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Editorial

Sovereignty and economic recovery

Fianna Fail-Green governance of the economic crisis has
operated to date on foreign policy instinct. The manner inwhich
the crisis unfolded and negative commentary on Irish policy by
British and European politicians and the British/Irish press has
made this necessarily so. As Irish economic meltdown and the
alleged hollowness of the “ Celtic Tiger” were being proclaimed
from London’s Fleet Street, and reiterated in our national press,
the country’s credit worthiness went into freefall. Whatever
about possible alternatives, the Irish Bank Guarantee Scheme,
denounced by EU President Sarkozy among others, rapidly
stabilised the financia system and was soon being emulated
elsewhere. This occurred against a background of the failure of
the Euro-Zone to operate as a coherent currency interest in the
global crisis. A cabal of European Big powers (including the
hostile Sterling currency zone) presumed Lisbon gave them a
basisfor functioning on behalf of *Europe’ andthey proceededto
do so. But, through the Bank Guarantee, and subsequently the
creation of the National Asset Management Agency (NAMA)
and the December 2009 budget — again what were the possible
alternatives?—thelrish Government created the type of basisfor
recovery that has restored national and international confidence
(the core factor in functioning capitalism) without resorting to
society-destroying deflationism pur. The state operated compe-
tently and apparently successfully in the face of UK-EU advice
to the contrary.

Thisfunctioning on instinct in a crisis has had a healthy de-
Anglicising effect on Government and gave it something of an
independent sense of purpose. The public has slowly been given
to understand that while GDP hasfalen 13%inthelast year, and
may well fall another few percentage points, and unemployment
has risen to over 12%, these must be set against GDP having
grown by 135% in the previous fifteen years, the workforce
having doubled to 2.3m and general standards of living having
risen to among the highest in the world, a position that is
obviousdly unrepresentative of actual Irish wealth creation but
enjoyablewhileit lasted. Managinga“landing” inthenew global
economic reality is the programme the Government is offering.
The balance at the end of the Celtic Tiger is that a giant leap
forward in economic and social terms has ended in arelatively
small step back. In per capita GDP terms Ireland is still —
incredibly - the second richest society in Europe. Panic measures
were avoided and, despite the stalling of the social partnership
process, the budget indicatesthat the project of creatinga* social
market economy” on the European model was not abandoned.
The failure to produce a social partnership agreement has not
been accompanied by the unravelling of the many layers of
“social dialogue’ it produced in its heyday. The willingness of
public sector workerstotakestaggering cutsintake-homepay (in
the order of an average of 15%) as a first stage in the process
shows adegree of social solidarity that one would have believed
had gone out of fashion. The social state was not deconstructed
but trimmed and consolidated.

Thisact of economic sovereignty seemsto haverubbed off on
other areas of Government too. Following thedesultory record of
Irish foreign policy during the arrogant period of Irish-UK

collaboration in the EU, hints of De Valeraism have re-emerged
inthe state’ sresponsesto the world, most notably in the position
adopted internationally and at EU Council of Ministerslevel in
relation to Palestine since Israel’ s onslaught on Gazaayear ago.
ForeignMinister Michedl Martin, despitethedisappointinggrasp
of history revealed in his book on Cork politics published last
year, can be given credit for this.

Irish Foreign Affairsis under no illusion about the intellec-
tual health of FiannaFail. Half adozen years ago, Bertie Ahern,
motivated perhaps by Peace Process goodwill, said we should
keep open the option of rejoining the Commonwealth. Martin
Mansergh, the party intellectual, had after all been assiduously
cultivating a framework of thought on Anglo-Irish matters for
over adecade conduciveto suchachangeindirection by thestate.
All of thiscoincidedwithamarkedretreat inIrish EU policy from
a European integration line. The strategic alliance with France
and Germany carefully nurtured by Haughey and Reynolds (and
to some extent by Fitzgerald before them) was thrown away in
favour of an ever closer alignment of the statewiththe UK in EU
matters. Over the last year of economic crisis the state has paid
dearly for itsrelative isolation in the EU resulting from thisill-
judged foreign policy alignment. Hopefully we will now see
some initiative in a new direction in the stormy post-Lisbon
months ahead.

The assertion of a sovereign line in economic policy in the
current crisishasstabilised the Cowen government, and rel ocated
the political crisis to the opposition. In a special New Year
Editorial (2”d January 2010), The Irish Times conceded with
blatant displeasure that the Fianna F-il-Green government was
making“considerablestridesinhandlingthecrisis’. It continued,
however, with a bizarre warning on‘the dangers of nationalism
(“protectionism on a national scale and domination by vested
interests on a local scale”). The opposition had little to offer,
having “spent much of the past decade fruitlessly waiting for a
devastating tribunal disclosure which would propel them into
office.” Leaving aside the fact that Tara Street had not alittleto
do with this state of affairs, the editorial went on to warn that the
opposition seemed to befacing into alooming election with little
or nothing to say. The point was driven home by political
correspondent Stephen Collins, who had once worked for the
Sunday Press. He urged opposition leaders to start telling the
public what they would do differently in government, or risk
remaining in opposition: “If the Opposition parties are not seen
to be facing up to the issues in an election that is about policies
rather than personalities Fianna Féil could actually stage abit of
acomeback”. Such a scenario apparently wasto be prevented at
all costs.

Former Fine Gael leader Garret Fitzgerald caused something
of asensation afew months ago when he called on Fine Gael to
forget its” Good Bank” proposal, redlisethat the statewasfacing
acrisis of economic survival and, in that context, facilitate it in
getting the McCarthy Report implemented, NAMA securely
onto the statute book and atough deflationary budget through the
Dail. He presumed that such measureswereonly possible against
thewill of the population asthey would entail ahigh costin social



expenditure. Electoral considerations could bereturned to there-
after (‘Government must not fall until crucial measures imple-
mented’, Irish Times, 29 August 2009). Within a week Alan
Dukes - another former Fine Gael leader, who twenty years ago
had championed what he had wrongly presumedto beHaughey’s
Thatcheriterecovery plan of 1987 —al sothrew cold water onFine
Gael’ splans, describing its* Good Bank” as*very cumbersome,
very doubtful of success and much less clear than the NAMA
proposal” (Irish Times, 6 September 2009).

Though the Government acted other than predicted,
Fitzgerald's article collapsed the opposition, a collapse from
which it has yet to recover.

Thelrish Timesiskeentofill thevoidoccupying thespacethat
should be the mind of the opposition. Stephen Collins in his
articlerecommended apolicy platform of property tax, electoral
reform and general anti-corruptionism, whilethe editorial urged
aforeign policy alignment that countered the threat of “protec-
tionism on anational scale”. This alternative was presented in a
column by John Bruton, another former Fine Gael leader and,
until recently, EU ambassador to the US. Theeditorial endorsed
Bruton’ s thoughts on foreign policy and recommended them to
the opposition as part of their approach to winning a general
election. Fine Gael/Labour would be well advised to ignore this
advice.

Bruton declared the end of the nation state and proposed a
world systeminwhichthewill of the“international community”
wasenforced politically and militarily. Americaand Chinamust
learn to subordinate themselves to this will. This would mean
somehow preventing interference from Congressin US foreign
policy. European nations — including Ireland - should abandon
separate foreign policy positions and combine as one of the
powers submerged in the leadership of the “international com-
munity” (‘Nationstatemodel nolonger worksintoday'scomplex
world’, The Irish Times, 2N January 2010).

The naivety of this view of the world is breath-taking. John
Bruton had an innings as Finance Minister in the 1980s and as
Taoiseach of the Rainbow Coalition of 1994-97. He had a
tendency in opposition to advocate socially divisive and
uninspired foreign policy positions, but in power abandoned
these and worked creatively with the optionsinherited, notably
in finance, the Peace Process and social partnership. He was a
competent and effective Taoiseach, but failed the only electoral
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test the Rainbow faced, in 1997. After he subsequently lost the
Fine Gael leadership he rose rapidly through the European
People’'s Party (Christian Democrats) and from there stepped
intotheroleof EU ambassador tothe US, apositionwhich ended
recently.

Since ceasing to run a state he has devel oped the ideathat the
“nation state” is redundant and has advocated an alternative. In
2004 hewaskeynote speaker at thefirst (and only) conference of
the ‘Reform Movement’ - a grouping that campaigns for the
Anglicisation of Irish mattersand advocatesan Irishreturnto the
British Commonweal th. Hetol d the M ovement that the system of
nation states “established by the Peace of Westphaliain 1648”
was redundant and declared his adherence to the alternative
“vision” of John Redmond, the Irish Parliamentary Party |eader
who broke with PP anti-imperialist tradition when he hitched
Irelandto Britain's* Great War’ in 1914. Bruton has continued to
propagate this position. In 2008 he declared the 1916 Rising a
“waste of time” and claimed that Redmond had been a“federal-
ist” who believed that Ireland “ could do best as an autonomous
part of a wider comity of equal nations, linked together by a
Senate, including Australia, Canada, New Zealand and South
Africa, as well as England, Scotland and Wales.” He gave the
following interpretation of Redmond’ s great achievement:

“Therecordwill show that theconstitutional nationalist leadership
inachieving HomeRulehad created an | rish Parliament with substan-
tial powersand capabl e of making the casefor aprogressiveaddition
to those powers. It retained continued representation of all of Ireland
at Westminster thus providing, in the event of Partition, avital form
of protection for Northern Nationalists which did not exist in the
Treaty of 1921.”

(John Bruton, ‘Why 1916 was awaste of time',
Sunday Independent, 12 April 2008).

Of course Redmond achieved no such thing. Following the
suspension of the Home Rule Bill and the installation of the
unelected Unionist War Coadlition in Britain in 1915 which
reversedthepreviousLiberal Government’ spromisestothelrish
Party, al-Ireland Home Rulewasdead in thewater. By 1918 and
asadirect outcomeof thefailureof thel PP Great War project, the
southern|rish popul ation had moved way beyond HomeRuleand
overwhelmingly voted for the establishment of a sovereign
Republic. As regards his “vision” of a “wider comity of equal
nations’ made up of the Anglo-Saxon/Celtic bits of the British
Empire (with the other bitsin subordinate child-nation roles), his
naivety regarding the prospect of Irish “equality” with the state
then commanding the most powerful empirein the world defies
belief.

What Britain’swar had shown more than anything else was
that ‘Small Nations' were going to haveto look after themselves
intheWorld Order created at Versailles. The ‘Rights of Nations
to Self Determination’ proclaimedin Allied wartimepropaganda
was firmly and solely to be applied to the peoples of the non-
Allied multi-national powers, even where those peoples had
never sought it. In the Irish case, it was forced by the Imperial
power to defend in armsits democratically declared sovereignty
against the counter-insurgency forcessent by that Imperial power
to suppressit. In hisrecent New Y ear Irish Timesarticle, Bruton
seesitas“ironic” that the " United States that pioneered the idea
of aLeague of Nations, of aUnited Nations, as a binding global
rulemaker” refusesto submit itself to international law. He goes
on to bemoan the fact that “big nations, like the US and China,
clung to the old and bankrupt notion than nations should be
absolutely sovereigninside their own territory and should not be
bound by global rules.” But the US, though it had created the



L eague of Nations, never joined it (the US democracy would not
countenance the idea that its sovereignty could be subject to an
international organisation). Britain and France ran the League
thereafter, and ensured that itsroleof “ global rulemaker” applied
to everyone but themselves. When Roosevelt created the United
Nationsin1945itwasasa"“ global rulemaker” dominated by five
veto-empowered Great Powers (“the policemen of the world”)
who would make “international law” to keep the rest of the
peoplesof the planetintheir place. Thisfollowed afurther World
War in which Allied commitmentsto “small nations’ had again
been trumpeted in the ‘Atlantic Charter’ of 1941 — though only
after Churchill had secured acommitment from Roosevelt that it
the British Empire would be exempt from its provisions.

The world in which the UN is the supposed “globd rule
maker” isavery unequal place. Small stateswithawill tosurvive
have rapidly made pragmatic arrangements—where allowed —to
enable them to do so, and have not relied on the UN. Various
agglomerations such as the UN, EU etc. have yet to seriously
supersede in any way the need for states to act pragmatically in
their interests. In the globalised world, whatever sentimental
tribute might be paid to suchinternational arrangementsor useful
agreements made through them, thereality remainsthat the only
thing that stands between the individual and global chaos or
domination by othersisthestate. It hasnot been supersededinany
substantial way, including by the EU, as the recent economic
crisis demonstrated al too clearly.

John Bruton’s views on the nation state in history are also
serioudly flawed. In his latest article he again returned to the
Peace of Westphaliaof 1648, at which, heclaims*the concept of
the modern nation state was devised” and, following it, “the
nation state was a perfectly workable means to organise world
affairs, and remained so for centuries’ (‘Nation state model no
longer works in today's complex world’, The Irish Times, 2nd
January 2010). Infact Westphaliasimply involved the arrange-
ment of statemattersin Europeat theend of theWarsof Religion,
re-organising relations between powerful states established by
military forcethrough the religiouswars. None of the new or old
states involved either was or regarded itself as a“nation state”.

Theideaof the “people” and popular sovereignty underlying
the“nation state” wasforged in the French Revolution acentury
and ahalf later and only gained atype of general currency in the
19th century. Theideathat popular sovereignty wasonly possible
through theformation of separate nation states” was considered
by many European peoplesin 1848 but disregarded by most, who
went on instead to seek to reform in their interests the larger
entitiesinwhich they lived. Most “ nation states’” —apart fromthe
imperial states- only aroselater when thelarger entitiesin which
various peoples co-existed were wilfully destroyed from outside
(notably the Habsburg and Ottoman Empires, destroyed by
Britain) or where the larger entity could not bear to contain
national groupings except on the basis of total assimilation (the
British Empirein relation to Ireland or the Russian and German
in relation to Poland).

It was the destruction of non-“progressive” agglomerations
which never sought to assimilate their nationalities into a con-
formist common culture and language, like the evolving Austro-
Hungarian and Ottoman “empires’, that left peoples - if they
wishedtosurviveinthejunglecreated at Versaillesin 1919 - with
little choice other than to organise themselves as nation states.
The scramble to do so characterised the disastrous history of
Europe and the Middle East between the Warsand, in destroying
—among other things- theframework for thetrans-empire Jewish
middle class, created the political anti-Semitism of the interwar
yearsthat made the Holocaust possible. The breakup of Austria-

Hungary and the Ottoman Empire wasthe result of the dogmatic
gtipulation of Britain and the US of a compulsory “Right to
National Self-Determination” in nation-state form at the end of
World War One, applicable only and compulsorily to the
territories of the defeated powers. The nationalism of small
nationsplayed noroleinthecausesof theFirst World War, except
perhaps the outside manipulation of it in the case of Serbia. To
claim the situation in the world today to be anything like that of
Europe in 1914 fliesin the face of historical fact.
Brutonregretsthearrangement of non-binding political agree-
ments rather than binding rules that characterise current world
governance on matters such as Climate Change. He believes:

“Asin1914, wenow liveinaninterdependent world, wherenoone
power is any longer completely dominant, and where there is no
properly functioning system for making binding decisions collec-
tively between nations. We are instead relying on a series of ad hoc
arrangements of the very kind world leaders tried before the First
World War Those arrangements did not suffice when the crisis
erupted between Austria and Serbia in July 1914... Anyone who
studies the history of Europe between the years 1900 and 1914 will
see how dangerously weak and ineffective such political
understandings can proveto be.”

World governance where even medium powers voluntarily
make their interests subservient to the will of the “international
community” is and aways has been a myth. His analogy with
1914 makeslittle sense, asin fact therewasafunctional ‘balance
of power’ which was deliberately disrupted by Britain in pursuit
of the elimination of an emerging industrial rival that threatened
its pre-eminent position in world power. The only alternative to
balanced arrangements between powers, states, regions etc. is
domination by afew of them. Bruton seemsunableto seeBritain
operating either in 1914 or now in its own interest on the world
stage and be prone to locate the problems of world governance
among foreigners. Hisblindnessin relation to the realities of the
UN and power inthemodernworldisof akindwith hisblindness
inrelation to the project Redmond proposedto Ireland in 1914 of
afuture asajunior partner in aworld dominating empire.

The chaos of the Eurozone in the face of global economic
crisisled Ireland to act asif it had the measure of the new EU: it
did what was required to get them off its back (passed Lisbon)
then proceeded to act unilaterally to ensure its own survival,
falling back in the process on its De Valerist instincts. If the
approach to theworld being proposed instead by John Brutonand
The Irish Times is indeed adopted by the opposition leaders it
wouldbesurprisingif it formedthebasisof anelectionvictory for
them. Irish Foreign Affairs would advise them to disregard it.
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The Launching of the Second World War (2)

by Brendan Clifford

[Thisarticleisthe second in aseriesfollowing crucial points
in World War Two in this 70th anniversary year; the next issue
will deal with Churchill's position on Finland and with the
Norwegian affair.]

Britain declared war on Germany on 4th September 1939. It
bombarded Germany with millions of propaganda leaflets and
exchanged a few rifle shots with the Germans across the front
linesin France. Then, at the end of 1939, it began preparations
to engage in serious warfare with the Soviet Union in Finland.

The issue on which it declared war on Germany was that
Germany had acted without its permission to incorporate the
German city of Danzig into the German state.

Germany had done many thingswithout Britain's permission
after coming under Nazi government in 1933. German military
power wasvery weak in 1933. It grew stronger through a series
of breaches of the conditions of the Versailles Treaty of 1919.
Britain might have acted against it on any of those breachesfrom
a position of great military superiority. A mere declaration of
intention to act would have been sufficient to stop Germany inits
tracks at the time of the early breaches.

Since it did not oppose the Nazi breaches of the Versailles
conditions, it supported them. Neutrality was not a possible
position for the British Empire with relation to the Versailles
Treaty. Maintenance of the Versalles arrangement was pre-
dominantly the responsibility of the British Empire.

The United States did not sign the Treaty because it was in
breach of theexpressconditionsonwhichit had entered the Great
War and gained victory for the Entente Powers.

The conditions on which Italy declared war on Austria and
Germany, and joined the Entente, were dishonoured by its Allies
in 1919 so that the superficial, opportunistic, spurious 'nation-
state' of Yugodavia might be formed, and Italy saw itself as a
victim of the power-War settlement masterminded by the British
Empire. It was, however, willing to act against Germany in the
matter of preventing a German-Austrian merger, but it gave way
when it saw that Britain was not willing to act.

France, which had gone to war in 1914 for the irrendentist
recovery of Alsace and Lorraine, which it had lost through its
1870 aggression, wanted security against acounter-irredentisim
of Germany to regain Alsace-Lorraine. Britain denied it that
security.

France wanted Germany disabled after defeat. 1t would have
been entirely in accordance with the British war-propaganda of
1914-18—which got 50,000 Irishmen killed—to have disabled
Germany by dismantling the German Stateformed in 1870. The
messageof thewar propagandawasthat the German Statewasthe
major source of disorder in the world. There was something
about Germanswhich madethemincapableof runningacivilised
state. Some influential British war propagandists were of the
opinion that thiswas because of the bad exampleof Frederick the
Great, while others thought it was because Frederick's example
had not been followed. Some thought it was because of Bis-
marck'sinfluence, whileothersthought it was Bismarck had been
sacked. Still others (the Redmondite, Tom Kettle, to the fore
amongst them) said it wasbecauseadiabolical philosophy of evil
invented by Nietzsche had infected German political culture,
whileanother group thought it wasbecause Nietzsche'swarnings
about the German State formed in 1870 were not heeded in

Germany. Therewasal so anopinionthat thesourceof thetrouble
lay muchfarther back, inthetimeof the Roman Empire, whenthe
German barbarians destroyed the Roman Legions of Varusin 9
AD at the Battle of Teutoburg Forest and asaconsequencefailed
to become civilised. But all were of the opinion that, for one or
other of these reasons, the German State formed by Prussian
action wasthe major source of disorder intheworld, and that the
unification of Germany brought about by Prussiain the course of
itswar of defence against Francein 1870 could not beallowed to
stand.

But it was allowed to stand. Britainin 1919 promptly forgot
all it had been saying about Germany for four years and insisted
that a German State combining Prussia, the Rhineland and
Bavariamust be part of the post-War order of Europe, but under
conditions which were provocations to revengeful nationalism.
The new German Government was compelled to confess to
German guilt for the War, knowing it was afalse confession. A
little bit of Germany was given to Belgium and settled down.
Another bit, separating the East and West Prussian regions of the
German State, wasgivento Poland. The German city of Danzig,
adjacent to East Prussia, was made a'Free City' under L eague of
Nations authority while being notionally, though not actually,
part of the new Polish State.

Breaches of the Treaty of Versailles

Themajor breachesof the arrangement madefor Germany by
the Treaty of Versailles, which was International Law under the
League of Nations system (the League itself being a creation of
the Versailles Treaty) were:

The introduction of military conscription by Hitler in 1935;

TheAnglo-German Naval Agreement of 1935, allowing Nazi
Germany to build a Navy—and a much bigger one than it had
means of building then or for many yearsafterwards. Thismajor
breach of the Versailles conditions was authorised by Britain
without reference to France or to the League;

The militarisation of the Rhineland, i.e. the putting of the
German Army into a 50 kilometre zone east of the Rhine, which
wasprohibited by Versailles. Thiswasdoneinearly March 1936
and was not even debated by the British Parliament for three
weeks;

The Anschluss, i.e. the merger of Germany and Austria, in
March 1938. Democratic Governmentsin Germany and Austria
had wished to merge the two states in the early 1920s and had
sought permission from the Versalles authorities to do so.
Permission was denied, and the Germans and Austrians obedi-
ently refrained from uniting. 1t was only at this point, after the
Anschluss, that Fascist Italy began to bean ally of Nazi Germany
in any real sense. Mussolini did not see it as being in Italy's
interest that Austria, its neighbour, should become part of the
German State and he supported the patriotic Austrian Fascists
againgt the Austrian Nazis, who were for unification with Ger-
many. But he was not prepared to act alone, without the co-
operation of theother Versaillesauthorities. WhenHitler crossed
the Austrian border without the permission of Britain, France, or
Geneva, and Britain did nothing, he took it that a new order of
things had come into being in Central Europe and accepted it as
the status quo.

Inthe Autumn of 1938 British collaboration in enhancing the
power of Nazi Germany went far beyond the breaching of
Versailles conditions. The Sudetenland region of Czechoslova-



kiahad never been part of the German State. 1t had not beentaken
from Germany by the Versailles Powersin 1919. Theonly basis
of a historic German claim to it was through the merger with
Austria, which was itself a breach of the Versailles conditions.
Theintegrity of Czechoslovakiawas guaranteed, not only by the
Versailles Treaty, but by a subsequent Treaty between Czecho-
dovakiaand France. Therewas also a Treaty between Czecho-
dovakiaand Russiawhichwould beactivatedif the Czech Treaty
with France was activated.

Furthermore, Czechoslovakiahad astrongarmsindustry, and
arange of hills between the Sudeten region and Germany gaveit
adefensible frontier. But, when Hitler indicated that he would
like to add the Sudeten region to the German State, Britain used
its influence to give it to him. It discouraged the French from
standing by their Treaty with the Czechs, and browbeat the Czech
Government into handing over the Sudeten region to Germany.

Czechodovakiawasacountry of national minorities, thrown
together by Britain and France when they decided to destroy the
multi-national Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1918. After the
Sudeten region was torn from it by Britain in 1938, the rest of it
fell apart. Poland seized the Teschen region. The region
populated by Hungarians went to Hungary. And the Slovak
region declared itself independent. Theunviable Czech remnant
was then made a German Protectorate, without resistance, in
March 1939.

It was later said that the German occupation of the Czech
remnant showed Britain that Hitler could not be trusted and
determined it to make war on him. That is the language of
simpletons, or of bad apologetics, inappropriate to power poli-
tics—and Britain was the most powerful state in the world.

Britain made no attempt to policeits Munich Agreement with
Hitler, and to hold Czechoslovakia together minus the Sudeten
region. It did not assemblethe Versailles Treaty authorities (the
Leagueof Nations) to legitimiseits agreement with Hitler onthe
Sudetenland. On any realistic reckoning that amounted to a
repeal of the Versailles Treaty by Britain.

The fundamental weakness of the League from the start was
that in the British view it was secondary to the British Empire.
Andin 1938 Britain openly marginalised the L eague and took its
placeasthelegitimising authority inworld affairs. That had been
its tacit position since the Anglo-German Naval Agreement of
1935. It became explicit with the Anschluss and the Munich
Agreement of 1938.

If the narrow Agreement with Hitler wasnot to beasignal for
the disintegration of the rest of Czechosovakia, decisive action
by Britain was required. But Britain just let the disintegration
happen. The Poles, Hungarians and Slovakstook apart the state
whichthepersuasive Czechleadershad got theV ersaillesPowers
of 1919 to establish for them, but over which they then failed to
establish effective hegemony.

Germany then occupied the Czech remnant of the state,
encountered no resistance, and declared it a Protectorate. No
Czech resistance worth speaking of developed, even when Brit-
ain later declared war on Germany, and Churchill embarked on
the policy of "Setting Europe Ablaze". To create the semblance
of a Czech Resistance, a terrorist group was parachuted in to
assassi nate the German Governor. But the Protectorate carried
on peacefully producing arms for Germany—and then in 1945
made amends by the slaughter or ethnic cleansing of the defeated
Germans. If Britain in its many Occupations had met with a
response similar to the Czech response to the German Protector-
ate, it would have declared that a peaceful Union had taken place
by general consent.

Britain did not declare war when the Czech remnant became
aGerman Protectorate, but the story isthat that iswhy it decided
to make war on another pretext. The other pretext was Danzig.

But Danzig was an authentic and practically unsustainable
anomaly left behind by the Versailles Treaty. It was a German
city alongside the East Prussian section of the German state. It
wasnotionally part of Poland, though an anachronistic 'Free City'
under League of Nations supervision, and actually governed by
arepresentative, and therefore German City Government. Itwas
a pre-national arrangement within a European system whose
medium was both officially and substantially nationalistic.

When making the Danzig arrangement Britain reverted mo-
mentarily to mediaevalism. It was hoped that Poland would do
likewiseand useDanzig asitsport. Poland refusedtoregressinto
a Hanseatic time-warp in this particular while remaining in-
tensely nationalistic in general. When it failed to Polonise
Danzig, it built aport under itsown authority, Gdynia, and began
to boycott Danzig. This was the anomaly that Britain decided
early in 1939 to use as a pretext for making war on Germany.
The Guaranteeto Poland

In 1934 Germany made a Treaty with Poland to settle the
border issue. None of the demacratic German Governments had
accepted theborder arrangement with Poland aslegitimate. They
had not accepted the Corridor—the stretch of Poland that sepa-
rated East Prussia from the rest of the German state—as legiti-
mate. Hitler gave up the German claim on the Corridor in the
1934 Treaty, but |eft aside the Danzig anomaly for future settle-
ment.

Early in 1939 he suggested that the time had come for afinal
settlement, and proposed the transfer of Danzig to German
sovereignty by transferring it to East Prussia, and the connecting
of East Prussiawith the rest of Germany by means of an extra-
territorial road acrossthe Corridor. That waswhen Britain chose
to offer Poland what seemed to be awatertight military alliance
with a Polish finger on the trigger—and France followed suit.

The Guarantee could only have been intended to encourage
Polandtorefuseto negotiate asettlement. When Poland accepted
the Guarantee, Germany treated that act as a Polish engagement
inamilitary alliance hostile to Germany (which the Polestook it
to be, and which it would have bein substance aswell asinform
if Britain had been in earnest about it) and declared it revoked the
German-Polish Treaty of 1934.

Theoutcomewasthe German/Polish War of September 1939,
in which Britain did not intervene, but used as an occasion for
declaring general war on Germany.

The only serious action in the British war on Germany in
September 1940 was naval action. The Royal Navy again, asin
August 1914, stopped the seaborne trade of Germany, but the
effect was not as serious as in 1914 because this time Germany
had aNon-Aggression Treaty with Russia. The Royal Navy did
not, despite its great superiority over the German Navy, attempt
to occupy the Baltic, which might have had aconsiderabl e effect
on the German/Polish War. The stopping of German trade other
than with Scandinavia had no effect on the Polish War.

Themajor action of Britain onthe Western Front of Germany
was the bombarding of Germany with millions of |eaflets by the
RAF. Thetext of theleaflet wasgivenin The People'sHistory Of
The2ndWorldWar: September 1940-December 1940 by Harold
Wheeler, published by Odhams Press. The book has no publica-
tion date, but the content indicates early 1941. That was while
Britain still "stood alone” inthewar which it had launched al one,
having lost the ally which it had intended to do the main part of
thefighting, France. After the seriousfighting began six months



later, it was felt that this miserable effort was best forgotten:

"During the night [of 4th September 1939] Royal Air Force
machines made reconnaissance flights over Northern and Western
Germany and dropped 6,000,000 leaflets headed, “Warning: A
Message from Great Britain”.

"Britain's Propaganda L eaflet

"The information scattered from the clouds ran as follows:

“German men and women. The Government of the Reich have,
with cold deliberation, forced war upon Great Britain. They have
done so knowing that it must involve mankind in a calamity worse
than that of 1914. The assurance of peaceful intentions the Fuehrer
gaveto you andtotheworldin April have proved asworthlessashis
words at the Sportpalast last September, when he said. 'We have no
territorial claimsto makein Europe.’ Never hasgovernment ordered
subjectsto their death with lessexcuse. Thiswar is utterly unneces-
sary. Germany was in no way threatened or deprived of justice.

Woas she not alowed to re-enter the Rhineland, to achieve the
Anschluss (reunion with Austria), and take back the Sudeten Ger-
mansin peace? Neither we nor any other nation would have sought
to limit her advance so long as he did not violate independent non-
German people. Every German ambition—just to others—might
havebeen satisfied throughfriendly negotiation. President Roosevelt
offered you both peace with honour and the prospect of prosperity.
Instead, your rulers have condemned you to the massacre, miseries
and privations of awar they cannot even hopetowin. Itisnot us, but
youthey havedeceived. For yearstheir iron censorship haskept from
youtruthsthat even uncivilized peoplesknow. It hasimprisoned your
mindsin, asit were, aconcentration camp. Otherwisethey would not
have dared to misrepresent the combination of peaceful peoples to
secure peace as hostileencirclement. Wehad no enmity against you,
the German people.

Thiscensorship hasalso concealed from you that you have not the
meansto sustain protracted warfare. Despite crushing taxation, you
areonthevergeof bankruptcy. Our resourcesand thoseof our Allies,
in men, arms and supplies areimmense. We aretoo strong to break
by blowsand we could wear you downinexorably. Y ou, the German
people, can, if you will, insist on peace at any time. We aso desire
peace, and are prepared to concludeit with any peace-loving Govern-
ment in Germany.”

"...Thewordy sermon consumed thirteentonsof paper, but did not
bring about arevolution..." (pl101-2).

Inmid-September, whenthe Polish Armiesweredefeated and
the Polish Government had left Warsaw, the Soviet Union
occupied and annexed Eastern Poland. If the British purposein
going to war had been to secure the independence and integrity
of Poland, that purpose could then only have been achieved by
making war on Russiaaswell as Germany. It did not declarewar
on Russia. But a few months later it engaged in some very
ambiguous activity which might have led to war against Russia.
That was in the context of the Russian-Finnish War.

Russia gained Germany as a neighbour as a result of the
German-Polish War. |t then set about securing its position by
Treaties with the Baltic States, where there was considerable
sympathy with Germany, and with Finland where public opinion
was also well-disposed towards Germany. When the Finns
refused the concessions demanded, Russiainvaded. The inva
sion was held by an effective Finnish defence for a couple of
months and Britain and France began to make preparations to
engage in the Finnish War while doing nothing on the German
frontier in the West in their declared war.

Finland

A book called Finland's War Of Independence, by J.O.
Hannula, waspublishedinLondoninlate 1939, with aPrefaceby
General Sir Walter St. G. Kirke. | was puzzled by thetitle as|
understood that Finnish independence had been conceded with-
outwar by Russiain 1917. What thebook wasactually about was
the Finish Civil War of 1918. When the Bolsheviks recognised

Finnish independence in 1917, it was not in negotiation with a
body which could be taken to be the effective Government (as
Sinn Fein could be taken to be by Britain in 1919, but was not).
Finnish government remained to be determined, and there was
Civil War between Whites and Reds. The Whites won.

It wasin accordancewith the spirit of thetimein London that
the Civil War, in which Russia did not intervene, should be
represented as a War of Independence against Russia.

Another book published in London in 1940 about the 1918
Finnish Civil War had the title Finland Breaks The Russian
Chains.

Early in 1940 The Epic Of The Finnish Nation, by StephenDe
Ullman, was published. It ranged over the centuries, with sub-
titles such as "Peter The Great And Stalin”:

"Finland isfighting for all we believein and stand for; sheisone
of asmall number of fine, sound, noble and civilized nations which
have benefitted mankind by their material and intellectual efforts, so
that their downfall, besidesbeing atragedy initself, would beamost
serious blow to civilisation... What would have happened if, at the
decisivemoment, Finland had backed downandgivenin, or if shehad
succumbed at once in her heroic struggle? Nothing would have
stoppedthe Soviet, that mixtureof RomanovimperialismandMarxistic
world-revolution, from going ahead with its victorious campaign
while the rest of the world was engrossed in the Western War..."
(Pp120,123).

About ayear and ahalf later Finland took part in the attack on
Russiaasan ally of Germany. And, in January 1940, the rest of
theworld was not " engrossed in the Western War". 1t wasintent
of keeping out of that war. And Britain and France, which had
declared that war, also seemed to be intent on keeping out of it.
Having declared war—and having thus abrogated such interna-
tional law as existed—they let the declaration lie. There wasno
fighting—or hardly any—and yet there was war.

By declaring war, Britain effectively legitimised whatever it
chosetodotowardstheenemy, or towardsthird partiesasameans
of getting at the enemy. And of course it also legitimised
whatever the enemy chose to do towards it.

When Russia invaded Finland, the possibility of a British-
German alliancewasmentioned in Parliament. The Government
declared that no such alliance was contemplated. But the actions
of the British and French Governmentssuggest an awarenessthat
thereweremany waysthe cookie might crumble. Theold cookie
of 4th September 1939 wasstill intact whenthe Russian actionin
Finland on December 1st set up a new cookie, and there were
indeed many ways the new one might crumble.

Neutral Ireland

Ireland declared itself neutral in the war and the Government
accordingly established a newspaper censorship to curb war
propaganda. Itissaid by peoplewho hold authoritativeacademic
positions, as well as by people who ought to know better out of
their own experience, that the censorship went asfar as prevent-
ing The War from being called The War.

"This was the society we who were born in the thirties inherited.
We were told that we were the sons and daughters of revolutionary
heroes and that our role now wasto be one of gratitude... What they
expected from us now wasanew kind of heroism, heroic obedience.
Inthe40s, while Europe wastearing itself to pieces, Ireland, neutral,
drifted even further fromthereality of the outsideworld. Weweren't
evendlowedtocallitawar. OfficialyitwasTheEmergency" (Peter
Lennon in his 1968 film Rocky Road To Dublin, which was restored
by the Irish Film Board and issued asaDVD in 2004.)

In BBC's Mastermind a couple of years ago the right answer
tothe question: What wasthe official name of the Second World
War in Ireland?, was The Emergency.

Professor Ferriter of UCD has given his imprimatur to the



nonsense, establishingit asasort of official truth sixty yearsafter
the event.

And yet there is not a shadow of doubt that in Ireland during
the 2nd World War the name it was called both in public and in
private was the Second World War. A few years after 1945
Britain called itswar in Malaya The Emergency, so that it would
not be subject to the new laws of war proclaimed at Nuremberg.
Inlreland theterm wasapplied exclusively to astate of readiness
incaseeither party tothe World War decidedto forcelrelandinto
it.

The War was called The War. | am just old enough to
remember the start of it. 1t was marked for me by the disappear-
ance of two items: Johnny Cakes, made from maize meal, for
which | had acquired ataste, and mechanical toysfrom Japan, of
which | remember particularly a marvellous aeroplane. My
mother explained to me that these things could not be had for a
while because it seemed that England had to have aWorld War
every twenty years.

The Emergency was the condition in which Ireland was
placed by being cut off from theworld by England's War and by
the strong possibility that England would try to take over Ireland
for its War. It is now fashionable to suggest that Ireland was
virtually a participant in the War on the English side, and that
what was apprehended wasa German invasion. That isnot what
| remember, and | know of no evidencethat it wasthecase. Inthe
enforcement of itsneutrality Ireland had, of course, to bend more
towards England, because part of Ireland wasin the British state,
and that part was armed to the teeth with the most modern
weapons. A small detachment of the British Army might cross
the Irish Border with no more difficulty than it would encounter
in a mere practice manoeuvre and throw the state into turmoil.
Irish frontier defence against Britain was a non-starter. All that
was possible was harassment following Occupation. And the
probability of guerillaresistance on ascalewhichwasamultiple
of the resistance of 1919-21 was the only deterrent.

The revisionist critique of Irish neutrality suggests that it
could not be authentic because the Irish state had neglected to
acquire the means of frontier defence. That critique does not
probethereasonsfor whichthelrish statewasvirtually unarmed.
What we call itsArmy wascalled aDefence Force—and that was
inthedaysbeforeBritain wentinfor euphemismand changed the
name of its War Office.

Britain now has" Defence Forces’ which makewar thousands
of miles beyond the British frontier. The Irish Defence Force
could not have sustained an hour-long battle on its frontier if a
battalion of the Army across the frontier was ordered to invade.

It wasnot even aDefenceForce. Or, to put it another way, the
last thing it was allowed to be was a Defence Force, because the
Army acrossthefrontier wasthe Army of the State which had set
it up. And Britain, when setting up the Free State in the 1922
'Civil War' in Ireland, was not so imprudent as to allow the Free
State to have a military force geared towards defending its land
frontier against the only enemy that might have come acrossthat
frontier, which was itself.

ThisIrish Defence Force might conceivably have been trans-
ported to other partsof theworld to help asaminor adjunct of the
British Army in one of those aggressive movesthat Britain calls
‘defence’, but it was not intended that it should be able to defend
the frontier of its state against the creator of that state.

It was set up in 1922 as akind of internal paramilitary force,
whose task was to break the Republican Army that had fought
Britain to the negotiating table in 1919-21. In the 1930s De
Valera tried to develop it into an Army, but his efforts were
thwarted at every turn by the influence of Britain, which was

determined that the Irish state should remain defencel ess against
it. Thenin 1939-40 it demanded that this state, which it had kept
in an unarmed condition, should make war asitsally. But what
kind of alliance could therebebetweenamilitaristic Great Power
and asmall neighbouring state, which it had kept in an unarmed
condition, but one of subordination?

It is said that Britain behaved handsomely towards Ireland
during the War, protecting it from Germany and ensuring that it
got someteadespitethe blockade. But the only danger to Ireland
from Germany arosefrom Britain'sdecisiontowagealong, slow
World War against Germany, in which control of the seas by the
Royal Navy played the major part, instead of making good its
Guarantee to Poland in September 1939 by a sharp attack on
Germany by air, land and sea.

The "German expansionism® after 1939 occurred in the
context of Britain's World War approach, and consisted of
defensive actions against British interventions here and there.
These effective defensive actions were extrapol ated by the Brit-
ish propaganda into a plan of world domination—the kind of
thing that no James Bond film can do without. But the dominant
world power was Britain, and the ham-fisted duplicity of Britain
in the conduct of its world power led Germany from being a
middling European statein 1937 closeto controlling Europefrom
the Pyrenees to the Urals and the Mediterranean to the Baltic in
1941.

My understanding of the War is no doubt influenced by the
fact that | read about it in its last years in the newspapers of
Emergency Ireland with the propagandafiltered out, and heard it
discussed by peoplewho, despitethe Censorship, knew very well
what the British propagandawas and gaveit some consideration.
The Censorship did not 'isolate’ Ireland. What it meant was that
the newspapers had to concentrate on hard military information
about the World War, which, despite Professor Ferriter et al, was
never called The Emergency.

| supposethat early influence encouraged objective habits of
mind which saw The War in itsdistinct military parts—and war
after all isamilitary event—and discounted propagandaideol ogy
inthe explanation of crucial eventswhen the course of amilitary
eventitself left noneedfor it, e.g., the Fifth ColumnintheFall of
France.

Many distinct military events, which were distinct in the
experience of the peoples engaged in them are rolled together in
the propaganda concept of the World War of 1939-45: the
German-Polish War; the Norwegian War; the Italian/Greek
War; the Anglo-French war against Germany; the war of
England against France; the German-Serb war; the German-
Greek war; the German-Finnish war against Russia; and the
American/Japanese War. It was not until the last two that there
was something like aworld at war.

TheRuss an/Finnish War of 1939-40wasnot part of TheWar.
| supposethat iswhy it could be commented onfreely by thelrish
papers.

The Irish Times—a British newspaper in Ireland—has re-
cently been accordedthestatusof "thelrish newspaper of record”
by the Government, soit must begiven prideof place. Hereisits
editorial for 1st December 1939:

"War In The Arctic

"Y esterday occurred another of thoseheartl essassaultsby astrong
nation upon aweak neighbour which are honoured nowadays by the
name of wars... Thereisno reason to suppose that Russiawill have
awalk-over. The Finns can place 600,000 men—from the hardiest
stock in Europe—in the field against them, and their country is so
compact of mountains, lakes and morassthat the invader's difficulty
will be enormous. Nevertheless, if the contest is confined to Russia



and Finland, there can be no doubt of theresult... Itisnot yet certain
what theRussiansproposetodo. Perhapsthey will becontenttoseize
the districtswhich they demanded from the Finns; perhapsthey will
follow Herr Hitler's example in regard to the Sudetenland, and will
take the whole country. Whatever their purpose may be, they have
committed an act which disgraces them in the eyes of the whole
world.

"Both the French and German Governments have expressed their
horror. The Americans, who haveasentimental regard for Finland as
theonly European nationthat hascontinued to pay itswar debtinfull,
make no secret of their anger and disgust. General Franco has been
quick to condemn. The Italians, whose faith in the solidity of the
Rome/Berlin“axis’ wasseverely shaken by theGermanalliancewith
Russia, are ablaze with anger... Herr Hitler cannot condemn the
Soviets conduct... but must be profoundly uneasy. It wasbad enough
that he should wage a campaign against Poland in order that Russia
might obtain the lion's share of the spoilswithout theloss of asingle
man; and now heiscompelled to watch the Russians adding another
huge slice of territory to their empire while he himself is locked in
mortal struggle with two powerful enemies.

"Great Britain and France, having expressed their abhorrence of
Russia's conduct, remain ominously quiet. Their quarrel for the
time being is with Germany..."

It might bethat in sophisticated I reland revisionism hasmade
"factism'—Senator Harris's name for factual accuracy—passé,
but | havenever been abletoriseto the higher truth. | amtethered
to fact. And it was not a fact that Hitler took the whole of
Czechoslovakia. Poland took the Polish part; Hungary took the
Hungarian part; and the Slovaks set themselves up in a state of
their own called Slovakia.

Thelrish Times of December 1st also published the editorial
of the London Times of December 1. And its London Letter
began: "Mr. Salin is copying carefully the example of Herr
Hitler in his dealings with the Finns."

The Irish Times editorial of December 2nd said:

"History affords no precedent to this unspeakable crime... Cold-
blooded cynicism could go no further; even Germany's attack on
Poland has been outdone.

"One cannot but wonder how Russid's savage attack on Finland is
being regarded in Germany. When Herr von Ribbentrop made his
famous pilgrimage to Moscow last August neither he nor his august
master in Berchtesgaden can have foreseen the consequences of his
fateful mission, and we should not be surprised if the Nazi leaders
have been spending deepless nights of late. Russids invasion of
Finland isadirect threat to Germany'sinfluencein the Baltic. It has
aready acquired naval basesin Latvia, Estoniaand Lithuania, and if
she succeeds in her nefarious plans, Finland will become a mere
Soviet colony. Not only will Germany'sinfluencebecancelledinthe
Baltic; Sweden and Norway will beinimminent danger. Thewhole
civilised world isaghast at thislatest example of Realpolitik; but the
civilised world at the moment is helpless, more is the pity. Great
Britain and France are engaged in a life-and-death struggle with
Germany, whose Government opened the doors of Western Europe
to the Bolshevist horror... The ideals for which free men have been
willingto diethroughout the agesare being launched to scorn, and the
tyrant seemsto be triumphant everywhere. No man can tell how the
present war will end. Great Britain and France are alone against the
forcesof Germantotalitarianism... Russiasintervention haschanged
he whole aspect of the war. Who will deliver mankind from the
oppressor?"

But therewasonebright spot. The Nazi accommodationwith
Russia, which opened the doorsof Western EuropetotheBolshe-
vist horror, undermined the Nazi-Fascist aliance. This was
explained in the editorial of December 9th:

"Italy's Outlook

"...The axis wobbled and broke when Herr Hitler overnight an-
nounced theconclusion of histreaty with Soviet Russia. Fascist Italy,
at least, hasbeen consistent in her hatred of Communism, and weare

ready to believe that her conscience genuinely was revolted by

Germany's barefaced disregard of all her previous professions. Itis

most unlikely that Italy would have comeinto the war in any event;

but whatever small chance existed of her participation was shattered
once and for all inthose last days of August [i.e., when the German/

Soviet Non-Aggression Pact was signed]. We do Signor Mussolini

the further credit to believe that he was shocked by the invasion of

Poland. Itistruethat Italy had carried fire and sword to Ethiopiaand

Albania, but she had given noticeto theformer, at least, and she had
not disclaimed any intention of harming them up to the very last
moment [i.e., asRussiahad donetowards Finland]. DoubtlessSignor

Mussolini was relieved. Germany's action provided him with an

admirable opportunity to evadethe consequences of the axis partner-

ship. It isquestionable whether, in any case, he could have fulfilled
hisobligations, if any, to Germany. The Abyssinian campaign was
not an easy or aninexpensiveone... Morelivesweresguandered upon
thereinforcement of General Franco'srevolt in Spain, and Italy was
in no position to face the cost of the European war... Thusit isthat
since the war began Italy has been playing the part of an interested
onlooker rather than that of apotential belligerent. Mr. deVaerahas
been no moreassiduousto stressthe neutrality of the 26 countiesthan
the Fascist Presshasbeento stresstheneutrality of theltalian Empire.

"Since then the whole trend of Italian policy has been towards
friendship with the democratic Powers—not, perhaps, because she
loves them more, but because she loves their enemies less. The
Fascist Grand Council showsitself to suffer fromnodelusions. It has
re-asserted the nation's neutrality... The Grand Council makes no
secret of itsreal concern—whichistheBalkans. Italy foresees—and
who shall challenge her belief?—that Russia has abandoned her
former “pre-purge” policy. The Bolsheviksno longer are content to
safeguard themselves against any danger of attack from the other
Powers: they want territory and empire..."

Editorial, December 18th:

"Nothing in modern times has shocked the world's conscience so
widely asthe Russianinvasion of Finland. When Germany attacked
her neighbours, she could argue, at any rate, that she needed territory
for the expansion of her own people—however tenuous that excuse
may have been. Russia had no shadow of justification for her
conduct..."

The "world's conscience" today isthe USA and the UK. In
1939 it wasthe British Empire (and France). Thegreat multitude
of other statesmight feel other consciencesbudding within them,
but they are stifled in the bud by the conscience of the big
battalions. Perish the thought that | should be suggesting that
Rightisan attachment of Might! But onecannot help noticingthe
coincidence that they are invariably found together. Every big
battalion which knows that it is powerful also knows that it is
Right. And, when one of them is comprehensively defeated by
another, itssense of having been Right somehow fallsaway from
it.

Inthemilitary, narrowly conceived, themoral senseisdevel-
oped along with the sense by which the drill directsthe feet. In
militarism more widely conceived it is devel oped, maintained,
and amended as required, by the daily newspaper editorials,
which in foreign policy matters are akind of drill.

The Irish Times formed part of the "world's conscience” in
1939. It had suffered the traumaof being cut off by Britain from
the close family of the Empirein 1921, but, like Job, it remained
faithful: "Though he destroy me yet will | believein him"*. And
therefore it was profoundly disconcerted by the turn of world
eventsfrom August to December 1939. It had thefeeling that the
wrong war was being fought, but could not see away of getting
into the right war.

"Who will deliver mankind from the oppressor?| What a
guestion to be asked, in adespairing tone, by amoral institution
of the British Empire! A British newspaper! Theanswer should
have been so obvious that it prevented the question from being
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formulated. TheKnight In Shining Armour will deliver mankind
yet again. And of course the Irish Times believed—nbut it was
withakind of forlornbelief. It knew fromitsown experiencethat
Britainwashot what it used to be. Withinthreeyearsof crushing
Germany and adding largetractsof theworldto an Empirewhich
was aready the greatest the world had ever seen, it managed to
lose Ireland—or to lose the civilised part of it where Anglo-
Ireland lived. And now, only 21 years after the glorious Armi-
stice, it seemed asif theworld of whichit wasthe consciencewas
dlipping away fromit.

Since August the Bolshevik horror had moved into Poland,
Lithuania, Latviaand Estonia, without firing ashot, whileBritain
wasfighting Germany—or wasnot fightingit, though at war with
it. And now Bolshevism was attacking Finland, and Britain had
toremainominously quiet becauseit was(not) fighting Germany.

Since Britain was not actually fighting the state it was at war
with, therewasapossibility that it might fight the stateit was not
at war with. And someattempt wasmadetowardsdoingthat. But
the possibility of it lay in too great an abstraction from current
actuality to be functional.

The British predicament followed from its conduct between
Marchand August. Initsownmindit had kept all itsoptionsopen
as between Germany and Russia, while at the same time setting
up aGerman/Polish conflict by meansof the Polish Guaranteein
March 1939, which ended the active collaboration with Ger-
many.

Thishassome similarity with 1914, when Britain had kept all
its options open while making diplomatic arrangements condu-
cive to a Franco-Russian war against Germany and Austria. It
had done this while making hard military arrangements with
France after 1908 to take part in itswar with Germany. But there
washothing on paper that France could holdittoif it did not make
good on the tacit alliance. And the Prime Minister and Foreign
Secretary had repeatedly told Parliament that Britain was free of
Continental engagements.

Its 1939 position was the reverse of this. It made a public
aliancewith Poland under which the Poleshad—or thought they
had—their finger on the British trigger. But it made no military
arrangements with Poland, asits Treaty ally, of the kind it had
madewith Francewithout aTreaty, or apublicundertaking of any
kind. And when Germany, finding itself within a military
encirclement but seeing that the major Powers in that encircle-
ment were making no active preparation for war, struck at Poland
when the Poles refused a Danzig settlement, Britain and France
declared war but did not wage war, except at sea (at a moment
when war at sea could have no immediate effect).

Britain decided early in 1939 that it would probably have
another big war fairly soon, and it brought in a Conscription Act
in preparation for it. But it did not know what war it would be.
Or, to put it another way, it did not know which war it would
inflict on the world and call ajust war.

British morality

| have been intrigued by British morality ever since | read
Churchill's history of the 1939 War in the early 1950s. |
concluded that the British view was that what Britain did in the
worldwasmoral becauseitwasBritainthat didit—rather thanthe
conversg, i.e. that Britain did what it did becauseit looked at the
matter from all sides, established what the objectively moral
position was, and choseit.

| never expected that conclusion to be confirmed by an
authoritative British source. But | find that it was established as
theonly realistic positionthreehundred yearsago by Archbishop
King of Dublin, who played apart, as Dean of St. Patrick's, inthe
GloriousRevolution, andwasrewardedfor it by Williamwiththe

Bishopric of Derry in the first instance and then with the
Archbishopricof Dublin. SouthernIreland wasthemost difficult
location for a Protestant Ascendancy revolutionary between the
landing of William in England in 1688 and his victory at the
Boynein 1690.

Kingwasimprisonedfor hisrevolutionary activity duringthat
period, and was stimul ated to think thingsout on thebasisof First
Principlesin away that philosophersin the safety of William's
entouragedid not do. And hisconclusionwasthat theworldisfar
too complicated a place for the good and bad of it to be worked
out by objectiveexerciseof theunderstanding asthe precondition
of moral action. Neverthelessthewill isimpelled towardsaction.
And effective exercise of the will is experienced as good.

Goodness is the triumph of the will. That was Archbishop
King'sview of the matter, and it corresponds with British expe-
rienceof thefollowingtwo centuries. (SeeChurch & State98for
King's argument.)

Then in 1939 the will was puzzled and evil followed—asthe
great Elizabethan cynic saw would be the case when the will is
indecisive, the scruples of understanding set in, and " conscience
makes cowards of us all”.

Britain found in 1939 that, as a consequence of the way it
handleditsvictory of 1918-19, two major obstaclestoitswill had
arisen. Against all expectations, Bolshevism had not only sur-
vived in Russia but had become a substantia military and
industrial power in its own right, and it had in addition a strong
basis of ideological support in other European states. And
Germany had become the dominant power in Central Europe,
with active Briti sh encouragement and support until March 1939.

In1918-19 Churchill had suggested that Britain should scotch
the Bolshevik development in alliance with Germany, instead of
plundering and humiliating Germany and campaigning to Hang
The Kaiser. But the War Coadlition let Bolshevism be. It
concentrated on 'making the Germans pay'. But, almost as soon
asthe damage was done in Germany, it realised that there was a
danger of France becoming the hegemonic Power in Europe, and
it set about disabling France and bringing on Germany as a
counterweight, but without amending the Versailles conditions
on Germany.

At the sametime Fascism devel oped asan effective European
counter to Bolshevism, anditwasexplicitly supported by Churchill
on that ground and tacitly supported by British ruling circlesin
general. Theconsolidation of theltalian state, and of the post-war
flux, by the Fascist movement counted for little in the British
reckoning of things. But, when Fascismwasappliedin Germany,
Churchill took alarm—though not because it was Fascist but
because it was restoring the effectiveness of Germany.
Imperial Churchill

Churchill's concerns were Imperial. His opposition to ap-
peasement had nothing to do with Germany or Fascism at the
start. Thefirst enemy against which he took an "anti-appease-
ment" stand was Indian nationalism. He resigned and went into
the wilderness over amild measure of Indian local government.
Hewas an admirer of Hitler at first, and said that, if England had
been put in the position in which Germany was put by the
Versailles Treaty, he hoped that somebody would have arisen to
doforitwhat Hitler wasdoing for Germany. But, whentheHitler
regime began to make Germany strong again, Churchill's 'bal-
ance-of-power' instinct—which he described as the "wonderful
unconscious instinct” that guided British foreign policy—was
triggered.

Churchill chose Germany to be the enemy in the mid-thir-
ties—and grossly exaggerated its military strength in his propa-
ganda. He did not cease to regard Bolshevism as the enemy of



civilisation, but he saw a strengthening Germany as the more

immediate enemy of the Empire.

It was an awkward fact that the force which had saved
European civilisation from

Bolshevismhadintheproc-

waged war on Germany early in September 1939.
When Churchill took over in May 1940 he made no secret of
hisintention to spread the war by any and every means. But the

ess made Germany once
again apowerful state, and
arival of Britain by virtue
of that fact. But, if the
Empirewastobepreserved
as the Great Power in the
world, itwasnecessary that
the force which had saved
European civilisation
should be subjected to the
traditional balance-of-
power treatment. British
freedom of action in the
world required that Europe
be kept at odds with itself.

Churchill did not allow
hiswill to be puzzled. He
chose Germany as the en-
emy that counted—theim-
mediateenemy—and urged
alliance with the basic en-
emy of civilisation against
it. And then—— wall, it
was the destiny of Britain
towageonegreat war after
another, and therein lay its
greatness. Churchill pur-
sued no will-o-the-wisp of
Perpetual Peace. Although
hehad played an activepart
in the Great War of 1914,

war he was intent on
spreading was war
against Germany. The
Chamberlain Govern-
ment did not, asfar as|
know, have an explicit
policy of spreading the
war, butitsactionswere
conduciveto spreading
it. Anditwasnot com-
mitted by actual en-
gagement to Germany
as the definite enemy.
Russia, seeing how
the wind was blowing
inthe Summer of 1939,
made a Non-Aggres-
sion Treaty with Ger-
many when Britain
draggeditsheelsonthe
making of anagreement
against Germany. And
it made a conditional
arrangement over Po-
land, which it put into
effect when Germany
attacked Poland and
Britain did not deliver
on the Guarantee and
the Polish state col-
lapsed.
Russiatheninsisted

he was completely un-
touched by the delusions
which were peddled by the

Finland

on military agreements
with the Baltic states,

state in order to militarise

the masses, while it seemsthat many of those who were running
the statein the 1930s acted in the shadow of those delusions, and
could neither make war nor organise peace.

TheNational Government formedin 1931 had perhapswarded
off amore explicit Fascist development during the recession by
suspending actual party conflict while maintaining a semblance
of it within a Parliamentary form, but in the late 1930s it was
incapable of making adecisive choice of an enemy (and an ally)
and acting on it purposefully. It toyed with two conflicting
courses of action—with Germany against Russia, and with Rus-
sia against Germany—possibly hoping to be relieved of its
dilemmaby aGerman/Soviet War arising out of the Polishissue.
It ended up declaring war on Germany over Danzig (while
assuring everybody that neither Danzig nor Fascist Poland—asit
wasgenerally seen—wastheissue) without any seriousintention
of waging it, and then made an effort to get into an actual war
relationship with Russiain Finland.

It seems extremely improbable that there would have been
any war in Europe in 1939 if Britain had made appropriate
military preparationsto implement its Polish Guarantee, with or
without an agreement with Russia. And it seems unlikely that
therewould have been aRussian-Finnish War, or evenaRussian
occupation of eastern Poland, if Britain and France had actually

wheretherewas pro-German sentiment. And acouple of months
later, with Britain still sitting on its heels and keeping all its
options open, Russia proposed an exchange of territory with
Finland in order to strengthen its defences against al-comers
from the West. 1t demanded that the Finnish frontier be moved
back beyond artillery range of Leningrad, and that it should have
possession of islands in the Baltic and the port of Hanko in the
Karelian isthmusin order to control accessto the eastern Baltic,
and the port of Petsamo in the North as a defence of Archangel.
When the Finns refused to concede Hanko, Russia took it by
force.

Was the Russian-Finnish War part of The War, or was it
something altogether apart from The War, which should be
judged in an exclusively Russian-Finnish context?

TheWar wasBritain's. Britain started it, and still claimsit as
itsown. And the application of British morality to it determines
that, if the Russian/Finnish War was part of it, the Finnswere not
entitled to the outraged feelings of violated sovereignty to which
they gave expression—and whichthelrish Timesechoed. InThe
War neutrals which were invaded as a move against Germany
were required to relativise their feelings and see themselves
morally in the larger context, and to deliver judgment against
themselves.




Churchill, who was clear in his mind about The War—that it
was against Germany—saw the Finnish War as a Russian move
against Germany. Anditwasonly if war against Russiawas till
in contemplation in Britain—as it was—that it could be seen as
something else. Andinany caseit wasnever redlisticto seeit as
an isolated war occurring in a separate Russo-Finnish space.

Churchill saw itinthecontext of thewar agai nst Germany, but
hewas obliged to contribute to the outcry against Russiain order
to retain the foothold on power which he had just regained after
alongabsence. Hemadearadio broadcast onthelinesof thelrish
Times editorials—as he had been obliged to make a Hang The

Kaiser speech inthe 1918 Election in order to save hisseat. Ina
democracy it is sometimes necessary to do disgraceful things.
(But the Irish Times, a detached piece of Britain in Dublin, was
under no such democratic compulsion.)

Churchill's position on Finland will be dealt with in afuture
article, aswill the Norwegian affair. The eight months between
the British declaration of war on Germany and the German
response to it, during which Britain engaged in no meaningful
action against Germany, was not a period in which nothing
happened. It was a period when Britain did what wasin it to do.

Extractsfrom The Gathering Storm.
Winston Chur chill.
History of the Second World War, L ondon,1948.

[Churchill explainswhy the Soviet Unioninvaded Finland in
November 1939.]

"M eanwhile the Scandinavian peninsulabecame the scene of
an unexpected conflict which aroused strong feeling in Britain
and France, and powerfully affected the discussions about Nor-
way. AssoonasGermany wasinvolvedinwar with Great Britain
and France, Soviet Russiain the spirit of her Pact with Germany
proceeded to block the lines of entry into the Soviet Union from
the West. One passage led from East Prussiathrough the Baltic
States; another led across the waters of the Gulf of Finland; the
third route was through Finland itself and across the Karelian
Isthmus to a point where the Finnish frontier was only twenty
miles from the suburbs of Leningrad. The Soviet had not
forgotten the dangers which Leningrad had faced in 1919. Even
the White Russian Government of Kolchak had informed the
Peace Conference in Paris that bases in the Baltic States and
Finland were a necessary protection for the Russian capital.
Stalin had used the same language to the British and French
Missions in the summer of 1939; and we have seen in earlier
chapters how the natural fears of these small States had been an
obstacletoan Anglo-French Alliancewith Russia, and had paved
the way for the Molotov-Ribbentrop Agreement.

Stalin had wasted no time; on September 24 the Esthonian
Foreign Minister had been called to Moscow, and four days|ater
his government signed a Pact of Mutual Assistance which gave
the Russians the right to garrison key bases in Esthonia. By
October 21 theRed Army and Air Forcewereinstalled. Thesame
procedure was used simultaneously in Latvia, and Soviet garri-
sons also appeared in Lithuaniathus the southern road to Lenin-
grad and half the Gulf of Finland had been swiftly barred against
potential German ambitions by the armed forces of the Soviet.
There remained only the approach through Finland.

Early in October Mr. Paasikivi, one of the Finnish statesmen
who had signed the peace of 1921 with the Soviet Union, went to
Moscow. The Soviet demands were sweeping; the Finnish
frontier onthe Karelian Isthmus must be moved back aconsider-
abledistance so asto remove L eningrad from therange of hostile
artillery. The cession of certain Finnish islands in the Gulf of
Finland; the lease of the Rybathy Peninsula together with Fin-
land’ sonly ice-freeportintheArctic Sea, Petsamo; and aboveall,
the leasing of the port of Hango at the entrance of the gulf of
Finland as a Russian naval and air base, completed the Soviet
requirements. The Finnswere prepared to make concessionson
every point except thelast. With the keys of the Gulf in Russian
hands the strategic and national security of Finland seemed to
them to vanish. The negotiations broke down on November 13,
and the Finnish government began to mobilise, and strengthen
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their troops on the Karelian frontier. On November 28 Mol otov
denounced the Non-Aggression Pact between Finland and Rus-
sia; two days later the Russians attacked at eight points along
Finland’ s thousand-mile frontier, and on the same morning the
capital, Helsingfors, was bombed by the Red Air Force. pp 425

[Churchill describes the end of the conflict between Finland
and the Soviet Union]

The honourable correctitude [i.e. not going through Norway
and Sweden without their permission] which had deprived us of
any strategicinitiativeequally hamperedall effectivemeasurefor
sending munitions to Finland. We had been able so far only to
send from our own scanty store contributionsinsignificant to the
Finns. In France however a warmer and deeper sentiment
prevailed, and this was strongly fostered by M. Daladier. On
March 2, without consulting the British Government, he agreed
to send fifty thousand volunteers and a hundred bombers to
Finland. We could certainly not act on thisscale, and in view of
thedocumentsfound onthe Germanmajor in Belgium, and of the
ceaseless Intelligence reports of the steady massing of German
troops on the Western Front, it went far beyond what prudence
would alow. However, it was agreed to send fifty British
bombers. On March 12 the Cabinet again decided to revive the
plans for military landings a Narvik and Trondheim, to be
followed at Stavanger and Bergen, asapart of the extended help
to Finland into which we had been drawn by the French. These
plans were to be available for action on March 20, although the
need of Norwegian and Swedish permission had not been met.
Meanwhileon March 7 Mr Paasikivi had gone again to M oscow;
this time to discuss armistice terms. On the 121 the Russian
terms were accepted by the Finns. All our plans for military
landings were again shelved, and the forces which were being
collected were to some extent dispersed. The two divisions
which had been held back in England were now allowed to
proceed to France, and our striking power towards Norway was
reduced to eleven battalions. p. 453

[Consequences of the collapse of Finland]

The mil itar% collapse of Finland led to further repercussions.
[...] Onthe 19" of March Mr. Chamberlain spoke in the House
of Commons. Inview of growing criticism hereviewed in some
detail the story of British aidto Finland. Herightly emphasised
that our main consideration had been the desire to respect the
neutrality of Norway and Sweden, and he also defended the
Government for not being hustled into attempts to succour the
Finns which had offered little chance of success. The defeat of
Finland wasfatal to the Daladier Government, whose Chief had
taken so marked, if tardy, action, and who had personally given
disproportionate prominenceto thispart of our anxieties." p. 454



The Rwandan Catastrophe
Review: Noiresfureurs, blancs menteurs. Rwanda 1990-1994. by Pierre Péan (Black
Furiesand WhiteLiars), Paris, 2005.

by John Martin

This book is about much more than Rwanda. It is an indict-
ment of thesel ectivenatureof theWest’ shumanitarian“ concern”
aswell asan exposé of how easily the mediacan be manipul ated.

The author begins with the assassination in 1994 of Juvénal
Habyarimana, the President of Rwanda, and Cyprien Ntaryamira,
the President of Burundi at Kigali airport in Rwanda. Both of
these leaders were from the Hutu tribe. The author describes the
event in detail. They were flying back to Rwandafrom a confer-
ence in Zaire. Two missiles were launched from an area of the
airport controlled by the minority Tuts tribe and which was
supervised by Belgian troops. One of the missileswasadirect hit
with theinevitableresult. Theauthor isin no doubt astowhowas
the culprit and adduces overwhelming evidence from an official
French investigation to support histhesis.

The missiles were transported from Uganda by the military
wing of the Front Patriotique Rwandais (FPR) whoseaim wasto
restore Tutsi power in Rwanda. Itsleader Paul Kagamehopedthat
the elimination of the leadership of the Hutu Government would
disablethelatter from defendingitsel f against themassacrewhich
the Tutsis had planned, which was a precursor to seizing State
power.

Having focussed onthiskey incident inthisstory of massacre
the author steps back and gives a historical perspective. Rwanda
was originally a German colony in which the aristocratic Tutsi
tribe held al the key administrative posts and dominated the
majority of the population. The Belgianstook over following the
First World War and continued to use the Tutsis as agents of
colonial rule. The author quotes from aBelgian Minister for the
Colonieswho in 1938 justified this system on the grounds of the
“intellectual superiority” of the Tutsis. When the colonia power
began the process of leaving in the 1950s, the Tutsis, who
represent about 10% of the population, attempted to maintain
themselves in power. However, the Hutus, who represented the
vast mgjority of therest of the population (about 85% of thetotal)
were not content to remain the downtrodden race and rose up in
asocial revolution in 1959.

The Catholic Church in Rwanda supported the Hutus and
accordingly the Tutsis blamed imperialism (!) and the Catholic
Church for encouraging the Hutusto rebel. In its propaganda the
Tutsis claimed that the Rwandans were one people and demands
for Hutu rightswerealegacy of thecolonial policy of “divideand
rule’! However the Tutsiswere unwilling to put this proposition
tothetest. When Rwandaachievedinternal autonomy in 1960the
Tutsis boycotted the first democratic elections. There was also
mass emigration by the Tutsis in the 1960s following full inde-
pendence in 1962. There is no evidence that this exodus was
caused by ethnic cleansing. On the contrary, the reason was that
the Tutsiswere deprived of what they believed to betheir rightful
place as rulers of Rwanda. The Tutsi émigrés set up political
bureaux in countries such as Egypt and Uganda with the aim of
restoring Tutsi power.

From the 1960s a campaign of destabilisation was waged
within the borders of Rwanda and aso from outside. Tutsi
émigréswereamong themost militant opponentsof Hutu ruleand
tended to look down on not only the Hutus but the Tutsis who
remained in Rwandawho they considered to be little better than
collaborators.

The Tuts tribe extends beyond the borders of Rwanda and
therefore the émigrés from Rwanda received a sympathetic

hearing. This was particularly the case in Uganda where the
Tutsis native to Uganda and the Rwandan EmigrEs had a deter-
minantinfluencein Ugandan politicsand themilitary. Boththese
groupswereprominentintheoverthrow of Idi Aminin1980. The
Rwandan émigrés supported Yoweri Museveni but the latter
received an insignificant vote in the subsequent democratic
elections. Museveni never accepted the verdict of the Ugandan
peopleandin 1985 amilitary coup overthrew the demaocratically
elected leader Milton Obote. The following year Museveni
acceded to power. Such wastheinfluence of Rwandan Tutsison
Ugandan politicsthat Museveni had an incentive to supply them
withmilitary aid. If they did not gain power in Rwanda, therewas
a danger that they would continue to de-stabilise Ugandan
politics; thistime at the expense of Museveni himself.

TheFront Patriotique Rwandais (FPR) wasfounded in 1987
by Rwandan Tutsi exiles based in Uganda, Tanzania, Burundi
and Zaire. But itsinternational links extended beyond the Con-
tinent of Africa. The author says that 75% of its funding came
from the United States under the aegis of—and get this—the
American Committee for Refugees! In 1988 this Committee
organised a conference for Tutsi émigrés—or “refugees’ —in
Washington. By theend of the conferencethe FPR felt that it had
been given a blank chegue from the US, which was also a
supporter of the Museveni regime.

The campaign of destabilisation escalated into a full-scale
war in October 1990 when 7000 FPR troops invaded Rwanda
from Uganda. The author doesnot think it acoincidencethat this
invasion took place at precisely the time that Habyarimana was
initiating democratic reforms. It is probable that the FPR feared
that if it waited any longer to attack Rwanda the government
would have achieved greater legitimacy. The Tutsi army occu-
pied largetracts of land and there was widespread ethnic cleans-
ing of Hutus.

At the beginning of the war there were disagreementswithin
the FPR. Its leader Fred Rwigema was assassinated by his own
troops. The author isalittle vague asto the reason, but suggests
that Rwigemawasless hardlinethan other |eaders. However, the
Army seemsto have been so faction ridden that nobody withinit
was capable of seizing the reins of power. The next most senior
|eaders—Bayingana and Bunyenyezi—were put in charge on a
caretaker basis.

At the time Paul Kagame was head of military intelligence
and was studying in Fort Leavenworth, a US military college.
President Museveni recalled him and attempted toimposehim as
leader. However when Kagamearrivedin FPR occupied Rwanda,
Bayingana rejected him on the grounds that he was “physically
and mentally unfit to lead the people”. Hewastold to go back to
Uganda and ask Museveni to put a native Ugandan in charge to
transcend the factionalism. Kagame departed for Kampala and
returned with Ugandan soldiers and senior personnel from the
Ugandan army. On the same day Bayingana and Bunyenyezi
werekilled and from then on Kagamewasthe undisputed |eader.

Althoughthe APR, themilitary wing of the FPR, wassmaller
than the army of the Rwandan Government, it was far better
equipped and trained. The“international community” played an
unwitting rolein this. The IMF gave loansto Uganda on condi-
tion that she reduce her Army. Ugandaeasily complied with this
by alowing the substantial Rwandan Tuts proportion of the
Ugandan Army to join the APR.
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It was clear from the outset that the Rwandan war was going
to be particularly vicious with a danger of it escalating into
neighbouring countriesand so it proved. President Habyarimana
appealed to Francois Mitterrand for military aid. The French
President was sympathetic to the Hutu leader’s plight, but he
realised that hel ping the Rwandan government would leave him
opentocriticisminFrance, not least within hisown party. It could
be perceived as being French imperiaist interference.

A second difficulty was the nature of the Rwandan Govern-
ment. Rwanda was a reasonably successful State notwithstand-
ing itspolitical problems. It had a higher income per capitathan
neighbouring countries such as Uganda, Burundi, Zaire and
Tanzania. The government was quite popular among Tutsis
living in Rwanda to the extent that some Hutus accused
Habyarimana of favouring them. However, it could not be
considered a democracy. General Habyarimana had been in
power since 1973. Therefore Mitterrand was open to the charge
of not only French Imperialism but of propping up an African
dictator.

Thirdly, Mitterrand could not justify the interference on the
grounds of French nationa interest. Rwanda had never been a
French colony.

Mitterrand decided to supply the Rwandan government with
arms and training. However, he made this aid conditional on it
moving towardsgreater democracy including the participation of
the Tutsi minority in Government.

The author of thisbook issympathetic towards Mitterrand as
thisreviewer is. But the movement towards greater democracy,
which Mitterrand encouraged, might have caused greater politi-
cal ingtability. If the politics of the Tutsi opposition had an
internal basis, the sharing of power with theHutusmight haveled
to peaceful coexistence. But the driving force behind the Tutsi
opposition was external and was largely based in Uganda. As
indicated abovethe Tutsi |eader Paul Kagame had hisbasein that
country. Hewaseducated in Americaand according to the author
looked down on the French speaking Tutsis in Rwanda. Since
Kagame's political base was outside Rwanda there was no
pressure on him to deliver peace. He had no interest in compro-
mise and saw power sharing only asameansto achieve paolitical
dominance.

The road to Rwanda's hell was paved with good intentions
and of all those with good intentions Mitterrand was the least
culpable. The Tutsis had a sophisticated political network in
Europe, which ensured that their political views were well
represented in the mediaand political circles. Also Tuts women
areparticularly beautiful, which wasafactor that the FPR did not
hesitate to deploy to influence media and political figures.

In Belgium the Tutsis most influential advocate was Jean
Gol. The author makes the point that in Belgium the division
between secularism and Christian Democracy isassignificant as
the Flemish/Walloon divide. Gol was an implacabl e opponent of
the Catholic Church and itsrole in Rwanda. In hisyouth he was
aTrotskyist but in later life moved towardsthe right and became
President of the Liberal Party. Throughout his life he was a
passionate advocate of Zionism. Hisgrandparentswerekilled in
the Second World War and his parents emigrated to Britain
duringthewar. Theauthor describesGol’ spolitical orientationas
“Atlanticist” (i.e. proAmerican). Hebelievedthat the Tutsiswere
the“Jewsof Africa” and hewassupported inthisview by secular
Jewish organisations in Belgium. Gol was also a prominent
Freemason. (Unlikeinthiscountry, | have noticed that it istaken
for granted that Freemasonry isafactor in Continental European
politics and is often stated in a matter of fact manner with no
imputation that the person remarking on it is in the grip of a

paranoid delusion. Thereisal solessof atabooagainst identifying
apolitician’sreligion).

In France the leading exponent of the Tutsi cause was Jean
Carbonare who was activein French Protestant religious organi-
sations. The French Catholic Church was sceptical of Tuts
propagandabecauseits missionarieswerewell aware of thefacts
on the ground, but the Protestant Churches were much more
receptive to Tutsi influence.

Other sectors of French society that were receptive to Tutsi
propaganda were the Left and charitable organisations such as
Médecins sans Frontieres. The Left was more than willing to
believe that French policy in Rwanda was motivated by imperi-
alism in spite of—or maybe especially because—a socialist
President wasin power. Oneof Mitterrand’ smost virulent critics
was his socialist rival Michel Rocard, who also happensto be a
Protestant.

Bernard K ouchner wasanother vigorouscritic of Mitterrand’s
Hutu sympathies. Kouchner, whose father was a Jew and mother
aProtestant, was a co-founder of Médecins sans Frontieres. He
isaformer Communist Party member and was also amember of
the Socialist government inthe 1990s. Recently, hewastouted as
apossible socialist candidate for President. Heiswidely seen as
sympatheticto Americanforeign policy and opposed to Gaullism
as evidenced by his support for the American invasion of Irag.

With this array of political influence ranged against him, it
was difficult for Mitterrand to sustain his policy of critical
support for the Rwandan government. His response was an
attempt to encourage greater United Nationsinvolvement. How-
ever this proved disastrous. The author suggests that part of the
reason was the sympathy of the US and Belgiansfor the Tutsis,
which ensured that UN involvement would be ineffective in
restraining the FPR’ srise to power.

The author quotes from a CIA document showing that the
Americanshad noillusionsabout Tutsi ambitions. However, the
war between the Tutsis and Hutus developed the character of a
conflict between Anglophone and Francophone Africans since
thedriving force behind the FPR were Rwandan Tutsi exileswho
were based in former British colonies. In such circumstancesthe
Americans were always likely to support the Tutsis.

It is quite remarkable that the general perception of Rwanda
isthat the victims were the Tutsis and the perpetrators of “ geno-
cide’ were the Hutus. The author does not deny that there were
massacres perpetrated by Hutu extremist elements. However, the
massacres had a different character. Those perpetrated by the
Hutus tended to be spontaneous, disorganised and indiscrimi-
nate. The Hutu perpetrators had scant regard for international
opinion and tended to exaggerate the number of their victims so
asto appeal to their own community who felt under siege. The
massacres perpetrated by the Tutsis, on the other hand, were
planned centrally. They were targeted at the educated section of
the Hutu population and appear to have been designed to deprive
the Hutus of its actual and potential leadership. The Tutsiswere
extremely sensitivetointernational opinionand often denied acts
of massacre that they had committed. Sometimes, even though
the victims were Hutus, they blamed the massacres on the Hutu
population.

Theauthor estimatesthat during thewar over 1 million Hutus
werekilled and about 280, 000 Tutsisperished. Not all the Tutsis
werekilled by Hutu forces. The FPR killed many Tutsiswhom it
deemed to be collaborators of the Hutus. The enormity of these
figuresis almost impossible for the reader to grasp. The author
describesthe row upon row of corpseslining roads; the stench of
burning flesh following effortsto dispose of therotting dead; and
thethousandsof corpsesfloating down riverspoisoning thewater

supply.



The so-called victimsof the genocide, the Tutsis, ended upin
power. But thewar did not end with their victory. The Tutsisused
their State power to destabilise and dismember neighbouring
Zaire.

Bernard K ouchner isnow aMinister of Foreignand European
Affairsin Sarkozy’ sgovernment andiscurrently tryingtoreopen
diplomatic relations with Rwanda, which is till led by Paul
Kagame.

The author of this 500 page book, Pierre Péan, is one of

France’'s most distinguished journalists. This well researched,
forensic analysiswould put our own attitudinising journaliststo
shame. The book is about much more than Rwanda. It is an
indictment of the selective nature of the West’s humanitarian
“concern” aswell as an exposé of how easily the media can be
manipulated. Itisapity that an English language editionisnotin
print as an antidote to the American view of thistragic country,
view which tends to dominate the English-speaking world.

Thatcher on the Reunification of Ger many

[Thisisatrandation of ‘France opensher diplomatic archives
5yearsearly’ inLe Point 28.10.09]

Franceopened her diplomatic archivesonthefall of theBerlin
Wall and German reunification, which confirm British hostility
and Frenchlack of enthusiasm towardsthese momentousevents.
A sample of these 1989 diplomatic archives was shown to the
press before the presentation of the whole on November 9,
anniversary of the Fall of theWall. The government opened the
archivesfiveyearsearlier thanisthe normal procedure. Severa
diplomatic reports show that Pariswas late in understanding the
imminence of reunification. In October 1989, a report on ‘the
German Question’ prepared by the Quai d’ Orsay [Foreign Of-
fice] indicated that reunification was not at the moment ‘a
realistic proposition’.

In atelegram of March 13, 1990, the French ambassador to
London, Luc de La Barre de Nanteuil, relayed the words of
Margaret Thatcher at adinner at theresidence. ‘Kohl iscapable
of anything. He'schanged, he' sbeside himself, he sees himself
asmasterful and isbeginning to act likethat’ she said, according
to the ambassador. ‘The combined action of the United States,
France and Great Britain regarding this problem has shown the
way to go; this ‘entente’ hasworked well’, she said according to
the same source. These French documents corroborate the
substance of the British archives declassified last September.
‘The reunification of Germany is not in the interest of Great
Britain and Western Europe’ Margaret Thatcher said to Mikhail
Gorbatchov during a meeting in Moscow in September 1989,
according to transcripts of thisinterview clandestinely removed
from the Kremlin two years later.
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From Cologne To Ballinlough
A German and Irish boyhood in World War |1 and
post war years, 1946 - 49

by Herbert Remmel,

Aubane Historical Society 2009

Thisrefreshingly unusual book ismainly about rural Ireland
in the 1940s and it is full of fun, enjoyment, insights and sheer
delight in everything about that society. It describes everything
that the current literary establishment refusesto admit existed in
that place at that time. But this author has no axe to grind, no
agendato follow.

Herbert Remmel's objectivity derives from the fact that he
was an outsider who found himself in the middle of the society
and writes straightforwardly about what he experienced and the
impressionsmade on him, and writeswith great talent for vividly
painting a variety of people and situationsin afew sentences.

Herbert Remmel was one of the German children who were
brought to Ireland after World War |1 by the Red Cross. Hisbook
begins with wartime life in Cologne and there is a graphic
description of War and everyday lifein asuburb of Cologne and
further afield as experienced by a small child, his family and
neighbours.

Therest of hisbook isachild'seyeview of Ireland ashefound
it just after the War, and as such isajoy to read and a welcome
release from current dogmas about the awfulness of lifein rural
Ireland then and since. It makesonewant toinvite more Germans
hereto spend sometimeand write about usbecauseto paraphrase
Kipling they would hopefully, like Herbert Remmel, come to
know the real Ireland so well because they more than Ireland
know.

The Arms Conspiracy Trial
Ireland, 1970: The Prosecution Of Charles
Haughey, Captain Kelly and Others

by Angela Clifford

Athol Books 2009

TheArmsTria isthecentral point of the ArmsCrisisof 1969-
70—an event in Irish political life provoked by British misgov-
ernment in Northern Ireland.

At issue was whether Irish Governments were to actively
assist the defence of a beleaguered Northern minority, or leave
Catholics to fend for themselves under the shock of the assault
made on them in August 1969.

Taoiseach Jack Lynch delivered a speech promising not to
“stand by” on 13th August. If that speech was not to befollowed
through with active assistance to the Nationalist minority, then it
was irresponsibly inflammatory.

Lynch ordered his Army to do what it had never done
before—to envisageincursionsinto the North and make prepara-
tionsfor them. Representatives of the Army established working
relationships with the Northern Defence Committees which
brought together a wide spectrum of Catholic opinion in the
North.

Then, suddenly in May 1970, Lynch shocked the countryby
sacking two senior membersof hisGovernment without explana-
tionand charging them with conspiracy against the Stateacouple
of weekslater. An officer in Military Intelligence, who had done
no morethan carry out orders, within the chain of command, was
also charged with conspiracy. It wasdenied that the Government
policy from August 1969to May 1970 had ever been Government
policy.

But official documents have cometo light which gavethelie
to Lynch and supported the Defence pleading and the Jury
verdict.

In particular, it pointed to a Government Directive to the
Army of 6th February 1970 to assist Northern defence—a docu-
ment since released and reproduced in this book.

Colonel Michael Hefferon, Captain Kelly’s commanding
officer and the Director of Military Intelligence, waslisted asthe
premier Prosecution witness. If he had given the evidence ex-
pected of him, itispossiblethat the Defendantswoul d have been
given long jail sentences. In the event, he found he could not
perjure himself and told enough State secretsin Court to confirm
that theattempted ArmsI mportation wasindeed conducted under
Government auspices. Hefferon’s original police Statement,
whichimplicated Defence Minister Gibbonsinthe operationwas
doctored for the Trial. It wasreleased under the 30-year rule, and

(Continued p.33)
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Theinvasion of Iraq: the basic facts

by David Morrison

Thereisawidespread feeling in Britain that Prime Minister
Tony Blair was, to say theleast, economical with thetruthin the
lead up to the invasion of Iraq in 2003, in particular, that he
expressed a certainty about Iraq’'s possession of “weapons of
mass destruction” that was unwarranted by the intelligence
evidence available to him at the time.

However, the story of how in the 12 months prior to the
invasion he engineered the UK’ s participation in awar to over-
throw Saddam Hussein’s regime is not widely known, even
though the basic facts have been in the public domain for many
years.

The basic facts of the matter can be found in a series of
pamphlets and a series of articles | wrote before and after the
invasion, all of which are available on my website [1]. The
pamphlets are;

Irag: Lies, Half-truths & Omissions (15t Edition, Nov 2003) [2]

Irag: Lies, Half-truths & Omissions (2nd Edition, May 2004) [3]

Irag: How regime change was dressed up as disarmament (Dec

2005) [4]

The Attorney-General's legal advice was sound (Mar 2006) [5]

Irag WASaUSadly in"war on terror" (Nov 2006) [6]

Also, in June 2003, | made a submission to the House of
Commons Foreign Affairs Committee inquiry into the decision
togotowar inlraq[7] and in November 2003 | wrote acritique
of the Committee’s report, which the Committee published [8].

Inthefollowing, | set out someof thebasicfacts, andindicate
where further information can be found in my earlier writing.
Blair backed regime change in March 2002
On 31 October 1998, “regime change” in Iraq became the
official policy of the US. On that day President Clinton signed
the Iraq Liberation Act, Section 3 of which states:

“1t should be the policy of the United States to support effortsto
remove the regime headed by Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq
and to promotethe emergence of ademocratic government to replace
that regime.” [9]

By March 2002, President Bush had decided toinvadelraqto
put this established policy into effect. From the British point of
view, the most significant fact about the invasion is that, by
March 2002, Prime Minister Blair had given the President a
commitment to support him in this endeavour.

However, for thenext 12 months, the Prime Minister kept this
from the British public and pretended that his objective was
limited to the disarmament of Iraq of its “weapons of mass
destruction”, in accordance with Security Council resolutions.
For example, a few weeks before the invasion, on 25 February
2003, he told the House of Commons:

“| detest his[Saddam Hussein's] regime —| hope most people do
—but even now, hecould saveit by complying withthe UN'sdemand.
Even now, we are prepared to go the extra step to achieve disarma-
ment peacefully.” [10]

Before the invasion, it was widely suspected that the Prime
Minister was determined upon regime change by military means,
despite his protestations to the contrary. But unambiguous
evidence did not emerge until September 2004, when 6 official
documentsfrom March 2002 wereleaked to the Daily Telegraph
and cameinto the public domain. Facsimilesof them canberead
on my website here [11].

One of these was a memo to the Prime Minister, dated 14
March 2002, from his Foreign Policy Adviser, Sir David Man-
ning. Thememo reported on Sir David’ sdiscussionsinWashing-
ton with Condoleezza Rice, who was then the President’s Na-
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tional Security adviser. The key sentencein thisis:

“| said [to Condoleezza Rice] that you would not budge in your
support for regime change but you had to manage a press, a Parlia-
ment and apublic opinionthat wasvery different than anythinginthe
States.” [12]

In other words, in March 2002 the Bush administration was
given an assurancethat the PrimeMinister wasunflinchingin his
commitment to regime change in Irag, and not merely to its
disarmament in accordance with Security Council resolutions, as
he told the British public.

ThisPrimeMinister’ scommitment wasconfirmed by another
leaked document, this one in a memo from Sir Christopher
Meyer, the British Ambassador in Washington, to Sir David
himself. This reported on a conversation with Paul Wolfowitz,
the US deputy Defense Secretary, on 17 March 2002. The next
day, Sir Christopher wroteto Sir David, asfollows:

“1 opened by sticking very closely to the script that you used with
Condi Rice. We backed regime change, but the plan had to be clever
and failure was not an option. It would be a tough sell for us
domestically, and probably tougher elsewherein Europe.” n[13]

Later, in November 2005, Sir Christopher published an ac-
count of histimein Washington asBritish Ambassador in abook
called, DC Confidential. Init, he wrote:

“By this stage, Tony Blair had aready taken the decision to
support regime change, though he was discreet about saying so in
public.” (p241)

The stage in question was prior to the meeting between Bush
and Blair in Crawford, Texas, in early April 2002.

So, thereisno doubt that, by March 2002, Blair was commit-
ted to supporting Bush in taking military action to overthrow
Saddam Hussein's regime. But, in the words of Christopher
Meyer, there had to be a“ clever plan” to sell the project domes-
tically in Britain. Aswewill see, the essence of the* clever plan”
was to dress regime change up as disarmament.

Disarming Iraq

In the aftermath of the Gulf War, the Security Council passed
aseriesof resolutions, beginningwith 687 passed on 3 April 1991
[14], which required Irag to give up its “weapons of mass
destruction” and imposed severe economic sanctions, which
were to remain in operation until the disarmament process was
complete.

In reality, the process was complete in afew years — within
months, Irag unilaterally destroyed the vast bulk of its chemical
and biological weapons and related material (see Iraq Survey
Group report [15], published on 6 October 2004, Chapter 1, page
46) and UN inspectorsdestroyed therest in the next year or two.
However, the Security Council refused to accept that disarma-
ment was complete and the economic sanctions remained in
place. The US made it clear that it would not countenance
sanctions being lifted aslong as Saddam Hussein wasin power.

UN inspectors left Irag in December 1998. They were not
thrown out, asthe Prime Minister constantly stated in the run up
to theinvasion of Irag. They were withdrawn at the request of
President Clinton, because the US and the UK were about to
launch Operation Desert Fox, abombing campaignto punishirag
for its alleged non-cooperation with the weapons inspectors.
(Thiswasn't true — see Appendix D of my pamphlet Iraq: Lies,
Half-truths & Omissions[2]).

Understandably, Irag refused to allow the inspectors back in
again and, in March 2002, there had been noinspectorsin Irag for
over 3 years and sanctions were till in operation.



The*clever plan”

So, how were Bush and Blair goingto justify invading Iraq to
theworld? In March 2002, they differed on how this should be
done.

On the one hand, Blair wanted to make the case in terms of
disarming Irag aslaid downin Security Council resolutions. His
“clever plan” was to persuade the Security Council to pass a
resolution demanding that Iraq re-admit the inspectors, but on
terms that would make it impossible for Saddam Hussein to
accept. Inthat event, therewould beareasonable possibility that
the Security Council would authorise military action, ostensibly
to disarm Iraq of its “weapons of mass destruction”, and, as a
byproduct, the Iragi regime would be overthrown. Thiswasthe
plan he sought to put into operation in March 2002 in order to
dress up regime change as disarmament.

However, inMarch 2002 Bush wasopposed totheissuebeing
put on the agenda of the Security Council. He had taken a
decision to overthrow Saddam Hussein by military means and
didn’t seethe need to ask the Security Council for authority to do
it. It wasan unnecessary complication that could do more harm
than good by stirring up international opposition to the project.
However, in September 2002, he agreed to the Prime Minister’s
pleastotake“the UN route”, having been persuaded that it would
bedifficult, if notimpossible, for BritaintojoinwiththeUSinan
invasion without focusing on the issue of “weapons of mass
destruction”.

Theimpression giventotheBritish publicat thistimewasthat
Blair had persuaded Bush to modify his position from regime
change to disarmament under UN auspices. Inredlity, from the
outset, he shared the President’ s objective of regime change, but
he persuaded the President to co-operate in dressing this objec-
tive up as disarmament under UN auspices.

Evidencefor the* clever plan”

What's the evidence that the Prime Minister had a “clever
plan” to persuade the Security Council to make Saddam Hussein
an offer on inspection he couldn’t accept?

There's a clue in Sir David Manning's memo to the Prime
Minister, where hewritesthat “renwed refused [sic] by Saddam
to accept unfettered inspectionswould be apowerful argument”
for military action [12].

Insimilar vein, Sir Christopher Meyer reported in hismemo
to Manning that if the US*“wanted to act with partners, there had
to be a strategy for building support for military action against
Saddam”. He continued: “I then went through the need to
wrongfoot Saddam on the inspectors... ” [13]

The leaked minutes of a high powered meeting on Iraq in
Downing Street on 23 July 2002 provided further evidence.
There, Blair isrecorded as saying:

“...itwould makeabigdifferencepolitically andlegally if Saddam
refused to allow inthe UN inspectors. ...If the political context were
right, people would support regime change.” [16]

Those are not the words of aperson dedicated to the disarma-
ment of Irag in accordance with Security Council resolutions, a
process that required UN inspectorsto be on the ground in Irag.
On the contrary, as |’ ve said, Blair’'s plan was to put conditions
onthere-entry of inspectors so that they would never be allowed
inagain.

Consistent with this plan, when on 16 September 2002 Iraq
stated itswillingnessto allow theinspectorsback in, the US and
the UK blockedtheir re-entry. Itisworth noting that, aroundthis
time, he told the House of Commons:

“...[SaddamHussein’ s] chemical, biol ogical and nuclear weapons
programmeisnot an historic left-over from 1998. Theinspectorsare
not needed to clean up the old remains. His weapons of mass
destruction programme is active, detailed and growing.” [17]

Y et he (and Bush) prevented inspectorsgoinginto* clean up”
either the “old remains’ or the current “active, detailed and
growing” programmes.

The*“clever plan” fails

On 8 November 2002, the Security Council passed resolution
1441 [18] unanimoudly. It stated unambiguously that Iragwasin
breach of the disarmament obligationslaid down by the Council,
but gave Iraq a final opportunity to mend its ways, co-operate
with inspectors and disarm properly.

The British Government portrayed the passing of thisresolu-
tion asatriumph for British diplomacy. Infact, it represented a
major defeat for the US/UK — because Saddam Hussein agreed to
allow UN inspectors to operate under itsterms.

Resolution 1441 wasbased on adraft proposed by the US/UK
[19], which was designed to set terms that Iraq couldn’t accept.
For example, it alowed (a) the US/UK and other permanent
members of the Security Council to be represented on any
inspection team with external armed protection and (b) the
establishment of no-fly/no-drive zones, exclusion zones, and/or
ground and air transit corridors, enforced by external armed
force. And, intheevent of Iraq refusing to admit UN inspectors
on those terms, which no self-respecting sovereign state would
accept, the draft resolution authorised member states “to use all
necessary meansto restoreinternational peaceand security inthe
ared’.

So, if thedraft resol ution had been passed by the Council, and
if Iragq had refused to accept inspectors on thetermslaid downin
it, the US/UK would have been unambiguously authorised by the
Security Council to take military action against Iraq forthwith.

But, the US/UK draft resolution wasn'’t passed. Instead, at the
instigation of France, it was amended to remove the terms that
would havebeen unacceptabletoIrag. Theexplicit authorisation
of military action was also removed. This amended resolution
was passed as resolution 1441 on 8 November 2002, and UN
inspectors returned to Irag. The “clever plan” to “wrongfoot
Saddam on the inspectors’ had failed.

Another excuse —non-cooper ation

So, the Prime Minister had to manufacture another excuse to
justify taking military action against Irag. It had to be that Iraq
was not co-operating with the inspectors, in the manner required
by resolution 1441.

It was difficult to convince the world of this, since the
inspectorswere being allowed unfettered access. All of the sites
named in the September dossier aspossibly being used for agent/
weapons production were visited by inspectors in December
2002 and January 2003 and the inspectors found no evidence of
current, or recent, production activity. Other sites, nominated to
the inspectors by the CIA and MI16, were also visited with the
sameresult. Iraqeven alowed the destruction of its Al Samoud
missilesthat had arangethat wasmarginally (if at all) beyond the
150km permitted by Security Council resolution 687.

Faced with this lack of evidence that Iraq possessed pro-
scribed weapons, Blair's response was to publish the largely
plagiarised February dossier, entitled Iraq - itsinfrastructure of
concealment, deception and intimidation [20], the purpose of
which was to explain to the world that the inspectors’ failure to
find any proscribed material was due to Irag’s hiding it, rather
than to its non-existence.

(For further information, see my pamphlet Irag: How regime
change was dressed up as disarmament [4]).

Useof force “legal”, says Goldsmith

On 17 March 2003, in awritten answer in the House of Lords
[21], the Attorney-General, Lord Goldsmith, declared that the
UK had the authority of the Security Council to useforce against
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Irag. A UK invasion of Iraq would be“legal”.

How did he come to this remarkable conclusion, given that
there was no explicit authorisation for the use of forceto disarm
Irag in resolution 1441 (nor in any earlier Security Council
resolution), and, aswewill see, US/UK attemptsto persuadethe
Council to pass a further resolution failed miserably? Thisis
discussed at length in my pamphl et The Attorney-General'slegal
advicewas sound [5]. | summarise here.

The argument used by the Attorney-General wasavariant of
one that had been used on several occasions by the British
Government to justify taking military action against Iraq in the
1990s, for exampl e, for thebombing of Iragin December 1998in
Operation Desert Fox. At that time, when Robin Cook was
Foreign Secretary, the Government claimed that the bombing
was authorised under resolution 678 passed on 29 November
1990 [22], which approved the use of forcefor the very different
purpose of expelling Iragi forces from Kuwait.

The Government’ sargument, for what it’ sworth, isbased on
the notion that the first disarmament resolution 687, passed on 3
April 1991, set out thetermsof aceasefireand suspended, but did
not terminate, the authority to use force in resolution 678. Asa
conseguence, if at any timethe Security Council found Iragto be
in breach of theterms of 687, then the Security Council authority
in678totake military action against Iraq instantly revived —and
every state in the world had Security Council approval to attack
Irag.

The US went one better, taking the convenient view that, if
any state in the world was of the opinion that Irag wasin breach
of 687, thentheauthority in678instantly revived. Inother words,
at any timesince April 1991 the US (or, for example, Iran) could
have attacked Iragq with the authority of the Security Council,
providing it was of the opinion that Irag wasin breach of 687.
How 678 revived, allegedly

Inearly 2003, when therewas no hope of the Security Council
explicitly authorising military actionto enforcedisarmament, the
Government had to fall back on the 678 revival argument. To
give its own version of the revival argument a semblance of
validity, the Government required a clear statement by the
Security Council that Iraq was in breach of its disarmament
obligations. Thisiswhat the Government tried to get in the so-
called “second resolution” [23]. The draft of this had one
operative paragraph, which said:

“[The Security Council] Decides that Irag has failed to take the
final opportunity afforded to it by resolution 1441(2002)"

Voting for that meant agreeing with the proposition that Irag
had failed to comply with itsdisarmament obligationsin 687 and
subsequent resolutions. But, only 4 out of the 15 membersof the
Security Council agreed with that proposition when the resolu-
tion was taken off the table just prior to the invasion. The rest
believed that the UN weapons inspectors should be allowed to
continue with their work. The British version of the 678 revival
argument was therefore inoperative.

Undaunted, the Government called upon the American ver-
sion of therevival argument, which merely required that the UK
be of the opinion that Iraq hasfailed to comply with its disarma:
ment obligations in order to revive the 678 authority to take
military action against Irag.

So, asexplained in the Butler report [24] (paragraphs 383-5),
on 14 March 2003 the Attorney-General wrote to the Prime
Minister to ascertain the UK’ sopinion on thismatter. He sought
confirmation that

“...itisunequivocaly the Prime Minister’s view that Iraq has
committed further material breaches as specified in paragraph 4 of
resolution 1441”
to which the Prime Minister replied the next day, saying:

“...itisindeed the Prime Minister’s unequivocal view that Iraq
isin further material breach of its obligations, asin OP4 [Operative
Paragraph 4] of UNSCR 1441, because of ‘false statements or
omissions in the declarations submitted by Iraq pursuant to this
resolution and failure by Irag to comply with, and co-operatefully in
the implementation of, this resolution’.”

No doubt the Prime Minister wasup al night anguishing over
thisreply.

As a result, the Attorney-General was able to assert in his
written answer in the House of Lords on 17 March 2003:

“Itisplainthat Irag hasfailed so to comply and therefore Irag was
at thetime of resolution 1441 and continuesto bein material breach.”

and to conclude that 678 authority had revived. So, the use of
force against Irag in March 2003 was “legal”, having been
authorised by the Security Council in November 1990.

Attor ney-General’s conclusion nonsensical?

On the face of it, the Attorney-Genera’s argument and
conclusion isnonsensical. At the time he published his conclu-
sion, 11 out of 15 membersof the Security Council were opposed
to military action against Irag and wanted the inspection process
to continue. Nevertheless, he declared the use of force against
Iraqin March 2003 to be authorised by the Security Council ina
resolution passed over a decade earlier, authorising the use of
force for an entirely different purpose, namely, the expulsion of
Iragi forces from Kuwait.

But, there is no judicial body in the world in a position to
declare that the Attorney-General’ s conclusion was nonsensical
and that the UK’ suse of forcewas“illegal”. Sincethe UK hasa
veto onthe Security Council, the Council itself isnot inaposition
tochallengethe Attorney-General’ sview that in November 1990
it authorised the UK’ suseof forcein March 2003. So, theUK can
be as imaginative as it can get away with in arguing that the
Council hasauthorised itsmilitary action (and the sameistrue of
the other veto-wielding members of the Council).

In practical terms, al military action by the UK is a priori
“legal”, sincethe UK isimmunefrom convictionand punishment
by the Security Council for carryingit out, and there’ sonly avery
small chancethat any other body will bringtheUK, or itspolitical
leaders, to book. The statute of the International Criminal Court
doesn’t include the crime of aggression, so the Prime Minister
can rest assured that he won't be indicted for it.

Of course, wherever possible, the UK likes to say that its
military action has been authorised by the Security Council, in
order to justify its actions domestically and internationally, and
the more clearly the Council has given authority for military
action the better thejustification it provides. Onthisoccasion, it
required a considerable stretch of the imagination to reach the
conclusion that authority had been granted.

Ideally, the Prime Minister wanted a resolution overtly au-
thorising military action against Iraq to disarm it of its“weapons
of massdestruction”. That’swhat hetried, andfailed, to get with
the draft resolution that eventually became 1441.

Alter native: continue inspections

Of course, even if one acceptsthat the ridicul ous proposition
that the military action was authorised by the Security Council,
the political decision to proceed was a separate matter. In his
“addressto the nation” on 20 March 2003, as British forceswent
into action, the Prime Minister justified this decision asfollows:

“For 12 years, the world tried to disarm Saddam .... UN weapons
ingpectorssay vast amountsof chemical and biological poisons, such
asanthrax, V X nerve agent, and mustard gasremain unaccounted for
in Irag.

g?) our choice is clear: back down and leave Saddam hugely
strengthened; or proceed to disarm him by force. Retreat might give
usamoment of respitebut yearsof repentanceat our weaknesswould
| believefollow.” [25]



But, if onewas committed to disarmament rather than regime
change, the alternative to military action in March 2003 was not
“to back down and leave Saddam hugely strengthened”: it wasto
continue inspections. Even if one believed that Iragq had an
arsenal of proscribed weapons and was manufacturing more,
there was no need to invade Irag, and overthrow the regime, in
order to disarmiit.

Inspection could have continued indefinitely and it standsto
reasonthat, whileinspectionand other formsof surveillancewere
going on, Irag’ s ability to manufacture agents and weapons and
deploy them, assuming it had a mind to, would be greatly
inhibited.

The bottom line was that the continuation of inspectionswas
not an effective alternative for a Prime Minister who refused to
budge in his support for regime change. And the US military
timetable dictated that regime change should begin.
Intelligence “ sexed up”

The most fundamental aspect of the Prime Minister’ s deceit
on theroad to war with Irag wasto pretend that hisobjectivewas
disarmament, when from the outset it was regime change.

Another aspect was the exaggeration of the known intelli-
genceabout Iraq’ s“weaponsof massdestruction”, notably inthe
dossier, Iraq’ sWeaponsof Mass Destruction: The Assessment of
the British Government [26], published on 24 September 2002.
The purpose of this was to portray Irag as a grave threat to its
neighbours and the world in general in order to work up public
enthusiasm for taking military action against it.

| set out the extensive evidence of this exaggeration in my
pamphlet Iraq: Lies, Half-truths & Omissions published in No-
vember 2003 [2] and my evidence to the Foreign Affairs Select
Committee in November 2003 [8].

The Government’ sdossi er made extravagant claims, not only
that Iragq possessed chemical and biological weapons and weap-
ons-related material, and variousdelivery systems, left over from
before the Gulf War, but also that it had re-established facilities
to produce these weapons, and was trying to re-establish its
nuclear weapons programme. So, it was not just a matter of
getting rid of remnants manufactured before the Gulf War: Irag
was producing more weaponsin September 2002, and therefore
the threat from Irag was increasing all the time.

The Government claimed that all this was soundly based on
theexisting intelligence. Unambiguous evidenceto the contrary
came into the public domain in September 2003, with the publi-
cation of thentelligenceand Security Committee (ISC)’ sreport,
Iragi Weapons of Mass Destruction — Intelligence and Assess-
ments [27]. Evidence given to the Hutton Inquiry around the
same time about the compilation of the document cast grave
doubt on whether it gave a reliable summary of the existing
intelligence.
45-minute claim

Here is one of the many examples of the gross manipulation
of intelligence that the Government got up to. Famousdly, the
dossier stated that I ragwas* ableto depl oy chemical or biological
weapons within 45 minutes of an order todo so”. A year later,
thel SCreport confirmedthat thisclaim, which appeared not once
but four timesin the dossier, was of very little significance.

Theintelligence that led to the claim, such asit was, referred
to the deployment of battlefield weapons, not to strategic weap-
ons, capable of hitting Cyprus. But, the dossier didn’t make that
clear.

The ISC report revealed (paragraph 49) that the claim was
derived from an MI16 report dated 30 August 2002, allegedly
based on information from an Iragi military officer, who wasin
a position to know, received by MI6 through athird party.

The information was that on average it took 20 minutes to
move chemical and biological munitionsinto placefor attack (the
maximum response time was 45 minutes). But the information

didn’t identify the munitions to which the 45-minute claim was
supposed to apply, nor from where to where the munitions could
be moved within 45 minutes (ibid, paragraph 52).

On this slim foundation the 45-minute claim wasincluded in
the dossier not once, but four times. Of the claim, the |SC said:

“Thefact that it was assessed to refer to battlefield chemical and
biol ogical munitionsand their movement onthebattlefield, notto any
other form of chemical or biological attack, should have been high-
lighted in the dossier. The omission of the context and assessment
allowed speculation astoitsexact meaning. Thiswasunhelpful to an
understanding of thisissue.” (ibid, paragraph 112)

Objectively, the 45-minute claim amounted to very little. As
the ISC said:

“That the Iragis could use chemica or biological battlefield
weapons rapidly had already been established in previous conflicts
and the reference to the 2045 minutesin the JIC Assessment added
nothing fundamentally new to the UK’s assessment of the Iragi
battlefield capability. “ (ibid, paragraph 56)

So, a claim which “added nothing fundamentally new” ap-
peared four times in the dossier — and appeared each timein a
formthat didn’t makeclear that it referred to battl efiel d weapons.
And it was widely misreported in the press on 24/25 September
2002 withfrightening headlines, asreferring to strategic weapons
capable of hitting Cyprus.

The Evening Standard headline on 24 September was 45
Minutes FromAttack. The Sun headlinethe next day wasBRITS
45 mins FROM DOOM. Many people formed the opinion that
Irag was capable of striking London with anuclear weapon. The
British public was grossly misled.

And the Government did nothing to dispel these frightening
impressions that were not justified by theintelligence. Defence
Secretary, Geoff Hoon, admitted to the Hutton Inquiry, that he
wasaware of the misreporting, but did nothingto correctit. And
nor did anybody elsein the Government. Hoon told the Inquiry:

“... lwasnotaware of whether any considerationwasgiventosuch
acorrection. All that | do know from my experienceisthat, generally
speaking, newspapersareresi stant to corrections. That judgment may
have been made by others aswell.” [28]

The proposition that Ministers did not attempt to correct the
misleading press reports because the presswould not carry such
acorrectionisrisible. A Downing Street pressrelease carrying
acorrection would have been headline news, not just in Britain,
but around theworld, and would have destroyed the credibility of
the dossier at a stroke —which may account for the absence of a
correction from Downing Street.

Liesabout France

Another serious example of the Government misleading the
public concerned France's stance at the Security Council. The
Prime Minister lied to the House of Commons about this on 18
March 2003 in the debate about taking military action. The
resolution endorsing military action, passed by the House on that
day, had the same lie embedded in it.

The lie was that, in a TV interview on 10 March 2003,
President Chirac had sai d that Francewould alwaysveto Security
Council authorisation of military action against Irag. Infact, he
said that, if a vote was called on the “second resolution” then
before the Council,

“France will vote ‘no’ because she considers this evening that
there are no grounds for waging war in order to achieve the goal we
have set ourselves, i.e. to disarm Iragq” (see English trandlation of
interview [29])

However, he also made it clear that France would support
military action if UN inspectors told the Security Council:

“we are sorry but Iraq isn't cooperating, the progress isn't suffi-
cient, wearen't in aposition to achieve our goal, wewon't be ableto
guarantee Iraq's disarmament”.
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In that case, he said:

“...itwill befor the Security Council andit a oneto decidetheright
thing to do. But in that case, of course, regrettably, the war would
become inevitable. It isn't today.”

There, the President was merely restating the consistent
French position that disarmament through inspection should be
replaced by disarmament through military action only if inspec-
tors reported failure, and then only with the authority of the
Security Council. Itwasaposition held by 11 out of 15 members
of the Council.

Themotion beforethe House of Commonson 18 March 2003
said:

“That thisHouse. ... regretsthat despite sustained diplomatic effort
by Her Mgjesty's Government it has not proved possible to secure a
second Resolution in the UN because one Permanent Member of the
Security Council made plain in public its intention to use its veto
whatever the circumstances;” [30]

In proposing the motion, the Prime Minister identified the
Permanent Member as France, which, he said, had undermined
support for a second resol ution:

“Last Monday [10 March], wewere getting very closewithit [the
second resolution]. We very nearly had the majority agreement. ...

“Y es, thereweredebatesabout thelength of the ultimatum, but the
basic construct was gathering support. Then, on Monday night,
France said that it would veto a second resolution, whatever the
circumstances.” [30]

Thatisalie.

Iraq and al-Qaida

Unlikethe USadministration, the British Government did not
givetheimpression that Saddam Hussein’ sregime supported al-
Qaida,. (For USlying on this, see my pamphlet Irag WASa US
allyin"war onterror" [6]). However, amajor part of the Prime
Minister’'s case for taking military action against Iragq was that
therewas" areal and present danger” that chemical and biological
weaponswouldfind their way from Iragto al-Qai daor associated
groups.

For example, on 18 March 2003, he told the House of
Commons:

“The key today is stability and order. The threat is chaos and
disorder—and there are two begetters of chaos: tyrannical regimes
with weapons of mass destruction and extreme terrorist groups who
profess a perverted and false view of Islam. ...

“The possibility of the two coming together—of terrorist groups
in possession of weapons of mass destruction or even of aso-called
dirty radiological bomb—isnow, in my judgment, areal and present
danger to Britain and its national security.” [31]

When he said that, the Prime Minister was aware that the
intelligence services had no evidence that Irag had considered
using chemical and biological agents in terrorist attacks or had
passed such agentsonto al-Qaida. Hewasalso awarethat, inthe
judgment of the intelligence services, a collapse of the Iragi
regime would increase the risk of chemical and biological war-
fare technology or agents finding their way into the hands of al-
Qaida or associated groups, whether or not as a deliberate Iraqgi
regime policy.

This information was made public in the ISC report (para-
graphs125-127). ButthePrimeMinister chosenot todivulgeany
of this information to Parliament prior to the invasion, under-
standably so, since it would have undermined an important part
of his case for military action.

Theintelligence services also judged that al-Qaida and asso-
ciated groups continued to represent by far the greatest terrorist
threat to Western interests, and that the threat would be height-
ened by military action against Iraq (ibid, paragraph 126). The
latter view was advanced by most opponents of military action
against Iraq. The Prime Minister chose not to divulge to Parlia

ment that the intelligence services shared their view.
Terrorist threat to Britain

Most likely, the bombingsin London on 7 July 2005 would
not havetaken placeif Britain hadn’'t been aparty totheinvasion
and occupationof Irag. Two of theL ondonbombers, Mohammad
SidiqueKhan[32] and Shehzad Tanweer [33], madevideosprior
to their deaths and they both stated clearly that it was British
intervention in the Muslim world, and Iraq in particular, which
motivated their action.

Nevertheless, the political establishment in Britain wasmore
or lessunanimousthat British interventionin Irag played no part
in bringing about the bombings.t Instead, we were told that
Western democracies are all under threat from Muslim extrem-
ists, who want to destroy our way of life (whatever that means)
and it was simply Britain’sturn on 7 July 2005.

Thisstancewas maintained eventhoughin July 2005 the M5
websitesaidinapageheaded Threat tothe UK fromInter national
Terrorism:

“In recent years, |Iraq has become a dominant issue for arange of
extremist groups and individualsin the UK and Europe.”

This straightforward message remained on the M15 website
for the next couple of years.

A few months earlier, in April 2005, a Joint Intelligence
Committee report, entitled International Terrorism: Impact of
Irag, was even more explicit about the motivating effect of the
invasion of Iraq.t Thefollowing extractsfrom it were published
in The Sunday Times on 2 April 2006 in an article, entitled Iraq
terror backlash in UK 'for years”:

“Iraqislikely to be an important motivating factor for sometime
to come in the radicalisation of British Muslims and for those
extremists who view attacks against the UK aslegitimate.”

“Thereisaclear consensus within the UK extremist community
that Iraq is alegitimate jihad and should be supported. Irag has re-
energised and refocused a wide range of networksin the UK.”

“Wejudgethat the conflict in Iraq hasexacerbated thethreat from
international terrorismandwill continueto haveanimpactinthelong
term. It has reinforced the determination of terrorists who were
already committed to attacking the West and motivated others who
were not.”

“Somejihadistswholeavelragwill play leadingrolesinrecruiting
and organising terrorist networks, sharing their skills and possibly
conducting attacks. It is inevitable that some will come to the UK.”
[34]

Thiswasthe considered assessment of theBritishintelligence
servicesafew monthsbeforeal-QaidastruckinLondon.t Clearly,
British military action against Iraq was an outstanding successin
putting Britain firmly on al-Qaida s hit list.

(See my pamphlet The London bombings: Britain's blood
price[35]).

Humanitarian intervention?

179 British military personnel werekilled and 315 seriously
wounded during the invasion and occupation of Irag.

At least ahundred thousand Iragis, and perhaps agreat many
more, have beenkilled, asaresult of the US/UK invasion and the
destruction of the Iragi state. Many more have been injured.
About 2 million Iragis are refugees in Syria and Jordan, and
perhaps another 2 million are displaced internally.t All this,
thanks to US/UK intervention.

We will never know how many Iragis have been killed,
because, inthefamouswords of General Tommy Franks, theUS
commander of theinvading forces: “Wedon't do body counts”. t
If the bodies are Iragi, he should have added to be accurate.

Theestimatesof Iragi deathsthat exist have been put together
by organisations other than the occupying powers.t From the
outset, the Iraq Body Count (IBC) organisation has compiled a



count of Iragi civilians killed from media reports of incidents.t
This count isinevitably an underestimate since not all incidents
in which Iragis die are reported in the media.

As of 7 January 2010, the IBC estimate was in the range
94,939 to 103,588 [36] (and the death toll isrising again). The
IBC view isthat the actual number could be double that. Other
estimates have been much, much higher.

But, amurderoustyrant has been removed andisno longer in
aposition to murder innocent Iragis? Thiswas the message the
Prime Minister gave the House of Commons on the eve of the
invasion (19 March 2003):

“Of course, | understand that, if there is conflict, there will be
civilian casualties. That, | am afraid, isin the nature of any conflict,
but wewill do our best to minimisethem. However, | point out to my
hon. Friend that civilian casualtiesin Iraq are occurring every day as
aresult of the rule of Saddam Hussein. He will be responsible for
many, many more deaths even in one year than we will be in any
conflict.” [37]

Themessagewasclear: |eft alone, Saddam Husseinwouldkill
moreinnocent Iragisin ayear thanwill bekilled in the upcoming
conflict. Ultimately, more lives would be saved by taking
military action to overthrow him.

So, on 19 March 2003, how many innocent Iragiswould one
have expected Saddam Hussein to kill in the next twelve months,
if hewereleft alone? Presumably, thePrimeMinister had afigure
in hishead when he spoke. Scoreswould seemtobeareasonable
estimate: Amnesty I nternational estimated that “ scoresof people,
including possible prisoners of conscience, were executed” in
2002, asimilar number in 2001 and “ hundreds’ in 2000[38], and
nobody can accuse Amnesty International of being soft on
Saddam Hussein.

Saddam Hussein would have had to remain in power for
thousandsof yearsto match the carnage unleashed by the US/UK
in overthrowing him.
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A Socialist View Of The Ottoman Empire

By Pat Walsh

Our understanding of the Ottoman Empireisdeeply coloured
by the British Great War propaganda of Wellington House, a
secret department of the British State, established to wage ideo-
logical war on the enemy—whoever that enemy might be. In
November 1914 the British war took on a new enemy—the
Ottoman Empire. Propaganda was necessary to cultivate hatred
of the Turk to put the massesin uniform. And becausethe Liberal
war discounted compulsion, even to save civilization, propa-
ganda had an essential function in volunteering.

This propaganda was designed to counter the view that “the
Turk isa gentleman” —aview promoted by England when the
British Statewished to justify itssupport for the Ottoman Empire
in the face of the hogtility of Gladstonian Christian morality.

The Ottoman Empirewas characterized in thispropagandaas
adecrepit and ramshackle affair—the* sick man of Europe.” The
origin of thisphraseisolder than Wellington House, dating back
to the time of the Crimean War. Czar Nicholas attempted to
convince Sir Hamilton Seymour, the British Ambassador at
Constantinople, that the Ottoman Empire was on the point of
collapse. The Czar told the Ambassador, “we have asick man on
our hands, a man who is serioudly ill; it will . . . be a great
misfortune if he escapes us one of these days, especially before
al the arrangements are made.” (Cited in Alan Palmer, The
Banner of Battle; the Sory of the Crimean War, p.56)

The"arrangements’ the Czar had inmind werefor thesharing

out of the Ottoman Empire by the European Powers. But at this
time England was most unwilling to see the Russians down at
Constantinople and instead of a sharing of Ottoman spoils they
went to war with Russia in the Crimea the following year to
resuscitate the “sick man of Europe.”

But ahalf century later therewasadramatic turnabout and the
Ottomans became the “sick man of Europe’” —an empire of
Armenian massacres, peopled by a lazy race of bloodthirsty
Turks, incapable of governing themselves, |et alone others, who
destroyed everything they touched and retarded progress every-
wherethey had conquered. The Turkswere“amerciless oppres-
sor,” “aremorselessbully,” “ purebarbarians,” “ degenerate,” and
had “ strewn the earth with ruins.” (These are some phrases used
about Turks in The Clean-fighting Turk, a Spurious Claim by
Mark Sykes. But they could have come from a hundred similar
publications from the period)

The message wasthat the demise of the Ottoman Empirewas
inevitable and far too long in coming.

And yet the Ottoman Empire was an amazingly successful
and durable construction. This fact was well argued by—A.S.
Headingley in TheBritish Socialist, Vol. 2.,No.5. May 15,1913,
(pp. 193-202.)

Thearticlewaspublished just after theconclusion of thepeace
in the First Balkan War.

The First and Second Balkan Wars were two warsin South-
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Eastern Europe during 1912-1913 in the course of which the
Balkan League of Bulgaria, Greece, Serbia and Montenegro,
encouraged by Russia, attacked and conquered the Ottoman
territoriesof Albania, Montenegro and most of Thrace—andthen
fell out over the division of the spoils—leading to Turkey
recovering Eastern Thrace up to Adrianople.

TheBakan Warscameabout asaresult of the Anglo-Russian
Agreement of 1907. This Agreement represented a settling of
accounts on England’ s part with the Russians in order that the
“Russian steamroller” would be enlisted for a future war on
Germany. It ended the Great Game between England and Russia.

The Great Game had an Asian aspect around Afghanistan but
it also had a European aspect. The European aspect involved
blocking Russiain the Balkans through support of the Ottoman
Empireasabulwark against Russian expansionism. But with the
1907 Agreement, and without the restraining forces of England
and France, Russiasaw itself ashaving afreehandintheBalkans
andinitiated thefirst stepsof itsmovement down to Constantino-
ple.

The Balkan League was largely a creation of 1zvolski, the
Russian Foreign Minister, who hoped to useit as an instrument
tofinally drivetheAustriansfromtheBalkansand the Turksfrom
Europe. It was aided by certain agents of the British State who
were |et loose to sow the seeds of chaos in the Balkans, in the
interest of destabilizing the region and making it a barrier to
German linksto Asia. And dl restraints were removed from the
various Balkan nationalisms by this activity.

Inthe course of writing abook about the Great War on Turkey
| came across a socialist argument against the reorientation of
British policy which was driving Europe to war. It is very
interesting in what it says about the character of the Ottoman
State, itssuccess, |lam and theimplications of British policy for
thearea. Below thenisthe socialist casefor the Ottoman Empire,
and its preservation, in the interests of peace and stability in the
region, and the world, from A.S. Headingley in The British
Socialigt, Vol. 2., No. 5. May 15, 1913, (pp. 193-202.):

“In ordinary history, we read of the Oghuz Turks driven out of
Central Asiaintheearlier part of thethirteenth century and establish-
ing themselvesin Armenia, where, after varying fortunes, they found
a great leader in the person of Othman or Osman. He invaded
Byzantine territory, and after him is named the Ottoman Empire
which he founded. But what we want to know is the why and
wherefore. How came this Empire to spread so far over Europe,
subjugating Christian countries, and why did so many Christians
gladly abjuretheir creed to embracethefaith of Islam? Already other
Mohammedans had swept Christianity clean out of Egypt and al the
northern coastsof Africa. In Spain, inltaly, inthesouth of France, and
fromthe East right up to thewalls of Vienna, in the centre of Europe,
thevictorioustide of Islam roseirresistibly. Why?Historians say but
little about this.

They talk of the generalship, of the warlike qualities of the
Mohammedans, asif half Europe could be conquered by general ship
and the discipline and training of troops. Neither Julius Caesar nor
Napoleon could have invaded the greater part of Europe if they had
not brought with them something theinvaded countriesdesired. With
Julius Caesar came al the advantages of amuch higher civilisation,
with Napoleon the aureole of the Revolution, the advent of democ-
racy, the destruction of inherited privileges. When, however, it
became evident that Napoleon was betraying the cause he had
represented, Europe, instead of submitting, rose against him and he
was defeated.

To-day, then, of all time, isthechosen moment for explainingwhy
Islam triumphed in Europe, and why at present it isno longer ableto
holditsown. Wearenot goingto bring about the Socialist millennium
by standing in the gutter and crying out to busy men and women that
they should pause and pity the sorrows of the poor working man. The
workers who will forward the cause of Socialism are the historians
and the scientists who can grip hold of every current event that does
attract the attention of the great mass of the people and point out its
economicandmoral cause, itseconomicand ethical remedy. All great
events lend themselves to such interpretations, and certainly thisis
the case with the Eastern question.

Why did Christian countries offer so feeble a resistance to the
conquering sword of 1slam, why was Christianity so easily replaced
by the newer religion? Because the tiller of the soil had a better

opportunity of earning hisliving under thelawsthat werebased onthe
Koran than under thel awsestablished by thefeudal lordsin Christian
countries. Because | slamwas comparatively and in practicefar more
democratic than the Christian forms of government. Under Islam all
who embracethefaith areredly equals, and both in Egypt and India
even slaves have become Sultans. The European serfs were more
cruelly downtrodden than the poorest children of Islam.

Further, and what is too readily forgotten, Christians fled from
Christian countries, sought refuge under the Crescent, so asto enjoy
religiousfreedom. Thusthe Nestorianswere saved fromtotal extinc-
tion by seeking asylum in Mohammedan countries. Even to thisday,
thousands and thousands of pilgrimsand touristsgo every year to the
Holy Land where they unwittingly pay homage to the tolerance
showed by the Mohammedans. When the Saracens conquered Jeru-
salem they respected the holy places of areligion in which they did
not believe. When did a victorious Crusader show any respect for a
Mohammedan mosgque? When did a Christian sect refrain from
persecuting another Christian sect if it was strong enough to satisfy
its resentment?

To-day, at Easter, at Jerusalem, it isthe Turkish troops who, with
fixed bayonets, prevent the rival Christian sects from tearing each
other to pieces. L et thosewho cannot afford totravel sofar and seefor
themselvesget some photographsof the Easter festivities. Thus, from
thefirst, Christians fled from fellow Christians to find freedom and
safety among the children of 1slam. Thus we get our first lesson. It
should befully elaborated with much historical evidence in support;
then we would realise that the Moors, the Saracens and the Turks
triumphed in Europe because they were more tolerant, because they
granted more freedom, because their social institutions permitted
greater social equality, and because their economic laws rendered it
easier for the willing worker to earn hisliving.

If we Socialists are one day to rule the world we must study what
were the causesthat facilitated the great changeswrought in history.
Wecannot, of course, blindly imitatethosewhoweresuccessful inthe
past, but many of theelementsthat contributed to such successwould
still constitute aforcein amodern movement. Now, aboveall, ISam
represented the cause of Education. Christianity had obliterated the
science, the philosophy, the literature, the arts of the ancient Greek
and Roman civilisations, and had plunged Europe into what the
Christiansthemselvesdescribed asthe Dark Ages. The Saracenshad
the great works of the ancient Greeks, notably Aristotle, translated
into Syriac and Arabic, they encouraged learning by every means
possible. ‘Go,” says Mohammed, ‘and ask everywhere for instruc-
tion, even, if necessary, asfar asChina.’ A versein the ‘Hadice,” or
‘Wordsof theProphet,” says, ‘Hewho seeksafter instructionismore
loved by God than hewho fightsin aholy war.” Whilethe Christians
forbade all the sciences and burnt the scientists at the stake, Moham-
med proclaimed, with a voice of thunder, that: - ‘It is a sacrilege to
prohibit science. To ask for science isto worship God, to teach isto
do an act of charity. Scienceisthelife of Islam and the pillar of our
faith.’

Andfinally we havethissublime sentence: - ‘Hewhoinstructsthe
ignorant is like the living among the dead.’

There, then, we have our moral: just asthe Saracensand the Turks
routed the Christians so shall the Socialistsrout the Capitalistswhen
the Socialistsprovethat they haveattained ahigher standard of living
in the sciences, in the practical application of democratic principles
and in the realisation of economic progress.

It may be objected, however, that | am writing asif the Turkshad
been victorious instead of defeated in the recent war. That shows |
suffer from the usua frailty of preferring the agreeable to the
disagreeable, and it is more pleasing to describe how obscurantism
washumiliated than to rel atewhy thoseto whom we owe so much are
now well-nigh driven out of Europe.

Here, again, we have anillustration of aneed of aSociaist Press,
instead of only acapitalist Press and a Press devoted to thereligions
of capitalism. This Press, nevertheless, must think we are very blind
and very ignorant. It gives various reasons why the non-Moslem
populations of the Balkans are now dissatisfied with Ottoman rule,
but why were they not dissatisfied before? During centuries no
complaintswere heard. It is only within the last eighty, or a most a
hundred years, that the various peoples under Ottoman rule began to
agitate and to rebel. For centuries they seem to have been fairly



satisfied, and the Socialist will a once note that the development of
dissatisfaction coincideswith the devel opment of modernindustrial -
ism. It may also be observed that in England the anti-Turk feeling is
strongest among the Party and section of the people who are most
intimately associated with industrialism and commercialism. Thus,
just asthe Socialist was a pro-Boer, so is helikely to be apro-Turk.
And, just as the Boer and the Turk were not in the swim of modern
cosmopolitan high finance, so are they both likely to go under—at
least till the Revolution comes.

There are, of course, many factors affecting the alteration of the
position; but steam power and modern machinery may beconsidered
as having the most potential. As such facilities of international
communication asrailway lines and steamshipsincreased, the Otto-
man Empirewas placed at adisadvantageinitsrelationswith therest
of theworld. Solong asthe Empire’ sbusiness could be carried on by
the small handicraftsmen and by small tradesmen, the Ottoman
Empirehelditsown. Withitsguildsto maintain aliving wage for al
the workers there was no widespread dissatisfaction. But railways
brought in cheap machine-made articles that sapped the trade and
labour of the handicraftsman. They and the steamshipsal so rendered
an invasion much easier; and we know that, from the time of
Catherine the Great, it has been the traditional policy of Russia to
endeavour to seize Constantinople. On the other hand, Austria,
defeated by Prussia, hasbeen forced to relinquish itsformer position
as a Germanic Power, and therefore directs its ambition in the
opposite direction—namely, towards what used to be the Ottoman
Empire. Salonica, in the hands of Austria, would probably replace
Brindis asthe nearest port to the Suez Canal for the overland route
to India. Already Austria has annexed Bosniaand Herzegovina, and
has frequently threatened the military occupation of the Sanjak of
Novi Bazar. Neither Austrianor Russia, therefore, had any desireto
see the Ottoman Empire consolidate itself. The more disorder the
greater the opportunitiesfor interferenceand for annexations. Thusit
isthat agentswere sent to foment discord between therival racesand
creeds.

Disturbances were al the more easy to produce as the economic
situation was becoming more and more unfavourabl e to the inhabit-
ants. The Mohammedan religion forbids usury; therefore most of the
banking isdoneby Armenians, Greeksand Jews. Thisdid not matter
so much in the handicraft days; but now that most enterprises need
large capital the Turk is placed at theterrible disadvantage of having
to seek the aid of those who do not belong to hisrace, or creed, when
it is necessary to obtain aloan. It is the Armenians and other non-
M oslemswho havebeen chiefly instrumental in creating the Ottoman
Debt. Now the Turk demands that the Armenian should respect his
life asacitizen and not break down his guild and hisliving wage.

When abusinessissold it isthe Armenian who outbidsthe Turk;
then he undercuts the other Turkswho arein the same business. The
usurious Armenian contrives to inveigle the Turk into borrowing
money, and makes him sign papers the meaning of which he barely
understands. Patiently hewaitstill the Turk isaway, serving histime
inthe army. The usurious Armenian then swoops down on the estate
and takes more than his due when there are only relatives present to
defend therights of the absentee. Alsoitisquite probablethe soldier
will die while in the army, and never return to put matter to rights.
Thus the impoverished widow and orphan children grow up to hate
the Armenian. Usury, sowidely practised by Christians, isan abomi-
nablecrimeintheeyesof thesimple-minded, unenlightened M oham-
medan. Itisthe cause of many murders, particularly if theusurerisan
Armenian and the borrower isaKurd. Y et in England we have been
led to believe that the massacre of Armenians was due to religious
fanaticism.

A Turk explainsthe situationin hisway:-*‘l and my son are bakers
and barbers. Y ou and your sons are |apidaries and gardeners. But if
you bid one of your sonsto beabarber, asecond to beabaker, athird
alapidary and afourth agardener, all isconfusion, and how can good
come of it?

‘Furthermore, heisno barber nor baker who doesnot belongtothe
Guild of Barbers and the Guild of Bakers. If your son go not to the
Peshkadin and rank himself among the apprentices, next to the
Tchavosh, to bid him inscribe his name on the rolls; then to the
Kihaya, to pay himtoll, how would he beamember of the Guild? Ask

the Sheik if | have not spoken well.’

Thus the occasional massacre of Christians by Turks is no more
dueto religiousfanaticism than the Luddites’ riotsin England, or the
Trade Union outrages Broadhead organised many years ago against
the blacklegsin Sheffield. But it suited the politicians, who werein
search of a pretext for attacking the Turk and robbing him of his
possessions, to ascribethisregrettableviolenceto hisreligion. There
again we need a Socialist Press to expose the economic basis of
current events. The British Nonconformists have been especialy
eloguent in the misrepresentation of what has happened in Turkey.
Pozzo di Borgo, former Russian Ambassador, wasfar morefrank, for
he openly confessed that as the Russians were nearly beaten by the
unreformed Turks, they were not going to allow them to reform. Ali
Pashaand Fuad Pashanobly stroveto makethepaper reforms, drawn
up after the Crimean War, real and effective reforms. We know that
it was the intrigues and pressure of Russia that caused the exile of
Midhat Pashaand thwarted his constitutional schemes. Disorder has
been systematically maintained in Turkey, and good administration
rendered impossible, by foreign, especially Russian, provocating
agents. Is it conceivable that Russia would allow orderly constitu-
tional government to be established onitsfrontiers, either in Turkey
or in Persia, while keeping the Russians themselves under the
tyrannical and cruel rule of the Czar?

All this underhand, murderous, and criminal intriguing has now
cometoahead. The Turkish Empirehasbeen dismembered and exists
no longer asan important European Power. Thenatural consequence
isthat the thieves are quarrelling over the spoils. Already there has
been agood deal of unofficial fighting between the Bulgarians, the
Servians, and the Greeks as to their respective shares of the newly-
acquired territories. But they are mere pawns in the game. The real
contest that imperils the peace of Europe is between Austria and
Russia. Bulgarians, Servians, and M ontenegrinsbeing, broadly speak-
ing, of thesame Slav raceand thesamereligion, havethroughout been
backed by Russia, and are, in practice, mere outposts of the Russian
Empire. Through them Russiahopesultimately to becomeaMediter-
ranean Power.

On her side, Austria seeks to check this Russian expansion and
preparetheway for her own growth. Therefore she has conceived the
idea of creating a new Principality by giving the Albanian race a
national existence of their own. For the moment, therefore, the
struggle is between Russia, which endeavours to make this new
Principality assmall and aswesak as possible, and Austria, which, on
the contrary, would have Albania stand forth as a powerful buffer
State. Whereour interest as Socialistscomesin should now beclearly
defined; and here, once more, we need awealthy Socialist Press, able
to employ learned specialists, with local experience, to elucidate the
problem. Is Russia to advance and advance till, as Napoleon said,
Europe becomes Cossack and the Holy Orthodox Church dominates
the world from Constantinople? Or is Austria to expand till she
reinstallsthe Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church at St. Sophia’s, so
that, from Constantinople, Europe may come under the heel of the
Jesuit?

Thisisaprospect that placesusbetweentheDevil andthedeep sea.
But these are the practical politics of to-day, and our future depends
to alarge extent on the solution of these problems. Astheknowledge
of these dangers extends, there will be a better appreciation of the
service rendered to the cause of peace by the Ottoman Empire, and
greater regret that by its disappearance the dogs of war have been let
loose. Itistruethat, for the moment, the more acute causes of quarrel
have been removed, but the situation isinherently dangerous, and is
likely to remain so for along time to come. The Socialist Party has,
| sincerely believe, largely helpedto preservethepeacesofar. Itisthe
knowledge that thereisarevolutionary party at home keenly watch-
ing for its opportunity that has so alarmed the various Governments
concerned as to make them fear to embark on foreign wars. But we
cannotrely onthisfor al time, andthereforegreatly needinformation
and guidance as to the economic bearing of all these complications,
and how the difficulties the capitalist Governments have brought
about should be handled by Socialists. Wehaveto prove our superior
statesmanship before we can expect communities to entrust us with
the reins of government.”
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Review

Marxist approaches to Irish history writing
L' Ecriture marxiste de |’ histoire irlandaise
By Romain Ravel
MA dissertation 2007 University of Reims, France

by Cathy Winch

Thisisa570-page dissertation written (in French) by Romain
Ravel, astudent at a French university, about Marxist writing of
the history of Ireland. It begins with three quotes, from James
Joyce, Karl Marx and the BICO:

‘History, Stephen said, isanightmarefromwhich | amtrying
to awake' James Joyce,’ Ulysses

‘Thetradition of all dead generationsweighslikeanightmare
on the brains of the living.” Karl Marx, 18t Brumaire of Louis
Bonaparte

‘Inlreland, history ispropaganda.’ BICO, The Economics of
Partition.

The BICO features prominently in the dissertation: it is
mentioned at some length in at least 57 separate occasions
throughout the dissertation, with numerous quotes; the organisa-
tion is often mentioned at the end of the various sections, as if
given the last word on all questions.

Because of the way the work is structured, however, you do
not get aclear idea of what the BICO is or what the author thinks
of it: Ravel does not analyse each author or group one after
another, instead he examineswhat each author or group hasto say
under a (large) number of different headings.

Romain Ravel begins with an overview, or catalogue (his
word) of the writers of Irish history (not all of them Irish) who
have had some connection at some point with Marxism; then he
looks at important events in Irish history and for each event or
perioddescribeswhat eachwriter hadto say aboutit. Sotheviews
of the BICO are not explained all in one go but piecemeal, in
connection with various events, and the same goes with all the
other authors.

Ravel starts with the classics, Marx, Engels, Connolly and
Lenin, then continues with those who would say that they are
followers of Marx e.g. C. Desmond Greaves, David Reed, and
those who have read Marx but do not consider themselves
Marxists. (Chapters 1 and 2). The bibliography follows this
division: the main sources are ‘Marxist’ and include the BICO
The Economics of Partition, The Two Irish Nations, and BICO
articles published between 1971 and 1979. Thenext section lists
non-marxist writers connected in some way to Marxism, and
includes later BICO publications. Ravel however mainly uses
early publications, principally The Economics of Partition.

Ravel does not set out the eventsin chronological order, but
in order of ideas: first the founding theme of Marxist history
writing on Ireland (Chapter 3), second, the modes of production
in Ireland (Chapter 4); third, the (national) revolution (Chapter
5); then the last part (Chapters 6 and 7) is devoted to Northern
Ireland.

The founding theme of Marxist history writing in Ireland is
theUniontothe Crown 1801-1921. Theitemsdealt with hereare
Grattan’s Parliament, the Famine, the Land League, Young
Ireland, movements like the Ribbon Society, the Fenians, the
Home Rule movement, and the Land Acts.

Chapter 4 leaps back to the Gaels to discuss modes of
production in Ireland: primitive communism, feudalism, the
conquest, development or not of capitalism. Grattan appears
again, the Volunteers, the United Irishmen, Robert Emmet and
1803.

With this enormous amount of material, Ravel cannot also
explain Irish history; he directs the unsure reader to a French
history of Ireland by Jean Guiffan or to Roy Foster's Modern
Ireland 1600-1972. (Ravel believesthat history isalwayswritten
with apurpose, yet heis seduced by the ‘objective’ authoritative
historian who has done research and has become the ultimate
reference.) Neither does he have the space to comment on the
viewsof hisauthors; ashesayshimself, heletsthetexts speak for
themselves. But to keep track of hisvarious authors Ravel puts
markers on them: for example, the ‘Trotskyite’ Lysaght, the
‘academics Bew, Gibbon and Patterson, the ‘CP member’ T.A.
Jackson, and those are labels which the recipients would not
deny. Other markers, such as the ‘Stalinist/Unionist’ BICO/
Brendan Clifford and the ‘anti-khruschevite’ AngelaCliffordare
controversial and not explained, originating probably from un-
questioned hearsay.

Thisisavery comprehensivework; it considers professional
historians, and also militants and others whose writings can be
seen ashistorical. Ravel sayshehasonly read worksin English
and French and so probably missed out on important research
from Russia and Poland for example which has not been trans-
lated. However, 138 works are listed at the end as primary
sources, 60 more as additional sources, then newspapers from
1898t0 1941, then interviews and written answersto aquestion-
naire Ravel sent to his authors. An interview with A. and B.
Clifford in 2006 is acknowledged.

After that thereisahugebibliography under six headings(On
Marxism, Onlreland, Ondisciplinesother than history, Websites,
etc); the seventh heading ‘What should also have been read’
contains other books by authorsalready mentioned. Y ou get the
impression that the author has read the books. One book he is
unfair about—The Great Hunger by Cecil Woodham-Smith, an
‘over simplistic best seller’ according to him—hedoesnot list as
one he has read; he must have picked up this comment in Mary
Daly’s Revisionism and Irish history, the Great Famine, and
adopted it (he acknowledges his debt to Mary Daly in his
treatment of the Famine).

Because he iswriting an academic thesis he hasto start with
the questions he intends to answer by the end of the work. He
presents two questions:

1) Whatistheroleof Marx’sideasinthebattle of ideasin
Ireland? ‘Socialists in all countries have always followed Ire-
land’ sstruggle against its oppressorswith the greatest of sympa-
thy’ (Kautsky) but socialism and Marxism have had few echoes
in Ireland.

2)  What does it mean to represent oneself as a Marxist?
And what isthe connection between historical interpretation and
political practice?

For each writer hewantsto find out histradition, hispolitical
identity, and also his intentions in terms of politics or relations
with other history writers, and, inthelight of both hispast and his
future, to analyse his present writing. Rather an ambitious plan:
to do that for one author would have been plenty.

The dissertation actually beginswith alengthy discussion of
history writing, Marxism, and the Marxist treatment of the



national question, with Ernest Gellner and Tom Nairn, then
‘Ronad’, Lenin, Kautsky, Otto Bauer, Rosa Luxemburg, Karl
Radek, Trotsky, and more.

Ravel remarksthat Marxismispastitsheyday. Marx isdead.
This decline of Marxist thinking has consequences for history
writing.

Accordingto Ravel, thereisno accepted definition of ‘Marx-
ist’; the frontier between Marxist and non-Marxist is not well
defined. Marx himself said hewasnot aMarxist. Ravel will call
‘Marxist’ the founding fathers and their continuers; also authors
who tried to understand the problem raised by the history of
Ireland through concepts taken from Marxism, e.g. mode of
production and class struggle, without necessarily thinking of
themselvesasMarxists, for example: Peadar O’ Donnell, Andrew
Boyd, and lan Lustick.

Ravel makes general comments about history writing: it is
never an ‘immaculate conception’. History hasbeen written for
political purposes, starting with the British colonial power,
putting out the idea that there was no trace of civilisation in the
island before the conquest. Today it isawaysinfluenced by the
personality of the writer, his political or academic objectives,
even his career objectives. However Ravel doesnot alwayskeep
this caveat in mind; he has atendency, as| mentioned above, to
refer to ‘historians’ asauthoritieswho havethelast word against
the sguabbling politicos. For example: ‘To-day’s historians
agreethat ‘value-free’ history isanaiveidea.’ ‘Historiansagree
that thelrish Celtic pastisamyth’; ‘Historians (herein the shape
of Richard EnglishinIrish Freedom) agreethat ‘ During the Great
Famine and the following decades the character of thelrishrural
population changed from predominantly proletariat to predomi-
nantly bourgeois.”’

Ravel explainsto hisFrench audiencethe meaning of theterm
‘revisionism’ in Irish history writing: it started in the thirties but
becamesignificantintheseventiesduetothegrowingtensionsin
Northern Ireland. It is an attempt to overcome the division of
historical practice in two rival camps: unionism and especially
nationalism. It is an effort to promote the dialogue between
researchers and students of the two communities. Ravel quotes
a specialist of the question, Paraskevi Gkotzaridis, who, in an
unpublished Ph.D. thesis, sees revisionism as susceptible of
several definitions: first it can be seen as coming from a nation
tormented by the question of its identity, secondly, as a late
intellectual reply by the descendants of the old elite against the
winnerson the political and economic level of the earthquake of
1916-1921-23; itisthirdly, and moreplausibly, an understanding
that the global solution to the misfortunes of theisland cannot be
aunilateral nationalismwhich did not takeinto consideration the
aspirations of the protestant community.

Thesethree views of revisionism are presented with the only
comment that the third definition is probably the best. Thethird
definition denies all political bias, except a benevolent one:
revisionist history writing will help to solve the country’ s prob-
lems. Ravel callsConnolly aprecursor of neo colonialismtheory,
by which herefersto the question of therelationship betweenthe
erstwhile colonial power and its former colony. However, he
does not pursue the idea or see that it might be central to the
guestion of revisionismin history writing. Hethinksrevisionist
history isa good thing in terms of peace and reconciliation and
does not enquire further.

Ravel discusses practically thewhole of Irish history, and he
describes so many viewsof it by so many authors, that he cannot
judgewhichinterpretation fitsthefactsbetter; in order to do that,
he would need to have a strong view himself on interpretations,

and be ableto defend hisinterpretations. Thisisnot hispurpose,
but thisapproach |eavesthereader with afeeling of anincomplete
work with adisappointing conclusion. His conclusion does not
go beyond theidea presented in the introduction that the Marxist
standpoint in history writing is outdated and no more than
‘conceptua dressingup’. Strangely, hehad also givenapreview
of this conclusion half way through the book when mentioning
Brendan Clifford’ swords: ‘I stopped writing asa Marxist thirty
yearsago'.

The conclusion however does not do justice to the work.
Ravel hasgiven avery comprehensive panoramaof Irish history
and of history writing about Ireland. To get an idea of his
achievement | et uslook at histreatment of oneevent, the Famine,
and in annex, one author, James Connolly. First, the Famine.

After remarking that ‘The Famine is the only universally
known eventin Irish history’ Ravel startswith Marx’ streatment
of theevent thenthat of Connolly, Kautsky and nationalist history
writers. Then he comesto the ‘revisionist’ view.

Marx’ s standpoint, while clothed in scientific language, was
fundamentally moral in origin. The famine according to Marx
was an economic war launched against the Irish people.

Marx wrote in the New York Daily Tribune of 1853: ‘The
needy Irish tenant bel ongsto the soil whilethe soil belongsto the
EnglishLord.” Thefaminewasagigantic expropriation. Thisis
asotheview of nationalist history writing, e.g. D. GeorgeBoyce.

When reading Marxist writing about the famine, one feelsa
sort of weight of the past, arage; e.g. T.A. Jackson, D. Greaves,
Erich Strauss, Terry Eagleton (the Irish Auschwitz).

In the nationalist version of events, the causes of the famine
are free trade and the market economy, the decline of the
economy since the end of protectionism and Grattan’s Parlia-
ment; Connolly thought that there was enough food ontheisland
tofeed twicethe number of people, anideafoundin John Mitchel
and taken up by Canon John O’ Rourkein 1874. Kautsky doesnot
mention the famine, Ravel surmisesthat thisis perhaps because
he had welcomed the 1921 treaty and did not want to stress
English Irish differences.

Erich Straussthought that ‘the dependenceof Irish agriculture
onforeign markets, which contrasted so strangely with the crude
subsistence farming of the mass of the people, was the necessary
result of Ireland’'s colonial status.’

Cecil Woodham Smith also gave a nationalist account.

After this nationalist history of the Famine came arevision
which according to Mary Daly started in the 1960s with the
precursors Louis Cullen and a Marxist, Raymond Crotty. For
Crotty, the famine was not a break in the history of Ireland, but
a continuation and a consequence of the economic situation
created by the end of the Napoleonic wars, i.e. the end of high
demand for Irish agricultural produce.

Crotty considered the long-term economic cycles; he studied
the increase in population, due according to him to increased
demand for food, in particular wheat, in England from 1760; the
victory of 1815 meant that European markets were opened to
England, andthepriceof wheat fell. RentsinIreland however did
not fall. That meant that large holdings for cattle rearing, as
opposed to wheat growing, were the only ones that could be
viablefinancially. Thismeant turning the peasantsfromtheland
where wheat was cultivated. The famine contributed to this
expropriation, butit would havehhappened anyway. Thehistorian
Louis Cullen is in agreement. According to Mary Daly, this
removed the Famine from its central position in Irish history.

Thiswas not new according to Ravel: Connolly and commu-
nist authors also saw the year 1815 as determinant.
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The BICO approved of Crotty’sanalysis.

The aftermath of the famine was an improvement in the
standard of living of the surviving farmers, and a declinein the
number of thelandlords. Thisgoesagainst Marx and Connolly,
who insisted on the poverty of the masses after the famine, with
therepeal of theCornLaws. TheBICO however approved of this
development, in a cold-blooded manner:

‘But there can beno doubt that, intermsof classdevelopment,
it was the peasantry who benefited from it [the Famine]. The
landlordsindividually did not starveduring thefamine, asdid the
peasantry. But the Famine brought theold landlord classtoruin,
while it speeded up the economic development of, and legal
emancipation of, the peasantry.” The Economics of Partition.
Ravel saysthat it is undeniable that peasants who survived and
did not emigrate had amore securelife, and that freetrade signed
the death warrant of aristocratic domination. Here Ravel in-
dulgesinalittlecommentary onthe Bl CO: describingthischange
coolly in terms of ‘class development’ could only be done by
someone ‘who takes ownership of the crimesof Stalin’. Well, if
youkeep callingagroup ‘ Stalinist’” without knowing why you do
S0, you have to do something with that label and this must have
seemed an opportunity too good to pass.

Ravel had presented revisionism as favouring reconciliation
between Catholics and Protestants. However he says that the
revision of the history of the Famine centres round the question
of whether the Famine marked awatershed in Irish history. The
Economicsof Partitionlooksat that question and says* It depends
what ismeant by watershed’ and points out that the changes that
were necessary after 1815 did not occur in a controlled manner
butinacatastrophic manner, andinthat sensethe Faminemarked
adrastic change. The catastrophe doesnot loseitscharacter asa
catastrophe for having itsrootsin the past.

The passage in The Economics of Partition that Ravel is
referring to, in his ‘stalinist’ criticism, continues with a discus-
sion of the uses of Marxism for good history writing; acritic of
The Economics of Partition had accused it of not being Marxist
ononecrucia point: “Whither Marxism!” wasthe exclamation of
the critic. Thereply to that criticism quoted from Marx to the
effect that capitalist development did not follow a set pattern,
adding that once capitalist development had occurred in some
countries—that is, historically, in Britain and Holland—this
would ensure that it would not be able to occur in the same way
in other countries, e.q. Ireland. Hereisan example of use of the
origind Marxist text, and of Marxist ideas, together with a
demonstration that you need to look at what actually happened,
which Ravel might have taken notice of.

Revisionism in history writing

Ravel mentions the importance nationalists and unionists
both attach to history, and cites the marches that both groups
indulgein. It seemsto himthereforethat ahistory that did not take
sides would reconcile the two groups.

Thus, in his view, revisionism is a good because it aims at
reconciliation, and reconciliation can only be a good thing,
especially when the quarrel was not fundamentally serious. For
him the parties that need reconciling are Catholics and Protes-
tants, not the Irish and the British.

| have the impression that for Ravel the quarrel inIreland is
essentially religious, and therefore pointless. | wonder if his
French background influenceshimin this. The French don’t see
Catholics as special, the word ‘Catholic’ to them is almost
synonymous with ‘Christian’; being Catholic is their way of
being Christian; Protestants have had a very low profile in
France. They featurein French history (and recent films) inguilt-

inducing stories of the St Bartholomew massacre, the repeal of
the Edict of Nantes and the subsequent mass exodus of the
‘Huguenots'. The essayist Montaigne, who lived during the
Wars of Religion, is remembered and celebrated as advocating
tolerance between the religions. The Wars of Religion are
remembered as a shameful episode of senseless violence.

In chapter four Ravel makes a connection between European
religiouswarsand Irishwars; warsin Irelandinthe 17th century,
he says on p 314, were religious conflicts ‘inherited from the
European religious wars of the 16th century’. Heisawarethat
Cromwell etc waged wars of conquest, but does not draw any
conclusions from that.

Ravel has atitle in his fourth Chapter: “Religious tensions
between Catholics and Protestants in the 18t Century” which
makes you think he does not have the measure of the situation.

| wonder if Ravel isinfluenced by Connolly onthis, aswell as
by his own background; he saysthat Connolly wrote in order to
reduce differences between the two communities. The quota-
tionsRavel choosesfrom Connolly todescribethePenal Lawsfor
example do minimise their anti-Catholic character:

“Thoselaws, although ostensibly designed to convert Catho-
lics to the Protestant faith, were in reality chiefly aimed at the
conversion of Catholic-owned property into Protestant-owned prop-
erty.”

Connolly said the Penal Laws of 1690-1720 were not imple-
mented, because they were “too horrible” (in Labour in Irish
History); Ravel comments that the Penal Laws had a limited
impact, except symbolically. Andagainherehereliesona*real”
“objective’ historian, who hasthe last word, R. Englishinlrish
Freedom, who corroborates Connolly onthis. Thisdoesnot stop
Ravel from saying one sentencelater that the I rish wereexcluded
fromowning property andthat somewentinto commerceinstead,
which seemsquite aresult from lawsthat were not implemented.
The special case of the ‘revision’ of the history of
the Famine.

When Ravel talks about the revision of the history of the
Famine, all heseesisthat later, ‘revisionist’ historiansshifted the
focus from 1845-47, the Famine years, to the years before the
famine, whereas earlier historians had focussed on the role of
Britain during the Famine. He doesnot draw the conclusion that
sincetheeconomic situation of Ireland wasentirely dependent on
her relationship with Britain, saying that this situation had been
goingonfor yearsdoesnot changethecharacter of Britishactions
during the Famine. Itisnot assuch arevision of history, because
both accounts complement each other and are not contradictory.

Annex: James Connolly

What follows is Ravel’s description of Connolly’s idess,
under a series of headings as set out in the dissertation, together
with Ravel’ sfew comments. Ravel saysthat Connolly isinmany
respects the greatest revolutionary that the British Isles have
produced; he is perhaps also the most original Marxist thinker
among English speakers.

Many think hismagnhumopus, Labour inIrish History (1910),
acompilation of articles from the newspaper Workers Republic
from 1898 ought to occupy amore prestigious placein theworld
Marxist corpus.

The directing thread in this work is that capitalism was
importedinto Ireland by the English, and the I'rish working class
isthe only force capable of knocking down British domination.
In 1896 Connoally founded the lrish Socialist Republican Party in



Dublin to establish an Irish socialist republic, founded on the
public ownership of land and the means of production, distribu-
tionand exchange. Theconguest of power wouldbeviatheballot
box. Transport and bankswould be nationalised; social security
increased, access to education widened and universal suffrage
established, including for women.

Connolly then went to Americawhere hebecameinvolvedin
trade union struggles. Back in Ireland in 1910, he admired the
work of thelrish Transport and General WorkersUnion, thetrade
union of James Larkin, which was bold in the face of employers
and independent vis a vis British trade unions.

Labour in Irish History rejects most bourgeois historians.
‘Irish history has ever been written by the master class—in the
interests of the master class’ Ravel notesthat Labour in Irish
History rests almost entirely on reading bourgeois, in particular
nationalist, books. Itsoriginality, moreformal thanreal, isinits
attempt to throw light on the producers, the humble Irish people.
One book Connolly praises is the nationalist work of Alice
Stopford Green. Connolly declaresthat hisown book canbeseen
‘as part of the literature of the Gaelic revival’. He wants Ireland
to return to the Gaelic principle of communal property of the
sources of food and sustenance.

According to Ernest Gellner, the revivalist ideology ‘claims
to defend popular culture whereas in fact it is creating high
culture; it claimsto protect an ancient popular society whereasit
contributes to the construction of an anonymous mass society’.
Inother words, these Gaelicrevivalistswere(unconsciously) part
of a movement useful to the economic needs of the country,
which required the cohesive component of anationalistideology.

Anglo Irish literature has given false ideas about the Irish
character and the history of Ireland. Thisidea makes Connolly
the first theoretician of neo colonialism.

Thelrish question isa socia question’; the capitalist system
isthemost foreign thingin Ireland. Socialism on the other hand
isnot aforeign idea, since the Irish William Thompson was a
precursor of Marx in Ireland. Political independence is avain
objective, since England will always dominate Ireland economi-
cally (unlessireland becomessocialist); ‘ Englandwouldstill rule
you ... through her capitalists, thewholearray of commercial and
individualist institutions she has planted in this country.” Here
Connolly again anticipates neo colonialism.

The middle classes are irremediably linked to England by
economic ties. They cannot therefore lead the struggle for
independence.

Terribly disillusioned by the failure of the Dublin lock out in
1913-14 and the rout of the internationalist socialist movement
with the outbreak of thefirst world war, Connolly took partinthe
1916 Rising, amovement not led by the working class and with
‘aquas imperceptible socialist colour’.

Thefirst chapter, on the main texts of Marxist history writing
on Ireland, concludes that Marx, Engels, Connolly and Lenin
formed the theoretical foundation of 1rish communism and more
generally the Marxist approach to Ireland for the following half-
century.

We find Connolly again in Chapter Three, when Ravel con-
trasts the views of Marx and of Connolly on the Act of Union.
Accordingto Marx, the Act of Union destroyed Irish industry by
abolishing the protectionism established by the I rish Parliament.
Onthe other hand, according to Connolly, thefact that the Union
placed all Irish manufactures upon an absolutely equal basis
legally with the manufactures of England is usually ignored; the
idea that the fleeting prosperity of Ireland was caused by the
Grattan parliament is not true

It was an idea propagated by Redmond and the | PP.

Connolly did not believein the possibility of an independent
capitalist Ireland: if Ireland were capitalist, it would be still
dependent on England, as we saw above. He did not want to
consolidate the capitalist class. ‘The act of Union was made
possi blebecausel rish manufacturewasweak, and, conseguently,
Ireland had not an energetic capitalist classwith sufficient public
spirit and influence to prevent the Union. Industrial decline
having set in, the Irish capitalist classwas not ableto combat the
influence of the corruption fund of the English Government, or to
create and lead aparty strong enough to arrest the demoralisation
of Irish publiclife.” (from Labour in Irish History). Thiswasa
bold idea for the time and represented a break with orthodox
Marxism, according to Ravel.

Ravel leaves Connolly there and examines Marxists who
judged the Grattan parliament positively beforelooking at Marx-
ists who developed Connolly’s views, viz Crotty and then the
BICO.

The next topic to be considered is O’ Connell. According to
Connolly, O’ Connell was the instrument of the Westminster
liberal politiciansand enemy of trade unions; he hoodwinked the
people, another betrayal of thelrish peopleby themiddleclasses.
The Famine.

Connolly interprets it as confirmation of eternal bourgeois
betrayal. ‘[ The start of the famine] brought to a head the class
antagonism in Ireland, of which the rupture with the trades was
one manifestation and again reveal ed the question of property as
thetest by whichthe public conductisregul ated, evenwhenthose
men assumethegarb of revolution’; ‘thosemen’ arethemajority
of thesupportersof Y ounglreland. AccordingtoRavel, Connolly
followsthenationalist tradition about thefamine, inthesensethat
he supports the thesis of English guilt: ‘it is a common saying
amongst IrishNationaliststhat * Providencesent thepotato blight;
but England made the famine’. The statement is true, and only
needs amending by adding that ‘ England made the famine by a
rigid application of the economic principlesthat lie at the base of
capitalist society’’ (Labour in Irish History). However,

Connolly also saw 1815 asaturning point in Irish history.

Thenext topicistheagrarian struggles 1848-1867. Connolly
strongly criticisestheleadersof Y oung I reland: they were‘cursed
by thefatal gift of eloquence’ and they missed the revolutionary
opportunity that existed then; James Fintan Lalor and John
Mitchel were exceptions. On the other hand Connolly approves
terrorist agrarian movements of the time.

The Fenians.

Connolly quotes abundantly Marx’ sremarks on the Fenians.
He approves of the Fenians:. ‘ Fenianism was a responsive throb
inthelrish heart to these pulsationsin the heart of the European
working classwhich el sswhereproduced thelnternational Work-
ing men’sAssociation.” Ravel commentsthat Connolly istrying
to place the Irish movement in an international context in order
to give it validity. Connolly also thought that, although, nor-
mally, objective conditions should be ripe for a movement to
succeed, the Fenians gained some success despite the conditions
not being right, from aMarxist point of view.

The Home Rule movement for self-determination and the
agrarian question 1870-1903. Connolly thinks that ‘the partial
success of the Land L eague has effected achangein Ireland, the
portent of which but few realise.’” He says about the very end of
Parnell’ scareer: ‘It wasthereal andthetrue-heartedworkingmen
of Ireland who sprang to his side and fought his battles.’

The management of thecrisisby Britain: the
Land Acts 1870-1909.

According to Connolly, the Land Acts ‘opened a way for

fundamental reorganisation of the social life of the community’.
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Lenin was less naive than to think that; for him reforms were
useless: without revolution the ruling class kept its privileged
place.

Chapter 4 leapsback intimeto the Gaels, in order to examine
the succession of the different modes of production: primitive
communism, feudalism, the conquest, and the beginnings of
capitalism until 1798.

Without James Connolly the theme of primitive communism
in Ireland would not exist in Marxist history writing on Ireland.
Connolly situated hisownwork withinthe Gaelic renewal, aswe
saw above. Ravel thinksthat Connolly read Engels on the early
history of Ireland. For Connolly the Irish clan system ‘was
founded upon common property and democratic social organisa
tion” and thisform of primitive community survived longer and
with greater vitality than anywhere else in Europe. The Irish,
having known a certain democratic Golden Age, have never
assimilated feudalism and capitalism. England and Ireland ‘held
fundamentally different ideason thevital question of property in
land.” Connolly wasinfluenced in that by LewisHenry Morgan
(himself admired by Marx and Engels) and by Alice Stopford
Green. Hisvisionisidyllic, butfalse. ThisGolden Ageisamyth.
Today’ s historians agreethat Celtic Ireland never existed. Later
Marxistsstressthat Connolly’ s point wasto makeacontrast with
Britain and thus to attack Britain by putting forward certain
values and a critique of individualism.

The conquests.

Connolly ispolemical rather than didactic when dealing with
thistopic, indignation is the dominant factor.

For Connolly the defeat of therebellion of 1641 meant theend
of Irish civilisation; the Confederation of Kilkenny was defeated
because of its hybrid composition, a mixture of clan chiefs and
Anglo-lrish nobles.

The Williamite conquest.

Connolly was not a Jacobite; James Il represented the old
aristocratic ruling class and William of Orange represented the
bourgeoisie allied to Parliament, and their clash had no appreci-
able consequencefor theordinary people. They were ‘theforces
of two English political partiesfighting for the possession of the
powersof government’. The so-called Patriot Parliament wasin
reality, likeevery other parliament that ever satin Dublin, merely
a collection of land thieves and their lackeys.

Connolly’ sviewsarevalid, accordingto Ravel; furthermore,
he consistently endeavoured not to take sides: ‘ The unfortunate
tenantry of Ireland, whether Catholic or Protestant, were enlight-
ened upon how littledifferencethewar had madetotheir position
asasubject class'. His objective was to build bridges between
Catholic and Protestant workers of histime.

Connolly brokewith Marxism in not wishing for the devel op-
ment of capitalismin Ireland asanecessary evil for the devel op-
ment of aworking class asavehicle of asociaist revolution; he
did not believe in an independent capitalist Ireland.

Creation of secret societiesin 1740.

Connolly approved of the Steelboys of Ulster
The Grattan Parliament

ThePatriotswerenot really defending the poor but only using
them. Grattan was ‘the ideal capitalist statesman; ... he cared
morefor the interest of property than for human rightsor for the
supremacy of any religion’.

Chapter 5. Theincompleterevolution.

Connolly’ sdestiny marked thefailureof socialisminIreland,
but his personality and hiswritings had a determining influence
onthe Leftin Ireland.

Thisisabrief summary of Ravel’s exposition of Connolly.
The rest of the dissertation contains many more mentions of
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Tonight with Vincent Browne: WW1 Commemor ations
TV3— Thursday 6 November 2009

with Eunan O’Halpin, Frank Callanan, Pat Walsh and Sean Murphy

Should we be wearing the poppy to commemorate the Irish
who died in the First World War? Or were the people who
encouraged them to die no better than war criminals? Trinity
CollegeHistorianEunan O’ Hal pin, Barrister and Historian Frank
Callanan, author Pat Walsh and Sean Murphy of the British
Legion join Vincent.

VB. Next Sunday is Remembrance Sunday; in the words of
the British L egion, to remember those who have giventheir lives
for the peace and freedom we enjoy today. Today we discuss
whether the commemoration is appropriate sinceit isargued by
many that thosewho diedin the First World War died not for the
freedom and peaceweenjoy today but inthe cause of theimperial
ambitions of the major European powers of the time.

Pat Wal sh, author of several booksabout theFirst World War,
which have been critical of participation by Irish peoplein that
war.

Pat Walsh, should the First World War be commemorated,
should the memory of those who died in the First World War be
commemorated?

Pat Walsh. Well, | think we should consider why it wasn’t
commemorated for many years; | think the reason for that isthat,
after the war, Ireland saw itself as having participated in a
shameful act, and that it was conned into fighting awar for small
nationsand ultimately it wasawar for imperialist expansionism
and | think Ireland really felt alot of shame about thisand really
decided to forget the Great War

VB. What istheevidencethat Ireland felt alot of shameabout
this?

PW. Weéll, they retreated from the imperial trappings that
were associated with militarism.

VB. That’sadifferent point; what isthe evidencethat Ireland
felt shame?

PW. We can look at the histories, the war against Turkey for
instance is amost completely forgotten; nobody bothered to
write ahistory of it; large parts of the Great War were forgotten
about; they were seen as a thing that an independent Ireland
should not have considered participating in.

VB. But Ireland wasn't independent at the time.

PW. No, it wasn't independent; but the state that came after
that, the Free State, and the republican element within the Free
State obviously distanced themselves, and the historians that
grew up around that, historiansof independent I reland for twenty
or thirty years decided that this was an act, a massive act of
political vandalism that was best forgotten.

VB. For the people who took part from all parts of Ireland,
they behaved in many instances very courageously, risked their
livesand then gavetheir livesfor acause that they believed in at
thetime, or wereled to believein at the time; now shouldn’t that
be commemorated?

PW. Now that iscertainly correct these menwere courageous
but the Irish state was essentially founded in opposition to the
power that encouraged these people to join up and to join
Redmond asthe recruiter of these people, so it would have been
avast contradiction for republican Ireland

VB. | asked you, should it be commemorated?

PW. Of courseit should becommemorated by thoseinvolved,

and privately so, but should it be a state occasion? | see agreat
contradictioninit being astate occasionwhenthestateoriginated
inthe 1916 Proclamation which talked about our gallant alliesin
Europe who were effectively the Germans.

VB. And they certainly weren't gallant allies either.

PW. That was the view of Pearse and Connolly.

VB. That wasafiction.

PW. It wasn't.

VB. Of courseit was afiction; they did nothing except send
afew gunsin aboat with Roger Casement and nothing else.

PW. It’'sbeen written out of history that Connolly described
theGerman stateasvirtually asocialist stateand hewel comed the
ideathat Ireland might become an independent country

VB. That's another fiction

O'Halpin what do you think?

O'H. Wearealready very confused and we' ve barely begun.
Remembrance Sunday isn't a state occasion, it's in a sense a
private occasion; many people welcome the fact that the poppy
has reappeared on Irish streets because part of the widespread
acceptance of the peace process, of the legitimacy of different
kinds of memory in Ireland; | take issue with Pat on severa
points; for instance after independence it’ s not the case that the
poppy simply disappeared; the commemorations may have been
more discreet, but at Trinity college in 1924 there were 74 000
people in College Green to mark Armistice day and so on; the
dangerisif youlook at thedetail ed record of November 11inlrish
memory it is more complex, it ismorevisible, it may belessin
your face perhaps.

VB. Should we commemorate?

O'H. In the 20s and 30s it certainly didn’t go away and
contrary to what people suggest it wasn't considered by the state
to be particularly hostile or illegitimate and so on.

The British Legion was allowed to march; don’t forget, so
many thousands of Irishmen did die, theideathat they should be
simply written of f becausethey’ d goneto serveacausewhichone
may think may have been wrong.

VB. What isaright one?

O'H. If youaretryingto turn Redmondinto Karadzic you are
entirely mistaken; the terminology of war criminal was used by
theproducer beforewe came on; Redmond wasinavery difficult
position in 1914; on the one hand he believed in Empire and he
wanted to demonstrate the loyalty of Ireland to the Empire; he
wanted to demonstrate that potentially Home Rule Ireland
wouldn’t jeopardise the security of the British Idles and to show
that nationalists just like unionists could be loyal.

VB. But loyal to what? The people he encouraged to give
their lives, what were they giving their livesfor?

O'H. Among other things A) as they saw it the qualified
freedom of Ireland; and B) the defence of Ireland and the British
Islesagainst what they saw as ahostile aggressive force that was
operating in Europe.

VB. There was no aggression against the British Isles.

O'H. Wearetaking about adifferent war then; I’'m talking
about the First World War.

VB. Yes, at thebeginning of thewar therewasno aggression



against the British I1des.

O'H. Because the Germans hadn’t got there right.

VB. Britain engaged in the war not for the protection of
Britain but for the protection of British imperial interests.

O'H. Why did they gotowar in Europethen? ItisaEuropean
war initially and primarily, not an imperial war; Germany does
not present and never intended to present an enormous colonial
threat, notwithstanding the early 1900s and so on, the Kaiser
wanting his place in the sun; that’ s not what the war was about.
It was the balance of power in Europe ...

VB. That’sright, the balance of power in Europe had nothing
to do with the freedom of Ireland.

O'Halpin. Irishnational sensibilities... to some extent it was
about little Catholic Belgium and so on.

VB. Yes, it snothing to do with balance of power in Europe;
little Catholic Belgiumwasareally viciousnasty statewhich had
done appalling things in the Congo for instance.

O'H. It certainly had.

VB. And theideaof Irish people going to war in defence of
a state that had committed such atrocities and war crimesin the
Congo isabsurd, isn't it?

O'H. John Redmond believed, ultimately hoped that Home
Rule Ireland would move towards something like a dominion
state, in other words he believed in the Empire; we don’t haveto
say hewasright.

VB. Frank, Redmond saidit waslreland’ sduty to go asfar as
the firing line extends in defence of right and of religion.

Wasn't that outrageous, essentially thewar wasabout nothing
and Redmond was encouraging people to give their lives for no
cause; there was no cause?

Frank Callanan. Times were different, it isvery difficult to
recreate, though Eunan made a good fist of it, the sense of
responsibility that there was, of piety, the identification with
small European nations. In retrospect we'd be a little more
sceptical about it; in our own times there have been terrible
mistakes about wars; the horror of war that isso prevalent in our
own time goes back to the first world war; precisely because of
thehorror of WW1, the scal e of the slaughter issuch that people’ s
thinking about war has changed.

| have acertain difficulty with Redmond’ s position, whichis
alimited one.

The Irish Parliamentary Party had got into a somewhat false
position; one areaof rhetoric that | find quite unsettling, whichis
theargument that nationalist Ireland had to match loyalist union-
ist Ireland in the number of peopleit sent to the front ultimately
intermsof casualties; that was ahopeless position for Redmond
politically to have got into and, if there is a single issue which
markshow far Redmond hadtravelledfromhisoriginal Parnellism,
it'sthat.

VB. Redmond is still commemorated by sections of ... for
example John Bruton when he was Taoiseach had a painting or
photograph of Redmond in his office but thiswas a man respon-
siblefor theslaughter of tensof thousandsof I rish peoplewith his
encouragement to join this meaningless awful pointless war.

FC. We have a different set of values today; people were
much more prepared to go to war; the idea that you could
persuade people to go war today is absurd; it would not be
successful; people’'s mind set was different; and we have the
wisdom of hindsight; nobody believed the war was going to last.

VB. And Redmond continued to advocate peoplejoining this
war long after it becameapparent that it wasn’ t going to beashort
war.

Sean, what do you make of this?

Sean Murphy. When | wasyoung and | read the Irish press,

| would have beentotally anti-Redmond but | think, aswe mature
and learn a bit more and consider his point of view, that

Redmond did what he saw to beright. Nationalist Ireland felt
at that timethat their involvement in thewar would lead to Home
Rule. If the war had finished before 1916 we would have had
Home Rule.

VB. Should we commemorate; people were duped and we
should attach odium to the memory of the people who duped
them.

Sean Murphy. But they weren’t duped.

VB. But they were told about peace and freedom, and
Catholic Belgium ...

SM. That wasthe pressof the day and you represent the press
of today giving a message.

The man who came from my background wasn’t duped, he
joined for a shilling a day ... Redmond, God love him, did not
foresee the daughter, ...the poor bloody infantryman isrequired
in numberstowin awar (astoday in Afghanistan) and given that
heiswilling to do that he should be honoured ...

O'H. Thereisalso atradition; thereisastrong Irish tradition
of joining the armed forces, particularly for fit young men partly
militarised aready, with the rival volunteers groups in Ireland
before the war,; there was alarge element of young men joining
because their mateswerejoining and therewasawar on. Not for
any higher patriotic motives;, Tom Barry for example, thelegen-
dary guerrilla leader; he was fighting in Mesopotamia; lots of
influential IRA figureseven ontheanti-Treaty sidegot their first
military experience in the British army.

VB. But the portrayal of that war as somehow heroic is a
travesty of the redlity.

O’Halpin. Youshow meawar that is heroic where?| don’t
know what you expect, when somebody gets shot, that they get
shot cleanly? That they don’t get eviscerated? All warsfor those
who are doing thekilling and are killed are horrific and they are
ghastly.

VB. You can arguethat for somewarsthereis an element of
heroism in them but this was not a part of WW1.

Somewarsarefought for just causes; thiswasn’t oneof them.

O'Halpin. How can you say that? How can you say that the
death of asoldier onthe Western Frontismoreof lessheroicthan
the death of asoldier who dies, | don’t know, at Little Big Horn
or anywhere else?

What was the just war in1939? What was the just cause on
1939? Why did Britain go to war in 1939? To defend Poland’s
frontier?What happened on 16th September when Poland’ sother
frontier got attacked by the Soviet Union? What isajust war?

VB. Why are you asking me?

O'H. Youseemtoknow everything; | thought you might able
to...

VB. You're a professor aren’t you? It's professors know
everything ...

O’'H. That Vincent Browne knows everything, that’ sthe one
thing professors know.

VB. ... You resort to sneers rather than argument; it says
something about the quality of your arguments.

Pat Walsh. | think theimportant thing about thiswar isthat
itisso catastrophic; welivewith theresultsof it today; thevapour
trails that went across the Atlantic on 9/11 they come from the
First World War, that’ swhere they stem from, the destruction of
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the Moslem state, the Ottoman Empire etc etc, that’ swhere they
originate; the other thing is, just on Eunan’s point there, | think
what’ svery different about thiswar isthat Redmond isthe prime
minister inwaiting of Ireland, he' slooking for an Irish army and
essentially thisis the first timein Irish history where Ireland is
doing something international and people are being recruited as
Irishmen as part of an Irish nation, albeit within the British army
and that makes it significantly different from the economic
conscription that happened in the years gone by, the battle of
Waterloo and stuff like that; this is a marker for the future of
Ireland, Home Rule Ireland, a junior partner in the imperial
project right acrossthe world and theimportant distinction here
isthat Redmond and the Parliamentary Party during the Boer war
wereonthe side of the underdog asthey werein Africaand other
imperial projects but this new redmondism meant that they were
going to be junior partnersin imperialism ; thisis what marksit
out from previous Irish participations.

Frank Callanan. The First World War changes the way we
think about war; everybody would be deeply intolerant of the
level of casualties that arose out of the deadlock ... western
democraciesbecauseof theFirst World War will not toleratehigh
level of casualties.

O'H. What you get as an alternative is the mass killing of
civilians, isthat any better?

Vincent Browne. Professor O’ Halpin said at the outset of his
remarksthat it wasaprivate occasion; butitisn’t; youhaveMary
MacAleese going to St Patrick’s cathedral on Sunday, you have
the Taoiseach probably there, the Irish state is very much in-
volved in the commemoration of this war and should we be
commemorating this as something that was in anyway noble?
Rather than remembering it as acrime against humanity? Those
who encouraged people to join should be remembered with
contempt.

Sean Murphy. Weareall horrified by what happened in the
war but we are not commemorating a war, but individuals; we
take pride in the Wild Geese ...

VB. Thesepoor peoplewereencouragedtogivetheir livesfor
nothing; the war should be remembered as something awful that
happened in Irish history.

O’ Halpin. Redmond was hoping for animproved version of
Home Rule as a result of Irish involvement, rather than the
uncertain and diluted version that was offered at the time.

VB. (to Pat Walsh) Another dimension of the commemora-
tion is an acknowledgment that there are other traditionsin this
country who have other memories and the acknowledgment of
thevalidity of these other memoriesisan important aspect of the
reconciliation of the idand as a whole; doesn’t this argument
carry some force?

Pat. Of courseit does, but the way that John Redmond saw it
was, that there was going to be a mutual blood sacrifice of
nationalist and unionist on the western front to create a united
Ireland, and that is a different thing from the current peace
processthat doesn’ tinvolvethekilling of Germansor Turkstoget
Home Rule, and to unite Ireland, which | find an obnoxious
project.

Sean Murphy. At thetime our northern brethren showed no
interestin aunited Ireland; Redmond saw that nationalist Ireland
joining the North in the war would persuade the unionists that
throwing in their lot with southern Ireland would not be the bad

thing they feared it would be. This joining together on the
battlefield contributed in asmall way to the peace we have today
in Northern Ireland.

VB. Remembrance Sunday is also the anniversary of the
appalling slaughter in Enniskillen on Remembrance Sunday in
1987 when 11 people were murdered at the Cenotaph; | suppose
that’ s another reason why we should be respectful of the com-
memorations that happen; what do you think Pat?

Pat. | don’t think thereisany question of being disrespectful
tounionistscommemorating the Great War, they’ vealwaysdone
so; | think what's emerged in recent years is a completely
different thing; it's emerged within nationalist Ireland and it's
part of aproject that istrying to rehabilitate British militarismin
Ireland; thatissummed upinthebook that RTE rel eased | ast year,
called Our War. It wascommissioned by RTE and took owner-
ship of theWW1 for Ireland and that’ sdefinitely adevel opment,
astrange development and it sacompletely different thing from
respecting unionists and nationalists commemorating former
relatives or whatever in their ceremonies; there is a political
project that is attached to this and that is the problem with the
whole issue.

O'Halpin. Can just say on that

| remember talking to Tod Andrews who is an anti-Treaty
Republican and so on, my grand-parentsand so on; he mentioned
in hismemoirs, in the early sixties he had been very keen on the
project of building abridge between Ireland Bridge and Phoenix
Park, precisely to incorporate the Ul ster dead and the nationalist
dead in the wider theme of commemoration if you like of 1916
and so onand | don't think you can call Tod Andrews some sort
of lily livered neo conservative pro British or pro empire type
figure; hisview and that of many including my republican grand-
parents was that both the unionists and the nationalists who died
in WW1 of course deserved to be remembered; it's a different
thing from arguing that the cause for which they fought wasin
fact the one they thought it was or that the outcome was the one
which they felt had been promised to them. But theideathat you
should ignore them or dishonour their sacrifice O Many IRA
men, of course, were ex-service men; Tom Barry in 1919 was
overseas ...

VB. My question is not about attitudes then but about
attitudes now. Should we celebrate? Something to be remem-
bered with pride or with outrage?

Frank Callanan. Celebrationsarefairly sombrehere; perhaps
you can make an argument that in Britain they are shot through
with triumphalistic overtones, something | have never perceived
here; support for Redmond did not collapse until after post 1916,
after the Rising. There was no huge nationalist outrage about
Redmond’ sposition in the war at thetime, outside afairly small
nascent republican movement, outside Arthur Griffith, Sinn
Fein, asmall Irish left,

Sean Murphy. Contrary to what Pat says, commemorations
started in the 1920s.

Ireland Bridge memorial gardens, the finest memorial sitein
theselslandsbuilt by ex-sol diersof the British army and the Free
State army. They weren't supporting Britain; and those who
engage in commemorative services today do not commemorate
anything British.

Read Ireland's Great War on Turkey 1914-1924 by
Pat Walsh;Athol Books, 2009.



Interview with the | sraeli ambassador to L ondon, Ron Prosser, on Radio 4's ‘Today’

Programme.

July 24, 2009.

[The item was introduced by reminding listeners that the
Israeli ambassador to France has been carpeted yesterday about
the continuing building of settlements in East Jerusalem. The
same had happened with the Israeli ambassador in Washington
last week.]

R4: Ambassador, have you been talked to by the Foreign
Office here about this matter?

P: Always and we have constant talks al the time

R4: What have they said about the settlementsin East Jerusa-
lem specificaly?

P: Likeeveryoneel sethey passsomejudgement about that but
it is important for you to know that Jerusalem from an Isradli
perspective iscompletely different both onthelegal side, and on
everything else; Jerusalem is the Eternal Capital of the Jewish
people, for 4 000 years and it will stay the Eternal Capital. Jews
live and will stay in the capital there, others are allowed to live
there and in the final talks the status will be on the table.

R4: But you heard what Obama said in Cairo: “The United
States does not accept the legitimacy of continued Isragli settle-
ments. Thisconstruction violatespreviousagreementsand under-
mines effortsto achieve peace. It istime for these settlements to
stop.” He was clear and unambiguous, no ifs and buts and
Jerusalem was no different.

P: He also talked about the bond between the US and I srael
being unbreakable which has many foundations. We don’t see
Jerusalem as a settlement.

R4: But everyone el se does—that is the trouble

P: That’ sthe trouble but the trouble also is, when was the last
timeanyonein theregion articul ated anything that would be done
towards a compromise. What are they willing to do?

R4: That ispart of thebroader argument; thisisaspecific point
which the US has made regarding settlements in East Jerusalem

P: Thereisan important difference, Jerusalem wasthe capital
of the Jewi sh peoplewhen certain capital sincluding Londonwere
gtill aswamp. Itisthe capital and will stay the capital. Every Jew
and every Isragli will havetherighttoliveinour eternal capital of
Jerusalem, it is and will aways stay the Eternal capital.

R4: Having the right to live is not the same as building
settlements on land taken in 1967 and which is occupied territory
by international judgements.

P: Well, itisnot by our judgement and the specific casetalked
about in Jerusalem, the present problem centres on the Shepherd
Hotel which has been in Jewish hands since 1985, thisis private
property. Yes, thereis a dispute about that. What | am saying is
that alot of progressisto be seen by the Netanyahu government,
both in access and movements, and settlements, taking down
checkpoints, lessened from 41 to 14, thisisimportant and people
should listen to that.

R4: People do listen but it cannot detract from the fact that
what happensin Jerusalem is so important in terms of along tern
settlement and that what is happening runsin direct contradiction
to what the US and everyone el se wants to happen.

P: Now we will focus on how to move forward and have the
Arab world made something tangible on their behalf and | have
never seen what their vision is.

| have never heard Mahmoud Abbas say what they propose.

R4: Forgive me but you are escaping from focussing on this
particular issue which you must accept isimportant andisan area

of disagreement and most people see this as an obstacle to
progress.

P: | feel that that this something the world must get used to,
thefact that Jerusalemisthecapital, theonly capital of the Jewish
people, it isnot and never wasa capital of any Arab country nor
will it ever be. | was at Camp David [2000] when Ehud Barak
put alot on the table. But it was not taken up. | don't recall any
Arab compromises made to their public. Yes Jerusalem is a
different story, yes, thisis disputed and we have a good reason.

R4: If we had a Palestinian talking he would say with equal
conviction that Jerusalem will bethe capital of afuture Palestin-
ian state and that it has enormousimportancein Islam just asin
Judaism.

P: | am surethey would say that but welook at it historically.
Jerusalem was and is the Eternal capital of the Jewish people,
never a capital in the Arab world. After Mecca and Medina
maybe it comes out third and may be relevant.

R4: Mr Prosser, you know you are being dismissivein away
that is offensive to what isimportant to many Moslems.

P: Ohitistrue, it must berepeated and if you say | srael must
leave Jerusalem, thisisour capital, thisisthe heart of the Jewish
people; you can continue and say what you will but if compro-
mise means Israel completely to leave the Holy Land and the
capital of the Jewish people then we have a problem.

R4: Nobody is saying that.

P: | feel what isessential, when we are making progress and
in the growing economy in the West Bank, whose assets have
seen 7% growth in the past year. Probably the only bank whose
assets have grown in the past year......

R4: We must leave it there....

BOOKS (Continued from p.15)

isreproduced in this book, along with the version submitted to
the Court.

The second main witnesswas Gibbons, whose prevaricating
performance in the witness box appalled all those eager to see
convictions, including the British Ambassador to Dublin.

Ontheevidence placed beforethe Court, it wasimpossibleto
convict and the jury didn’t. But interested parties immediately
started to undermine that verdict and have continued to do so.

Using newspaper reports, this book provides an account of
the Court case and sets it in the context of released officia
documents—many of them Top Secret—from both Irish and
British Archives. Itallowstheprincipal sto speak for themsel ves.

The ArmsCrisiscannot beunderstood without knowingwhat
happened in the Arms Trial—and that iswhat thisbook isabout.

Also a pamphlet:

The Arms Crisis: What Was It About?
by Angela Clifford
Athol Books 2009

New site for Athol books sales:

https.//www.athol books-sales.org
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United Nations Deliberations on the Question of Palestine - The Khazars

[At the meeting of 18t October Mr Husseini of the Arab
Higher Committee rai sed the question of the Khazar origin of the
Jews of Eastern Europe; he said that ‘the Jews of Eastern Europe,
the Ashkenazim, had no ethnic connection with Israel nor,
consequently, with Palestine; they were of Khazar origin. Yet
they were largely responsible for the existence of the Zionist
movement.” Mr Husseini quoted from the Jewish Encyclopaedia
on thistopic.

Thematter was not an obscure detail inthehistory of the Jews
but had been part of historical research especialy in Russialthe
Soviet Union and among Jewish historians.

According to the 2007 edition of Encyclopaedia Judaica
(Macmillan Reference, USA, (Thomson/Gale) K eter Publishing
House, the Khazarswereanational group of general Turkictype,
independent and sovereign in Eastern Europe fromthe 7Ntothe
10th century. During part of this time the leading Khazars
professed Judaism. They wereoriginally nomadic, and may have
belonged totheempireof theHuns. Their preciseracial affinities
are not readily defined. Their conversion to Judaism may have
occurredtowards 740 CE. Their territory wasaround the Caspian
Sea. They had little or no contact with the central Jewish
organisation in Irag. One mark of their influence isto be found
in early Russian legal codes which contain traces of Mosaic and
Tamudiclegidation. Theentry concludes:. ‘Thereseemstobea
considerable amount of evidence attesting the continued pres-
encein Europe of descendants of the Khazars.” The question of
their numerical significanceis left open.

Shlomo Sand in The I nvention of the Jewish People (English
trang ation 2009) points out that the question of the significance
of theKhazarsshould beinvestigated further with archaeol ogi cal
researchin particular, but that, for political reasons, no oneat the
moment is interested in furthering that research. He deals with
that topicin hischapter entitled significantly ‘Realmsof Silence'.
There was research by Jewish scholarsin the nineteenth century
ontheKhazars, andinthe Soviet Unionand | srael uptothel1950s.
Since 1951 no work on that topic has appeared in Hebrew. The
Soviet Union also played down the role of the Khazars in the
history of Russia. But until the 1960s, the idea that

‘the mgjority of the Yiddish people did not originate in Germany
but in the Caucasus, the Vol ga steppes, the Black Sea and the Slave
countries was an acceptable assumption, caused no shock, and was
not considered anti-Semitic, asit was after the early 1970s.’ p. 243

Arthur Koestler wrote The Thirteenth Tribein 1976 about the
Khazars. Sand quotes from that book:

‘The large majority of surviving Jews in the world is of Eastern
European — and thus perhaps mainly of Khazar- origin. If so, this
would mean that their ancestors came not from the Jordan but from
theVolga, not from Canaan but from the Caucasus, once believed to
be the cradle of the Aryan race; and that genetically they are more
closely related to the Hun, Uigur and Magyar tribes than to the seed
of Abraham, |saac and Jacob. Should thisturn out to bethe case, then
theterm “anti-Semitism’ would become void of meaning, based ona
misapprehension shared by both the killers and their victims. The
story of theKhazar Empire, asit slowly emergesfromthepast, begins
tolook like the most cruel hoax which history has ever perpetrated.’

Shlomo Sand writes:

‘K oestler wasnot certain, inthe 1970s, whether thenon-A shkenazi
Jews were descendants of the Judeans, and if the Khazar conversion
was an exception in Jewish history. Nor did he understand that his
battle against anti-Semitic racism might deal a morta blow to
Zionism’'sprincipal imaginary. Or rather, hedid and did not under-
stand, and naively assumed that if he declared an unambiguous
political position at the end of the book, he would be exonerated:
[quotation from The Thirteenth Tribe]

‘| amawareof thedanger that it may bemaliciously misinterpreted
asadenial of the State of Israel’ sright to exist. But that right is not
based on the hypothetical origins of the Jewish people, nor on the
mythological covenant of Abraham with God; it isbased oninterna-
tional law-i.e., on the United Nations' decision in 1947 ...Whatever
thelsradli citizens' racial origins, and whatever illusionsthey enter-
tain about them, their State existsdejure and defacto, and cannot be
undone, except by genocide.’

But we have seenthat thearguments put forward at the United
NationsDeliberationsof 1947includedtheclaimof areturntothe
origina land. We have seen that the Balfour Declaration of 1917
only mentioned the establishment of ‘A Jewish National Home'
in Palestine but that, by the time of the Mandate after WW1, the
wording had changed to ‘ The Jewish National Home'. Shlomo
Sand says:

‘.. it was no use. In the 1970s Israel was caught up in the
momentum of territorial expansion, andwithout theOld Testamentin
its hand and the “exile of the Jewish peopl€’ in its memory it would
have had no justification for annexing Arab Jerusalem and establish-
ing settlementsin the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, the Golan Heights,
and even the Sinai Peninsula.’ (p. 240)

Jonathan Wittenberg, rabbi of the New North London Syna-
gogue, writesin hisreview of The Invention of the Jewish People
(The Guardian, 9.1.10) that

‘Sand’ skey thesisthat thebulk of modern eastern European Jewry
owes its origins to the converted kingdom of the Khazars, has been
widely debated, and rejected, especialy in the wake of Arthur
Koestler’s famous book on the subject.’

But aswehave seen, thethesishasnot beenrejected, itisstill
being studied and needing further research . The reviewer
continues:

*Sand’ sallegation that thiswhol e epi sode was hushed up because
it vitiated the Zionist notion of Jewish ethnobiological continuity,
cannot be maintained.’

Why can’t it? Wittenberg also writes in the next paragraph
that Sand examines Jewish history ‘amost without reference to
itsreligious life and literature’. But Sand ends his ‘Realms of
Silence’ chapter on the Khazars with the words:

‘... the further we move from religious norms and the more we
focus our research on diverse daily practices, the more we discover
that there never was a secular ethnographic common denominator
between the Jewish believers in Asia, Africa and Europe. World
Jewry had aways been amajor religious culture.” P. 248

In other words, what connects Jews historically is religion.
Far from ignoring the religious life of the Jews, Sand givesit a
central place]

Cathy Winch



United Nations. Official Records Of The Second Session Of The General Assembly On
the Question of Palestine. [Part I1]

Summary Records Of Meetings, 25 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 McNell; Hartley Shawcross; Alexander
Cadogan; H.M.G. Jebb; JM. Martin; Harold Beeley; D.C. McGillivray; H.T. Moran Man; V.G. Lawford)]

[The previous issue of Irish Foreign Affairs reproduced
extended extractsfrom meetingsupto 17 October 1947. Hereare
extracts from the final meetings.]

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 asawholein regard to Palegtine...

[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 Palestinewerenot apeopleinthemselves, but afraction
of amuch larger unit securein their possession of vast areas and
enjoying full-fledged sovereignty and independence.

Hereferred to KingHussein'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
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 the representative of Irag... The Jews of Palestine had
been the only community in the Middle East which had really
fought in thewar, 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 wasno 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 thesame sel f-determination
as other peoples.

With regard to the Arab denial that the Jewswere apeopleor
that they had any valid connexion with Palesting, it wastrue that
historical associations alone could not decide a burning political
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 regardinnoway substantiated suchaclaim. Suchdiscussion,
of a pseudo-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 Zionistswere only asmall minority of the Jewish
people. Zionismwasthe quintessence of Jewish national lifeand
Jewish striving for a better future. It was the core of Jewish
national will and energy, centred on Palestine. Large numbers of
Jewswere Zionistsat heart if not inname. 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
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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 a hundred 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 thelargeincreaseinthe Arab population andtherise
initsstandard of living, together with thefact that Arabsnolonger
emigrated from Palestine but came from neighbouring States to
be employed as |abourers...

[Asto the allegation that Jewswere driving Arabsfrom their
land, Jewshad sofar got 7% of theland areaof Palestine:] andless
than one-half of that was national Jewish property. Theremain-
der washeld 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.

Inrecenttimes, theland lawshad operated to thedisadvantage
of both Jewish settlersand Arab agricultural development. Itwas
important to remember that alarge area of Palestine was classed
asuncultivable. The Arabshad no incentiveto developit, while
the Jews had not been given the opportunity. In aJewish Stateit
would be intheinterests of the Jewsto promote Arab prosperity
as amarket for Jewish industrial products.

Therepresentativeof Pakistan had objected to theinclusion of
the predominantly Arab area of Negeb in the proposed Jewish
State. The Negeb, however, comprised 45 per cent of the area of
Palestine, although its population was less than 5 per cent. The
choicelay betweeninclusion of theNegeb inthe Jewish Stateand
its consequent development by irrigation to the benefit of both
Arabs and Jews, or leaving it in its undeveloped state. Mr.
Shertok refuted, in that connexion, the allegation that Jewish
development in Palestine was artificial.

Had the Government of the UK carried out its obligations
under the Mandate, the whole area of western Palestine might
have become, inthenot too far distant future, through large-scale
immigration and settlement, an independent Jewish State with a
Jewish mgjority. That was no less than the Jewish people were
entitled to claim and achieve. But the policy pursued by the
Mandatory Power since the White Paper of 1939 had rendered
such immigration impossible, and the Jewish Agency had in
consequence been faced with theimperative necessity of seeking
a short-cut to independence. The Jews of Palestine, conscious
that they had outgrown tutelage and had become a nation, were
convinced that statehood was both necessary and urgent...

[As for the alegation that 30,000 Jews had been refused
permission to return to Germany and Austria, it wasas untrue as
it was unfounded...]

[Regarding the suggestion that European Jews should be the

concern of the International Refugee Organisation, he said not
one of the Arab states had joined that organisation. Regarding
Indiasurging that statesshould offer harbour to refugees, not one
had done so:]

Thetwoissues, Jewish Stateand refugees, wereinseparable...

[He did not consider economic union (as proposed by the
Majority Report) as essential.]

[Regarding Arabs being included in the Jewish State:]

It wasadecree of history that Arabsand Jewsshould continue
to inhabit Palestine and it wasimpossible to carve out a substan-
tial area for the Jewish State without including a considerable
number of Arabsin that area...

[The area alocated to the Jews was] the indispensable mini-
mum...

[A Unitary State was] categorically rejected by the Zionist
movement. It would mean that Palestinewould bean Arab State
with a Jewish minority at the mercy of an Arab majority.

...Inaunitary State, nearly 700,000 JewswouldliveinanArab
State. Under partition, between 400,000 and 500,000 Arabs
would be included in the Jewish State. Secondly, in a unitary
State, the Jewswould feel crushed by an Arab majority, whereas
the Arab minority in the Jewish State would find aguarantee for
security among the neighbouring Arab States. Thirdly, in a
unitary Stateahighly democratic minority would beforced down
to the economic and socia level of an Arab majority, whereas
under partition the Arab minority would benefit from contact
with theprogressive Jewish majority. Fourthly, inaunitary state
therewould benoimmigrationinto Pal estineto solvetheproblem
of the Jews of Europe, whereas the majority plan could provide
acomplete solution to the problem. Lastly, inaunitary Statethe
Jewish peoplewould becondemned to permanent minority status
inPalestineasin all other countriesof theworld. Under partition,
the Arab minority would be united by innumerableeconomicand
cultural ties with the Arabsin the adjacent Arab States...

[If Arabswere against partition, why had they not objected to
the setting up of Trangordan?|

Mr. Husseini (Arab Higher Committee)

wished to make a correction to the speech just made. The
delegation of Irag had documentswhichit could bring forward to
confirm what he had learned whilein Baghdad in 1940, namely,
that the Government of Irag had offered to join the UK in the
Second World War by sending two divisions to Egypt or to
Europe under British command, if the British were ready to
implement the terms of the 1939 White Paper...

18th Meeting 18 October Mr. Husseini (Arab
Higher Committee):

...the representative of the Jewish Agency had accused the
Palestinian Arabs (4th meeting) of having flouted the United
Nations. The Arabs had refused to collaborate with the Special
Committee simply becauseitstermsof reference did not provide
that it should give due consideration to the interests of the
inhabitants. Their oppositionto any dismemberment of Palestine
or to the granting of privileges to a minority was no more than
self-defence within the meaning of the Charter. It was the
ingtigators of aggression who were accusing their victims of
flouting the UN...

The Jews of Eastern Europe, the Ashkenazim, had no ethnic
connexion with Israel nor, consequently, with Palestine; they
wereof Khazar origin. Y et they werelargely responsiblefor the
existence of the Zionist movement.

Hequoted anumber of passagesfrom the Jewish Encyclopae-



dia dealing with the Turkish origin of the Khazars and their
kingdom in Russia, the religious and cultural influence of the
Jews on the Khazars, the date of the Khazar conversion to
Judaism, the importance of the Jewish population in Khazar
territory between the 7th and the 10th centuries and the purely
religious connexion between the Khazars and the Jews. Many
other passages in the Jewish Encyclopaedia cast doubt on the
existence of the Jewish race with historical associations with
Palestine or with the people who had inhabited Palestine more
than two thousand years before...”

[Hecited Dubnow: History of the Jewsin Russia And Poland
From The Earliest Times Until the Present Day regarding the
conversion of the Khazars, and An Outline Of Jewish History. In
this he:] mentioned the ignorance of Jews in other countries
regarding this Khazar Kingdom...

[In his Popular History Of The Jews:]

Gragetz stated that the Jewish State had ceased to exist after the
13th century and that the Y iddish speaking Jewish popul ation of
the Khazar Kingdom had been absorbed in the Russian State...

[The last Jewish King of the Khazars fled to Spain in 1016]

[Roland B. Dixon, Prof. of Anthropology at Harvard, in The
Racial History Of Man:]

Said that Anatolia, Armenia, the Caucasus and the steppes of
central Asia were the cradle of the majority of contemporary
Jews, who were Semitic by language only...

[Eugene Pittard, Professor of Anthropology, University of
Genoain Race And History:]

Recalled Renan's dictum that there were Jewish types but no
single Jewishtype. Pittard added that Zionism had brought Jews
of widely different racesto Palestine...

[Joseph Tenenbaum, in Races, Nations And Jews, said that
there were often more differences between Jews than between
Jews and Gentiles:]

AsDr. Silver himself had recalled in his book, A History Of
Messianic Speculation In Israel From The 1st To The 17th
Centuries, but not before the Committee, Professor Krause had
suggested that the A shkenazim werenoneother thantheK hazars.

The Zionist case and the reasoning which had secured the
Balfour Declaration rested on a myth: the Zionists wished to
“repatriate” thedescendantsof the Khazarstoacountry wherethe
Khazars had never set foot...

The representative of the Jewish Agency had questioned the
historical connexionsof Arabswith Palestineand had denied that
the Palestinian Arabs were in fact of Arab origin. But the Arab
population in Palestine had its roots in the soil and had survived
every conquest; mostly Arab by blood, itslanguage was Arabic
and itstraditions and culture were the same as those of the Arab
conquerors of Palestine. But today Palestine was being sub-
merged by new hordes, the Zionists, who hoped to supplant the
Arabs.

Unlike the Zionists, the inhabitants of Palestine had no need
to know historical or ethnical connexions: they were on the spot
and when a people was on its own homeland the Charter was on
itsside.

[ The Jewish Agency quoted condemnation of Arab atrocities
by the High Commissioner in 1939. But a subsequent High
Commissioner had ordered investigation by a committee of
doctors, which reported that mutilations had been greatly exag-
gerated, and that the attack was made by a crowd infuriated by
news of Jewish attacks on Muslims. The High Commissioner
apologised to the Arabs.]

Whenacrowdwasexciteditlost all control. But thebarbarity
of the Jewish terrorists was calculated.

[On September 29, while Hussein had been speaking, there

had been an explosion at Haifa police barracks killing 10 and
wounding 60, including women and children.]

...the British Government's White Paper of July 1946 stated
that, inthefirst place, the Haganah and the Palmach, controlled
by official members of the Jewish Agency, had systematically
undertaken sabotage and violence under the name of “Jewish
Resistance Movement”; secondly, that the Irgun Zvai Leumi
(National Military Organisation) and the Stern gang had co-
operated with the Haganah in those operations during the eight
or nine months preceding the publication of the White Paper;
thirdly, that theillegal broadcasting station Kol Israel (Voice of
Israel), under the general direction of the Jewish Agency, had
supported the terrorists.

Zionism's friends and enemies alike had been obliged to
confessto the British Parliament and the world Pressthat Jewish
condemnation of terrorism was mere hypocrisy.

The Arab authorities, while refraining from condemning acts
of legitimate defence, had used all their influenceto put astop to
violencein 1936 and similarly in 1939.

Aboveall, the Arabs had fought riflein hand and in the open,
while the principa activity of the Jews had been blowing up
civilian and government buildings with their occupants. Asto
motive, the Arabshad exercised their right of legitimate defence
againgt foreign invaders and the administration which supported
them. All the committees of inquiry had recognized that Arab
violence had been directed against Jewish immigration and the
loss of independence. But Jewish violencewasaimed at forcing
the British to agree to the continuation of immigration, in other
words, of aggression; the Jews were attacking the very troops
whose arms had shielded the growth of the Jewish National
Home...

The Arabs who had benefited temporarily from the sale of
their lands had dug their own grave. Several Arab villages had
been wiped off the map.

[The average landholding had fallen to approximately 12
acres, while 28 were needed for economic viability.]

Contrary to the statements made by the representative of
Guatemala (10th meeting) among others, the desert would re-
main a desert until heaven ordained otherwise...

[The Arabs were famous for citrus growing.] They owned
50% of the citrus groves.

Werethe Arabsaoneintheworldto bethevictimsof slavery
and discrimination?

[The Grand Mufti was attacked by Guatemala and others:]

The representative of Guatemala had accused the Mufti of
being the originator of the plan for exterminating the Jews...

[The French Government offered him hospitality:]

Nations which had initiated or permitted anti-Semitism had
no right to ask tiny Arab Palestine to pay by theloss of itsrights
for the mistakes of others. Thefact that the Jewsfelt they had no
country did not give them the right to usurp the land of others...

[The late Henry Morgenthau said Zionism was the greatest
absurdity in Jewish history.]

Inthedaysof the Ottoman Empire, the Jewsof Bagdad, where
80,000 of them had lived, had needed no visato go to Jerusalem.
There had been no quotas then. Y et an infinitesimal number of
them had immigrated to Palestine. The feeling of homelessness
might be Zionist, but it was certainly not Jewish. The Zionists
love of Palestine might be morefor thetreasuresof the Dead Sea
than for the Promised Land. Most Zionists were not religious.

The Jewish Agency spokesman had asserted that neither the
Arabsof Palestine nor those of other Arab countrieshad contrib-
uted to thewar effort during the two world wars. Mr. Churchill,
addressing the House of Commonson 27 February 1945 and Mr.
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Bevin, speaking to the General Assembly on 14 December 1946,
had both paid tributeto the part played by Egypt. On 18 February
1947, President Truman had recalled the contribution to the war
effort made by Saudi Arabia. In 1942, Iragi troops had been
detailed to guard Allied lines of communication. At the end of
1942, the Iragi army had been placed under the command of
General Maitland Wilson, Iraq had come into the war and its
Government had offered to send troopsto the front. The British
authorities, however, had asked thelraqi forcesto carry onwhere
they were. As for the Jews in the Iragi army, had they done
anything else but servetheir country inthe sameway as Jewsin
the U.S. or British armies?

Inreply to Mr. Shertok (17th meeting), Mr. Husseini pointed
out that in August 1940, Iraq had decided to put two divisions at
the disposal of General Wavell if the White Paper of 1939 were
put into effect. General Wavell, however, had explained to the
Iragi Foreign Minister that the Jewish Agency possessed great
influencein the United States, and no reply had been givento the
Iragi offer.

Arab participation in the war effort had extended from Casa-
blancatoIrag. The peoplesof North Africahad fought heroically
besidethe Free French Forces. The Palestine Arabs, though they
had been at thetimein revolt against the Mandate, had furnished
the British with 12,446 volunteers.

Mr. Husseini quoted from the report of the military inquiry
commission set up by the British in Jerusalemin 1920, which had
stated that in 1918 recruiting had been successful among the
Arabs, who had been convinced that the British Government
would set up an independent Arab State which would include
Palestine...

Mr. Husseini declared that King Hussein's appeal, to which
Mr. Shertok had referred, had not related to Jewish immigration
as such, but to the admission into Palestine of oppressed and
homeless persons; which had had nothing to do with a Jewish
State nor even with a Jewish National Home. King Hussein's
refusal to agree to a Jewish National Home had in fact been the
reasonwhy thetreaty which Mr. Churchill hadinstructed Colonel
Lawrence to negotiate had not been concluded.

Replying to Mr. Shertok, Mr. Husseini pointed out that Irag
had never beenrepresented at theN, rnbergrallies. Moreover, the
reason why many Syrian nationalists had been interned during
thewar had been their oppositionto the French, not their leanings
towards the Nazis.

The Arabs, being the indigenous popul ation of Palestine and
constituting the overwhelming majority, relied on the right of
self-determination of peoples upheld by the Charter and earlier
by the Covenant of the League of Nations. They could not
subscribe to any commitment given by any Power whatsoever
that would deprive them of that right, nor could they accept any
interpretation designed to explain that sacred principle away...

The Arabs had been deprived of self-determination for a
quarter of acentury in order that aminority might be artificialy
created.

TheArabswerenot preparedto suffer thefate of the American
Indians.

A little Jewish State, amillion strong, would have no chance
of surviva surrounded by hundreds of millions of defenders of
the Arab cause. On the other hand, if sustained assistance from
abroad enabled it to survive, then it would poison international
relationships throughout the East.

Statement By Dr. Weizmann
[The former Chairman of the Jewish Agency For Palestine:]

Dr. Weizmann... said that the purpose of the Mandate had
been to give the Jewish people aNational Home, to enable them
to become once more a nation among other nations and to set up
ingtitutionsin conformity with their own genius and traditions...

[Hepraised President Wilson, Balfour, L1oyd George, Smuts,
Masaryk and Cecil ]

For several years Dr. Weizmann had been convinced that the
partition of Palestine, proposed in the first place by the British
Royal Commission on Palestine, was the only possible way of
emerging from the deadlock and reaching a practical compro-
mise. The Mandate had envisaged afar more extensiveterritory
for the Jewish State, eight timeslarger than that which was now
proposed, and, as he had stated before the Special Committeg, it
was not easy for the Jews to accept such a compromise. That
Committee had been composed of unbiased members and had
studied the problem objectively. The principles of partition and
immigration recommended by themgj ority wererealisticand had
been accepted by therepresentativesof the Jewish Agency. They
had received theapproval of alargenumber of therepresentatives
of the Ad Hoc Committee, who were equally unbiased.

The establishment of a Jewish State was not a new ideg; it
arose out of the Mandate.

The Mandate had enabled the Jewsin Palestine to create new
social, cultural and economic valuesand to reach thethreshol d of
independence. [...] [With aJewish State] progressivesocial ideas
would flourish in an area that had fallen behind the modern
standards of life.

Nevertheless, asthe USSR representative had said, historical
and legal considerations were secondary as compared with im-
mediate realities...

[There were 700,000 Jews in Palestine, with their own lan-
guage, religion etc, confronted with another group which had
reached a different stage of development.]

Theideaof giving the Jeawsaminority statusin an Arab State
had been rejected by all the committees and by al impartial
tribunals. 1t was morally impossible to subject the only Jewish
national community to the domination of the Arab Higher Com-
mittee. 1t would beimpossibleeven if the Arab Higher Commit-
teewere not hostileto theideal s of the Jewish people. It wasnot
in order to become citizens of an Arab State that the Jews, on the
strength of international promises, had made their home in
Palestine. Certain minorities in Arab States could testify asto
whether their status was agreeable; it was sufficient to say that
that status did not correspond to the idea of the National Home
and wasunacceptable. A separate national community could not
be forcibly subjected to another people in the name of majority
rule. Dr. Weizmann endorsed the view of the Canadian repre-
sentative (13th meeting) that unity could not beimposed without
consent. It wasby virtue of that principle that the representative
of Pakistan, for instance, was present at the United Nations..."

Asthe USrepresentative had pointed out (11th meeting), the
Arabshad been ableto create several independent States, extend-
ing over vast territories. The Jewswere asking only for what the
Arabs had already obtained on alarger scale. Emir Feisal had
signed an agreement with Dr. Weizmann declaring that if therest
of the Arabswere free, the Arabswould concede theright of the
Jews to settle in Palestine. The stipulated condition had been
fulfilled in respect of the Arabs. The Jews had the sameright to
independence. TheArabs desireto possessan eighth State could
not eliminate the Jews right to possess one...

[By intensive economic development the proposed Jewish
Statecould providefor 1 million of thedisplaced Jewsin Europe.]

For the Jews who had escaped massacre, Palestine was the
only solution. To suggest that they should rebuild their ruined



homes or ask refuge of countries reluctant to receive them was
mere mockery...

21 October Mr El-Khouri (Egypt)

Proposed the establishment of afurther sub-committee to be
composed of jurists which would deal with the question of the
competence of the General Assembly to take and enforce a
decision, and with the legal aspect of the mandate. If that sub-
committee's report were unsatisfactory, then the question of
reference of thewholematter to the | nternational Court of Justice
could be discussed.

Mr Mahmoud Fawzi Bey (Egypt)
had already challenged the competence of the UN to decide
on the partition of Palestine (supported by Belgium).

Mr Chamoun (L ebanon)

Saidit wasessentia to establish asub-committeeto study the
proposal mad by Saudi Arabia and Iraq and endorsed by Syria,
regarding the establishment of an independent unitary State in
Palestine.

Mr Jamali (Iraq)

Said that conciliation between the Arabs of Palestine and the
Jews in Palestine was very constructive and useful, but concili-
ation between the Arabs of Palestine and the Jewish Agency [i.e.
the Jews of the world including those of USSR and USA]
represented a serious problem.

21 November Mr Chamoun (L ebanon)

Raised the plan whereby the population of 54 villageswould
be separated from their agricultural lands [no Jewish village
would be separated from its land)].

22 November Mr Jamali (Iraq)

The General Assembly had power only to discuss and make
recommendations; it could not deal with ‘theimposition by force
of a settlement contrary to the wishes of the people concerned'.

24 November Heykal Pasha (Egypt)

A million Jewslived in peacein Egypt and enjoyed all rights
of citizenship. They had no desire to emigrate to Palestine.
However, if a Jewish State was established, nobody could pre-
vent disorders. Riotswould break out in Palestine, would spread
through all the Arab States and might lead to awar between the
tworaces. Even certain pro-Zionist newspapers, such asthe New
York Pogt, feared that the partition of Palestine might imperil the
Jewish resident in Moslem countries, and create hatreds which
might last for centuries. [The partition of Palestine might create
anti-Semitism in Muslim countries.]

Mr Mahmoud Fawzi Bey (Egypt)

Only about 55 000 Jewshad been settled in Palestinefor more
than 20 years, others had come in and become Palestinian
citizens, or not; then there wereillegal immigrants. In total 250
000 Jews were Palestinian citizens; 350 000 Jews had entered in
the previous ten years, most of them illegally and were not
Palestinian citizens. [It was a Jewish invasion.] [The partition
plan provided for large-scale immigration in the following
months.]

Sir Mohammad Zafrullah Khan (Pakistan)
[Opposition to partition was certain to occur therefore the

UN] must provide armed forces for its implementation.

Ownership in the citrus production area was approximately
equally divided between Arabs and Jews, yet practically the
whole of the areahad been all ocated to the Jewish State. 83% of
irrigated land wasall ocated to the Jewish State, aswell as40% of
Arabindustrial areas, whereasonly asmall percentage of Jewish
industrial areaswouldbeintheArab State. TheNegeb Bedouins:
their landswould beexpropriated (with compensation) if they did
not cultivate it ayear after notice had been served.

Mr Shertok
Jews who lived in Palestine felt themselves to be as deep
rooted in the soil of Palestine astheir Arab neighbours.

24 November Mr Hussani

The Balfour Declaration and the Mandate had been drawn up
without the knowledge of theindigenouspopul ation of Palestine.
The UK was morally and legally bound to surrender the whole
territory and the administration of the territory to a Palestine
Government.

The USSR andthe USA had disagreed about everythinginthe
UN, except the partition of Palestine.

As a result of the Jewish terrorist campaign which had
developed against the British, the Arabs asked themselves what
they could expect at the hands of the Zionists as subjects or as
neighbours if the Zionists were capable of being so bitter and
ungrateful towards their greatest benefactors.

Vote on the partition of Palestine:

13 against: Afghanistan, Cuba, Egypt, India, Iran, Irag, Leba-
non, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Syria, Turkey, Y emen.

25 for, including USA, USSR, Byelorussia, Ukraine.

17 abstentions, including Belgium, France, Netherlands, UK,
Yugosavia.

Note: Therewere 57 members of the United Nationsin 1947
and all 57 countrieswere represented on the Ad Hoc Committee
on the Question of Palestine. The General Assembly voted to
accept the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Committee on parti-
tion by 33 votesto 13 against and 10 abstentions (one absent) on
29 November 1947, four days after the Ad Hoc Committee vote
with 25 in favour, far from the necessary two thirds magjority.
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WHAT WAS THE POI

“Success is freeing
thecivilian population
of southern|Isragl from
thefear of anincoming
Hamas rocket.”

Those were the
wordsof | sragli spokes-
man, Mark Regev, on
January 9, 2009, two
weeks into Israel’s
military assault on
Gaza, whichkilledover
1,300 Palestinians, in-
cluding over 400
women and children.
13 lIsraelis also lost
their lives.

In reality, Israel
achieved that success
months earlier without
spilling any Israeli or
Palestinian blood. It
did so by negotiating a
ceasefire agreement
with Hamas in June
2008.

Mark Regev con-
firmed the ceasefire's
successinthesamein-
terview on January 9.
Whenitwasputtohim
that “there were no
Hamas rockets during
the ceasefire before
November 4, there
were no Hamas rock-
ets for 4 months”,
Regevreplied: “That's
correct.”

Under the agree-
ment, brokered by
Egypt, inexchangefor
Hamas and other Pal-
estinian groups stop-
ping thefiring of rock-
ets and mortars out of
Gaza, |srael undertook
to lift its economic
blockade of Gaza and
cease military incur-
sionsinto Gaza.

Isragl didn't lift the
bockadeof Gaza, butit
did cease military in-
cursionsinto Gazaun-
til November 4, when
the IDF entered Gaza
and killed seven mem-
bers of Hamas.

In retaliation,
Hamasrestartedrocket
and mortar firing into
|lsrael. Hadlsragl main-
tainedtheceasefire, the
civilian population of

David
Morrison
~efects on lsraels

offensive in Gaz
|4 year on, z2nd the |

need ‘or recovery

tand reform

southern Israel would
have continued to be
free from incoming
Hamasrockets, asthey
had been for the previ-
ous four and a half
months. No Palestin-
iansor Israglis needed
to die in order to pro-
tect Israeli civilians
from rocket and mor-
tar fire out of Gaza.

Thereport of theUN
Fact-Finding Mission,
headed by JudgeRich-
ard Goldstone, into
events in Gaza during
the I sragli assault, pre-
sented evidence of
“violations of interna-
tional humanrightsand
humanitarian law and
possible war crimes
and crimes against hu-
manity” by lsrael and
of possible war crimes
by Hamas.

The report has been
harshly criticised by
Israel and the US.
SpeakingfortheUSon
September 17, foreign
policy adviser and cur-
rent US ambassador to
the UN Susan Ricede-
scribed it as “unbal-
anced, one sided and

Irish Examiner
Monday 28.12.2009

Pal estinian women hold pictures of killed relatives during a demonstration marking the one-yea
anniversary of lsragl'slast winter war, in the northern Gaza Strip refugee camp of Jabaliayesterda

basically unaccept-
able’.

However, critics
havebeendowtoiden-
tify specific misinfor-
mation in the report.

Richard Goldstone
told Al-Jazeeraon Oc-
tober 22: “1 haveyetto
hear from the Obama
administration what
the flaws in the report
that they have identi-
fied are. | would be
happy to respond to
them, if and when |
know what they are.”

Thereport hasbeen
endorsed by the Hu-
man Rights Council
and by the UN Gen-
eral Assembly (with
thesupport of Ireland)
and referred to the Se-
curity Council. The
best way to proceed
fromhereonwould be
for the Security Coun-
cil to refer the matter
to the International
Criminal Court. Then,
it would be for the
Prosecutor of theCourt
to determineif any in-
dividuals should be
indicted, taking ac-
count of al the avail-

able evidence, includ-
ing that in the
Goldstone report, and
for the Court itself to
determinetheir guilt or
innocence.

Isragl’s military as-
sault on Gaza a year
ago came in the wake
of an Israeli economic
blockade, which had
gone on for years with
varying degrees of se-
verity, bringing the
Gazan economy to its
knees and condemning
the bulk of its 1.5 mil-
lion peopleto grinding
poverty.

During the assault,
| srael destroyed around
3,500 houses com-
pletely and over 11,000
partially, according to
the UN Development
Programme (UNDP).

In addition, consid-
erable damage was
done to Gaza's eco-
nomic infrastructure,
many factories and
businesses being de-
stroyed or damaged,
apparently deliberately.

Sincethe assault, Is-
reel has continued to
impose severe restric-

tions on the import of
goods into Gaza. In
particular, materia sfor
reconstruction have
been almost com-
pletely banned. Asfor
exports, according to
the UN Office for the
Coordination of Hu-
manitarian Affairs, on
December 10, one
truckload of 30,000
carnationsexited Gaza
viathe Kerem Shalom
Crossing; this is the
first export from Gaza
since April 27, 20009.
The Irish Govern-
ment hascalled repeat-
edlyforlsrael toendits
blockade of Gaza and
so has the EU. On
December 15,
Catherine Ashton, the
new EU foreignminis-
ter, told the European
Parliament: —*We are
deeply concerned
about the daily living
conditionsof theGazan
people: sincethe Janu-
ary conflict donors
have not been able to
doreconstructionwork
and seriousissues per-
sist like the lack of
clean drinking water.

Israel should re-open
the crossings without
delay.”

Israel has ignored
countless verbal ap-
pedsof thiskind. Itis
unrealistic to believe
thatitisgoingto act on
thisone. If the EU is
serious about getting
the crossings open any
time soon, it will have
tobring pressuretobear
onlsrael, by, for exam-
ple, partialy suspend-
ing lsragl’ sfree access
totheEU market forits
goods under the Euro-
Med Agreement.

That may cause Is-
rael to honour its obli-
gationstothepeopleof
Gaza—and would bea
laudableforeignpolicy
achievement for the
post-Lisbon EU. Ver-
bal appeals certainly
won't.

*David Morrison
works in political ad-
vocacy and is co-
founder of Sadaka, the
Ireland Palestine Alli-
ance.

Irish Examiner
Monday 28.12.2009
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