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"There is no such thing as 
society, only families and 
individuals". 
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"There are things that have 
been done by unions and by 
worker to worker that will never 
be forgotten or forgiven in our 
history. 

"But we have to decide 
whether we can affor another 
highly publicised exercise in 
union bashing, not by the 
Government, but by one union 
bashing another. 

" ... the union's call for the 
expulsion of the EFIPU from 
the TUC appears like revenge 
rather than justice" 

O ◊: V$ <J: + ◊: +◊ •J3~ <·+� 
+� J >%◊>◊$J• YJ%) J% 4J+<JJ: +� J 
x A' 3: • ; l A' Ey 

"I can see you are trying to 
put current antagonisms behind 
you and I hope that the 
movement can be quickened, and 
the commitment renewed, so that 
one union for printers ·$ speedily 
set up." 
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John Monks 

, 3) JD 



1688-1988 - Permanant 
Revolution in Britain 

E� J : ◊+·◊: ◊( h>J%Y3: 3: + 
%JZ◊~{+·◊: h <3$ / ◊◊VJ• {> ·: +� J 
(·%$+ •J/ 3• J ◊( +� J nl +� / J: +{%y 
4y q◊$3 L{«JY4{%) i< � ◊ <3$ 
V·~~J• 3(+J% an 34/%+·ZJ %JZ◊~{+·◊: 
·: AJ%Y3: y s 3: • , 3%Z{$ i< � ◊ 
• J(J/ +J• (%◊Y ; ◊/ ·3~·$Y 3: • 
4J/ 3YJ 3 Y·~~·◊: 3%J 
4{$·: J$$Y3: ·: $+J3• sy w+ <3$ 
>◊>{~3%·$J• 4y E%◊+$Vy u 
>3%+·/ {~3%~y 3(+J% � J � 3• ~◊$+ 
>◊<J% ·: +� J ; ◊Z·J+ F: ·◊: y 

E%◊+$Vy <3$ ZJ%y )◊◊• 3+ 
/ ◊◊V·: ) {> : ◊+·◊: $ +� 3+ $◊{: • J• 
) ◊◊• ◊: >3>J%y RJ%y (J< ◊( 
+� JY 3/ +{3~~y <◊%VJ• < � J: +� Jy 
<J%J +%·J• oo 3: • E%◊+$Vy ~3%) J~y 
(◊%) ◊+ 34◊{+ +� JY •{%·: ) +� J 
+·YJ < � J: � J <3$ 3 ${/ / J$$({~ 
>%3/ +·/ 3~ %JZ◊~{+·◊: 3%y ·: q{$$·3y 
w: $◊ (3% 3$ ◊: J / 3: Y3VJ $J: $J 
◊( h>J%Y3: 3: + %JZ◊~{+·◊: hu ·+ 
<◊{~• ·: Z◊~ZJ 3 %JZ◊~{+·◊: 3%y 
>3%+y /%J3+·: ) 3 $J%·J$ ◊( $+3+J 
$+%{/ +{%J$u 3: • / ◊: +·: {3~~y 
◊%) 3: ·z ·: ) +� J·% ◊ZJ%+� %◊< ·: 
(3Z◊{% ◊( $◊YJ+� ·: ) JZJ: Y◊%J 
%JZ◊~{+·◊: 3%y y 

O3◊ E$J E{: ) r$ d{~+{%3~ 
qJZ◊~{+·◊: ·$ +� J : J3%J$+ 3: y ◊: J 
/ 3YJ +◊ +%y ·: ) +� ·$ $y $+JY ·: 
>%3/ +·/ J oo JZJ: +� ◊{) � O3◊ 
<◊{~• / J%+3·: ~y � 3ZJ •J: ·J• +� 3+ 
·+ ◊<J• 3: y +� ·: ) +◊ E%◊+$Vy u 3: • 
(J< E%◊+$Vy ·$+$ / 3%J• +◊ /~3·Y ·+ 
3$ 3: J«3Y>~J ◊( +� J·% Y3$+J%r$ 
+� ◊{) � + ·: 3/ +·◊: y w: J((J/+u +� J 
d{~+{%3~ qJZ◊~{+·◊: <3$ 3: 
3++JY>+ 4y O3◊ +◊ ◊ZJ%+� %◊< +� J 
$+3+J � J � 3• � J~>J• +◊ (◊{: • ~J$$ 
+� 3: +<◊ •J/ 3• J$ 4J(◊%Ju 3: • 
%J>~3/ J ·+ <·+� $◊YJ+� ·: ) 4J++J%y 

w+ <3$ 3 (·: J : ◊+·◊: u 4{+ 3 
• ·$3$+J%◊{$ >◊~·/ y y C3/+·◊: $ ◊( 
qJ• A{3%•$ (◊{) � + J3/ � ◊+� J% 
<·+� )%J3+ (J%◊/ ·+y u J3/ � $·• J 
Y◊{+� ·: ) J«3/ +~y +� J $3YJ 
$~◊) 3: $y ' %+·$+$ 3: • J«>J%+$ 
<J%J � 3%3$$J• 4y +JJ: 3) J%$ < � ◊ 
${$>J/ +J• +� JY ◊( ·• J◊~◊) ·/ 3~ 
•JZ·3+·◊: y O3: y ◊( +� JY 
${((J%J• ZJ%y 43•~y 9 $◊YJ • ·J• u ◊% 
J~$J / ◊YY·++J• ${·/ ·• Jy w: +� J 
J: • u %J3/ +·◊: 3) 3·: $+ +� J / � 3◊$ 
~J• +◊ +� J >%J$J: + $<·: ) +◊<3%•$ 
$◊YJ+� ·: ) Y{/ � Y◊%J ~·VJ +� J 
­ J$+J%: >3++J%: ◊( ) ◊ZJ%: YJ: + 
3: • J/ ◊: ◊Yy y 

x ◊< / ◊: $·• J% ! %·+3·: y E� J 
$+3+J � 3$ � 3• • ·%J/+ / ◊: +·: {·+y 
$·: / J kI f f y ' : • y J+ +� ·$ 
/ ◊: +·: {·+y � 3$ : ◊+ $+◊>>~ • >◊<J% 
(%◊Y 4J·: ) +%3: $(J%J• (3% 4Jy ◊: • 
+� J ) ◊ZJ%: ·: ) / ~3$$J$ ◊(sI f f y 
w+· · y ' ~ $ y : ◊+ >%JZJ: +J• ··+$>/ ·3~ 
%J(◊%Y$ +� 3+ <J%J � 3%•~y JZJ: 
•%J3Y>+ ◊(·: kI f f u <J%J Z·J<J• 
3$ Y3• 3: • •3: ) J%◊{$ %3• ·/ 3~·$Y 
·: kDf f u <J%J $+·~~ ${4$+3: +·3~~y 
%J\J/ +J• ·: kf f f y 

E� J J$$J: +·3~ (J3+{%J ◊( +� J 
kI f f $J++~JYJ: + <3$ +� 3+ y ◊{ 
/ ◊{~• 4J 3) 3·: $+ +� J ) ◊ZJ%: YJ: + 
3: • +� J %{~·: ) /~3$$J$u 3: • y J+ 
({~~y 3/ / J>+ +� J J«·$+·: ) $+3+Jy 
E� ·$ <3$ >◊$$·4~J 4J/ 3{$J +� J 
) ◊ZJ%: YJ: + 3: • +� J %{~·: ) 
/~3$$J$ • ·• : ◊+ : ◊%Y3~~y {$J +� J 
>◊<J% ◊( +� J $+3+J 3) 3·: $+ 
%J(◊%YJ%$y 

E� ·$ $y $+JY • ·• : ◊+ / ◊YJ ◊{+ 
◊( : ◊+� ·: ) y d � 3%~J$ ww � 3• 
3/ / J>+J• +� 3+ � J � 3• 4JJ: %J$+◊%J• 
3$ 3 ~·Y·+J• Y◊: 3%/ � u 3: • 3/ +J• 
3/ / ◊%•·: )~y y E� ·$ � 3• ·: • JJ• 
4JJ: +� J ${4$+3: / J ◊( 
, 3%~·3YJ: +r$ ◊%·) ·: 3~ •JY3: • ◊: 
d � 3%~J$ wy b3YJ$ ww >3%+~y {>$J+ 
+� J $y $+JYy ! {+ � ·$ ◊ZJ%+� %◊< 
J$+34~·$� J• ·+ ◊: 3 Y{/ � (·%YJ% 
43$·$y 

! ~◊◊•~J$$ %JZ◊~{+·◊: $ 3%J 
>◊$$·4~Ju {: • J% +� J kI f f $y $+JYy 
B% %3+� J% o 4J/ 3{$J +� J >◊~·+·/ 3~ 
$+%{/ +{%J <3$ (~J«·4~Ju 3: • 
>%J$${%J (◊% %J(◊%Y$ •·• : ◊+ 4{·~• 
{> {: +·~ +� J%J � 3• +◊ 4J 3 Z3$+ 
3: • Z·◊~J: + %JZ◊{+·◊: 3%y 
{>� J3Z3~y w: J((J/ +u +� ·$ <3$ 3: • 
%JY3·: $ 3 >J%Y3: 3: + %JZ◊~{+·◊: y 

The French alternative 
E� J ~J(+ ·: ! %·+3·: � 3$ 

: ◊%Y3~~y ~◊◊VJ• 43/ V 3+ kI f f 3$ 
3 )~◊%·◊{$ ${/ / J$$y w( ${4$J_{J: + 
>◊~·+·/ $ <3$ � ·) � ~y ·Y>J%(J/ +u 3+ 
~J3$+ +� J >%·: / ·>3~$ ◊( kI f f <J%J 
$◊{: • y 

; ◊YJy+·: • JJ• u <J%J +JY>+J• 
4y 3~+J%: 3+·ZJ$h w: The Rights 
of Man, E◊Y , 3·: J >◊~JY·/ ·$J• 
3) 3·: $+ H•Y{: • ! {%VJu 
·YY3) ·: ·: ) +� 3+ +� J C%J: / � 
q JZ◊~{+·◊: <3$ 3 : J< 3: • 4J++J% 
kI f f u <·+� ◊{+ 3: y >◊·: +~J$$ 
Y◊: 3%/ � ·/ 3~ +%·: {: ·: ) $y NJ+ 3 
(J< Y◊: +� $ 3(+J% <%·+·: ) The 
Rights of Man, E◊Y , 3·: J <3$ 
·: >%·$◊: ·: C%3: / Ju ·: )%J3+ 
•3: ) J% ◊( >J%·$� ·: ) •{%·: ) +� J 
EJ%%◊%y 

w: +� J $� ◊%+ %{: u ! {%VJ <3$ 
<·$J% +� 3+ , 3·: Jy He / J%+3·: ~y 
� 3• 3 4J++J% )%3$> ◊( >◊~·+·/ $y 
NJ+ < � ·~J C%3: / J <3$ : ◊+ +◊ ~·ZJ 
{> +◊ E◊Y , 3·: Jr$ � ◊>J$ (◊% ·+u 
Y◊$+ ◊( +� J +� ·: ) $ +� 3+ � J 
• JY3: • J• ·: The Rights of Man 
� 3ZJ ·: (3/+ 4JJ: <◊: y ' : • +� Jy 
<J%J <◊: <·+� ·: ! %·+3·: <·+� ◊{+ 
3: y ◊ZJ%+� %◊< ◊( +� J >◊~·+·/ 3~ 
$+%{/ +{%J$ ◊( kI f f y 

w: C%3: / Ju +� J%J <J%J 3 $J%·J$ 
◊( •%3Y3+·/ %JZ◊~{+·◊: $u 
%J3/ +·◊: $u : J< %JZ◊~{+·◊: $u : J< 
%J3/ +·◊: $y E� J >3/ J ◊( >%◊) %J$$ 
<3$ Y◊%J ◊% ~J$$ +� J $3YJ9 +� J 
/◊$+ ·: 4~◊◊• 3: • <%J/ VJ• ~·ZJ$ 
<3$ Y{/ � Y{/ � � ·) � J%y ! %·+·$� 
%3• ·/ 3~$ ) J: J%3~~y $3< +� J 
3•Z3: +3) J$ ◊( >~3y ·: ) +� J 
>◊~·+·/ 3~ ) 3YJ 4y +� J %{~J$ ◊( 
kI f f y 

! {+ $·: / J +� J kP?l $u ! %·+·$� 
%3•·/ 3~$ 3: • ~J(+·$+$ � 3ZJ $JJ: 
+� ·: ) $ • ·((J%J: +~y y E� Jy � 3ZJ 
${>>◊$J• +� 3+ 3 ) 3YJ <·+� ◊{+ 
%{~J$ Y·) � + 4J 4J++J% (◊% +� J ~J(+ 
+� 3: >◊~·+·/ $ {: • J% +� J %{~J$ ◊( 
kI f f y E� ·$ ${>>◊$·+·◊: 
•JZJ~◊>J• •{%·: ) +� J kPI l $u 3: • 
� 3$ 4JJ: Y3·: +3·: J• •J$>·+J +� J 
• ·$3$+J%$ ${((J%J• +� %◊{) � ◊{+ +� J 
<◊%~• 4y ~J(+·$+$ < � ◊ Y3: 3) J• +◊ 
>◊~3%·$J +� J·% $◊/ ·J+·J$ 3: • 4%J3V 
•◊< : +� J·% / ◊: $+·+{+·◊: 3~ 
$+%{/ +{%J$y 

w: ! %·+3·: u +� J Y3·: $◊{%/ J ◊( 
${/ � ·• J3$ <3$ +� J x / 1< LJ(+y ' $ 
M{) � q◊4J%+$ � 3$ • J$/ %·4J• 
(L&TUR 6) , +� Jy • J/ ·• J• +� 3+ 
+� J %J3~ +%{+� 34/ {+ >◊~·+·/ $ / ◊{~• 
4J ~J3%: J• (%◊Y C%3: / J1 x ◊< ·+ 
<3$ +%{J +� 3+ >◊~·+·/ 3~ +� J◊%y <3$ 
4J++J% •JZJ~◊>J• ·: C%3: / J +� 3: 
·: H: )~3: • y ! {+ +� ·$ <3$ ~3%) ~y 
4J/ 3{$J C%J: / � >◊~·+·/ 3~ >%3/ +·/ J 
� 3• 4JJ: $◊ +J%%·4~J (◊% $◊ Y3: y 
y J3%$u ·: • {/ ·: ) +� ·: VJ%$ +◊ +%y 
%JZ·$·: ) +� ·: ) $ (%◊Y (·%$+ 



>%·: / ·>3~$y 
E� J >%◊>J% \◊4 (◊% +� J x J< 

LJ(+ < ◊{~• � 3ZJ 4JJ: +◊ {$J 
C%J: / � YJ+� ◊• $ ◊( 3: 3~y $·$ ·: 
◊%• J% +◊ {: • J%$+3: • < � 3+ < 3$ 
3/ +{3~~y � 3>>J:·: ) ·: ! %·+3·: y 
w: $+J3• u +� J y / %·J• +◊ ~J3%: 
>◊~·+·/ 3~ >%3/ +·/ J (%◊Y +� JY y w+ 
< 3$ %3+� J% ~·VJ C%J: / � YJ: 
/ ◊Y·: ) +◊ H: ) ~3: • +◊ ~J3%: � ◊< 
+◊ / ◊◊VT 

' %J$+3{%3: + ·: C%3: / J +� 3+ 
$J%ZJ• 3{+� J: +·/ H: ) ~·$� / ◊◊V·: ) 
< ◊{~• : ◊+ < ·: Y3: y / {$+◊YJ%$y 
w: +� J $3YJ < 3y u +� J %3• ·/ 3~ 
Y◊ZJYJ: + ◊( +� J kPI l $ %{·: J• 
·+$J~( 4y +%y ·: ) +◊ Y3VJ ! %·+·$� 
>◊~·+·/ $ Y◊%J C%J: / � u Y◊%J 4·++J% 
3: • >◊~3%·$J• y ' : • +� J y • ·• +� ·$ 
3+ +� J ZJ%y +·YJ < � J: C%J: / � 
>◊~·+·/ $ < J%J 4J/ ◊Y·: ) Y◊%J 
~·VJ +� J ! %·+·$� >3++J%: y 

F > {: +·~ kPI f u %JZ◊~{+·◊: 3%y 
%·$·: ) $ ·: C%3: / J � 3• +J: • J• +◊ 
J: • ·: Y3$$ 4~◊◊• $� J• y H·+� J% 
+� J %J3/ +·◊: 3%·J$ >{+ • ◊< : +� J 
%JZ◊~{+·◊: < ·+� +J: $ ◊( 
+� ◊{$3: • $ ◊( • J3+� $y B% J~$J +� J 
%JZ◊~{+·◊: +%·{Y>� J• 3: • +� J : 
+� J %JZ◊~{+·◊: 3%·J$ 4J) 3: V·~~·: ) 
J3/ � ◊+� J%y ! {+ kPI f < 3$ • J3~+ 
< ·+� ·: 3 (3·%~y Y·~• < 3y y E� J%J 
< 3$ : ◊ Y3$$ $~3{) � +J%u : ◊ Y3$$ 
\3·~·: ) $ ◊% • J>◊%+3+·◊: $ oo 3$ � 3• 
� 3>>J: J• 3(+J% +� J (3·~{%J ◊( +� J 
, 3%·$ d ◊YY{: Ju (◊% ·: $+3: / Ju 

E� J +%{J ~J$$◊: ◊( kPI f ·$ 
+� 3+ +� J >3++J%: ◊( kI f f ·$ 
) J++·: ) J$+34~·$� J• ◊: 3 < ◊%~• ­ 
< ·• J 43$·$y 

E3: V$ (◊% +� J YJY◊%y 
E< J: +y y J3%$ ·$ ◊: J 

) J: J%3+·◊: u 3: • +� J ) J: J%3+·◊: ◊( 
' YJ%·/ 3: 3: • ­ J$+ H{%◊>J3: 
%3• ·/ 3~$ < � ◊ < J%J y ◊{: ) ·: kPI f 
� 3ZJ : 3+{%3~~y / � ◊$J: +� ·$ y J3% 
+◊ %JYJY4J% +� J·% >3$+y U◊z J: $ 
◊( >%◊) %3YYJ$ � 3ZJ 4JJ: Y3• J 
34◊{+ < � 3+ ·+ < 3$ ~·VJ +◊ 4J 3 
$+{• J: + %3• ·/ 3~ ·: ­ J$ +J%: H{%◊>J 
◊% +� J F ; ' y 

! {+ ◊+� J% +� ·: ) $ � 3>>J: J• ·: 
kPI f y w+ < 3$ 3~$◊ +� J y J3% ◊( +� J 
E/ + ◊((J: $·ZJ ·: R·J+: 3Yu < � ·/ � 
>J%${3• J• 3 Y3\◊%·+y ◊( 
' YJ%·/ 3: $ +� 3+ +� J < 3% < 3$ 
{: < ·: : 34~Jy ' : • ·+ < 3$ +� J y J3% 
·: < � ·/ � +� J h, %3) {J ; >%·: ) h 
< 3$ / %{$� J• y 

M·$+◊%y $·: / J kPI f � 3$ 4JJ: 
• ◊Y·: 3+J• 4y +� J ◊{+/ ◊YJ$ ◊( 
+� J$J +� %JJ JZJ: +$y ' YJ%·/ 3r$ 
(3·~{%J 3: • (·: 3~ • J(J3+ ·: 
R·J+: 3Yu >~{$ +� J $+{• J: + 
{>: $Y) u (◊%/ J• 3 4·) %Jo+� ·: V 
3: • $� ·(+ ◊( Z3~{J$ ·: +� J ­ J$+y 
E� J / %{$� ·: ) ◊( +� J , %3) {J 
; >%·: ) ~J• +◊ 3 (%JJ z ·: ) o{> ·: 

H3$+J%: H{%◊>Jy ­ � 3+ 
A◊%43/ � JZ ·$ >%◊Y·$·: ) +◊ • ◊ ·: 
kPf f ·$ (3% ~J$$ %3• ·/ 3~ +� 3+ < � 3+ 
d z J / � ◊$~◊Z3V·3 < 3$ 3/ +{3~~y 
• ◊·: ) ·: kPI f y 

U{%·: ) +� J kPDl $u +� J ~J(+ ·: 
­ J$+JY H{%◊>J � 3• 3: ·YYJ: $J 
◊>>◊%+{: ·+y o 3: • ~3%) J~y < 3$+J• 
·+y ; ◊/ ·3~·$Y < 3$ • ·Z·• J• 
4J+< JJ: h·• J3~·$+$h < � ◊ >� %3$J ­ 
Y◊: ) J%J• 34◊{+ %JZ◊~{+·◊: 3: • 
h>%3) Y3+·$+$h < � ◊ < J%J / ◊: +J: + 
+◊ %{: +� J J«·$+·: ) / 3>·+3~·$+ 
$y $+JYu 3: • ·: (3/ + %3: ·+ %3+� J% 
43• ~y y E� J Y·• • ~J ) %◊{: • o 
+� ◊$J < � ◊ / ◊{~• • JZ·$J >%3/ +·/ 3~ 
%J(◊%Y$u 3: • >{$� +� JY +� %◊{) � o 

< 3$ +◊◊ < J3V : {YJ%·/ 3~~y +◊ 
>{+ ·+$ ·• J3$ ·: +◊ >%3/ +·/ Jy 

w: ! %·+3·: u +� J 4J$+ 
◊>>◊%+{: ·+y < 3$ ­ ◊%VJ%$r 
d ◊: +%◊~u ·: >3%+·/ {~3% +� J 
! {~~◊/ V >%◊>◊$3~$y ! {+ ­ ◊%VJ%$r 
d ◊: +%◊~ < 3$ 4~◊/ VJ• 4y 3: 
3~~·3: / J ◊( L34◊{% LJ(+ 3: • 
L34◊{% q ·) � +y E� ·$ (3·~{%J +◊ • ◊ 
3: y +� ·: ) / ◊� J%J: + < ·+� +� J 
Y3$$·ZJ +%3• J {: ·◊: >◊< J% ◊( +� J 
kPDl $ +3%: ·$� J• +� J ·Y3) J ◊( 
­ J$+ H{%◊>J3: ; ◊/ ·3~·$Y y 
; ◊Z·J+o$+y ~J d ◊YY{: ·$Y � 3• 
~◊$+ +� J ~3$+ ◊( ·+$ / %J• ·4·~·+y ·: 
kPI f y R·J+: 3Yu • J3% +◊ ◊{% 
� J3%+$ ·: +� J kPI l $ 3: • J3%~y 
kPDl $u ) ◊+ ·: Z◊~ZJ• ·: 3: 
·: Z3$·◊: ◊( . 3Y>{/ � J3 3: • 3 
$J: $J~J$$ 4◊%• J% < 3% < ·+� d � ·: 3y 
E� 3+/ � J%·$Y +%·{Y>� J• 3~Y◊$+ 
4y • J(3{~+T 

Other anniversaries 
B( / ◊{%$Ju ·+r$ : ◊+ ◊: ~y kPI f 

+� 3+ <J $� ◊{~• 4J %JYJY4J%·: ) y 
­ JrZJ 3~%J3• y � 3• +� J 
/ J~J4%3+·◊: $ ◊( +� J (◊{: • ·: ) ◊( 
Y◊• JY ' {$+%3~·3 ·: kDf f y E� J: 
+� J%J <3$ +� J •J(J3+ ◊( +� J 
; >3: ·$� ' %Y3•3 ·: k?f f y ' : • 
3$ w YJ: +·◊: J• J3%~·J%y+� J%J <3$ 
+� J A~◊%·◊{$ q JZ◊~{+·◊: ◊( 
kI f f u < � J: +� J >J◊>~J 3: • 
, 3%~·3YJ: + •%◊ZJ ◊{+ b3YJ$ wwu 
+� J ~J) ·+·Y3+J King, 3: • 
J$+34~·$� J• 3 / ◊: $+·+{+·◊: 3~ 
$J++~JYJ: + +� 3+ � 3$ ~3$+J• JZJ% 
$·: / Jy 

; {%>%·$·: )~y J: ◊{) � u +� J 
! %·+·$� $+3+J ·$ • J+J%Y·: J• +◊ 
>~3y •◊< : ·+$ ◊< : ◊%·) Y$y 
' ~Y◊$+ JZJ%y ◊+� J% $+3+J ·: +� J 
<◊%~• � 3$ 3 h: 3+·◊: 3~ •3y h ◊% 
$◊YJ+� ·: ) ◊( +� J $◊%+u / J~J4%3+J• 
J3/ � y J3%y ; ◊YJ $+3+J$ � 3ZJ 
$JZJ%3~u %J(~J/ +·: ) • ·((J%J: + $+3) J$ 
·: +� J·% •JZJ~◊>YJ: +y NJ+ +� J%J 
$JJY$ +◊ 4J 3 / ◊: $J: ${$ ◊( +� J 
J$+34~·$� YJ: + +� 3+ +� J gl l +� 
3: : ·ZJ%$3%y ◊( +� J (◊{: • ·: ) ◊( 
+� J Y◊• JY ! %·+·$� $+3+J ·$ 3 

Y·: ◊% Y3++J%y E� J • J(J3+ ◊( +� J 
; >3: ·$� ' %Y3•3 ·$ ) J++·: ) \{$+ 
3$ Y{/ � 3++J: +·◊: u JZJ: +� ◊{) � 
·+ <3$ \{$+ ◊: J 43++~J ·: 3 ~◊: ) 
3: • ·: • J/ ·$·ZJ <3%y ! {+ +� J )%J3+ 
+� ·: ) 34◊{+ ! %·+3·: >◊$+okI f f ·$ 
+� 3+ ·: • ·Z·•{3~$ •◊: r+ � 3ZJ +◊ 
(◊~~◊< +� J $+3+Jr$ ~J3• y ; ◊ y ◊{r~~ 
4J $JJ·: ) Y◊%J 34◊{+ kI f f ·: 
({+{%J ·$${J$ ◊( L&TUR. 

­ � 3+ J~$JS U{4~·: ·$ 
/ J~J4%3+·: ) +� J kul l l +� 
3: : ·ZJ%$3%y ◊( hU{4~·: ·: 
w%J~3: •hy U{4~·: ·$ ·: (3/ + %3+� J% 
◊~• J% +� 3: +� 3+u 4{+ ·+ 4J) 3: ~·(J 
3$ 3 R·V·: ) 43$J {$J• (◊% %3·• $ 
◊: +� J • ·${: ·+J• w%·$� +%·4J$y 
; ◊YJ +·YJ 3%◊{: • Pf f u 3 %{~J% ◊( 
U{4~·: (◊{: • ·+ / ◊: ZJ: ·J: + +◊ 
3/ V: ◊<~J• ) J 3: w%·$� M·) � . ·: ) 
3$ ◊ZJ%~◊%• 9 +� ·$ ·$ +� J JZJ: + +� 3+ 
·$ 4J·: ) / J~J4%3+J• y 

d◊Y·: ) +◊ Y◊%J %J/ J: + +·YJ$u 
+� J%J <3$ kf pf u ◊( y J3% ◊( 
%JZ◊~{+·◊: $ ·: Y3: y H{%◊>J3: 
/ ◊{: +%·J$y w: ! %·+3·: u +� J %{~·: ) 
/ ~3$$ 3)%JJ• +◊ ) ·ZJ {> $◊YJ ◊( 
·+$ >%·Z·~J) J$u 3 >%◊/ J$$ +� 3+ � 3• 
4J) {: <·+� +� J %J(◊%Y ◊( 
, 3%~·3YJ: + ·: kf gny H~$J< � J%Ju 
+� J %{~·: ) /~3$$ +%·J• +◊ � ◊~• ◊: 
+◊ JZJ%y +� ·: ) u ${/ / JJ• J• ·: 
� ◊~• ·: ) ◊: +◊ JZJ%y +� ·: ) (◊% 
$◊YJ •J/ 3• J$u 3: • ·: +� J J: • ~◊$+ 
JZJ%y +� ·: ) u 

d◊Y·: ) +◊ +� J nl +� / J: +{%y u 
+� J%J <3$ kPkf u +� J J: • ◊( +� J 
A%J3+ ­ 3%u 3: • +� J • ·$3>>J3%3: / J 
◊( Y{/ � ◊( +� J ◊~• ◊%•J% ◊( 
H{%◊>Jy E� J: +� J%J <3$ kPgf u 
< � J: ! %·+3·: 3: • C%3: / J +%·J• +◊ 
>%J$J%ZJ >J3/ J 4y ) ·ZY) 
d z J/ � ◊$~◊Z3V·3 +◊ M·+~J%u 3: • 
${/ / JJ• J• ◊: ~y ·: ~3y ·: ) +� J 
43$·$ (◊% 3 ~◊: ) J%u 4~◊◊• ·J% 3: • 
(3% Y◊%J •3: ) J%◊{$ <3%y E� J%J 
<3$ kPpf u < � J: 3: 3~~·3: / J ◊( 
~◊/ 3~ d ◊YY{: ·$+$ 3: • +� J 
; ◊Z·J+ F: ·◊: ◊ZJ%+� %J< 3 
•JY◊/ %3+·/ 3~~y oJ~J/+J• ~J(+o< ·: ) 
) ◊ZJ%: YJ: + ·: d z J/ � ◊$~◊Z3V·3 o 
3: JZJ: + 3$ {>$J++·: ) ·: ·+$ •3y 

3$ +� J /%{$� ·: ) ◊( +� J , %3) {J 
; >%·: ) <3$ ·: kPI f y kPpf <3$ 
3~$◊ +� J y J3% < � J: AJ◊%) J 
B%<J~~ <%◊+J kPf py 

B: J $� ◊{~• 3~$◊ : ◊+ (◊%) J+ 
kP?f u 3: • +� J (◊{: • ·: ) 4y 
d � 3%~J$ • J A3{~~J ◊( +� J � (bk 
q J>{4~·/ y E� J $·) : $ 3%J +� 3+ +� J 
C·(+� q J>{4~·/ � 3$ (·: 3~~y ) ·ZJ: 
C%3: / J 3 >◊~·+·/ 3~ $+%{/ +{%J ·: 
< � ·/ � LJ(+ 3: • q ·) � + / 3: / ◊: +J$+ 
<·+� J3/ � ◊+� J%u 3: • %J>~3/ J J3/ � 
◊+� J% ·: )◊ZJ%: YJ: +u <·+� ◊{+ +� J 
•3: ) J% ◊( / ·Z·~ <3% +� 3+ � 3$ 
•◊) ) J• C%3: / J $·: / J +� J C3~~ ◊( 
+� J ! 3$+·~~Jy 

B: J ~3$+ +� ·: ) u E� J ?+� ◊( 

O3y <◊{~• � 3ZJ 4JJ: . 3%~ 
O3%«r$ kDl +� 4·%+� • 3y u � 3• � J 
$+·~~ 4JJ: 3~·ZJy ' : • � ·$ ·• J3$ 
are $+·~~ ZJ%y Y{/ � 3~·ZJy 
UJ$>·+J +� J YJ$$o{>$ +� 3+ 
Z3%·◊{$ $J~(o$+y ~J• O3%«·$+$ � 3ZJ 
Y3• J ·: +� J ·: +J%·Yu +� Jy 3%J 
$+·~~ � J~>·: ) +◊ %Jo$� 3>J +� J 
<◊%~• y 

Spaghetti Borgia 
; � J~~(·$� / 3: ◊/ / 3$·◊: 3~~y 

/ ◊: +3·: ~J+� 3~ +◊«·: $9 JZJ%y y J3% 
+� J%J 3%J 3 (J< ${/ � • J3+� $ 
$◊YJ< � J%J ·: +� J <◊%~• y 
d ·) 3%J++J$ ) ·ZJ ~{: ) o/ 3: / J% +◊ 
+� ◊$J < � ◊ $·+ : J«+ +◊ $Y◊VJ%$u 
3$ <J~~ 3$ +◊ +� J $Y◊VJ%$ 
+� JY$J~ZJ$y ' ~/ ◊� ◊~u +� ◊{) � 
$3(J J: ◊{) � ·: Y◊• J%3+·◊: u ·$ 
~J+� 3~ ·: J«/ J$$ o 3: • +� J%J 3%J 
Y3: y < � ◊ •%·: V +◊ J«/ J$$y ' : • 
y J+ : ◊: J ◊( +� J$J +� ·: ) $ 3%J 
·~~J) 3~y E� J ·%%3• ·3+·◊: ◊( (◊◊• 
� 3$ : ◊: J ◊( +� J$J •3: ) J%$y NJ+ ·+ 
·$ $+·~~ ·~~J) 3~ +◊ ◊((J% +� J >{4~·/ 
·%%3• ·3+J• (◊◊• u JZJ: /~J3%~y 
~34J~~J• 3$ ${/ � y 

w%%3• ·3+·◊: ·$ +� J >{%·(·/ 3+·◊: 
◊( (◊◊• 4y %3• ·3+·◊: y w+ •◊J$ : ◊+ 
Y3VJ (◊◊• %3• ·◊3/ +·ZJu 3: y Y◊%J 
+� 3: J«>◊${%J +◊ ~·) � + <◊{~• 
Y3VJ ·+ ~{Y·: ◊{$y ­ � 3+ ·+ •◊J$ 
•◊ ·$ V·~~ ◊(( +� J 43/ +J%·3 +� 3+ 
+J: • +◊ 4J >%J$J: + ·: JZJ: +� J 
/~J3: J$+ (%J$� (◊◊• y E� {$ 
·%%3•·3+J• (%{·+ <◊{~• ~3$+ (◊% 
Y{/ � ~◊: ) J% <·+� ◊{+ )◊·: ) 43• y 

w%%3• ·3+J• (◊◊• <◊{~• >%◊ZJ 
>◊>{~3%u ·( >J◊>~J <J%J 3~~◊<J• 
+◊ 4{y ·+y E� J%J ·$ : ◊ %3+·◊: 3~ 
%J3$◊: : ◊+ +◊ ~J+ >J◊>~J •J/ ·• J 
(◊% +� JY$J~ZJ$y L3%) Jo$/ 3~J +J$+$ 
<·+� ·%%3• ·3+J• (◊◊• � 3ZJ 4JJ: 
/ 3%%·J• ◊{+ ·: d � ·: 3u < � J%J (J< 
>J◊>~J / 3: 3((◊%• 3 (%·• ) Ju 3: • 
+� J%J � 3ZJ 4JJ: : ◊ ·~~ J((J/ +$y 
! {+ ·%%3•·3+·◊: ·$ � J~• {> 4J/ 3{$J 
◊( 3 $>·~~o◊ZJ% (%◊Y (J3%$ ◊( 
: {/~J3% <3% 3: • >◊~~{+·◊: (%◊Y 
>◊<J% >~3: +$u JZJ: +� ◊{) � ·+ � 3$ 
: ◊+� ·: ) +◊ •◊ <·+� +� JYy 
w%%3•·3+·◊: %JY3·: $ 3) 3·: $+ +� J 
~3< T 

Flags of convenience 
L3$+ +·YJ w ~◊◊VJ• u +� J +� %JJ 

~3%) J$+ (~JJ+$ ·: +� J <◊%~• <J%J 
+� ◊$J ◊( A%JJ/ Ju , 3: 3Y3 3: • 
L·4J%·3y E� J (·%$+ ◊( +� J$J ·$ 
� 3%•~y ${%>%·$·: ) 9 +� J A%JJV 
/ ◊: : J/ +·◊: <·+� +� J $J3 ·$ ◊~• J% 
+� 3: %J/ ◊%•J• � ·$+◊%y y ! {+ +� J 
◊+� J% +<◊ 3%J 4~3+3: +~y h(~3) $ ◊( 
/ ◊: ZJ: ·J: / Jh9 3: y ◊: J < � ◊ ~·VJ$ 
/ 3: %J) ·$+J% +� J·% ZJ$$J~ 3$ 
L·4J%·3: ◊% , 3: 3Y3: ·3: y C◊% 
$� ·> ◊< : J%$u +� ·$ 4%·: ) $ ) %J3+ 
4J: J(·+$ ·: +J%Y$ ◊( ~◊< $3(J+y 



$+3: • 3%• $ 3: • (J< %{~J$ 34◊{+ 
%3+J$ ◊( >3y y 

! {+ ·: +� J A{~( ­ 3%u ${/ � 
(~3) $ 3%J : ◊+ $◊ / ◊: ZJ: ·J: +y E� J 
' YJ%·/ 3: 3: • ­ J$+ H{%◊>J3: $ 
� 3ZJ 4JJ: • J(J: • ·: ) $� ·>$ +� 3+ 
(~y +� J·% ◊< : (~3) $u 4{+ : ◊+ +� ◊$J 
◊( ◊+� J% : 3+·◊: $y E� J%J � 3ZJ 
4JJ: 3%) {YJ: +$ +� 3+ ·+ $� ◊{~• 4J 
J«+J: • J• +◊ 3~~ $� ·>>·: ) o JZJ: +◊ 
$� ·>$ +� 3+ 3%J ${4$+3: +·3~~y 
! %·+·$� u C%J: / � ◊% < � 3+JZJ%u 4{+ 
(~y 3 (~3) ◊( / ◊: ZJ: ·J: / Jy 

F : • J%$+3: • 34~y u +� J : 3Z·J$ ·: 
+� J A{~( � 3ZJ %J({$J• +◊ • ◊ +� ·$y 
E� J y � 3ZJ J: ◊{) � +◊ • ◊ 
• J(J: • ·: ) +� J·% ◊< : y w+r$ 3 
$J~(·$� 3++·+{• J o 4{+ {: ~J$$ 3: • 
{: +·~ $◊YJ+� ·: ) / 3: 4J • ◊: J +◊ 
${>>%J$$ h(~3) $ ◊( / ◊: ZJ: ·J: / Jhu 
·+ Y3VJ$ Y◊%J $J: $J +� 3: +� J 
3~+J%: 3+·ZJ$y 

SoLiD as a rock? 
w: L&TUR 6, w / ◊YYJ: +J• 

+� 3+ h yy the party that ripped itself 
apart in the Asquith/Lloyd 
George power-battle is showing 
itself true to its traditions". E� ·$ 
< 3$ : ◊+ ·: +J: • J• 3$ 3 >%◊>� J/ y y 
! {+ 3+ +� J +·YJ ◊( <%·+·: ) u ·+ ·$ 
$� ◊< ·: ) JZJ%y $·) : ◊( >%J• ·/ +·: ) 
+� J ({+{%J ◊( +� J ; ◊/ ·3~ 3: • 
L·4J%3~ UJY◊/ %3+$y i; LUu � J: / J 
; ◊L·Us 

M3Z·: ) 3: ) J%J• 3 )%J3+ Y3: y 
>J◊>~Ju 3: • � 3Z·: ) ) ◊+ %·• ◊( 
U3Z·• B<J: u U3Z·• ; +JJ~ � 3$ 
: ◊< $+J>>J• •◊< : y w( � J • ·• : ◊+ 
<3: + +◊ 4J ~J3• J%u +� J: +� J <·$J 
3: • (3%o$·) � +J• +� ·: ) <◊{~• � 3ZJ 
4JJ: +◊ >%◊Y◊+J B<J: 3$ ~J3• J% 
◊( +� J : J< YJ%) J• >3%+y y ! {+ 
; +JJ~ ·$ : J·+� J% <·$J : ◊% (3%­ 
$·) � +J• y MJ � 3$ 4%◊VJ: +� J 
' ~~·3: / Ju J«/ ~{• ·: ) ·+$ ◊: ~y 
%J3~~y $J%·◊{$ 3: • ${4$+3: +·3~ 
>◊~·+·/ ·3: y ' : • � J � 3$ (◊% 3~~ 
>%3/ +·3~ >{%>◊$J$ %Jo·: ZJ: +J• +� J 
L·4J%3~ , 3%+y u <·+� 3~~ ◊( ·+$ 
J/ / J: +%·/ ·+y y 

E� J L·4J%3~ , 3%+y < 3$ 3 >3%+y 
<·+� 3: / ·J: + / ◊%%{>+·◊: ·: ·+$ 
4◊: J$y L~◊y • AJ◊%) J <3$ ◊: J ◊( 
+� J ~J3• ·: ) >%◊Y◊+◊%$ ◊( 
/ ◊%%{>+·◊: oo 3~+� ◊{) � ·+ ·$ 
>◊$$·4~J +� 3+ +� J / ◊ZJ%+ $3~J ◊( 
� ◊: ◊{% <3$ 3~$◊ ·: +J: • J• 3$ 3 
~◊: ) o+J%Y >~◊y +◊ {: • J%Y·: J 3: • 
• ·$/ %J• ·+ +� J < � ◊~J $y $+JYy M·$ 
4{$+o{> <·+� ' $_{·+� / 3YJ 
4J/ 3{$J ' $_{·+� <3$ : ◊+ 3: 
J((J/ +·ZJ < 3% ~J3• J%u 4{+ <◊{~• 
: ◊+ 3•Y·+ +� J (3/ +y L~◊y • AJ◊%) J 
◊{$+J• ' $_{·+� u 3: • <J: + ◊: +◊ 
<·: +� J ­ ◊%~• ­ 3% (◊% ! %·+3·: y 
E� J%J3(+J% � J 3: • ' $_{·+� %3: 

%·Z3~ L·4J%3~ >3%+·J$y ! ◊+� ◊( 
+� JY ~◊$+ >◊< J%u 4{+ +� J L~◊y • 
AJ◊%) J >3%+y ~◊$+ Y◊%Ju 3: • 
Y◊%J ◊% ~J$$ Z3: ·$� J• y 

q{: : ·: ) 3 : 3+·◊: ·$ 3 4·+ ~·VJ 
• %·Z·: ) 3 / 3%y w+r$ : ·/ J +◊ � 3ZJ 
$◊YJ ) ◊◊• • J$+·: 3+·◊: ·: Y·: • u 
4{+ y ◊{ 3~$◊ � 3ZJ +◊ 4J 
/ ◊Y>J+J: + +◊ Y3: 3) J +� J 
ZJ� ·/ ~Jy q 3$� ◊% ·: J«>J%·J: / J• 
• %·ZJ%$ / 3: : ◊+ 4J +%{$+J• <·+� 
/ 3%$ %J) 3%•~J$$ ◊( < � J%J +� Jy 
� ◊>J +◊ J: • {>y 

God and Iran 
E� J w%3: ·3: w$~3Y·/ 

%JZ◊~{+·◊: 3%·J$ � 3ZJ 3~< 3y $ 4JJ: 
ZJ%y / ◊: (·• J: + +� 3+ +� Jy � 3• A◊• 
◊: +� J·% $·• Jy C◊% 3 +·YJu +� J·% 
$JJYJ• +◊ 4J $◊YJ ◊4\J/ +·ZJ 
${>>◊%+ (◊% +� ·$ : ◊+·◊: y 
BZJ%+� %◊< ·: ) +� J ; � 3� u < � ◊ � 3• 
$JJYJ• $◊ >◊<J%({~u <3$ Y◊%J ◊% 
~J$$ Y·%3/ {~◊{$y ; {%Z·Z·: ) +� J 
w%3_· ·: Z3$·◊: < 3$ 3~$◊ 3 : ◊+34~J 
3/ � ·JZJYJ: +u JZJ: +� ◊{) � w%3: 
� 3$ 3 ~3%) J% : 3+·◊: u < ·+� 3 $+%◊: ) 
<J~~oJ_{·>>J• 3%Yy +� 3+ +� J ; � 3� 
� 3• 4{·~+ up. ! {+ +� J: +� Jy +%·J• 
+◊ >{$� +� ·: ) $ +◊◊ (3%u 3$${Y·: ) 
+� 3+ A◊• < ◊{~• ) ·ZJ +� JY 3 : J< 
$+%·: ) ◊( Z·/ +◊%·J$y A◊• ·$ 
$� ◊< ·: ) : ◊ $·) � ◊( ◊4~·) ·: ) 
+� JYy 

' + >%J$J: +u +� J F ; � 3$ w%3: 
$+3~JY3+J• ·: +� J A{~(y E� J 
(·J%/ J <◊%• $ {++J%J• 4y +� J 
w%3: ·3: $ <J%J : ◊+ 43/ VJ• {> 4y 
3/ +·◊: $y E� J (J< +·YJ$ +� J%J � 3$ 
4JJ: 3 / ~3$� u +� J F ; � 3$ $� ◊< : 
·+$ )%J3+ ${>J%·◊%·+y ·: <3%$ ◊( 
Y3/ � ·: J$ 3: • / ◊Y>~J« 
J~J/ +%◊: ·/ $y 

OJ3: < � ·~Ju w%3_ � 3$ >{$� J• 
w%3: 43/ V ◊: +� J VJy $◊{+� J%: 
$J/ +◊% oo +� J ◊: ~y $J/ +◊% < � J%J 
w%3: JZJ% � 3• 3: y / � 3: / J ◊( 3 
• J/ ·$·ZJ Z·/ +◊%y y x ◊+ ◊: ~y ·$ +� J 
w%3: ·3: <3% J((◊%+ ) J++·: ) 
: ◊< � J%J oo ·+ ·$ 3/ +{3~~y ) ◊·: ) 
43/ V< 3%•$T 

We ~J3ZJ ·+ +◊ +� J w%3: ·3: 
%J~·) ·◊{$ ~J3• J%$ +◊ +%y +◊ J«>~3·: 
< � y A◊• � 3$ 3~~◊<J• +� ·$ +◊ 
� 3>>J: y 

The sniggerers on the 
sidelines 

E� J%J < 3$ 3 +·YJ < � J: 
$J%·◊{$ +� ·: ) $ <J%J $3·• ·: 
Private Eye. E� J%J < 3$ 3 +·YJ 
< � J: ·+ <3$ 3 >·◊: JJ% ◊( +� J 
h>J%Y·$$·ZJ $◊/ ·J+y hy ! {+ +� 3+ 
+·YJ ·$ ~◊: ) >3$+u 3: • : ◊< •%·(+$ 
◊: 3$ 3 $~·) � +~y Y◊%J Y◊• JY 
3~+J%: 3+·ZJ +◊ Punch.. A ~◊+ ◊( ·+ 
: ◊<3•3y $ ·$ • JZ◊+J• +◊ +%·Z·3~ 
3: • >%J• ·/ +34~J (3{~+$ o )%JJ• 3: • 

Z3: ·+y 3Y◊: ) YJ• ·3 >J◊>~Ju 3: • 
$� 3%> >%3/ +·/ J ◊% (%3{• 3Y◊: ) 
Y◊: Jy YJ: y 

w+r$ : ◊+ %J3~~y {: J«>J/ +J• y 
Private Eye : JZJ% � 3• 3: y 
$J%·◊{$ >{%>◊$Ju 4Jy ◊: • 
$3+·%·$·: ) +� J J$+34~·$� YJ: +y 
' : • +� J·% $3+·%J < 3$ Y◊%J ◊% ~J$$ 
3: J: • ·: ·+$J~(y E� J Y3·: 
>J◊>~J %{: : ·: ) Private Eye � 3ZJ 
: JZJ% � 3• 3: y >3%+·/ {~3% •J$·%J +◊ 
/ � 3: ) J +� J <◊%~• u : ◊% 3: y : ◊+·◊: 
◊( < � 3+ +� Jy Y·) � + ~·VJ +� J 
<◊%~• +◊ 4J/ ◊YJy ­ � J: +� Jy 
%J3~·$J• +� 3+ +� J·% / %·+·/ ·$Y$ ◊( 
+� J <◊%~• Y·) � + 3/ +{3~~y %J${~+ 
·: / � 3: ) J$ +◊ +� J <◊%~• u+� Jy ~◊$+ 
+� J·% : J%ZJy E� {$ ·: +� J / ◊{%$J ◊( 
+·YJu +� Jy < J%J 4◊{: • +◊ • J/ 3y 
·: +◊ : ◊ Y◊%J +� 3: 3 ({: : y 
Y3) 3z ·: Jy i' yEby• +� J%J <3$ JZJ: 3 
+·YJu ~◊: ) 3) ◊ ·: +� J J3%~y kP+� 
/ J: +{%y u < � J: Punch <3$ 3 
%3• ·/ 3~ Y3) 3z ·: Jys 

C◊% 3 4%·J( >J%·◊• +� J%J <3$ 3: 
3~+J%: 3+·ZJ +◊ Private Eye. 
d 3~~J• The Digger, ·+ <3$ 3 
$·Y·~3% 4{+ %3+� J% 4J++J% 
3~+J%: 3+·ZJy O◊%J ~·VJ Private 
Eye ◊: / J < 3$y ' ~3$u ·+ ·$ : ◊ 
Y◊%Jy w+ < 3$ : ◊+ 3 %J3~~y 
·: • J>J: • 3: + >{4~·/ 3+·◊: 9 ·+ 
• J>J: • J• ◊: ·+$ (·: 3: / ·3~ 43/VJ%$u 
Y◊$+~y w%·$� u < � ◊ )%J< 
•·$/ ◊: +J: +J• <·+� ·+ 3: • ~J+ ·+ • ·J 
3(+J% ·+ � 3• %{: (◊% 3 (J< Y◊: +� $y 
w+r$ : ◊+ J«3/ +~y 3 +%3) J• y u 4{+ ·+ 
·$ %3+� J% 3 >·++y u $·: / J The 
Digger � 3• 3 ~◊+ ) ◊·: ) (◊% ·+y ; ◊ 
~J+ {$ ) ·ZJ ·+ +� ·$ ~3YJ: +1 
; 3+·%·/ l!...ondcn's dead 3: • gene; 
~·+r• with TM Dig g,r ·: its gravel 

Kings Cross phoenix 
. ·: ) $ d%◊$$ ·: x ◊%+� L◊: • ◊: 

·$ 3 %J3~~y • ·$Y3~ 3%J3y U{~~u 
• ·%+y 3: • %{: •◊< : u (◊% +� J Y◊$+ 
>3%+y ! {+ ·+ ~·J$ Y◊%J ◊% ~J$$ 
4J+<JJ: {>o3: • o/ ◊YY·: ) 
w$~·: ) +◊: 3: • J«>J: $J·ZJ 3%J3$ 
~·VJ ! ~◊◊Y$4{%y 3: • B«(◊%• 
; +%JJ+y w+ <3$ +� {$ / J%+3·: +◊ 4J 
%Jo• JZJ~◊>J• ◊: J •3y y 

E� J VJy +◊ +� J Y3++J% ·$ 
. ·: ) $ d%◊$$ ; +3+·◊: u 3: • 3 ~◊+ ◊( 
{: {$J• ◊% ~·++~Jo{$J• ~3: • : J3% +◊ 
·+y ' / ◊Y>~J« • J3~ ·$ 4J·: ) >{+ 
+◊) J+� J% 4y ! %·+·$� q 3·~ 3: • 3 
/ ◊: $◊%+·{Y ◊( • JZJ~◊>J%$u (◊% 3 
� {) � $/ � JYJ <◊%+� $JZJ%3~ 
4·~~·◊: >◊{: • $y 

E� J%J 3%J ◊4\J/ +·◊: $u : 3+{%3~~y 
J: ◊{) � y E� J • JZJ~◊>YJ: + <·~~ 
: ◊ •◊{4+ 4J ZJ%y E� 3+/ � J%·+Ju 
<·+� � {) � >%◊(·+$ (◊% +� J 
·: ZJ$+◊%$ 3: • <·+� >◊◊%J% >J◊>~J 
·: %J: +J• 3/ / ◊Y◊•3+·◊: ) J++·: ) 
$_{JJz J• ◊{+y ! {+ +� J 3~+J%: 3+·ZJ 
·$ oo < � 3+S 

E� J < ◊%~• • ◊J$ : ◊+ $+3: • $+·~~y 
' : • +� J / � 3: / J +◊ J$+34~·$� 3 
$◊/ ·3~·$+ >3++J%: ◊( 
%J• JZJ~◊>YJ: + <3$ Y·$$J• 3: • 
YJ$$J• {> ·: +� J kPI l $y L◊/ 3~ 
/ ◊{: / ·~$ 3: • ◊+� J% >{4~·/ 4◊• ·J$ 
� 3ZJ +J: • J• +◊ 4J (◊◊~·$� ~y 
<3$+J({~u ~J3Z·: ) � {) � : {Y4J%$ 
◊( � ◊{$J$ JY>+y (◊% : ◊ ZJ%y 
/ ~J3% %J3$◊: y h; ◊/ ·3~ >~3: : ·: ) 
(◊% $◊/ ·3~ : JJ• $h ·$ 3 (·: J $~◊) 3: y 
! {+ +� J%J ◊{) � + +◊ 4J $◊YJ 
${4$+3: / J 4J� ·: • +� J $~◊) 3: u 3: • 
(◊% +� J Y◊$+ >3%+ +� J%J <3$ : ◊+y 
­ ·+� ◊{+ 3 $J%·◊{$ %Jo+� ·: Vu 
+� ·: ) $ ~·VJ +� J >%◊>◊$J• . ·: ) $ 
d%◊$$ %J• JZJ~◊>YJ: + / 3: : ◊+ 4J 
J((J/ +·ZJ~y ◊>>◊$J• y 

Afghanistan - return to 
anarchy 

­ � J: ·+ 4J/ 3YJ / ~J3% +� 3+ +� J 
q{$$·3: $ %J3~~y <J%J >{~~·: ) ◊{+ 
◊( ' () � 3: ·$+3: u 3 ~◊+ ◊( 
/ ◊YJ: +3+◊%$ %J/ V◊: J• +� 3+ +� J 
) ◊ZJ%: YJ: + +� Jy � 3• ~J(+ 4J� ·◊: • 
+� JY Y{$+ 4J •◊◊YJ• y b{$+ 3$ 
+� J ; 3·) ◊: %J) ·YJ <3$ •◊◊YJ• u 
◊: / J +� J F ; ' >{~~J• ◊{+y 

E� J • ·((J%J: / J ·$ +� 3+ ·: 
R·J+: 3Yu 3~~ ◊>>◊$·+·◊: +◊ +� J 
; 3·) ◊: %J) ·YJ <3$ / ◊: +%◊~J• 4y 
M3: ◊·y ­ � J%J3$ ·: ' () � 3: ·$+3: u 
+� J%J ·$ 3 +◊+3~ Y{• • Ju < ·+� 3 
) %J3+ • ·ZJ%$·+y ◊( %·Z3~ h(%JJ• ◊Y 
(·) � +J%$hu 3: • >%◊434~J $>~·+$ 
4J+<JJ: +� J ·: +J%: 3~ 3: • J«+J%: 3~ 
~J3• J%$ ◊( J3/ � (3/ +·◊: y 

' () � 3: ·$+3: ·$ 43$·/ 3~~y +� J 
� ·) � Y◊{: +3·: ◊{$ ~3: • +� 3+ < 3$ 
~J(+ (%JJ < � J: +� J q {$$·3: 
J«>3: $·◊: $◊{+� <3%• $ (%◊Y 
d J: +%3~ ' $·3 YJ+ +� J ! %·+·$� 
J«>3: $·◊: : ◊%+� <3%• $ (%◊Y w: • ·3y 
w+$ J+� : ·/ )%◊{>$ •◊ : ◊+ � 3ZJ 3 
)%J3+ •J3~ ·: / ◊YY◊: <·+� J3/ � 
◊+� J%y ' : • ·: (3/ +u +� J Y◊• JY 
4◊%• J%$ ◊( ' () � 3: ·$+3: /{+ 3/%◊$$ 
Y◊$+ ◊( +� JYy O◊$+ : ◊+34~y +� J 
, 3+� 3: $u +� J ~3%) J$+ ' () � 3: 
)%◊{>u 4{+ � 3~( ◊( < � ◊$J 
+J%%·+◊%·J$ 3%J ·: < � 3+ ·$ : ◊< 
, 3V·$+3: y 

E� J d ◊YY{: ·$+ %J) ·YJ +� 3+ 
+� J q {$$·3: $ � 3ZJ ~J(+ 4J� ·: • ·$ 
+� J Y◊$+ / ◊� J%J: + +� ·: ) +� 3+ / 3: 
4J (◊{: • ·: +� J < � ◊~J / ◊{: +%y y 
E� J Z3%·◊{$ h%J$·$+3: / J )%◊{>$h 
<·~~ ) ◊ ◊: (·) � +·: ) ·+u : ◊ •◊{4+y 
! {+ +� Jy < ·~~ 3~$◊ (·) � + J3/ � 
◊+� J%y ' : • ·( ◊: J h%J$·$+3: / J 
)%◊{>h ~◊◊V$ ~·VJ 4J/ ◊Y·: ) 
${>%JYJu ·+ ·$ ~·VJ~y +� 3+ +� J 
◊+� J%$ <·~~ 3~~ ) 3: ) {> ◊: ·+u 
>J%� 3>$ ·: de facto 3~~·3: / J <·+� 
+� J d ◊YY{: ·$+$y E� {$ : ◊+� ·: ) 
ZJ%y • J(·: ·+J ·$ ~·VJ~y +◊ � 3>>J: 
·: ' () � 3: ·$+3: oo : ◊+ (◊% •J/ 3• J$ 
+◊ / ◊YJT 



)000000000000000000000000000000~000000U0UUUU0UUUUU000UU0U000U0t 
)000000000000000000000000000000~000000000000000000000000000000( 
)OOOOOOCOOOOOOOOP-"""-=-c..£"-=L:iL""-"'-c..£""-=-=-.£>-=-=..c...=..c...C'>Ll..c...=~~,_,:,__,~000000000000000( 
)00000◊00000000 H l h I 00000000000000(
)0000◊000000000 ea t nsurance 0000000000000()00000000000000 0000000000000( 
)00000000000000 0000000000000( 
)00000000000000 0000000000000( 
)00000000000000 0000000000000( 
>00000000000000 _ an alternative to the NHS? oooooooooooooc)00000000000000 • 0000000000000( 
)00000000000000 0000000000000( 
)00000000000000 0000000000000( 
>00000000000000 by Martin Dolphin oooooooooooooc
)00000000000000 0000000000000( 
>OOOOOOOOOOOOOOO-.---------~~-~-~-~-~-uOOOOOOOOOOOOOO( 
)000000000000000000000000000000~000000000000000000000000000000( 
)000000000000000000000000000000~000000000000000000000000000000( 
.•1.•1.•1,•1 ,,, ,,, ,•1 ,•1,•1,•1 ,•1,•1,•1 ,•1,•1,•1 ,•1 •••••••'I••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,•1 ,,._,,,,, ,•1 .•1.•1,•1 ••••••••• •••••••••••• ,•1,•1,•1,•1,•1,•1 ,•1,•1,•1 •••••••••••••••••• ,•1,•1,•r 

t 
1 
I 

Readers may have followed the recent 3-part television series called
Kentucky Fried Medicine which examined the insurance based
American health care delivery system. It is no accident that a
program on this issue should be screened at this time. The general
review of the NHS being currently undertaken by the Tory
administration includes an examination of foreign health care delivery
systems of which the American system is but one.

The second program in the series took the form of a debate with
five or six protagonists on each side. There were Americans on both
sides. What I found particularly striking was how unenthusiastic the
Americans who were supposed to favour the role of competition
actually were for their own health system. The enthusiasts for the
full scale operation of the market system in health care were not the
Americans but two quite young british ideologists, one from the
Economist and the other from the Adam Smith Institute. One got the
impression that their fellow American panelists found their
enthusiasm embarrassing at times.

The American health system, like those in France and Canada is an
insurance based system. In this article I want to examine the
economics of insurance systems in general, to develop as it were a
pure theory of insurance markets, and then to see how the actual
functioning of these three separate health systems matches our theory.

Why Insurance? 
Why do people take out insurance for anything? Well the answer

is that there are certain events which may happen, which are unlikely
to happen but which, if they do happen, would have catastrophic
consequences for any one individual if he did not have insurance to
cover the event. For instance very few peoples' house burns down.
But if it did and they did not have it insured they would stand to lose
something equivalent to 5 to 10 years salary. Insurance markets
develop to cover these events which are uncertain but potentially
catastrophic. It is a way of spreading the costs over a group of
people. Everyone in the group has the benefit of not having to worry
if the event then happens to him/her. If the event happened to
everyone then there would be no point in insuring against it though it
would make sense to provide for it (like pensions for old age). You
are essentially buying peace of mind. Insurance systems, however,
have problems which I want to examine in a more general setting
before considering specifically how they relate to the health systems
in the USA, France and Canada.

Problems in Insurance Markets. 

1. Adverse Selection
Consider the market for insurance against burglary. Suppose there

is only one insurer, A, who insures everyone against burglary. He
may calculate his premiums by taking last year's claims, adding a
profit mark-up and dividing by the number of people he insures.
However suppose that someone else, B, notices that the level of
burglaries in a part of the country, Leamington Spa, is considerably
lower than the national average. Then B may devise a policy

exclusively for the people of Leamington Spa and successfully sell it
to them. The people who buy insurer B's policy will now be paying
lower premiums while insurer A's premiums will have to go up to
cover his increased average costs. This stratification of the insurance
market is called 'adverse selection' because it results in the people
with the highest need paying the highest premiums and defeats the
pooling of risk which makes insurance viable.

Adverse selection can certainly exist in the Health insurance market
when a policy is devised exclusively for people between the ages of
20 and 50 who on average require very little health care. People
outside this age band are then subject to very high premiums to cover
their very high average costs. This however defeats the whole
purpose of insurance which is to spread costs over as wide a number
as possible (to pool risk), yet it is inevitable in an insurance system
in which the insurers are assumed to be profit maximizers. Exactly
this has happened in America as we shall see.

2. Moral Hazard. 
When people are insured against an event then there may be a

tendency for them to become careless in taking precautions against
the event happening or in rectifying the situation if the event does
happen. This is referred to in the literature as 'moral hazard'. A
typical example might be where your take out holiday insurance
against loss of property. So when on holiday you may become
careless about leaving your camera lying around because the attitude
is : "it's insured. If it gets stolen I won't lose anything since the
insurance company will pay up". Moral hazard in this form seems
unlikely when applied to health since people generally have a very
positive desire not to be ill. However it can apply in another way: if
people get ill they may make little effort to see whether the health
care they are receiving is good value for money on the basis that they
are not paying, rather the insurance company is paying.

3. Some people cannot afford insurance. 
A third problem associated with private insurance is that if you

cannot afford the premiums you are not entitled to any cover. It's as
simple as that. If you are poor or become unemployed and cannot
pay your premiums then your entitlement to any cover ceases. This
problem with insurance is not unrelated to that of 'adverse selection'
since the stratification of the market caused by 'adverse selection' can
make insurance too expensive for anyone to pay.

The American, French and Canadian health care 
markets. 

The American, French and Canadian health care systems are all
insurance based. However in coping with the problems outlined
above they have developed into quite different structures with different
problems which we shall now examine.

Adverse Selection 
The American system does suffer from the stratification implicit in

adverse selection. In the early 1930s the private Blue Cross insurance
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scheme was developed to cover people against hospital costs (not
doctors' costs). This was extended in the late 1930s with the Blue
Shield insurance policies covering the cost of physicians' services.
Both these insu.ance systems were non profit making (i.e. they set
their prernirms c~ cover their costs). When profit making insurers
entered fric: mar~;::t this changed:

"The Biue Cross/Blue Shield insurers originally adopted 
community rating such that all families of a given size paid the same 
premium, When commercial insurers entered the market they used 
'experience rating' thereby offering probable low users ( of health care) 
more favorable premium terms than Blue Cross/Blue Shield, who in 
response and in order to maintain market shares had to modify their 
community rating basis for premium calculation. 

"This illustrates well the problem that competition creates in 
markets,' it is less a problem of efficiency than of equity, for if 
premium averaging becomes impossible by pooling risks, the 
premiums for high risk groups, the chronic sick, etc., are likely to 
become sufficiently high for major distributive questions to be 
raised." (A.J. Culyer, The NHS and the Market, in The
Public/Private Mix for Health, NPHT 1982)

This stratification of the market by risk factor means that the high
risk groups such as the elderly, chronically ill and mentally ill are
faced with insurance premiums which are impossible to pay.
Recognition of this failure of the insurance system led in the early
1960s to the introduction of the Medicare state insurance system for
the elderly and the Medicaid system for the Poor. These schemes are
still in existence but since Reagan came to power they have been
forced to operate within tight financial budgets.

France and Canada manage to largely avoid the problems of
stratification implied by 'adverse selection'. In Canada the solution
adopted is quite simple. Only one Health Insurance System is
permitted by law. The Canadian system is a monopoly insurance
system maintained by legislative exclusion of private insurers. In
addition insurance is compulsory. It is deducted from your pay packet
in much the same way as taxes are deducted in the UK. In this way
everyone pays the same premium irrespective of their risk factor.

In France there is not one insurance fund, but there is only a small
number and you are automatically allocated to one depending on the
sphere of your employment:

"At first, NHI was mandatory for specific occupational groups and 
administered by private insurance and mutual aid funds. Since 1945, 
however, the Social Security Ordinance committed the State to 
devising a unitary Nl-II programme with equal benefits for all. This 
process of extending health insurance coverage and making benefits 
uniform has taken over thirty years and is still not complete. 
Virtually the entire population (99 per cent) is now covered under four 
Nl-II funds. The majority (75 per cent) are covered by the Caisse 
Nationale d'Assurance Maladie des Travailleurs Salaries (CNAMTS)­ 
the Nl-Il fund for Salaried Workers. However, agricultural workers (8 
per cent), the self-employed (7 per cenu, and a set of special interest 
groups (9 per cent), have their own health insurance funds .... .In spite 
of this pluralism in the structure of French Nl-II, one can safely say 
that the French Nl-II, have succeeded in eliminating financial barriers 
to medical care." V.G.Rodwin, The French Health Policy Gamble,
p293-294, in The Public/Private Mix for Health, NPHT 1982)

The 'Moral Hazard' problem 
One of the criticisms which is levelled ad nauseam against the

NHS by the free market ideologist is that the free nature of health care
in the NHS means that people will abuse the system and demand
more health care from it than they need. It is ironic that precisely the
same criticism can be levelled against all kinds of health insurance.

The best kind of insurance is comprehensive insurance. However
once comprehensively insured you are entitled to abuse the system to
your hearts content since there is no cost to you. In the NHS this
potential abuse is handled by only allowing people access to health
care via the medical profession. It is basically the medical profession
that decides the amount of health care which you may consume (this
really upsets the Free Market ideologists who see their right to

choose being tampered with). In America the solution is to introduce
insurance policies which are not comprehensive:
1) an upper limit to the cover provided,
2) the insured has to pay a proportion of the costs,
3) the insured has to pay all the costs lip to a fixed amount before his

insurance becomes effective.
Perhaps in the majority of cases this is satisfactory. But enough

families are ruined by not having comprehensive insurance in the US
for us to reject anything but comprehensive insurance. There is the
additional question of the extent to which people do not seek medical
care because they cannot afford the costs associated with 1), 2) and 3)
above. Small charges may stop people abusing the system but it
may also stop people who genuinely need care from getting it. A
study by the Rand Corporation suggests that charges up to 25% of
total costs may not significantly affect people's health.

The 'moral hazard' problem in health care has another side to it in
the US which is closely related to the way the insurance system is
implemented there. In considering insurance based systems we may
divide the participators into three broad groups: the consumers of
health care, the providers of health care, and the insurers (also known
as carriers). Now in the US the tendency has been for all three to be
quite separate. This has had the result that providers tend to over
provide not just in comfortable surroundings but in actual health care
itself (You may get an operation you do not really need). The
insurers paid virtually without question the bills which the providers
sent them and then set next year's premium on some sort of average
cost + profit markup basis. The result was that health care costs
increased at an alarming rate to almost 11 % of GNP in 1987 (and
20% of the population may not be insured). Some of the non­
comprehensive policies described above attempt to meet this problem
by forcing the consumer to discriminate against over provision. If
you, as consumer, are going to be paying and additional $100 per
week for the advantage of a remote control TV, you may decide you
do not need it (this is an example of the benefit of choice). Such cost

Is this baby insured? 
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control policies have not however been very successful, so more
recently the employers (who pay most of the insurance premiums in
the US - insurance being a standard job perk) have been
experimenting with structures named HMOs - Health Maintenance
Organizations. These HMOs (about which the free market ideologists
were initially enthusiastic) are essentially mini-NHSs which attempt
to control costs by limiting your freedom of choice. No longer will
you have the doctor of your choice or the hospital of your choice
rather you have to choose from a short list provided by the HMO. 

The Moral Hazard Problem in France. 
The problem of 'moral hazard' is handled in France by demanding

that people pay up to 25% of their health costs up to a certain limit.
(Once you go beyord this limit then health care becomes free so you
are back to the problem of 'moral hazard'.) This 25% contribution
has been introduced into France in an attempt to control the increase
in health care expenditure. · Since there is an upper limit on what
people are charged however it has had little effect on total health care
expenditure.

The French medical profession have in addition nurtured and
preserved the idea of La medecine liberale. Basically what La
Medicine Liberale means is that people are free to go to the Doctors
of their choice, and these Doctors are allowed to prescribe to them as
they see fit. This is great but very costly. The four Insurance groups
have, accordingly, introduced standard charges for most courses of
treatment above which they will be unwilling to re-imburse a doctor
without good reason. The Medical profession tried to oppose this
National charge system but without success and now most doctors
have joined it. It has not yet been very successful in controlling
costs because although it fixes the rates at which particular medical
treatments are charged it does not control the volume of medical
treatments prescribed. As Rodwin explains:

"In an open-ended system characterised by fee-for-service payment 
under Nill the problem with price controls is that the volume of 
services tends to be adjusted to compensate for rigid price regulation. 
This is true for private practice in the ambulatory sector as well as for 
clinics and public hospitals. Thus, policy-makers in France have 
attempted to control the volume of services provided ..... 

"In the ambulatory care sector, since .... 1976, the system of 
statistical profiles on the procedures performed by each physician was 
computerised. The rationale has been to control the quality of 
medical care and to sensitize physicians to the financial implications 
of their activities ..... 

"Since 1980, all French physicians receive periodic statements 
summarizing the consultations and procedures for which they have 
billed the CNAMTS through the intermediary of their patients". (ibid
p3 l l.)

The Moral Hazard problem Canada.
I have identified the fee-for-service character of the French health

system as the main reason why costs cannot be controlled. In Canada
a similar fee-for-service system is operated yet costs have been very
successfully controlled since the monopoly insurance system was
introduced in 1970. In that year both the US and Canada had roughly
the same level of costs -6% of GNP. Canada's costs are now less
than 8% while in the US they are 11 % of GNP - a significant
difference. What is there additional in the Canadian system over the
French system which has allowed this cost control? We can identify
three factors :

1) Level and structure of the fee schedule 
"The negotiation of periodic binding fee schedules has been the key 

factor restraining expenditures on physicians' services .... 
"As importaru as level of fees, is schedule structure. Canadian fee 

schedules provide little differentiation among types of office visits, 
penalizing practitioners who perform long and detailed examinations, 
but also restricting 'fee schedule creep', i.e. by physicians 
reclassifying a visit or a procedure into a higher paying class." 

2) Strict limitation of those who can claim fees. 
" .. fees are paid only for services of practitioners, not their 

employees. The practitioner may hire assistants, but he must 
perform the act. The possibilities for procedural multiplication by 
task delegation are sharply limited. If the physician wishes to 
respond to fee constraints by recalling patients more frequently and 
recommending more services, he must also work more hours". ibid
p383.

3) Control of DiagIJ,ostic services. 
"Diagnostic services, which provide the greatest possibility for 

expanding billings without. extra effort, . are to a large extent 
centralized in hospitals: ./Jr, in some 'provinces, in approved 
laboratories. Thus the opportunity for the average US physician to 
supplement his earnings with a private lab or radiology facility are 
largely foreclosed in Canada. The fee schedules restrict the 
practitioner to an 'income-leisure tradeoff. Incomes can only rise 
faster than fees if working time increases." (ibid p383-384).

The overall effect 
The overall effect of the fee schedule has been to reduce sharply the

relative wages of physicians. Needless to say they are not very happy
about this and are exerting continual pressure to remove the
regulations which are restricting their incomes all under the guise of
providing the consumer with more choice.

3. What happens if you cannot afford the premium? 
In the US insurance tends to go with the Job. It is virtually a

right which has been won by organised labour. However the standard
of insurance varies from job to job and although certain areas of
health care once had to be covered in all insurance policies this is no
longer the case. For instance an employer may choose now to
provide a policy which does not cover alcoholism and drug abuse.
This is hailed as tailoring insurance policies to suit the need of the
employer. What happens if one of the employees becomes an
alcoholic is not considered.

No one knows how many people in the US are not covered by
insurance. A generally accepted figure is 35 million. These people
rely on the grossly under funded state hospitals for health care. The
competing private insurance systems in the US have basically
resulted in multiple standards of health care - from too much health
care for those comprehensively insured to none for those with no
insurance. The Health care you receive may bear little relation to
your need for it.

In France and Germany this is not the case. Health care is
comprehensively provided on the basis of medical need. If you are
unemployed then you are excused the payment of premiums while 
still being fully covered.

Conclusions 
Although described as insurance systems the American, Canadian

and French systems are fundamentally different. Excellent standards
of health are provided comprehensively in France and Canada on the
basis of medical need rather than ability to pay. In the US medical
care received may bear little relation to medical need. This
fundamental difference is due to fact that in France and Canada the
health insurance system is highly regulated and compulsory thus
avoiding the stratification of the market into risk groups as happens
in the US.

Defenders of the NHS should be aware of this fact. It is important
to realise that the financing of a system may be effectively public
(through compulsory insurance in France and Canada) while the
provision is largely through private channels. What characterises the
UK NHS is the fact that both the funding and the provision of health
care are public. The NHS is paid for out of public taxes and the vast
majority of doctors are glorified civil servants working in government
owned hospitals. However it is the public funding that permits
universal access not the fact that doctors do not work in private
capacity.
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Sinn Fein a sin? 
The IRA men who planned

the Enniskillen bombing must
have expected that their actions
would be loudly condemned by a
great many people. They must
also have reckoned that there
would be no serious reaction.
There would be no reaction that
would strengthen Ulster's status
as a part of the United Kingdom;
if anything, the outrage would be
used as mi excuse to increase
Dublin's role in the Anglo-Irish
agreement

They took the risk, and it
paid off. The Churches
denounced them - but Churches
are always denouncing someone
or something, and the average
person takes little notice. They
issued mi official apology, so as
not to repel their more soft­
hearted sympathisers. They
suffered from a brief flurry of
police raids - but they are used to
such things. All in all, they
must have counted Enniskillen a
big success.

The subsequent controversy
over "shoot to kill" in Northern
Ireland confirms this. The
policy, assuming it existed,
ended more than five years ago
after no more than six deaths.
Yet it remained headline news
week after week, while
Enniskillen has become a near­
forgotten part of history. Also
near-forgotten is the fact that
four RUC men stood trial for
murder after the "shoot to kill"
incidents, mid that they were
acquitted. Since those
prosecutions failed, because
those who appeared to be most
directly involved could not be
convicted through any regular
judicial process, it is hard to see
what use further prosecutions

would be.
The whole thing is

anomalous anyway. The IRA is
an army and should be treated as
such. The RUC has been messed
up by having to fight against an
insurgent army while pretending
still to be an ordinary police
force.

IRA activity has been
compared with gangsterism. But
even the worse sort of gangsters
do not go looking for trouble
with the police. At most, they
will fight to avoid being
captured. Whereas the IRA has
had a regular policy of shooting
policemen, on duty or off duty,
in public places or in their own
homes in front of their children.

The IRA is an army, There is
a definite logic to their shooting
members of the security forces
wherever and whenever they can.
One would hope that the security
forces would have a better
standard ofbehaviour - and indeed
this is normally the case. But
one should remember that this
policy puts their lives at extra
risk, and see it in this context
when certain members of the
security forces break the rules.

How to condemn violence
without ever preventing it 
When a country is at war, it is

common for truth to be the first
casualty. The media
automatically back up their own
people and make propaganda
against the enemy.

In the case of Northern
Ireland, this situation has been
more or less reversed - large
sections of the British media
have accepted the viewpoint of
Irish Nationalists.

It is understandable that Irish
Nationalists and Republicans

highlight every possible error by
the British security forces. The
IRA is fighting for "Irish
Unity", a cause which they
themselves believe in. Even
those Nationalists who
genuinely don't like the IR.A.'s
methods must know that the
defeat of the IRA would make
"Irish Unity" a non-issue. The
Protestants do not want unity
with a Catholic majority, that
made the Irish Republic the most
Catholic state in the world, and
which keeps it highly Catholic
even when states like Spain and
Portugal have become more or
less secular. Such "Unity" has a
great resemblance to a cat's desire
for unity with a mouse!

Rule from Dublin is not
wanted by the majority of those
in Northern Ireland, It is doubtful
if even the majority of Catholics
want it. The Coopers &
Lybrand opinion poll of May
1987 showed that only 9% of the
Northern Irish population wanted
it, and that even among
Catholics only 22% wanted it.
This is roughly the same
proportion of the population as
vote for the IRA in elections.

A United Ireland is the aim of
the leaders of the SDLP, the
main Catholic party. But it is
doubtful if most of their
supporters actually want it. They
vote SDLP for want of anything
better to vote for; the Unionist
parties are far too rooted in
Protestant sectarianism for it to
be possible for many Catholics
to vote for them. (AnJ the
"Alliance" is too vague to be a
real alternative; the Alliance for
Nothing in Particular.)

If the IRA were to stop
fighting, the notion of Irish
Unity would at once become one

of History's lost dreams. To keep
up the war is necessary for
anyone who wishes to prevent
this. Essentially, they must
prevent the war against terrorism
from ever being effective. And
the best way to do this has been
to play on people's natural
revulsion at the brutality and
injustice involved in a typical
war.

Maintaining the war 
Internment was a very

effective way of dealing with the
IRA. It recognised that the IRA
is an army, not a bunch of
criminals. Any army fighting a
war is entitled to detain mid
imprison members of the enemy
army, keeping them out of
circulation for the duration of the
war. Internment was the least
unpleasant way of dealing with
an unpleasant situation. It was
therefore necessary to make it
out to be something terrible mid
oppressive. Campaigns against it
were launched - and of course
plenty of genuine liberals and
humanitarians joined in.
Internment was ended, and the
war continued.

"Shoot to kill" was another
possible method of dealing with
the IRA. Essentially, it involved
fighting the IRA by its own
methods. The IRA has never had
any hesitation about killing off­
duty members of the security
forces. "Shoot to kill" was an
attempt to reply in kind. The
surprising thing is not that it
happened, but that it happened
only after more than a decade of
IRA activity, and on such a
small scale, and was so quickly
stamped out. During the 1970s,
the security forces in a great
many countries stamped out
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The "Birmingham Six" - casualties in a propaganda war? I 
~--------------------------------------~ 
urban guerilla movements by
"shoot to kill" tactics. Or else
they used tactics that were even
worse, as in Argentina.

No doubt some of those who
protest about "shoot to kill" are
perfectly genuine. But the
majority would show no concern
if such methods were being used
to deal with urban guerillas
whom they disapproved of. They
show no concern about the
methods used to control the IRA
south of the border. Their main
concern is to make the British
security forces look bad, even
though by world standards they
have been remarkably restrained
and well-behaved.

How the II Birmiingharn
Six" were sacriifieed

The bcmbings for which the
"Birmingham Six" were jailed
were a brutal attack on ordinary
Britons. This in itself need not
have led to anything very much -

there have been plenty of
equally brutal attacks on ordinary
people in Northern Ireland But
the fact is, the people of
mainland Britain did react, and
they reacted in a very alarming
way. There was a wave of
hostility towards the Irish in
Britain, that for a time threatened
to get out of control. ft_.;;tl there
was a sudden overwhelming
pressure for the government to
do something.

The arrest of the Birmingham
Six was part of the process that
restored calm. They were not
chosen at random; they were
Republican sympathisers at the
very least. In fact, when they
were arrested they were on their
way to attend the funeral of an
IRA man who had blown
himself up with his own bomb.
In any case, they were tried,
found guilty by a jury and given
long jail sentences.

All that was a long time ago,
and had been largely forgotten. In
the interim, some of the evidence
against them had been called into
question. The basis existed to
put pressure on the government
to pardon them - or at least to
release them, since they had
already served fairly long
sentences.

Instead, the matter was used
for another propaganda campaign
against Britain's handling of Irish
terrorism. As propaganda, it has
been hugely successful. As
propaganda, it could hardly fail,
whether the appeal was accepted
or rejected.

The British government is
being blamed for the Appeal
Court's verdict, even by people
who in other contexts would
think it shocking that the
government might venture to try
to influence the judiciary. It's all
gone very well. That the
Birmingham Six remain in jail,
and will probably remain there
for the rest of the century, is just
an unfortunate side effect. Wars
have casualties, don't they?

The two wings of Irish 
Nationalism 

Several years back, when
Gerry Adams put forward the
policy of "armalite in one hand,
ballot box in the other", it was
treated by the British media as a
startling innovation. It was
nothing of the sort.

Irish nationalism has always
had a two-track strategy.
Sometimes there would be one
organisation for the electoral side
of things, and another handling
the violence. This was true in
Parnell's time, and has mostly
been the pattern in Northern
Ireland. At other times, a single
organisation has been in charge
of both. Such was the case
during the Irish War of

Independence; the IRA and Sinn
Fein were no more than two
aspects of a single organisation.

The two alternative governing
parties of the Irish Republic,
Fianna Fail and Fine Gael,
"Warriors of Destiny" and "Tribe
of the Gaels", are both descended
from the IRA/Sinn Fein of the
War of Independence. Fine Gael
stem from the "Treatyites", that
part of the movement that
accepted a compromise peace
with Britain. "Treatyites" and
"Anti-Treatyites" fought a civil
war, which ended with the
"Treatyites" smashing the IRA 
in a far more brutal and effective
manner than the notorious
"Black and Tans" had ever
managed. "Shoot to kill" was
part of the regular military
practice of the "Treatyites'',

Offshoots of the IRA 
Fianna Fail, "Warriors of

Destiny" are a direct descendant
of the "Anti-Trcatyires''. They
began life as the "slightly
constitutional party", a party for
those who agreed to work within
the political structures the
"Treatyites" had built. A 
remnant of the "Anti-Treatyites"
carried on as the IRA/Sinn Fein.
They never seriously tried
another civil war, but they would
not accept the Southern Irish
state as legitimate.Not even after
Fianna Fail became the
government and introduced a new
constitution.

The British government keeps
telling the Irish government that
the IRA is as much a threat to
them as it is to the British,
Formally speaking, this is '.:rne.
The IRA programme includes
replacing the Dublin
government, as well as taking
over Northern Ireland. But this
formality is no more than a
formality.

If you mean it, speak 
English 

IRA stands for Irish
Republican Army. Although
Gaelic Revivalism is supposed
to be central to Irish
Nationalism, the organisation
that actually made Irish
independence possible has an
English name. True, the most
direct Gaelic equivalent would be
Arn Poblocht na h-Eirean, which
would doubtless have been
shortened to APE had anyone
ever tried to use it. But a suitable
Gaelic name could certainly have
been found, had there been a need
for it. No such need was ever
felt.

Before the foundation of the
IRA, there was the Irish
Republican Brotherhood, which
was crucial to its development.
The IRB was a carry-over from
the Fenians, and outsiders often
knew them by the old name. But
they themselves prefered Irish
Republican Brotherhood.

The fact is, Gaelic as a means 
of communication largely
disappeared in the 19th century,
and has dwindled to almost
nothing during the 20th, despite
its official status as the first
national language of Eire. Irish
nationalists tend to use Gaelic to
prove how nationalist and anti­
English they are (even when they
actually are not). But the IRA
has no need for such proof. Since
English is the actual language
people use when they have
something serious to say, it is
natural enough that the name
remains in English.

Republicans in the 
Republic 

The IRA does not go round
shooting the security forces in
Southern Ireland. They have
strict rules against it. 90% of
their supporters, including the
Irish Americans who supply
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most of the guns and money,
would turn against them if they
did such a thing. If it came to the
crunch, a struggle between
Dublin and the IRA would be far
more one-sided than that which
occurred between "Treatyite" and
"Anti-Treatyite", Everyone
involved in the matter

excepting only the British
government - is well aware of
this and plans accordingly.

Since losing the Irish Civil
War, the IRA has contented itself
with campaigns against Northern
Ireland and, on occasions, against
Britain. During World War
Two, the IRA/Sinn Fein were
actually in alliance with Hitler.
Many individual Irishmen joined
the Allied cause, and fought very

gallantly. But the Southern Irish
state remained neutral, which
added greatly to the dangers faced
by Atlantic convoys, and came
close to giving Hitler victory.

In point of fact, Southern
Ireland's neutrality was of much
more use to Hitler than the
IRA's open support. Tne IRA
exploded some bombs in Britain,
but could have no real effect on
the battle fought between the
Luftwaffe and the RAF. For this
reason, it was largely forgotten -

and British left-wingers have
retained their sentimental
attachment to Irish Nationalism.

The IRA achieved very little
between the 1920s and the
1960s. None of the IRA's
campaigns against Northern

Ireland got very far. Every one
of them was defeated by the "B
Specials". But the "B Specials"
were abolished during the early
stages of the :,resent troubles.
The British government were
sure that abolishing them would
help restore peace, and were
genuinely surprised when the
very opposite happened. (Just as
they have been genuinely
surprised by the revival of IRA
violence since the signing of the
Anglo-Irish Agreement).

The revival of the IRA 
The abolition of the B

Specials created new
opportunities for armed struggle,
and led to a new upsurge by the

The aftermath of an IRA car bomb 

IRNSinn Fein. But differences
over tactics led to a split between
Official and Provisional factions -
each faction setting up its own
IRA and its own Sinn Fein, and
formally pretending that its IRA
and its Sinn Fein were two
separate and independent
organisations.

The Official faction was
strongly influenced by left-wing
politics. They wanted to believe
that they were fighting a class
war, instead of a war between
rival nationalisms. They could
not cope with the basic reality of
the campaign: that the British
go-,ernment was quite willing to
pull out, and that it was
Protestant determination to
remain British that was
preventing this.

The Official IRA called a
ceasefire in 1972 and now lies
dormant, pretending not to
exist. The Official Sinn Fein
side of things fared better, at
least in Southern Ireland. They
became Sinn Fein/The Workers
Party, and then simply The
Workers Party. At present they
get nearly as many votes as the
weak Irish Labour Party.

Gerry Adam's strategy of
Armalite and Ballot Box was an
attempt to get control of both
sides of nationalism in Northern
Ireland. As Sinn Fein they
would be the electoral
nationalists; as the IRA they
would by the armed nationalists.
Sinn Fein and the IRA would
formally pretend to be two
separate organisations. But in
practice they would simply be
two aspects of the same
movement.

This strategy actually offered a
real prospect of peace. Fine
Gael, Fianna Fail and The
Workers Party have all become
regular political parties which
stick to electoral politics. Why
not Sinn Fein as well? Up until
the Anglo-Irish Agreement, the
level of IRA violence had been
diminishing year by year. With
the military side of things
getting nowhere, and the
electoral alternative opening up,
the movement might well have
decided to wind up the campaign
after a few more years.

A province in limbo 
But the British Government

managed to snatch a defeat out of
the jaws of victory. They signed
the Anglo-Irish Agreement, and
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by so doing made a complete
British pull-out seem rather less
unlikely. They even declared
openly that they hoped to boost
the SDLP's electcral strength,
and reduce Sinn Fein's, by their
policies.

It is highly abnormal for
governments to justify their
policies as boosting one political
party at the expense of another.
Such calculations are made, of
course, but outside of Northern
Ireland they are not openly
admitted, let alone boasted of.

The reason for this is not hard
to find. Outside of Northern
Ireland, both the main parties
contest every seat, including
those that they haven't the least
chance of winning. But
Northern Ireland is left in an odd
sort of limbo. Southern Irish
parties do not attempt to
organise there. British parties do
not attempt to organise there.
Parties are formed on a sectarian
basis, because there is no other
basis for organising them.

The best respon.se to
Enniskillen, the one that would
have utterly shocked and
demoralised the IRA, would have
been for Labour, Tories and
SDP/Liberals to have started
organising in Northern Ireland.
The best response to the whole
"shoot to kill" controversy is to
explain that it arises out of the
abnormal political set-up in
Northern Ireland.

Normal parliamentary politics
is the only way to restore peace,
and to ensure that no one on
either side need shoot to kill, or
indeed shoot at all. The ancient
Nationalist/Unionist feud could
be left unresolved, since it can
not be resolved without one side
or the other being terrorised into
submission. But Catholics and
Protestants could find a place for
themselves in the regular
political parties, just as they do
elsewhere in the UK. Is there
any chance that this will happen?

Gibraltar - a case in
point 

I had completed tthe first draft
of this article when the news
came in of the news of the
shooting of three IRA volunteers
in Gibraltar. It did not make me
wish to change anything I had
originally written - but equally it
seemed a matter worth
cormnenting on.

Gibraltar - the bodies of the bombers being taken away 
The reaction from the Irish

government and opposition, was
exactly what I would have
expected. Had the IRA succeded
in carrying through their plan,
no doubt they would have shed
plenty of crocodile tears. (The
plan was almost certainly for a
massive explosion at a military
parade, which would have killed
soldiers on ceremonial duty,
interested spectators and casual
passers-by alike.) And then they
would have called for greater
concessions to nationalism in
Northern Ireland.

As it was, there was another
round of condemnation of Britain
for the killings. Some Labour
Left politician.s in Britain have
also joined in the act. But British
public opinion does not seem to
have been impressed - despite the
fact that the IRA volunteers were
unarmed at the time they were
shot. A survey showed that three
times as many approved of the
action as disapproved.
Admittedly, it was a survey
comissioned by the Sunday
Express, and with a somewhat
loaded question. But it was still a
decisive margin.

There are three important
questions that need to be sorted
out:

a) were the IRA volunteers
challenged before they were shot?

b) would it have been possible
to arrest them?

c) were they in fact engaged
on a mission at the time they
were shot?

Point (c) has in fact been
more or less settled. When IRA
vounteers get arrested or
imprisoned, there tend to be
grand campaigns proclaiming
their innocence. (This makes it
rather harder to help genuine
innocents who get arrested by
mistake, of course.) But the
IRA's traditions also require that
those who die on active service
are acknowledged, and given a
proper military-style funeral,
with shots fired over the coffins,
It has been acknowledged that the
dead were indeed IRA volunteers,
and were on active service at the
time they were shot.

Point (b) is more complex.
Let us assume for the moment
that they were challenged and
given the chance to surrender,
and that they did not in fact

surrender. This would have been
sufficient grounds for shooting
them - almost any soldier or
policeman anywhere in the world
will shoot you if you fail to
surrender when challenged.

To capture enemies who
refuse to surrender is neither easy
nor safe - particularly when those
enemies may have guns, and
may choose to use those guns at
any moment. There was also the
possibility that the IRA
volunteers had already placed a
bomb, and had the means to
detonate it remotely. It was only
later that the full facts were
discovered.

Point (a) seems to me crucial.
If the IRA volunteers were shot
without being challenged,
without a chance to surrender,
then that was definitely wrong -

a genuine case of "shoot to
kill". It is to be hoped that the
inquest due to be held on the
deaths will settle the matter. Of
course, most people have already
chosen sides and will stick to
them, no matter what the balance
of the evidence may turn out to
be.
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After World War One, Eastern
Europe was carved up on the
principle of national self­
determination. At least that was
supposed to be the principle. It
was ignored in the case of
various territories like Danzig
and the Sudetenland, where the
population was predominantly
German. This was the root
cause of World War Two.

After World War Two, Europe
was carved up again, perhaps on
a fairer basis. But just to be
sure, the East European countries
expelled the German minorities
from those territories the
Russians awarded them. This
could have laid the basis for yet
another war. Except that
Germany hadbeen divided, and in
any case nuclear weapons made a
war impractical.

Outside Europe, the former
colonial empires began spliting
up into nation-states -- or else
into imitations of nation states.
In Africa, there were few definite
national blocks that could have
laid the basis for new nation­
states. The various ethnic
groups were small and uncertain;
often they were intermingled. In
default of anyting better, the
arbitary boundries fixed by the
colonial powers were used.

To this day, these arbitary
boundries have been kept as the
basis for African states. To seek
'more natural' boundries would
have been to open the door to
enless division, conquest and
war, since each ethnic group
would have its own idea of what
the really natural boundries are.
Just as in Eastern Europe, where
there are still some lingering
border disputes despite the
restraining hand of Russian

hegemony.
In this article, I shall study

some particular examples of
national conflict First off, I'll 
examine the concept of
international law. Then a brief
survey of the Israel/Palestine
conflict, and the complexities of
the two Chinas, and other
problems of a world divided into
nation-states.

International Jaw 
When Mahatma Gandhi was

asked what he thought of
Westem Civilisation, he
answered that he thought it
would be a very good idea.
Much the same could be said
about International Law; it
would be a fine thing if it
existed, but it is not a thing that
can be relied upon.

The fact is, "International
Law" provides very little
protection to states that are set
on by their neighbours.
Czechoslovakia got no help in
either 1938 or 1968. In 1960, in
the early days of African
independence, Prime Minister
Lumumba made the mistake of
taking the UN at face value arid
inviting it in to keep the peace
in the Congo. The ill{ at that
time dominated by the United
States, deposed him. Later they
handed him over to his enemies,
who murdered him. Nor did
these actions by the UN forces
secure peace; they only added to
the chaos. The Congo is now
Zaire, and still ruled by
Lumumba's enemies (though not
by the group of enemies who
murdered him, who in the
interim had won power and then
lost it again).

Since the Congo disaster, the

U1~ has been a thing that
everyone pretends to believe in,
and which no one actually
believes in. It is like the
'musical banks' in Samuel
Butler's Erehwon, which were
praised by everyone but whose
money was never used for
practical purposes. The UN
passes fine-sounding resolutions.
But even the smallest sovereign
state can ignore it with
impunity. Nor are there any
other agencies that can actually
enforce international law.

Britain, France arid America
have all at various times styled
themselves "global policemen".
But even the worst sort of
policeman is under some sort of
control by higher authority.
Nations that act as "global
policemen" do so as judge, jury
and executioner as well. Their
actions are often blatantly
partisan - as when Britain and
France invaded Egypt in 1956
during the Suez crisis.

This action made it easier for
the Soviet Union to invade
Hungary; an event which
happened shortly afterwards. The
cartoonist Vicki made an apt
comment; he depicted Kruschev
surrounded by his tanks,
declaring "So what? I'm a 
policeman tool"' 

Russia under Breshnev
claimed the right to do whatever
it felt necessary to its 'socialist
allies'. And although Gorbachev
has at times seemed to be
dropping this notion, it is
doubtful if he would allow
Solidarity to come to power in
Poland, say. And it is deeply
unlikely that he would allow any
of the 'socialist allies' to leave
the W alsaw Pact!

The fate of minorities 
If International Law provides

little real protection to states, it
provides even less to common
people or oppressed minorities.
When Hitler began oppressing
the Jews, he was of course
denounced, but no one did
anything. When he threatened to
start a world war, the other
European states made huge
concessions to him - concessions
that they had refused to the
peaceful and democratic German
governments that had preceded
him. When he started expelling
the Jews in the territories he
controlled, the rest of the world
refused to take more than a small
percentage of them.

Hitler wanted the Jews out of
Europe. He didn't specifically
want them dead. Enforced
emigration was his first idea, but
the rest of the world would not
accept more than a limited
number. The Final Solution
was not begun until it became
clear that no one would accept
the millions of Jews that Hitler
wished to be rid of.

Hitler's racist policies need
not have led to the deaths of
millions of Jews. There would
have been room for them in
Palestine, at that time under
British control. But the British
respected the wishes of the
Palestinian Arabs, and kept them
out.

The world did nothing while
Hitler destroyed the majority of
Europe's Jews. Britain and
France went to war to save
Poland, and to try to preserve the
European balance of power.
Russia tried to keep peace with
Hitler, and went to war after
being invaded and very nearly



overrun. The United States went
to war after the Japanese attacked
Pearl Harbour and wiped out
much of their fleet. Had Hitler
been less bellicose, he would
have been left free to kill every
last Jew in the territories that he
controlled.

The Nuremberg trials are
sometimes cited as fill example of
international law rn action.
Without doubt, most of those
convicted at Nnremburg very
much deserved what they got.
But trials underInrcmarional Law
were exclusively for members of
the defeated nations. Offenders
among the victorious powers
were punished by their own
people, or else left alone. Nor
were there any trials for war
criminals who were of use to the
victors - German rocket experts
who had used slave labour;
Japanese scientists and doctors
who had performed germ warfare
experimeats; brutal policemen
and temners like Klaus Barbie.

il£lrael •ll'r Palestine?
The surviving Jews were wise

to place no reliance on
Intcmatieaal Law. The need for
a place of refuge for the world's
Jews had been perceived even
during the llllleteenth century.
After Hider, !he:n:eed was proved
beyond ml donbt. Europe's Jews
had tried swvivmg as a quiet and
undemanding minority, or they
had tried bJending in with the
peoples amcmg whom they lived.
But both :orel!iJods had failed.

The trouble Wl'lS, there was no
empty place on the globe where
a Jewish hom<-.Jand could be
established. A Jewish homeland
in Uganda was eonsidered at one
time. Giv<"a the subsequent
history ofUg3'1llffl, it would have
been a singu]mty unwise choice.
Moreover, tire majority of Jews
were dei!:ernmmd that the
homeland should re :m Palestine,
the land of their- origins, the land
repeatedly mentioned in their
religious writings, the one
territory which !hey could claim
as their own.

Clearly, this was unfommate
for the existing inhabitants of
Palestine. But what else could
be done? The Jews had to go
somewhere. A sensible solution
would have been partition, The
UN drew up such a scheme, but
the Arabs rejected it and tried to
conquer or wipe out the Jewish
settlers. They failed, and Israel

emerged with rather more
territory than the UN had given
them. Two fragments of
Palestine remained outside of
Israel. Egypt took over the Gaza
Strip, while the state of
Transjordan took over the West
Bank and re-named itself Jordan.

In 1956 Israel fought the
Arabs again, seized Sinai from
the Egyptians, but then gave it
back. In 1967 they were again
in danger. It was widely believed
that the Arabs were about to
wipe Israel off the face of the
map - and no one would have
done anything effective, had that
happened. Instead, the Israelis
struck first and achieved a
dramatic victory. They took
over the rest of Palestine, as well
as the Golan Heights and Sinai.

Enter the PLO. Up until the
Six Day War, the Palestinians
had been fairly passive, relying
on the Arab states to do most of
the fighting. But the PLO
asserted Palestinian identity, and
the other Arabs have now
accepted them as the sole
legitimate Palestinian
representatives. Thus Egypt had
no wish to take back the Gaza
Strip when it made its peace
agreement with Israel. And

Jordan cannot reach an agreement
with Israel over the West Bank
without the PLO's approval.

So why can't Israel and the
PLO negotiate some sort of
peace? The problem is that
Israel will have no dealings with
the PLO until the PLO accepts
Israel's right to exist. And the
PLO has repeatedly stopped short
of doing this.

The PLO's official position is
that there should be a single
secular Palestinian state in which
Muslim, Christian and Jew could
co-exist. This would be a
splendid thing if it could be
created • but the chances of it
actually working are rather less
than the Reverend Ian Paisley's
chances of becoming President of
the Irish Republic.

In a Palestinian state run by
the PLO, Muslim and Jew would
be more likely to co-exit than co­
exist!

The fact is, Palestinians under
the PLO's leadership haven't
even managed to co-exist
peacefully with their fellow
Muslim Arabs. The Palestinian
fighters were thrown out of
Jordan, while in Lebanon they
helped to undermine the state and
have since been at war with their

former Muslim Arab allies. The
different PLO factions have even
fought civil wars with each
other. The idea that they could
co-exist with the Israelis in a
single state is absurd.

Yassir Arafat has repeatedly
hinted that he would under some
circumstances be willing to
recognise Israel. The basis for a
settlement is there; Israel would
withdraw from some or all of the
territories that it has occupied
since the Six Day War, which
would then be ruled by a
Palestinian state (or else a
Jordanian/Palestinian federation)
that would peacefully co-exist
with Israel. There are problems;
Israel would be unhappy with
anything less than full control of
Jerusalem. And many Israelis
doubt if giving up the land
would really secure peace in the
long run. But something on
these lines might be possible.

At the moment, there has
been a lot of talk about holding
an international conference to try
to settle the . matter.
International conferences seldom
settle anything. Normally they
provide a platform. for politicians
to proclaim fine principles that
they haven't the least intention
of living up to. Perhaps the
most successful international
conference of recent times was
the Geneva Peace Conference on
Indochina, which did enable the
Prence to get out after their
defeat at Dien Bien Phu, but
which noticeably failed to
establish a permanant peace.
Possibly such a conference
would provide sufficient cover
for Arafat and his faction of the
PLO to reach a sensible deal
with Israel. It is rather more
likely that nothing would come
of it.

Arafat keeps coming close to
a "land for peace" solution, but
never actually goes so far as to
propose it. Nor is there anyone
else among the Palestinians who
could make such a deal; his only
important rivals are extremists
who reject any notion of
compromise.

Arafat has been leader of the
Palestinains for the last two
decades and more, and he has led
them damn badly. Under his
leadership their position has
gone from bad to worse. In this
he follows in the footsteps of his
uncle, the former Mufti of
Jerusalem, who was leader of the



Palestinian Arabs up until 1948,
who promoted conflict with the
Jewish settlers, who sought aid
from Hitler, and who did more
than any other single man to
produce the present mess.

Where will it lead? The
answer is grim. The Israelis
might still be willing to trade
land for peace. But it takes two
to trade. Arafat keeps shying
away from such a deal; nor will
he step aside and give someone
else a chance. And yet the
"occupied territories" cannot
remain in limbo for ever. The
present round of troubles may die
down as the Palestinians grow
weary. But in the end something
decisive must happen. If there is
not to be "land for peace", then
the only alternative is for Israel
to annex the land and secure its
own sort of peace by expelling
more Palestinians.

At present, most Israelis reject
such a solution. It is too
reminiscent of what the Germans
did to them - even though the
Palestinians could readily find a
place for themselves in the other
Arab countries, where large
numbers of Palestinians already
live. But the longer things drift
on, the more likely such a
solution becomes.

Eyeless in Gaza 
You're in the comfort of your

own sitting-room, watching the
television news. You see a
picture of some soldiers beating
up a demonstrator, and naturally
you find it upsetting. A little
while later, the newsreader tells
you that twenty people have died
in rioting in some other part of
the world. It doesn't register in
the same way. Or you hear that
hundreds of people somewhere
else may have been massacred,
but that those said to be
responsible deny it ever
happened. It just doesn't stick in
your memory, in the same way
as the pictures of the man being
beaten by soldiers.

Television news, as it exists
in countries like Britain, can
give a very misleading view of
the world. It shows pictures of
the most appalling violence and
bloodshed, whenever the
authorities in that part of the
world give them freedom to do
so. When this is not allowed,
they still report the facts, but the
facts just do· not have the same
emotional impact.

It is now known that Syria
suppressed an internal rebellion
in 1982 by shelling one of its
own cities, causing thousands of
deaths. But Syria has strict
censorship; news of the matter
leaked out only slowly, and
without the visual evidence that
would have produced a suitable
emotional impact. And of
course the Syrian government
denies it ever happened.

South Africa, which used to
give foreign journalists a good
deal of freedom, clamped down
when it became clear that nightly
pictures of rioting and police
brutality were stirnng the
conscience of the world. And 
South Africa got away with it. 
The fact of continuing riots and
deaths were still reported, but the
emotional impact was gone.

The net effect is that
television journalists reward
those who suppress them, and
punish those who leave them
free to film what they want.
This is not at all what television
journalists would wish; some are
cynics who only care about
getting a good story, but many
others have a sincere wish to be
fair and accurate. But the fact is,
while television continues to
show real-life violence and death
on a day to day basis, this is the
net effect.

Would it not be more
responsible to put everyone on
an even level and report the facts
without showing pictures of the
violence, in all cases?

China V. China 
China is a good deal richer

than China; but even so, most of
the world has shifted its
recognition from China to

China. People who live in
China are not normally allowed
to visit China, nor may those
who live in China ever hope to
visit China, even though things
have been getting a little more
relaxed in recent years.

If all this sounds confusing, it
is. In the 1920s, there was a
plethora of rival governments in
China. The. Kuomintang,
Chinese Nationalists, managed
to crush the majority of their
rivals in 1926/1927. Most of
the country obeyed the
Kuomintang government in
Nanking, at least nominally,
Their most notable cppor.e-:;.'.s 
were the Chinese Communists,
at one time allies of fa?
Kuomintang, w:10 heid out i.-1
their own Liberated Areas.
Mao's forces lost tr.eir ·case in
Southern China, but carried 0Jt
the Long March to other
Liberated Areas in North China.
They survived until the Japanese
invasion of China let them
spread their influence through a
new alliance with the
Kuomintang.

After the Japanese defeat, the
Civil 11-lar resumed. On paper
the Kuomintang were far more
powerful. But they were corrupt
and divided, and suffered a
spectacular collapse. A remnant
fled to the island of Taiwan -

recently recovered from the
Japanese, having been an
outlying part of the Chinese
Empire before that.

The two Chinas had no
intention of co-existing. The
Kuomintang had schemes for re­
capturing the mainland; the
Communists had rather more
practical notions of wiping out
this last remnant of their
enemies. But the Americans
took a hand in the matter. Not
only did they help the
Kuomintang remnant to survive,
they persuaded much of the world
that the Kuomintang remnant
should be recognised as the real
China, even keeping its place as
a permanent member of the UN
Security Council.

In the late 1960s and early
1970s, this system finally broke
down. The USA accepted that
the Chinese Communists were
the real China, and they got their
UN seat in 1971. But nothing
definite could be done about the
Kuomintang remnant - which in
the interim had been highly
successful economically,

providing the land reform and
general prosperity that they had
utterly failed to deliver when
they were rulers of the whole
country. Their GDP per head is
more than ten times that of the
mainland Chinese.

To outsiders, it might seem
logical that the Kuomintang
remnant should simply declare
itself the government of an
independant Taiwan. But that is
not the Chinese way. The
Chinese Empire was established
before the Roman one, and
unlike Rome it never really fell.
A: times it was divided and/or
subjected to foreigners. But
cultural continuity - in particular
the written language - was never
lost.

An educated Chinese can still
read the literature of more than
two and a half millennia of
Chinese civilisation, directly and
without translation. It is natural
for Chinese to assume that in
due course the two Chinas will
unite once again. But just how
it happens is no small matter.

After the agreement between
Britain and China over Hong
Kong, China proposed a similar
deal for the Kuomintang remnant-

that they should accept the
Peking government as the real
government of China, while
keeping autonomy and their own
economic system. Something of
the sort was floated after the
death of Chiang Kai-Shek, who
had been leader of the
Kuomintang since the 1920s. It
was floated again after the recent
death of Chiang's son, who had
succeeded him.

To date, the Kuomintang
remnant have rejected any such
solution. They are not like
Hong Kong, which was heavily
dependent on trade with China,
and which had colonial rulers
who were happy to be rid of it.
They have no official diplomatic
existence; they have been out of
the UN since 1971. Yet they
remain in existence, and by
existing keep their cause alive.

If there is to be unity, it is
likely to be on a more or less
equal basis. Kuomintang and
Communists have made alliances
twice before. Could this happen
a third time?

The Peking government is
currently in full retreat from
socialist economics, and seeking
to build an economy and society
that would be broadly like what



already exists on Taiwan under
the Kuomintang remnant. They
could well reckon that time is on
their side. And they could well
be right.

Transeaneasia: a fight
between small nations

Armenia lies just north of
Iran, and a tittle east of Turkey.
At least that is how the border
runs today. Turkey used to have
a large A.nnenian population,
who were killed or driven out in
the turmoil caused by World War
One. Soviet Armenia consists
of those Armenian areas that
were ruled by the Tsars rather
than the Ottoman Caliphs.

Many of the victims of the
Turkish pogrom fled there;
others scattered around the world.
Turkey has never even admitted
that the pogrom happened.

Armenia is one of the Soviet
Union's three Transcaucasian
republics, the others being
Georgia and Azerbaijan. During
the Russian revolution, there
was great hostility between
them. Each had minorities in
the Olher's territories; each also
contained other still smaller
minorities.

Human populations seldom
distribtee diemselves in a neat
way lmt will enable nation­
states to be formed without
trouble w conflict. The
Armeniaas themselves were
guilry of liD2!SS2CreS in areas
where they wac the majority.

Soviet powe£ put these
confiicts :m~ cold storage. A
pattern of republics and
autonomous; areas was imposed,
in an !lllem:pl to balance the
conflicting claims of the rival
nations mirl J12lional minorities.
This wmk W15 mostly done by
Stalin, who bro responsibility
for the llll'ltwr lllldel" Lenin.
What liedid in theTraascancasus
caused some connosersy. He
was accused of treating the
Georgians unfairly. His defence
was that he was preventing the
Georgians from exploiting the
Armenians and Azerbaijanis; he
claimed to have a good
understanding of the matter, 
being Georgian himself

In any case, the settlements
that he regarded as fair or
necessary were imposed on the
various nations and national
minorities. Anyone who tried to
upset these arrangements would
be accused of "bourgeois

nationalism", and quite probably
shot.

With the relaxation of Soviet
rule under Gorbachev, the
various national questions are
being raised openly once again.
In some cases, such as the Baltic
republics, the protests are about
Great-Russian domination. But
the problem in Armenia is
another matter. Armenia wants
control of Nagorno-Karabakh,
which is predominantly
Armenian and Christian, but
surrounded by Shia Muslim
Azerbaijanis,

Gorbachev agreed to consider
the matter. He had little choice;
mass demonstrations of hundreds
of thousands of Armenians had
been demanding it, and mass
suppression by the army would
have been the only alternative.
But this decision led to counter­
riots by the Azerbaijanis; they
are not keen to lose a chunk of
their national homeland. (Stalin
had mentioned in 1923 that some
Azerbaijanis regarded the
Armenians amongst them as
intruders; it seems that they still
do.)

Gorbachev had a nasty choice.
If he refused to give the
Armenians what they want, there

would be more protests. But if
he did give them a chunk of
territory that is now in the
Soviet Republic of Azerbaijan,
the Azerbaij anis in turn would
object strongly. For the
moment, he seems to have
decided to maintain the status
quo. Some Azerbaijanis are
being tried and punished for
things they did during the riots,
but this is being done with
minimal publicity.

Is the Soviet system up to the
task of finding some mutually
acceptable compromise? And
even if it does, how many more
such cases are there?

A man, a plan, a canal 
Panama is a nation invented

by US President Theodore
Roosevelt. The territory used to
be part of Colombia, but the
USA sponsored a secessionist
movement in order to have a free
hand in building the Panama
Canal. Part of the deal was
direct US control over the canal
zone - although it is now being
handed back to Panama.

In Central America, as in
other Latin American countries,
the US used to have hegemony.

But that hegemony is now most
uncertain.

It is worth remembering that
the Spanish and Portuguese
colonies in the New World were
founded some time before the
Anglo-Saxon ones. Latin
America is unique in being both
a European colony and a part of
the Third World. Latin America
was founded on brutal
exploitation of the native Indians
by a colonial ruling class -
whereas Canada and the USA

were founded on an equally brutal
clearance of more primitive
Indians by farmers and trappers.

The Anglo-Saxon pattern
proved much more productive.
Their ideal was to work hard and
grow rich - whereas the Latin
American ideal was to be rich
and not work at all. The United
States became far more powerful
than any of the Latin American
republics, and came to dominate
them. This hegemony had no
very clear purpose; generally US
policy was dominated by the
selfish interests of a few
American investors, who found
willing helpers among the
corrupt local elites. The creation
of Panama was nothing very
special - though at least it led to



the building of a canal that was
of general benefit to mankind.

The source of the present
problem is not really the canal.
Rather it is the vast market for
cocaine and similar drugs in the
United States. A large part of
this market is supplied from
South America, with supplies
passing through Central America
or rheCaribbean.

Reagan, ignoring his own
remarks about the tendency of
market 'forces to overcome all
obstacles, has tried to solve the
problem by cutting the supply
lines. But the real problem is
the COrt~umers, many of whom
need drugs. to keep up with the
pressures of an increasingly fluid
and competitive · society. The
suppliers are an evil bunch,
without doubt; worse even than
the average sort of gangster. But
they are not really the source of
the problem, While there is a
demand for dangerous and illegal
drugs, someone will always be
ready to meet it: 

In Panama, the US ecided to
solve the problem by organising
the overthrow the local "strong
man", General Noriega. It seems
certain that Noriega had been
allowing drug smugglers to use
Panama as a staging post. So
they persuaded Panama's
President, who had been
Noriega's puppet, to tum against
him and try to dismiss him.

The move failed. Noriega was
able to tap nationalist resentment
against the USA, and most of
the army supported him. The
President himself fell from
power and had to go into hiding.
In an earlier era, the US would
have then sent in the marines.
But after Vietnam, they feared to
do so.

Rather than admit defeat, the
Reagan administration decided to
rely instead on strong economic
pressure. Panama has no
currency of its own; it uses the
US dollar. But this pressure
seems to have failed. And
perhaps it is just as well.
Noriega may not be an admirable
character, but nothing much is
likely to go right in Latin
America while its governments
are vulnerable to whimsical US
interventions, undertaken as an
alternative to solving the USAs
own home-grown drugs problem.

It has now emerged that some
of the US troops guarding the
Canal Zone were themselves

engaged in drug smuggling. The
whole situation looks
increacingly absurd.

Fiji - successful racism 
Fiji is one of the many tiny

independant states that owe their
existence to geographical
accident. It is only the great
distances between the islands of
the Pacific that led them to be
administered separately, and thus
in due course to be given
independance as separate states.

This the opposite extreme
from India, which has at least as
much diversity as the various
Pacific Island states, but which
was treated as a unit by the
British. In point of fact, no
previous Indian Empire, whether
native or alien, ruled the whole
territory that is now India.

Having been told that they are
nations, the various islands
naturally behave as such. In
Fiji, the original inhabitants
have made use of their sovereign
status to keep down the Indian
immigrants who had lived in Fiji
for several generations. A
government that tried to give the
two races equal powers was
overthrown by an army
dominated by the original
inhabitants. A second coup
prevented any attempt at a
moderate compromise. It seems
now that the original inhabitants
will be allowed to push out
some of the Indian immigrants.
and keep political control over
the rest.

In all of this, the opinions of
the United Nations and similar
bodies counted for little. Words
were spoken, but everyone knew
that nothing would be done. The
only possibility was for
Australia or New
Zealand to invade, and the price
of doing this seemed too heavy.

South Africa -
unsuccessful racism 

South Africa is a case of failed
colonialism and failed racism.
Unlike the white settlers in
North America, South America,
Australia and New Zealand, the
South African colonists did not
reduce the previous inhabitants
to a tiny remnant. This was not
because their attitudes were any
better or worse. Rather, the
blacks who lived their were too
numerous and well-organised to
simply fade away or be absorbed.

Acording to 19th century

morality, this was not a
problem. The white population
was under no pressure to share
power with the blacks. It was
broadly assumed that democracy
was for whites only.

Elsewhere in the world, this
pattern has broken down. But
the white populations elsewhere
in the world could afford to let it
break down. Even in the south
of the USA, the blacks were not
a majority by the time
segregation was ended.

South Africa faced a unique
problem. The white population
was a minority, and did not at all
like the idea of being ruled by
the black majority - as must
inevitably happen if all races got
equal rights. They could have
tried allowing it to happen step
by step, but they were not that
wise or far-sighted. (And it is
doubtful if any other population,
of any race or colour would have
been that far-sighted, facing a
similar situation.)

In the event, they tried to keep
up white dominance on an
indefinite basis. The world
condemned them in public, traded
with them on the quiet. Nothing
at all was done about Namibia,
which South Africa runs, but
over which the UN has a
theoretical jurisdiction. South
African control could not be
ended without fighting a major
war. No one is willing to try a
UN-run war -- not after the
Congo. On the other hand,
when South Africa did take some
small steps towards reform,
sanctions were actually stepped
up.

The moral choices would be
either to put such pressure on
South Africa that the white
minority would be forced to
accept black majority rule, or
else to accept and reward the
slow pace of reform that the
majority of whites are willing to
accept. But it is very nearly
certain that neither of these these
things will be done. Things
could drift on, getting steadily
worse, for a very long time to
come.

Towards a World State 
The United Nations has failed

because it is run by sovereign
states, each of which has a
strong interest in seeing that it
does not become anything like a
world government. For the most
part, socialists have passively

accepted this failure. The UN is
refered to as an ideal body which
ought to solve international
problems, but everyone knows
that it usually solves nothing.

At the same time, the
Communist notion of
internationalism has lost all
credibility. The various states
that have ruling Communist
parties act in their own national
interests, in so far as they are
able to. The Soviet Union is for
all practical purposes a
continuation of the colonial
empire that the Tsar was ruling
at the start of World War One.

The present world pattern is a
sort of frozen chaos, with nations
and national minorities aranged
in a not-always-just pattern into
a number of sovereign nation­
states.

It is time to stop regarding
"internationalism" as a matter of
conventional piety. The vast
success of events like Band Aid 
and Live Aid shows that there
is a vague but definite
internationalist spirit at work in
the world. And the people who
are most against it are the
various national governments
and civil servants.

In Britain, the Labour Party
has only now accepted that we
are in the Common Market for
good, and that talk of pulling out
is foolish. But they still try to
show themselves more
nationalist than Thatcher and the
Tories. The trouble is, Labour
can never be whole-heartedly
nationalist. The Falklands War
showed that.

The future for humanity must
lie with some sort of World
State. Probably a World
Federation, with a great deal of
autonomy for regions and
nations, but with a single central
authority. Peace can never be
achieved while the world is full
of sovereign nations. Indeed, the
right to go to war, the
possibility of going to war, is
more or less the definition of
sovereignity, as destinct from
autonomy.

It is unlikely that the world
could be united very soon; it
could take decades to complete
the process. But a start must be
made somewhere. And socialists
must start pointing out that the
UN is a hollow sham, and that
true internationalism would have
to be something very much
better.
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. that a management baseci on capital would again be effective; When the
·· ·· ···• leaders of the labour movement declined to enact a radical reform in the labour·
. . interest, it was only a matter of time before a radical reaction restored th,~ .

·. ·· ·. · managerial power of capital. · · · · .· · · .. ·.·.· .·.·

. .· ••·•·. • ·• .. · · .·• · .• · · The lost chance . ••··•· < . \ > ·. 
If the Bullock Report had been adopted bytheLabourinoverrteritit is likely•·.·

that it would have become a watershed in· British history comparable to the .
Beveridge Report (which established the Welfare State). It would have altered .•
the framework of economics and politics, and opened up an array of new and
stimulating conflicts and contradictions. . · · · · · ·

Because the Bullock Report was rejected by Labour, the Labour movement
has ever since been disoriented in the face of successful capitalist reaction.

A static socialism 
There were reasons of petty vested interest involved in the rejection of the

Bullock Report. But much more important thanthese was the essentially static.
character of socialist ideology of all varieties in themovement. Socialism was
a vaguely imagined eternal harmony, a secularised version of the state of
affairs following the Day of Judgement. Some dreamt of a Leninist revolution
as the means by which it would be established, while others imagined a
systematic scheme of reform through social engineering. Th~ Bullock Report
was equally unacceptable to both because it was obviously not a recipe for
eternal harmony.· . · .· .. ··. . . ..

A similar approach would have led to a rejection of theBeveridge Report in
the 1940s. And there were those on the left.as well as the right who rejected
it.

. Recovering the dynamic . . · .. · . . . 
But the Labour outlook in those days was not confined to visionary dreams

· of a final condition of things, and to empty rhetoric following from those
visions. Ernest Bevin and Clement Attlee were determined· to enact the
practical reforms of the day, and to develop through its conflicts while leaving
eternal harmony to the metaphysicians .

The Labour movement is now in the doldrums because during the past two
generations because it has not developed out the experience ofthat group of ·.
effective reformers who transformed the conditions of working class life when· ·
they came to power -- and who came to power because they had impressed
society with their capacity for radical and realistic reform. ·. .· .· ···•••·.

The Bevin Society intends to regainfor the present generation the ~xperience
of the Bevin-Attlee era, and to develop out of it a capacity for thought and ·. ·
action in place of the slogan and the gesture which are now the stock,-in-trade
of the Labour leadership.

*** 
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