewish State the Arab population would
be the same as or even greater than the Jewish.

The Special Committee had taken the view that the tragedy of
the situation arose out of aconflict between two seriesof rights—
the rights of the Arabs and the rights of the Jews—and the
Chairman of the Special Committee, speaking at the second
meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee, had confirmed that view. In
... the special Committee's Report it was stated that the rights of
the Arabs were based on the fact that the Arabs had been the
indigenous inhabitants of the land for several centuries and that
therights of the Jewswere based on historical association and on
international undertakings. Mr. Chamoun considered that those
mattersdeserved more critical study than the Special Committee
had given them ... The claims of the Arabs were based on their
natural rights and on the occupation of Palestine for morethan a
thousand years, while the claims of Zionism were based on a
fictitious historical association which had lapsed for two thou-
sand years..."

[Regarding the protection of the Holy Places, he saw no
reason for a Jerusalem enclave to protect them, taken from the
territory of Arab Palestine. The right of access had been pre-
served for centuries.

Jews with Palestinian nationality could have guaranteed po-
litical aswell aseconomic rights|...] and full local autonomy.]

Rivera Reyes (Panama) (6th October 1947)

... Comparing thedemographic situationin Palestinewith that
in Belgium and the Netherlands, Mr. Rivera Reyes said he
thought it was no cause for pessimism regarding the scope for
immigration into Palestine. But every country had the right to
settle such problems for itself.

It would be a mistake to believe that the mgjority solution
would satisfy the Jews but, should the Jews agree to make
sacrifices, particularly in the economic sphere, their example
might well be followed by the Arabs ... He referred to the
sufferings of the Jewish people and recalled that other States,
Great Britain and Ireland for instance, or Indiaand Pakistan, had
settled analogous difficulties by partition. Any settlement in-
volved a sacrifice of rights and legitimate interests ...

General Noury As-Said (Iraq)

recalled that the Committee had heard both the representative
of the Arab Higher Committee and Dr. Silver, a US citizen
representing the Jewish Agency for Palestine. To seethewhole
guestioninitstruelightit wasnecessary to go back to 1916, tothe
British Government's promise to ensure the political independ-
ence of the Arabs of the Ottoman Empire. 1n 1917 Mr. Balfour
had proposed to promote the establishment of a Jewish National
Home without prejudice to the rights of the non-Jewish commu-
nities. The anxious Arab rulers had been assured by the British
Government that politically it was not intended that the Jewish
National Home should be a State. The UK had maintained that
point of view in its military proclamations of 1917, 1918 and
1919, theWhitePapersof 1922, 1930and 1939, itsparliamentary
statementsanditsannual reportstothel eagueof Nations: theUK
Government had stated that it would indeed regard as contrary to
its obligations to the Arabs under the Mandate as well asto the
assurances which had been given to the Arab peoplein the past,
that the Arab population of Palestine should be made the subject
of aJewish State against their wish. According to the Command
Paper of 1922, the devel opment of the Jewish National Homein
Palestine was not theimposition of a Jewish nationality upon the
inhabitantsof Palestineasawholebut thefurther devel opment of
the existing Jewish community in order that it might become a
centre in which the Jewish people as a whole, on grounds of
religion and race, might take an interest and a pride.

The Zionists, however, had their own interpretation, and
spoke of a Jewish commonwealth, a Palestine as Jewish as
England was English, a Jewish State which should embrace the
wholeof Trangordan and partsof Syriaand Lebanon. Finally, on
1 October 1947, the Jewish National organ, TheDay, inan appeal
to the President of the United States, had gone so far asto insist
on the necessity of establishing a Jewish State of Palestine, to
absorb the millions of displaced persons still in the camps and
ghettos, in order to build up an American rampart in the Near
East. Inthedaysto come, it had said, American democracy could
not look for amore steadfast ally in that part of the world than a
Jewish State.

Replying to what had been said by the representative of the
Jewish Agency, General Noury As-Said declared that Zionist
arrogance alone had been the cause of the Arab revolt of 1936,
which, moreover, had been put down by the Arab Statesin 1938.

In 1939, Egypt, as well as Irag, had collaborated with the
British. In 1940 Iraq had offered to declare war on the Axis



Powers and to place half its army at General Wavell's disposal,
provided the UK agreed to carry out its policy as stated in the
White Paper of 1939. The Jewish Agency had prevented the UK
from accepting that offer, and the Axis had alleged that the UK
did notintend evento apply itsown White Paper of 1939. Inspite
of that, Iraq had declared war on the Axis at the end of 1942.

During its 25 years of stewardship, the UK had not even
attempted to give Palestine a measure of autonomy and to assist
itspeopleto attain full independence. Instead, it had devoted its
effortsto establishing the Jewish National Home. It wasnot until
the UK had settled over 500,000 foreign Jewsin Palestinethat it
had realized that it would beunableto carry out [its] fundamental
duty in accordance with paragraph 4 of Article 22 of the Cov-
enant, namely, to assist the people of Palestine to attain full
independence. After the foreign Jewish community which the
British had settled in Palestine had armed itsel f and had attacked
them actively for two years, they had submitted the question to
the UN. The Special Committee had prepared its report with
commendabl e speed, but without basing its solutionson the very
factsit had itself described ...

[Its proposals were like something from the Arabian Nights.

Two courses open to UN: To invite Britain to carry out its
promisesto the Arabs or:]

to start afresh without taking into account either British
promisesor the Mandate, and to base the sol ution of the Pal estin-
ian problem on the Charter ...

The second solution would be the better, for the peace of the
world depended on strict observance of the Charter to the exclu-
sion of all politics and all favouritism.

[In either case the objective was an independent Palestinian
state] but

...theproblem of finding ahomefor the Jewish refugeesfrom
Europe should never have been referred to the Ad Hoc Commit-
tee: it wasonefor the International Refugee Organisation, which
dealt with Jewish aswell asother refugees. If onestarted fromthe
principle that the Palestinian question must be dealt with in the
spirit of the UN, then the future of the country had to be
considered without reference to the refugee problem, which was
quite another matter. A real and lasting peace could be ensured
in Palestine only by keeping to the principles and purposes of the
Charter ...

Mr. Jamali (Iraq)

attached primary importance to respect for the fundamental
international principlesfor whichtheAllieshad waged two wars,
onwhichthe peaceful andjust world of thefuture should rest, and
which had been enunciated in President Wilson'sfourteen points,
the Covenant of the League of Nations, the Atlantic Charter and
the UN Charter ...

[Ownership of the country by the people with long inhabit-
ance was the principle:]

If three hundred years was enough for the Americans, the
rights of the Arabswereincontestable, sincethe Arabs had lived
in Palestine for the previous fourteen centuries. Moreover, they
were mainly descendants of theinhabitants of Palestinewho had
been there before the Jews. Violation of the principle of owner-
ship was an aggression which usually led to hostilities, and
neither the Balfour Declaration nor the Mandate could deprive
the Palestinians of their right to their own country.

The Zionists aleged that historical links with a country
conferred aright of possession. That principlewould apply tothe

Greeks, to the Romans and to many others, and would sow
discord throughout theworld. Therewasonly one sound princi-
plewhich could be universally applied: any country belonged to
its existing rightful inhabitants.

The Zionists were relying on dollar diplomacy and extra-
territorial rights. However, economic development of another
people's country did not entitle a foreigner to political rights
there. In the modern world technical and economic superiority
should not lead to political domination ... Zionist achievements
dueto American fundsand western techniquesdid not givethem
political rightsand should not all ow them to dominatethe country

The inhabitants of a country were the sole authority on the
admission of immigrants into their country.

[Only the inhabitants should decide on immigration. There
should be no foreign interference in internal affairs. The demo-
cratic character of community life should be respected.]

The US Government [should] close schools in the United
States where terrorist and military instruction was given.

Loyalty to one's country was indispensable. The homeless-
ness of the Jews was an acquired feeling which was detrimental
to their loyalty and destroyed the unity of the countriesin which
they lived ...

Humanitarian aid should be given to displaced persons |...]
The whole world should share the burden equally.

A distinction should be made between politics and religion.
Judaism was a world religion linked indeed with Palestine as
were Christianity and M ohammedanism, whereasZionismwasa
modern political movement of an aggressive character founded
on the association of religion and racial mythology, and using
Nazi propaganda methods ...

Sir Mohammad Zafrullah Khan (Pakistan) 7th
Meeting, 7 October 1947

... The Balfour Declaration ... wasinvalid, since it had been
issued without reference to King Hussein and was contrary to the
British pledges made to him concerning Arab independence
...[l.e. that Arab areas of the Ottoman Empire would become
independent after the defeat of Turkey.] and contrary to promises
that the creation a Jewish refuge in Palestine would not interfere
with the freedom, both political and economic, of the existing
population.

[Hussein protested. Hogarth got his cooperation with spin.]

[King-Crane Commission at the end of WW1 had gone to
Syria and Palestine and concluded that] the idea of making
Palestine a Jewish State should be abandoned.

Cited letter from Dr. Magnes, President of the Hebrew Uni-
versity of Jerusalem, in New York Times, 26 September 1947,
criticising the majority plan:]

Dr Magnes had said that partition would not stop the terrorist
activities of Jewish groups, and that having secured partition
through terror, they would attempt to secure the rest of the
country for the Jewsin the sameway. Moreover partition would
arouse the Arab front, which had been quiescent ...

Mr. Winiwicz (Poland) 8 October 1947
regarded Palestine as a powder keg. The Mandatory Power
had adopted the motto divide et impera. The authors of the
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Balfour Declaration and of the Mandate had considered, indeed,
that the various obligations assumed towards the Arabs and the
Jews were compatible with one another. The policy of the
Mandatory Power had not, however, been inspired by the inter-
estsof the Palestinecommunity. Eventoday theBritish Presswas
till asking what would happen to British interests in the Near
East

The Arab States had used al possible arguments and even
threats.

[Poland was interested in the national democratic aims of
Arabs, but gave primary importance to the Jews:]

The Poles had witnessed the massacre of 6 million Jews.
Fromtheir fellowshipin suffering had been born amoral solidar-
ity to which Poland would adhere.

The Jewish claims had been confirmed by numerous docu-
ments of international importance

[e.g. the Feisal/Weizmann agreement of January 1919, Arti-
clesl & 4, Sevres Treaty of 1920, US declarations.

There was the shocking case of Exodus 1947

Anti-semitism and the immigration restrictions imposed by
certain Stateswhich could have accepted Jewish refugeeshad led
the Jews to look towards Palestine, which the Mandate had
promised them as an immigration area.

[He supported the majority report:]

The Polish delegation considered that the problem [of dis-
tressed European Jews] could and ought to be solved primarily by
Jewish immigration to Palestine. The immediate admission of
250,000 refugees who were awaiting their turn would not have
any decisiveeffect uponthenumerical relationship between Jews
and Arabs. The UN should solemnly repeat the promise madein
the Covenant of the League and open the doors of Palestine to
Jewish immigrants immediately, while at the same time giving
favourabl e consideration to the suggestion for opening up greater
possibilities of immigration for Jewish refugeesinto other coun-
tries.

In solving the Jewish refugee problem, an effort should also
be made to do away with racial discrimination. Anti-Semitism
was not dead. It was only by combating it, by creating better
conditions for Jews and by facilitating Jewish immigration into
Palestine that a healthier atmosphere could be created ...

Mahmoud Fawz Bey (Egypt)

wished the UN would be alittle moreredistic ...

[The Arabs opposed to Zionism but had nothing against
Jews:]

Y et the Arabs were being asked to pay for others ...

[Palestine was already overcrowded:]

Zionist aggression had been generously subsidized, while
great and rich countrieshad scarcely responded to the UN appeal
on behalf of displaced persons

Mr. Masaryk (Czechoslovakia)
The Arab people had taken a seemingly uncompromising
stand. Mr. Masaryk appealed to that great peopleandtothenoble
Jewish people to find a solution beneficial to both parties ...

Mr. Arslan (Syria) 9 October 1947
[The UK had noright to makeBalfour Declaration promises:]
Mr. Lloyd George ... had stated in his memoirs that the

Balfour Declaration had been madeasareward to Dr. Weizmann
for hisinvention of toxic gas. It wasaparadox that although the
civilized world, including the UK, had forbidden the use of
poison gas, the UK had continued to concern itself with rewards
for the inventor ... The Balfour Declaration would live in the
history of Great Britain as an unfortunate gesture, for never had
that country been compelled to carry out a policy so contrary to
itsbasic interests ...

[Balfour had no conception of thelink between Palestine and
Syriabut:]

It was an undeniable fact that the persecuted Jews from
Europe had always found arefuge in the past with the Arabs. If
the question were one of alarge number of orphan children, the
Arabs would not fail to give them hospitality; but the question
was one of machinations on the part of an organisation which
considered everything was permitted to it because Jewish voters
held the electoral balance in a certain country. Zionism was a
purely aggressiveimperialistic plan, with aZionist Army behind
it; and to attempt to giveit ahumanitarian aspect did not conceal
the facts, which were transparent. Mr. Ardlan called upon other
countriesto open their doors to the Jewish refugees and to make
the same sacrifices as the Arabs had already made.

Discussing the problem of the persecuted Jewsin Europe, Mr.
Ardan asked whether the Jews of Europe were still persecuted
and, if so, who was responsible for that persecution, and what
effortshad been madeto preventit. If therewasstill persecution,
he could not understand how 30,000 German Jews in Palestine
had asked to be repatriated to Germany. He asked also why they
had been prevented from returning. Zionismwasresponsiblefor
that situation ...

[He quoted documents about displaced persons] only 12
countriesout of 48 asked by the I nternational Refugee Organisa-
tion had given information regarding reception facilities for
refugees.

Garcia Granados (Guatemala)
Jews are superior to Arabsin culture and intellect; heread a
letter for Mgr Mobarat, Archbishop of Beirut, to that effect.

Mr. Johnson (USA) 11th Meeting, October 11th:

[mentioned continued violence in Palestine over a period of
years]

Herecalled that in consequence of the 1st World War, certain
areasof theNear East, including Pal estine, had beenliberated and
anumber of Stateshad gained independence. The United States,
having contributed its blood and resourcesto the winning of that
war, had felt that it had a certain responsibility in the disposal of
the freed territories and in the fate of the liberated peoples. The
United States had taken the position that those peoples should be
prepared for self-government and also that aNational Home for
the Jews should be established in Palestine ...

[But as it was not a member of the League it had in 1924
concluded a Convention with the UK regarding American rights
in Palestine.

He supported the plan of the Special Committeein principle,
but changes had to be madeto bring it more into accord with the
principles on which it was based:]

Certain geographical modifications would have to be made,
such asthe inclusion of Jaffain the Arab State, since Jaffa was
predominantly an Arab city ...



In thefinal analysis, it rested with the people of Palestine to
make any solution work ...

[He could see what Weizmann referred to after all the Arabs
have many states already.]

Mr Tsarapkin (USSR) 12 October

[in favour of partition]

It was necessary to take into consideration all the sufferings
and needs of the Jewish People, whom none of the States of
western Europe had been able to help during their struggles
against theHitleritesandthealliesof theHitleritesfor thedefence
of their rights and their existence.

The Jewish peopleweretherefore striving to create a State of
their own and it would be unjust to deny them that right.

Mr. Vieux (Haiti) October 14:

Hedid not believethat the Jewshad any right to claim awhole
or part of Palestine as their fatherland on the basis of historical
connexion. The suffering of the Jewish people, distressing asiit
had been, wasnot an argument for the partition of Palestineor for
their claimson aland inhabited for thousands of yearsby another
people; nor did their material contribution during the preceding
twenty-fiveyearsconstituteavested interest in Palestine. If such
a principle were accepted, it would create an unfortunate prec-
edent for the determination of possession on the basis of material
contributions... Although theworld wasgrowing narrower every
day, frontiers did exist and small nations had reason to attach
great importance both to frontiers and to the concept of sover-
eignty ...

[But he supported the Partition plan because it was an act of
sovereignty by the Powersto whom sovereignty over theMiddle
East had passed from the Ottoman Empire. Sovereignty had
transferred from the Ottomans to the L eague and:]

thosewho wereadvocating partitionwereafter all, thePowers
which had had sovereign authority over Palestine by virtue of the
treaties which had followed the 1st World War ...

[A matter of law, not of national self-determination was in
guestion. It could not be supported on any other basis]

Mr. lIsley, Canada:

Canada's problem asanation of two peopleswith two cultural
traditionsbore somepointsof resemblancetothat confrontingthe
Committee. A satisfactory working arrangement had finally
been reached in the establishment of afederal State. Confedera-
tionin Canada, however, wasbased on agreement andit had been
stated in the Committee that partition should not take place
without consent. As yet, however, there was no evidence that
Arabsand Jewswould accept unity inasingle State. Infact, they
had emphatically rejected even the form of federation proposed
intheminority plan. Inthe circumstances, the Canadian delega-
tion had been led, somewhat reluctantly, to accept, asabasisfor
discussion, the partition plan ...

It was to be hoped that ... the executive functions of the
Security Council would not haveto beinvoked intheimplemen-
tation of any decisions.

[Implementation should be studied by a special sub-commit-
tee which would include the 5 permanent members of the Secu-
rity Council.]

Mr Ulloa (Peru)

The Jews, because of their intellectual development and
financial and commercial activity, often inundated those spheres
of lifetotheir own advantage. That factor, especially incountries
which were not economically strong, was prejudicia to the
nationals themselves and created discontent which was often
used against the Jews by political and religious groups.

Mr Chamoun (L ebanon)

[Onthequestion of refugeescoming to Palestine] It was easy
to be humane at the expense of others.

[About Mgr Mobarat, Archbishop of Beirut] The supreme
head of the Greek Church of Antioch condemned hisspeakingfor
the community. [Mr Chamoun as a Christian of the Roman
Catholic faith thought the cause of the Palestinian Arabs was
just.]

TheKing-Crane Commission had said that to subject apeople
tounlimited Jewishimmigrationwould beagrossviolation of the
principle of self-determination.

In 1922, inthe House of L ords, amotion of non-acceptability
of the Mandate, on the grounds that its terms were in contradic-
tion to the sentiments and wishes of the majority of the people of
Palestine, had been carried.

British assurances to the Arabs in the Hogarth message,
Declaration to the Seven, Bassett |etter, Anglo-French Declara-
tion, White Paper of 1922 and of 1939, had shown unequivocally
that it had never been the intention of the British Government to
establish a Jewish state in Palestine or in any part thereof.

Y emeni Representative

[On refusal of other countries to accept Jewish refugees
mentioned the non-passage by US Congress of the Stratton Bill
designed to admit 400 000 displaced personsto the United States]

Mr Jamali (Iraq) 16 October
The effect of the United States interference in the Palestine
problem had been publicly proclaimedinthe House of Commons
in 1947 by Mr Bevin [ie US support for a Jewish State].
Certainmoderate Jews, suchasDr Magnesand the American-
Jewish Committee, did not sponsor a Jewish State.

Mr Mahmoud Fawzi Bey (Egypt)
Pal estinehad nothingto dowith Zionist aspirationsor with the
solution of anti-semitism.

Jewish Agency Statement (Mr. Shertok) 17
October 1947

The Jewish Agency wasabody representing Jewsthroughout
the world who were organised to defend the interests of the
Jewish people as awholein regard to Palestine ...

[There was a disparity in status vis a vis the Arab Higher
Committee, sincetherewere also delegationsfrom Arab States.]

First, Palestine was the only country in which the Jewish
people could hope to attain a secure home and a national status
equal with that of other independent nations; secondly, that the
Arabsof Palestinewere not apeopleinthemselves, but afraction
of amuch larger unit securein their possession of vast areas and
enjoying full-fledged sovereignty and independence.

Hereferred to King Hussein'sarticlein Al-Quibla, which said
that immigration was welcomed so long it was an exclusively a
Palestine phenomenon. He referred also to the 1919 agreement
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between Weizmann and Feisal, when Feisal had agreed to the
encouragement of Jewish immigration into Palestine.]

Certain representativeshad argued that Great Britain had had
no right to promise Palestineto the Jews, yet its pledgesto Syria
and Iraq had been regarded as binding. Jews from all over the
world, including Palestine, had fought with the Alliesin the First
World War, and it was an established fact that no Palestinian
Arabs had taken ashare in the fighting. Thefinal victory of the
Allies had been responsiblefor the liberation and creation of the
independent Arab States, aswell asthepromiseof Palestinetothe
Jews. Similarly thevictory in the Second World War, to which
the Arab States had contributed nothing and in which they had
finally joined at the last moment in order to qualify for member-
ship of the UN, had saved Arab independence from possible
Nazi-Fascist enslavement. Mr. Shertok seriously doubted whether
Irag had offered to send troopsto fight in North Africawith the
Alliesin 1940, and denied that the offer had been rejected owing
to intervention on the part of the Jewish Agency, as had been
alleged by therepresentativeof Iraq ... The Jewsof Palestine had
been the only community in the Middle East which had really
fought in the war, and their contribution had been rewarded by a
regime in Palestine which had inflicted untold suffering on the
Jewish survivors of the European tragedy. Y et the Arab States,
without having participated in that war, were resisting the claim
of the Jewish people for a place in the family of nations by
invoking the Charter.

Mr. Shertok invoked the Preamble and purposes of the Char-
ter in support of hiscontention that there was no effective way of
saving succeeding Jewish generations from extermination and
the sorrow of homelessness except by the establishment of a
Jewish State in Palestine. The Jews of Palestine had become a
nation, deservingthesamerightsand thesameself-determination
as other peoples.

Withregard to the Arab denial that the Jewswere apeople or
that they had any valid connexion with Palestine, it was true that
historical associations alone could not decide aburning palitical
issue. It was rather the organic facts of history which counted.
The Jewish people had been born in Palestine, their mass settle-
ment had continued until the seventh century and their effortsto
return had never ceased. Zionism and the idea of a Jewish State
had not been conceived with the Balfour Declaration, but were
the products of history and the practical ideals which had ani-
mated the first returning pioneersin the 19th century.

Claims that the Jews of Europe were not Jews at al but
descendants of a Mongolian tribe were fantastic. The Jewish
Encyclopaediafrequently referred to by Arab representativesin
that regardin noway substantiated suchaclaim. Suchdiscussion,
of apseudo-scientific kind, was quite irrelevant.

The Arabs had attempted to draw a distinction between
Judaism and Zionism and had resorted to fal se statistics to show
that organized Zionists were only asmall minority of the Jewish
people. Zionismwasthe quintessence of Jewish nationd lifeand
Jewish striving for a better future. It was the core of Jewish
national will and energy, centred on Palestine. Large numbersof
Jewswere Zionistsat heart if notin name. Zionism had in recent
times been universally accepted as a decisive political factor in
Jewish life.

A parallel had been drawn between Zionismand Nazism. The
very chargerefuteditself. It wasnot the Jewswho had associated
with Hitler or who had been interned during the war as allies of
the Nazis.

With regard to the historical claims of the Jews, the Arab
spokesmen had argued that the guiding principle in the determi-
nation of the right of sovereignty could not be based on past
possessions and that, under such athesis, the Arabswould have
the right to return to Spain. But the Arabs were settled in their
own countries and had no tie with Spain whereas the Jews were
striving to regain their cherished land. The so-called analogy
served merely to stress the uniqueness of the Jewish attachment
to Palestine ...

[ ThePakistan representative had argued that as Jewish claims
could be based on benefits conferred, then the British claim to
Indiawould have been equally valid:]

But Indiawas not the native land of the British, nor had they
endured physical hardship by wrestingalivingfromthesoil. The
Jews had never based their claim on benefits conferred, but the
benefits were an incontrovertible fact. The development of
Palestine by the Jews had inundated the entire economic sphere
and in consequence had brought greater prosperity to their Arab
neighbours.

It had been alleged that as arule Jewish enterprise employed
only Jewish labour, but it was afact that the proportion of Arabs
employed by Jewswas ahundred times greater than that of Jews
employed by Arabs. A conspicuous trend in Palestine's eco-
nomic lifewastheincrease of Arab employment in proportionto
Jewish enterprise. Apart from positive evidence of that, it could
beproved by thelargeincreaseintheArab population andtherise
initsstandard of living, together withthefact that Arabsnolonger
emigrated from Palestine but came from neighbouring States to
be employed as labourers ...

[Asto theallegation that Jewsweredriving Arabsfrom their
land, Jews had so far got 7% of the land area of Palestine:]

and less than one-half of that was national Jewish property.
The remainder was held under private ownership [and much of
that had been given up by the Arabs as uncultivable.]

Along the coastal plain, over 150 Jewish settlements had
arisen, but not asingle Arab village had disappeared.

(To be continued in next issue)
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