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IN SHORT

WHAT FUTURE FOR CHARM?

There are good and bad sides to the famous English charm. One can
think of Anthony Blanche’s contemptuous description in Brideshead
Revisited of ‘creamy English charm’, which destroys all artistic cre-
ativity; many a recent British film has paraded it to some acclaim. Or
one can look beyond it and realize that there is usually a layer of hard-
ness underneath the cream. When faced with something delightful and
determinedly charming like the new literary magazine Slightly Foxed
one necessarily wonders which of those two is it going to be. On that
choice will depend its survival.

Slightly Foxed is an independent literary quarterly. As this is at pres-
ent an endangered species, it is good to see a new addition to it. Its tar-
get audience is people who like reading for the pleasure of it and who
feel cheated and frustrated by the fact that other publications write
about books that are in fashion rather than ones that last. Or, at least,
last in a few readers’ memories. For the articles in the first (Spring
2004) issue are mostly about rather obscure or long forgotten tomes that
have appealed to certain readers, such as a ‘study’ by Jamyang Norbu
of Sherlock Holmes’ missing years, some of which he spent (as every
school child knows) wandering round Tibet. Or there is an article about
Nikos Kazantsakis’ other book, his autobiography Report to Greco.
There are numerous pieces about well-known and not so well-known
quaint travel books and accounts of foreign parts. There is an enchant-
ing article about Perspehone Press and something about Chinese cal-
ligraphy. And so on.

It is all, one must say, delightfully written and beautifully illustrated,
partly by Christopher Corr, who is also the author of a couple of arti-
cles. A beautiful cover design, paper that is pleasant to the touch, a joy
to behold. But, but... Is that hard core there? At present there is a great
deal of creamy charm and whimsicality, far too many knowing little
giggles in the writing, particularly in the notes about the authors. One
cannot help feeling that the authors, editors and illustrators see them-
selves in that literary world of the twenties and thirties that we have all
read about, though most likely in Evelyn Waugh’s merciless attacks.

We hope Slightly Foxed will carry on and find many readers (not just
the anonymous praise singers on their website). There are very few lit-
erary magazines in this country and even those do not seem to be writ-
ten by people who enjoy reading for the sake of reading. We hope there
is an audience out there and, more importantly, there are people with
reasonably thick wallets they will be prepared to open. But, above all,
we fervently hope that Slighly Foxed will acquire the toughness and
wiliness of the reynard as a counterbalance to all that creamy charm.
We are also charmed that they are based in the next street to the Review.
Their Victorian house was once the home of John (Reggie Perrin)
Stonehouse, the vanishing MP for Walsall North.

Helen Szamuely

Slightly Foxed is published by Slightly Foxed Limited, 21 Alwyne
Road, London N1 2HN; tel: 020 7359 3377/3222; fax: 0870 1991245;
e-mail: all@foxedquarterly.com; website: www.foxedquarterly.com




The belief that Westem economic superiority originates in a
distinctive moral and intellectual culture, and ultimately in the
Judeo-Christian doctrine of each human soul’s unique, indi-
vidual significance, stands in need of revival. Only the West
has ever abolished slavery, for example. Europe did this cen-
turies ago for its own populations. In the last 200 years Western
policies have also vigorously promoted slavery’s intemational
abolition. In the twentieth century, in defence of freedom, the
West waged expensive wars, hot and cold, against those rene-
gade societies, Soviet Russia, Nazi Germany and Imperial
Japan, which tried to restore the hideous ancient bureaucratic
version of slavery and impose it globally.

Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan were nakedly predicated
on the terrorising and impoverishment of most of the territo-
ries they conquered, while Soviet Russia, its Marxian postur-
ing notwithstanding, was incapable of creating enlightenment
or widespread affluence anywhere in its vast empire. Only the
West has displaced the poverty and despotism which have
been humanity’s historical lot. Similarly, only Western schol-
ars and governments have sought to reverse religious and
racial bigotry and the oppression of women. Until we develop
a sense of pride in these achievements, our govemments will
continue systematically to misunderstand the world’s politics.
Whatever their various differences, Communism, Fascism,
Nazism and Islamic fundamentalism are all protests against
modemity as such. Modemity has some detestable aspects, but
its ability to abolish poverty and maintain freedom is unique. I
write this in affluent Connemara, within living memory
among the poorest places in Europe.

Along with moral emancipation, the West has promoted
representative government and the rule of law. That Islam has
been able to buck these trends, at least where it is the majori-
ty religion, is mostly a function of the perverse politics of oil.
Harold Lubell, in his discussion of Laurent Murawiec’s book
La Guerre d’aprés, identifies Saudi Arabia as the real centre of
anti-Western terrorism, though the Wahhabi fanatics it has pro-
moted may be turning now against their erstwhile parent.
Alfred Sherman rightly dismisses the claim that the Islamic
challenge is about poverty. It is a religious challenge, secking
above all to maintain the enslavement of women.

Sherman shows that the West does not have the proper
measure of Islam, with its intractable corruption and
ungovernable hostility to individualism. Its nihilistic mili-
tarism is its only active feature. And our loss of collective
nerve can only encourage this. Myles Harris points out that
the cowardly reaction of the Spanish electorate to the
Madrid outrage is paralleled by the BBC’s defeatist cover-
age of Iraq, its devotion to telling a pusillanimous audi-
ence the propitiating distortions it longs for. Had our cur-
rent mentality prevailed in the twentieth century we would
not have been able to resist Nazism and Communism.

High standards of political probity have been integral to
Western success, especially in its Anglophone form. This
advantage has been put at risk by recent American and
British governments. The Clinton presidency in America
and the Blair government in Britain, exemplify this danger.
Right or wrong about Iraq, our government has been cor-
rupt and incompetent, as Richard Packer’s discussion of the
Hutton Report shows. Can we cheapen our politics, allow-
ing years of blatant lies by politicians? Can we watch our
universities disintegrate intellectually, as Christie Davies
relates, and yet retain the fabulous wealth and personal
freedom which have made us the darlings of history?

We misunderstand Islam. We have paid it the unmerited
compliment of assuming it compatible with modemnity.
Islam may provide worthy citizens for non-Islamic soci-
eties. Politically institutionalised, it is disastrous. Equally
perversely, we miss the truth of Hayek’s insistence in
The Road to Serfdom, here acclaimed, sixty years on,
by John Blundell, that the survival of socialism requires
nothing more than a large tax-take, a truth also echoed by
your editor and Norman Barry. Even the critics of the Blair
government fail to note its socialism. Barry observes,
indeed, that the Conservative opposition have fallen for
the myth of public sector reform. The state cannot reform
because it lacks the discipline afforded by bankruptcy.

Everything is what it is and not some other thing.
Accurate identification of things is a key prerequisite of
political policy. Truly those who ignore history’s lessons,
socialist or religious, are likely to repeat them.
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body by surprise. The virtual exculpation of the

government was not anticipated by anybody
including government itself. In the view of many,
Alistair Campbell’s departure from Downing Street in
the months before Hutton was due to report, came when
it did as a deliberate ploy to protect Tony Blair. The
expectation was that the departed Campbell would be
put forward as the necessary sacrifice following antici-
pated criticisms of Downing Street. No doubt it was cal-
culated that the fact that he had already gone would in
itself serve to dampen the furore. One of Campbell’s few
attractive features is his personal loyalty to Blair and it is
quite likely the idea first came from him.

Similarly the strength of the criticisms of the BBC
took most people by surprise. That organisation is
perceived  world-wide as
having considerable merits but
none are apparent from
Hutton’s Report.

What are we to make of all
this? Were/are public percep-
tions of the government and/or
the BBC wrong either in gen-
eral or in relation to the events
surrounding Dr Kelly’s death? Alternatively was the
Report as naive as some commentators have claimed?
Or were Hutton’s terms of reference so carefully drafted
that he saw himself as precluded from commenting on
matters where the government was most likely to
be criticised?

Let us first recall the principal facts which formed the
focus of Lord Hutton’s investigation.

1. The war against Iraq was justified in large part by the
UK government because of the risk posed by Saddam’s
possession of weapons of mass destruction (WMD);

2. The prospect of war was unpopular with the public
and in the Labour Party.

3. A dossier on Saddam and WMD was presented to the
public on 24 September 2002 as the output of the UK
Intelligence Services.

4. The dossier was initially drafted by the Security
Services but Alistair Campbell, with no responsibility for
or knowledge of intelligence matters, but renowned for
being (a) very close to the Prime Minister (b) a bully and
(c) a master of ‘spin’, that is for presenting matters
other than in an objective fashion, suggested numerous

The contents of Lord Hutton’s Report took every-
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It is to be hoped that in future the BBC
will insist on accuracy in all reports by
their journalists and investigate com-
plaints honestly and in detail rather than
seeking to find the most plausible rea-
sons to justify their conduct.

drafting alterations as the dossier reached its final form.
Many of the changes suggested by Campbell and others
in Downing Street were taken into the text. As for one
example, where the draft had initially implied Saddam
would only use WMD if attacked, this qualification
was dropped.

5. A claim that Saddam could deploy WMD in 45 min-
utes was stressed both in the text of the dossier and in the
Prime Minister’s introduction. The 45 minute claim,
unlike other points in the dossier, was based on only one
piece of intelligence and that an indirect one.

6. When the dossier was published the 45 minutes claim
was seized on by the press which suggested that Israel
and UK bases in Cyprus at least could be at risk. In fact
the original intelligence had related only to battlefield
weapons so such fears were unfounded. Despite exten-
sive scrutiny and redrafting
both the dossier and the Prime
Minister’s introduction to it
had been unfortunately impre-
cise on this vital point. The
government made no attempt
to put right this major public
misunderstanding which had
worked in their favour by
encouraging public concern.

7. On 22 May 2003 Andrew Gilligan, a BBC reporter,
gathered from Dr David Kelly, a UK expert on WMD,
that he was unhappy with parts of the dossier including
the treatment of the 45 minutes point. It subsequently
came to light that other officials in relevant parts of the
Ministry of Defence (MoD) also had reservations about
the dossier to the extent of putting them in writing, a
potentially career-threatening move.

8. Dr Kelly’s discussions with Gilligan were unautho-
rised and potentially put him at risk of disciplinary
proceedings.

9. Gilligan exaggerated in his report on Today on 29 May
2003 in that Kelly had not, as Gilligan suggested, told
him that the 45 minute claim was known to be untrue
when included. (Gilligan’s report was made less definite
than it has normally been represented by the inclusion of
‘probably’ twice and ‘not necessarily’ once in his
remarks. Though his claims were nevertheless inaccurate
these qualifications probably meant that listeners did not
get the unequivocal impression of government duplicity
all subsequent comment has assumed. This point is not



picked up by Hutton.)

10. In this and other reports Gilligan was correct in
claiming that a senior, expert government insider was
unhappy with the dossier in its final form.

11. Alistair Campbell initiated and orchestrated a noisy
row calling on the BBC to withdraw Gilligan’s charge.
The government’s complaints were rejected by the BBC
but without any serious checking of Gilligan’s story like
examining contemporaneous notes. The furore contin-
ued unabated until Dr Kelly’s death weeks later.

12. On 30 June Dr Kelly voluntarily acknowledged to
his MoD superiors that he had seen Gilligan about the
relevant time.

13. When Kelly’s involvement with Gilligan became
known within government the matter became a top pri-
ority in Downing Street. At many meetings held within a
few days to discuss tactics, few of them minuted, we
know the Prime Minster, Geoff Hoon and numerous top
officials were often all involved. We are told from
Campbell’s diaries that he and Hoon wanted to ‘out the
source [Kelly] to fuck Gilligan’.

14. On 8 July the MoD stated that an official acknowl-
edged having met Gilligan on 22 May and discussed the
dossier. On 9 July in reply to a question the MoD con-
firmed that Dr Kelly was that official. The detail of how
this was done led to suspicions that sections of the press
had been privately tipped off
beforehand.

15. Following this Dr Kelly
was put under much pressure
by Parliamentary Committees,
press intrusion etc, eventually
with fatal results on 17 July.
16. In early August a govern-
ment source unattributably
smeared Dr Kelly as a “Walter Mitty character’. Public
scorn at this treatment of a man of some distinction who
had died in tragic circumstances emboldened the press to
reveal that the source had been none other than the Prime
Minister’s official spokesman, who was thereupon
forced to apologise.

17. No WMD have yet been discovered and the United
States has more or less accepted they will not be found
and, probably, did not exist at the time the decision to
invade was taken.

Hutton and the BBC

Two severe criticisms of the BBC were inevitable. The
background to the first is that unfortunately many jour-
nalists are prone to make wild allegations particularly
about government to the extent that they (and we their
readers) have been in large part conditioned to the
process and no longer see how deplorable it is. As a con-
sequence we aim off from wilder claims often without
being conscious we are doing so. I doubt whether anyone
literally believed him when Andrew Gilligan said on
Today that the 45 minute claim was known to be false
when included in the Iraq dossier. Despite journalistic

If Hutton did not ask these questions he
came to surprising answers. Hutton under-
estimates the enormous pressure on those
in government to come up with answers
that will be welcomed by the Prime Minister

hyperbole we rightly do not imagine ourselves to live in
a banana republic and in any case the career risks to
those responsible for such an action would have been too
great. Unfortunately, faced with evidence that someone
in a position to make an informed judgement had doubts
about the way the 45 minute claim had been presented in
the dossier, the instinct of many journalists would be to
act like Gilligan — namely to exaggerate to secure maxi-
mum effect. Few of us are now surprised by such behav-
iour though it has to be said it used not to infect the BBC.
Normally events move on and the precise nature of past
allegations is forgotten. However when exaggerated
claims are scrutinised in detail by a judge the game is up.
Criticism is sure to follow.

Likewise Hutton’s criticism of the BBC’s handling of
complaints need occasion no surprise. As it happens I,
too, have had occasion within the past couple of years to
complain about something on the Today programme.
The reply I received eventually justified the pro-
gramme’s actions in general terms but made no attempt
to answer the specific points I had made, no doubt
because this would have been more difficult. The
impression of a complacent organisation pleased with its
own perceived integrity and cleverness was overwhelm-
ing. It caused me no surprise that the government’s com-
plaints about Gilligan’s claims on Today were, as has
now been shown, rejected
without being properly exam-
ined. Again criticism was sure
to follow.

However that is not the end
of the matter. Many of our
troops and thousands of Iraqis
have died as a result, direct or
indirect, of the US/UK inva-
sion. Gilligan’s claim that expert government insiders
were unhappy with the terms of the Iraq dossier, a sub-
stantial part of the case for invasion, was a matter of
major national importance which it was the right and
duty of the media including the BBC to bring to our
attention if they could discover it.

Thus without Gilligan’s researches we might well still
not know that the real experts were unhappy with the
Iraq dossier as presented to the public. Indeed we now
know that many of the suggestions in the Iraq dossier
which have in the event been shown to be unfounded did
not represent the original judgement of the Security
Services but were included at the behest of Downing
Street. The BBC did not only get things wrong; at the
same time they performed a major public service. A sen-
sible judge would have found some way of conveying
this thought even if he concluded that strictly it did not
fall within his terms of reference.

Gilligan’s report had also suggested that the draft
dossier had been ‘sexed up’ by or at the behest of
Campbell. Again Hutton takes too narrow a view. He
defines ‘sexed up’ in two ways, decides Gilligan had
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implied the way which would involve the more exten-
sive government intervention, concludes this did not
occur and thus criticises Gilligan and the BBC for broad-
casting the ‘sexed up’ criticism.

A more persuasive view is that a dossier presented as
the work of the Security Services included significant
drafting changes proposed by Campbell and other non-
experts in Downing Street which, in accordance with the
government’s interests, made the final version more
compelling as to the risks posed by Saddam’s regime;
and that in the terminology employed by ordinary people
this could reasonably be described as ‘sexing up’. For the
reasons set out below, the fact that the Chairman of the
Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC) agreed the changes
does not invalidate this assessment from the perspective
of common sense even if it would legally.

In the Parliamentary debate on the Hutton Report Tony
Blair said that Gilligan’s report had been ‘100% wrong’.
That is as much an exaggeration as anything said by
Gilligan and reminds us that it is not only journalists who
indulge in hyperbole. Politicians in general and
Ministers in particular are every bit as culpable.

It is to be hoped that in future the BBC will insist on
accuracy in all reports by their journalists and investigate
complaints honestly and in detail rather than seeking to
find the most plausible reasons to justify their conduct. It
is also, however, very much
to be hoped that the BBC tem-
per what they say only in the
interest of accuracy and not
to please government. It must
be a matter of regret that the
lop-sided nature of Hutton’s
Report appears, judged by
the subsequent actions of the
Governors, to have made the BBC more vulnerable to
government pressure.

Hutton and the Compilation of the Dossier

The worst that Hutton has to say directly of the process
by which the dossier was compiled is that ‘the possibili-
ty’ that members of the JIC were ‘subconsciously influ-
enced’ by Blair’s wish to have a dossier that was as
strong as possible ‘cannot be completely ruled out’.

In considering this conclusion it is helpful to reflect on
the process by which the dossier was compiled. When it
was initially drafted it would have been absolutely clear
to all involved that the political wish of the Prime
Minister was to have a text that was as strong as possible
as to the risk posed by Saddam. Accordingly this state of
affairs would have been reflected in the first draft. In
other words, given that there was a range of views as to
the risk posed by Saddam that experts could legitimately
hold given the evidence, the first draft would
already have been right at the worrying end. All subse-
quent changes not justified by new evidence would be
virtually bound to push the text outside the range
as defined above.

could discover it.
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Gilligan’s claim that expert government
insiders were unhappy with the terms of
the Iraq dossier, was a matter of major
national importance which it was the
right and duty of the media including the
BBC to bring to our attention if they

John Scarlett, the Chairman of JIC, was asked why in
several cases he had agreed to changes to the dossier pro-
posed by Downing Street which materially altered the
sense of the version put to them. Mostly he had no reply
other than to claim the revision reflected his profession-
al view, an explanation accepted by Hutton. It is, how-
ever, unconvincing since nothing had altered since he
(Scarlett) had put forward the previous version.
Essentially we are being asked to believe that presented
with a draft Campbell had identified improvements
which better reflected the underlying intelligence (which
he had not seen) than a version prepared by the Security
Services including the Chairman of JIC.

Scarlett will have been under enormous pressure to
produce what was wanted and in some instances com-
promised as many would have done in his place. Very
probably he sought to keep the text as close to the truth
as he thought possible in the circumstances which he
faced. The truth is that under pressure people differ in
their courage: also relevant are their professional aspira-
tions and indeed their distance from retirement. The real
question is whether he ought to have been placed in the
position in which he found himself.

One does not have to be an Intelligence expert to see
that the prominence given to the 45 minute claim in the
dossier was disproportionate and too emphatic given the
limited evidence on which it
was based. Also since the mis-
understanding about the
nature of the 45 minute threat
originated in the ambiguous
wording of the dossier it was
clearly government’s respon-
sibility to put matters right.
The fact that it did not occur to
anybody within government to advocate doing so tells us
a lot about their real attitude towards the dossier. Its
value as a means of public persuasion was regarded as
being of more importance than that it should convey an
accurate view of the matters described ~ which neatly
summarises what was wrong with it.

Probably it was a mistake to envisage that a dossier
genuinely ascribed to the Security Services could ever
be used as a means of public persuasion. Certainly it was
a mistake ever to allow Campbell to be involved in its
drafting. In fact he was in pole position. For example
after it was announced a dossier would be produced it
was he who called the first meeting and chaired it.
That sent a clear message — an undesirable one — to
everyone. The Labour-dominated House of Commons
Foreign Affairs (FAC) agrees. Conclusion 9 of their
Report of 7 July 2003 states ‘We conclude that it was
wrong for Alistair Campbell... to have chaired a meet-
ing on an intelligence matter, and we recommend that
this practice cease.” Given their wish not to embarrass
the Prime Minister one can safely conclude that the
Committee regarded all Campbell’s involvement



with the dossier as undesirable.

‘We have seen that Hutton’s conclusions on the drafting
of the dossier are (or appear) unsatisfactory in that they
are too favourable to the government. Why?

One factor is that there is a certain amount of implicit
criticism of the government in the report which has gone
unnoticed. The quotation from the Foreign Affairs
Committee’s (FAC) view on Campbell’s involvement in
the production of the dossier given above is taken from
Hutton’s Report. Probably it was put there deliberately.
Elsewhere Hutton also includes criticisms of the treat-
ment of the 45 minute claim by the FAC and by the
Intelligence and Security Committee. In all these cases
it appears Hutton probably agrees with the criticisms
but does not explicitly repeat them perhaps feeling that
it would be unnecessary and/or immodest for him to do
so. If this is correct then part of the difficulty is that
Hutton has in places been too understated for contem-
porary sensibilities.

A second factor is that Hutton has been legalistic and
not sought to look behind the facts as written down. It is
true that, as Hutton points out, Campbell told Scarlett
that it was essential he accepted responsibility for the
dossier in full and that he (Scarlett) did so. That is, how-
ever, not sufficient. The extra questions which Hutton
ought to have asked himself are (a) was such action
by Scarlett satisfactory given
the pressures under which he
was working, and (b) were
Scarlett’s explanations of the
changes made to it, such as that
specified in 4 above, credible.

If Hutton did ask himself
these questions he came to sur-
prising answers. Quite simply
Hutton underestimates the enormous pressure on those
in government to come up with answers that will be wel-
comed by the Prime Minister when the latter’s views are
well known, especially when one of the PM’s closest
advisers (Campbell) is actively involved in formulating
the answer in question. Perhaps, never being subject to
such pressure themselves, senior judges cannot imagine
circumstances where it exists.

The Revelation of Dr Kelly’s name

Hutton concludes that ‘there was no dishonourable or
underhand or duplicitous strategy by the government to
leak Dr Kelly’s name to the media’ though he acknowl-
edges that if some of the government’s material and brief-
ings are looked at ‘in isolation’ such an impression could
be formed. He is especially impressed by the govern-
ment’s explanation that had they not acted as  they did
they would have been liable to be accused of a ‘cover-up’.

Neither the drafting of the dossier nor the
emergence of Dr Kelly’s name display
Downing Street in a good light. What
stands out above all from the whole
WMD/Kelly episode is the absence of any-
one in the environment capable of taking a
detached or broad view

The latter point has some force but not as much as
Hutton credits. Given the absence of records many of the
facts are obscure but two are known for certain and stand
out. First Campbell and Hoon very much ‘wanted the
source out’ (point 13 above). Second the incident of the
PM'’s spokesman (point 16 above) sheds illumination on
the ethics with which Downing Street is likely to have
approached the possible naming of Dr Kelly. Did the
spokesman invent the “Walter Mitty’ jibe unaided when
Blair, Campbell and Hoon were all closely involved in
determining policy? Obviously he did not personally
decide to denigrate Kelly but operated under instructions
from a senior, possibly very senior, level. We can each
form our own opinion whether those responsible for the
jibe might have developed a ‘dishonourable or under-
hand’ strategy especially, as Hutton acknowledges, the
facts looked at ‘in isolation’ give such an impression. On
balance I cannot see that the facts justify Hutton’s posi-
tive ‘not guilty’ verdict, though a negative ‘not guilty’
verdict in the sense of ‘not proven’ might be reasonable.
Nature of the Government Process
Neither the drafting of the dossier nor the emergence of
Dr Kelly’s name display Downing Street in a good light.
What stands out above all from the whole WMD/Kelly
episode is the absence of anyone in the environment
capable of taking a detached or broad view. If such per-
sons are present, they do not
feel able to express their
views. Involving Campbell in
the production of a dossier to
be presented as an objective
assessment by the Security
Services was misguided as
should have been apparent
from the start. The murky
goings on before Kelly’s name was confirmed as
Gilligan’s source were quite unnecessary. An honest
approach, if it was concluded confirmation was neces-
sary, would have been to make a public announcement
with plenty of warning to Kelly.

It is unfortunate that in Downing Street the honest
approach never seems to be considered let alone adopt-
ed. Another problem is that in Blair’s Downing Street it
is only possible to put forward suggestions which are
tactical in nature and support decisions already taken.
Truly questioning opinions cannot be expressed.

Sir Richard Packer was Permanent Secretary at the
Ministry of Agiculture, Fisheries and Food
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e world was caught by surprise by the Madrid
bombing and even more by its political aftermath. A
bomb-outrage not only changed the outcome of a

general election in a Western democracy but also that
State’s main foreign orientation, and in addition caused
widespread questioning elsewhere in Europe, with echoes
in Britain and Poland, int. al. This was al-Qa’eda’s second
major political success. The first was when they engi-
neered the removal of American troops from Saudi terri-
tory. However, this was something of a pyrrhic victory,
since the troops were no longer performing a major func-
tion, and the terror offensive changed Saudi official atti-
tudes to al-Qa’eda and its fellow-travellers from benevo-
lent neutrality to active hostility. The effect of 9/11 was to
bring the US into battle against radical Islamic revolution,
which it had hitherto been actively supporting, first in
Afghanistan and then in former Yugoslavia. Militants’
bombings in Riyadh, Yemen, Indonesia and Morocco
turned official sympathies for Islamic radicalism, or at
least neutrality, in these countries, into official hostility
and counter-measures. Al-Qa’eda’s bombing for Allah’s
sake had been generating its own antidotes in sifu. By
contrast, the Madrid bombings turned expected victory
for the Governing party, a member of the US-led coalition
in Iraq, into defeat. The victorious opposition immediate-
ly dissociated itself from its predecessor’s membership of
the coalition, and instead declared its adhesion to the
Franco-German line.

To assess the change, we must eschew bleating about
‘political solutions’, a euphemism for appeasement in
place of counter-measures and political mobilisation. Nor
is there any room for Marxoid sloganising; Islamic radi-
calism has nothing to do with world poverty. It is reli-
giously motivated. To find its equivalent in Europe, we
need to go back several centuries, to the Great Schism, the
Crusades, the Reformation and Counter-reformation, the
Thirty Years War and the Inquisition, with a few modem
survivals, e.g. the Clero-Fascist Croat Ustasi Second
World War-time slaughter of Orthodox Serbs, and
Ecclesiastical Catholic support in Ireland for the IRA.
Though ‘moderate Moslems’ doubtless exist, the popular
mind-set in the Moslem world, with some exceptions, is
of extreme religiosity and pan-Islamic solidarity against
infidels, and to some extent against suspected temporis-
ers. Fear of modemisation is intensified by the role of
male sexual jealousy tantamount to gynophobia in pre-
serving existing structures and institutions.
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Al-Qa’eda type terror is an epiphenomenon, an aspect
of confrontation with the West. Social, psychological
and ideological change have much longer time-scales
than the push and pull of politicking and the to-ing and
fro-ing of self-important ministers. Al-Qa’eda is an epit-
ome of Moslem society in much of the world. During the
post-war decades, Moslem states, which with few excep-
tions had been under Western occupation, became inde-
pendent. Sub-soil oil and gas made many rich without
effort. But Moslem society is not at ease with itself. Oil
wealth has not generated well-being. Population growth
has outstripped wealth. Mass emigration to the West has
produced a Moslem diaspora of low status, providing
cheap labour and alienated recruits for extremism. As in
earlier reaction to Moslem military defeats and declining
status, radicals and traditionalists alike canvassed a
return to the fabled pristine purity of the early caliphates,
when Islam expanded from a corner of the Arabian
Peninsula into a large part of the known world, in the
course of its first century, and seemed set to conquer the
world for Allah.

No renaissance or reformation has emerged from inde-
pendence, which owed more to domestic changes in the
West and cold-war rivalries than to any internal dynam-
ic. Following the liberation of the Moslem world from
‘Christian’, i.e. Western, rule, minor foci of discontent
remained: mainly Palestine and Kashmir. Most Moslem
polities were dominated by internal conflicts. Then
renewed radicalism, oriented towards the re-imposition
of ‘al’usuliyah’, wholeness, surged back. The Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan, the dying last fling of a mori-
bund dictatorship, provided a new focus for Moslem mil-
itancy. The jihad against the Russians and their puppets
enjoyed American support, which seemed logical
enough at the time, and generated an international
brigade of jihadists. After their victory in Afghanistan,
they sought fresh fields to conquer. Russian mishandling
of the admittedly fraught questions of Chechnya,
Ingushetia and Daghestan, provided new objectives for
crusading jihadists.

Then Osama bin Laden and his familiars raised the jihad
to new levels and scope by adding the Saudi monarchy
and its American patrons to their list of enemies, and
pledging his own inherited fortune to the struggle. This
tall, well set-up, fabulously wealthy dynamic veteran of
the Afghan wars, who had turned his back on Western
ways after experiencing them, lent the jihad a new



momentum and resources. He was the son of a genius, an
illiterate Yemeni tribesman who had created one of the
world’s greatest contracting empires. Osama inherited his
father’s brains and dynamism, but unfortunately he turned
out to be a psychopathic fanatic, of a purely destructive
bent. His jihad added a new dimension by its institutional-
isation of suicide-bombing with its religious overtones:
bomb the way to paradise. It gained added weight from the
success of the Islamic revolution in Iran.

After the Soviets admitted defeat and evacuated
Afghanistan, a period of war-lord conflicts resumed
there. This in turn paved the way for the Pakistani Secret
Service, whose inherited raison d’étre was to spread the
Islamic revolution — read ‘reaction’! — which had creat-
ed Pakistan, throughout Asia, to create and impose
the Taliban regime, which outdid Saudi Wahabism in
reaction. This development set no alarm bells ringing in
the West. It should be remembered that American cold-
war policy sought to forge alliances with radical Islam,
at the expense of the Serbs among others. It is not widely
appreciated that under Robert Dole’s influence, the
US Ambassador in Belgrade, Warren Zimmerman,
successfully intervened to persuade the Moslem leader-
ship in Bosnia-Herzegovina to renege on the Lisbon
agreement for Moslem-Serb-Croat co-existence in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, and thereby spark off the Bosnian
war, with American involve-
ment on the fundamentalist
Moslem side, against Serbs
and moderate Moslems alike.
The Americans also supported
Moslem-Albanian insurgency
in Kosovo-Metohija and
Macedonia, and ‘bombed
Serbia back into the stone-age’
in furtherance of Islamophile policies which entailed col-
laboration with Osama bin Laden and his mujahidin at
the time, in spite of CIA misgivings. The Clintons’
Islamophile drive — Hillary took the lead — was not halt-
ed when bin Laden emerged as leader of the new jihad.
Bombings in East Africa and the drive to expel US forces
from Saudi Arabia failed to set alarm-bells ringing.
Generous financing of jihad from Saudi royal funds was
passed over in silence. Basic intelligence and security
precautions which could conceivably have foiled 9/11
were expressly discouraged for fear of giving offence.

Following the shock of 9/11, US behaviour characteris-
tically swung overnight to the opposite extreme.
Intervention in Afghanistan, which had become the cen-
tre of the new piracy, enjoyed widespread support world-
wide, or at least tolerance. Pakistan, which had created and
imposed the Taliban regime, was obliged to withdraw its
support as price of continued US benevolence.

In addition to the so-called war on terrorism and
involvement in Afghanistan, Washington’s policy-makers
decided on war against the Saddam regime in Iraq.
Why they did so is still a matter for conjecture. Various

There are limits to the extent to which
regimes can be imposed by tanks, as
Soviet experiences in Europe demon-
strated. So the occupation’s aims in Iraq
must be minimalist.

rationalisations for invading Iraq were advanced and then
discarded. Weapons of mass destruction, aggression
against Iran, and brutal dictatorship, which had long
enjoyed long Anglo-American political and financial
support, complicity in Islamic terrorism, which all
specialists refuted, and fears that WMD might be given
to rogue regimes, which might be levelled against almost
any weapons-producing State, are intellectually unsatis-
factory both per se and as an explanation of Washington’s
motivations. Iraq’s neighbours, who had joined for the
most part in the first Gulf war, declined to support the
second, because with the exception of Kuwait and other
Gulf states, they no longer regard as Iraq as a threat.
France and Germany opposed the war, backed by their
public opinion; they have no reason to change their
stance now. India and China, surely an important part of
the ‘international community’, opposed the war.

In Spain, a majority opposed participation in the Iraq
war, but not strongly enough to threaten the PP’s gener-
al electoral popularity, particularly since Spanish partic-
ipation was minimal. The Madrid bombing and Aznar’s
mishandling of it, though understandable, tipped the
electoral balance. Had Aznar postponed the general elec-
tion, and been more open-minded about the authorship
of the outrage, he and his policies might conceivably
have survived. Though Rodriguez Zapatero could not
have withdrawn from his stat-
ed position against the war
without losing face, he had no
over-riding reasons for his
immediate ringing declara-
tions of intention to withdraw
his token force from Iraq, and
renewed denunciation of last
year’s war. Without giving
hostages to fortune, the incoming government could
have re-stated its opposition to terrorism and belief in the
need to update and homogenise European policies
towards Iraq, without going back to the history of the
war. The main question on a statesman’s agenda should
not have been what they should, or should not, have done
a year ago, but what they ought to do now.

As it was, Rodriguez Zapatero’s first and unnecessari-
ly hurried declarations were bound to be taken by many
in the world as an expression of surrender to terrorism.
The Socialist Party’s continued political immaturity and
factionalism was one reason why the PP was set to win a
comfortable majority before the bombs. But the main
cause of the Madrid pendulum swing remains the unpop-
ularity of the Iraq war, which has indeed grown with sub-
sequent developments and disclosures over the past year.

It remains to be seen how other coalition members
besides Poland will be affected. In Britain, the position is
different. The Iraq war was opposed by the Labour Left,
the Lib-Dems and a few thoughtful Conservatives; the
overwhelming consensus at the time of writing is that
whatever the merits of the original decision, the country
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must see it through. ‘If I wanted to go to Dublin, I wouldn't
start from here’ is not helpful; much of British history
consists of living with and remedying the results of mis-
taken decisions.

The temptation to build a new Jerusalem in Iraq must
be resisted. The aim must be to disengage from Iraq as
soon as possible, though no sooner. The slogan, regime
change, may trip lightly off the tongue, but changing
regimes, ‘our own or other States’, is a vexed matter.
Machiavelli’s dictum, that a State’s institutions reflect
the character of its people, holds good, even though it
raises as many questions as it answers. The Sunni
Hashemite monarchy was foisted onto Shiite Iraq after
the First World war by the British, whose main interest
was in controlling the oil; it never struck root. It is rele-
vant that American attempts to replicate their institutions
in Latin America have generally failed, though the gap
between US society and its southern neighbours is much
smaller than with the Moslem world. There are limits to
the extent to which regimes can be imposed by tanks, as
Soviet experiences in Europe demonstrated. So the occu-
pation’s aims in Iraq must be minimalist.

The struggle against Islamic terrorism cannot be treat-
ed in isolation, but as a dimension of relations with the
Moslem world, which have been a source of concern for
centuries, and will be for the foreseeable future. There
are limits to what can be
achieved at any given time.
Attitudinal change has its own
laws and time scales. The US’s
Islamophile extravaganzas of
recent decades are no justifica-
tion for Islamophobe extrava-
ganzas now. The US may be
our ally, but we cannot afford
to let them do our thinking for us. The problem is exac-
erbated in Britain, Spain and much of Europe by the
aftermath of mass Moslem immigration. This was a
grievous error, not least because cheap labour is a false
economy, a fortiori in a welfare state. Immigration — or
colonisation, as it can be called — has created problems,
of which scope for Moslem militants to operate invisibly
in a mass milieu are part. We have no alternative but to
live with the results, and avoid creating unnecessary
grievances, while trying harder to turn off the tap.

Anti-Christian offensives by Moslem-dominated
govemments in Africa are an item which Western govern-
ments have been reluctant to put on their agendas, and will
soon come to haunt us in the future if we shirk action now.

In an imperfect world, a main emphasis of the struggle
against Islamic terrorism must lie in cooperation with
Moslem governments, which stand to lose most if
Islamic terrorism strikes root. This involves painful
choices: whom to support; whom to fight. There is all
the difference in the world between refugee Moslem
reformers and human-rights activists, on the one hand,
and radicals who seek to impose theocratic dictatorship
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Osama bin Laden’s could not have exerted
so much influence were he not in tune with
a mind-set prevailing in the Moslem world,
which regards terrorism, random killings
of Jews, Christians, Hindus and others,
as an inherently legitimate use of force

and institutionalised jihad, on the other, from a foothold
here. Our Home Office, judicial authorities and compul-
sive liberals have been generous with asylum permission
to known or suspected terrorists, and have refused their
extradition to democratic France as well as to countries
further East. We have been making a rod for our own
backs. Jihad and suicide bombing enjoy widespread sup-
port or toleration by the Moslem religious authorities,
whom Moslems generally take more seriously than they
do politicians. Condemnations have been rare. Now at
last fearing the radicals, the Saudi government has begun
to rein in clerical tub-thumpers. The Egyptian govern-
ment has long since done likewise. The most that can
reasonably be asked from Moslem governments is that
they fight terrorism out of self-interest, indeed as the
price of survival in many cases.

The tendency of politicians and media in Europe to
incite against Israel and overstate the role of antagonism
to Israel in Arab world policies, more in continuation of
their long-standing hostility to the Jewish State than any
considered strategy for resolution of the Palestine prob-
lem, only confirms Moslem radicals in their intransi-
gence. Why Jack Straw should intervene, as though
Britain were still the mandatory authority, to denounce
the Israeli killing of a Hamas godfather, when the British
government happily led an assault on Iraq which has cost
tens of thousands of Iraqi
lives, poses basic questions of
double standards.

The fight against Islamic
terrorism is bound to be a long
haul, and involve set-backs
and mistakes as well as victo-
ries. The second half of
the past century was shaped in
the Moslem world by anti-Western struggle, and there
is natural temptation to persevere in this emotionally
satisfying ritual rather than tackle problems created by
independence and native shortcomings. The diplomatic,
academic, and media resources of the West have some
resonance in the Moslem world. They can best be used
to counsel constructive policies there rather than self-pity
and militancy. This may not bring much or immediate
benefit, but at least it will avoid doing additional harm.
No doubt, Osama bin Laden will eventually be caught
and killed; but how much of his organisation and activi-
ties will survive him is a matter for conjecture. However,
it is logical to say that he could not have exerted so much
influence were he not in tune with a mind-set prevailing
in the Moslem world, which regards terrorism, random
killings of Jews, Christians, Hindus and others, as an
inherently legitimate use of force, if not praiseworthy.
This makes the achievement of modus vivendi more
distant. Hence the importance of persuading all concerned
that terror will bring no benefits but the opposite.

Sir Alfred Sherman has lived in the Middle East and
studied Arabic



ixty years ago today, D-Day was less than three

months away. American forces were advancing in

the Pacific. Berlin was being bombed. And, with

the end of hostilities just on the horizon, some scholars
were already pondering the nature of postwar society.

The dominant thinking was summed up by the phrase

‘As in war, so in peace.” In war we had united. We had

conformed to plans. We had been directed. We had

enjoyed a sense of purpose and a sense of fraternity.

that astonished and pleased Hayek. And finally General
Motors in Detroit even did a cartoon version.

Hayek describes how he became a celebrity while on
an oceanliner crossing the Atlantic. His schedule was
revamped. He was suddenly addressing American audi-
ences of many thousands. I think he lost something of his
innocence enduring the curious status of star, however
transient that was until the Nobel Prize in 1974. He came
to appreciate the great tactical advantage of the Left was

Everyone accepted rationing
and conscription and all the other
coercive powers the state adopted
and adapted to its own ends.
There was barely any questioning
or challenge. It seemed so simple.
We could together build a harmo-
nious society bubbling with pros-
perity. We had ‘planned’ our way
towards victory. It was obvious.
Now we had to ‘plan’ our way to
affluence and faimess. To think
otherwise was to risk exclusion
from polite society; to say other-
wise was intellectual suicide.
But 60 years ago today,
F.A.Hayek, the Austrian econo-
mist recruited by the LSE, pub-
lished his manifesto for an open
society. The Road to Serfdom,
written at night often while act-

its capture of the intellectuals.
Crucial are the creative minds of
the scholars in colleges. Equally
important however are those he
described in a nonpejorative
way as ‘second-hand dealers in
ideas’ — the teachers and journal-
ists, even the clergy. In The
Road to Serfdom can be detected
the germ of Hayek’s most
important notion. He has a clear
paternity claim to the archipela-
go of free-market, liberal or lib-
ertarian think tanks that now
encircle the world. Hayek would
doubtless regard political labels
as too vulgar. He said he was
neither a Conservative nor a
Republican. He told me he was a
Whig, namely a true rather than
occasional believer in the Rule
of Law and Free Trade.

ing as a war-time Cambridge
fire warden, became a publishing sensation. For a
courtly and gentle person Hayek was remarkable in the
ferocity of his warnings about the socialist ideas that
had apparently enguifed everyone’s perceptions. He,
and his publishers, anticipated modest sales. In any
case, war-time paper rationing allowed it to be printed
only in small runs.

The Road to Serfdom was a book written for intellectu-
als, not a popular manifesto. But a succession of events
soon after publication turned it into a popular phenome-
non. First, it picked up so many favourable reviews that
it soon became known as the book nobody could get
because as quickly as another imprint rolled off the presses
it vanished. Then Winston Churchill invoked it in his
1945 election campaign. Next The Reader’s Digest
offered a summary; it was sub-edited in a masterly manner

The Road to Serfdom is no harangue. Hayek’s courtesy
to his opponents disarmed many of his critics. George
Orwell admitted he was jolted out of many of his assump-
tions. His Animal Farm might be described as a sequel.

Awarded the Nobel Prize for Economics, Hayek was
sometimes teased as the only laureate to have written a
best seller. His fellow holders of the accolade are under-
stood only by their peers and often not even by them.
This thin but muscular book lifted Hayek into an infor-
mal role as patron saint of the free-market entities that
now pepper all politicians with policy ideas. Hayek, it
might be argued, has done for policy for what Edison did
for electricity, Fleming for medicine or, more recently,
Tim Berners Lee for communications. Before The Road
to Serfdom politicians, in so far as they thought at all,
adopted the body of ideas he described as ‘Scientism’ or
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the pretence of knowledge.

The most telling compliment I can offer Hayek’s text is
that it is as important today as it was 60 years ago. Written
for a Europe crumbling into debris, Serfdom is still rele-
vant as we face the leviathan growing in Brussels. His
insights applied immediately to the post-Hitler world but
they are also true across time and space. However benev-
olent the purpose, the state, in accruing ever more power,
crushes liberty and takes us on a path towards serfdom. ‘In
every real sense a badly paid unskilled workman in this
country [Great Britain] has more freedom to shape his life
than many an employer in Germany or a much better paid
engineer or manager in Russia.’

Hayek has described how he matured into his Whiggism
after being invited to teach at the LSE in the early ‘30s by
Lionel Robbins. He found his regard for England moved
quickly to affection. One of his earliest surprises was to find
the coins of the mid-Victorian era still circulating as small
change when he caught the bus to work. Inflation had not
yet engulfed our currency. For a Central European this was
truly astonishing. Hayek’s last substantive essay was ‘The
Denationalization of Money’, a call to remove the politi-
cian’s monopoly on money.

A few raged against The Road to Serfdom. Herman Finer
wrote a counter-blast in the U.S. called The Road to
Reaction while in the U.K. Barbara Wootton fired back with
the oddly titled Freedom under Planning. Both missed the
target. Hayek remained sweetly reasonable and generous to
his opponents. He saw, correctly, that many attracted to
socialist prescriptions were moved by benevolent motives.
To him they simply misunderstood both the nature of law,
the nature of markets and the importance of property rights.

The year after The Road to Serfdom appeared, the
British electorate voted Churchill out. They gave Mr
Attlee’s Labour Party a huge majority. Yet the application
of even tentative socialist planning and rationing soured

the public on ideas that had held such appeal in the
abstract. The experience of planning and controls was so
grim that the Conservatives returned quickly with pledges
to free the economy — and ruled for 35 out of the next 46
years. Indeed on all three occasions that the Tories have
turfed out Labour (namely 1951, 1970 and 1979) it has
been on a radical free-market quasi-Hayekian platform —
quite a lesson for Michael Howard.

Hayek’s text is still rippling around the world. My office
ships boxes of the condensed version all over the globe.
While writing this piece, an order for 40 came in from
China. However, there are some policy areas seemingly
immune to his liberal ideas. Most Western nations have
adopted very restrictive town and country planning, or
‘zoning’, policies. Hayek argued the market could allocate
land use far more wisely. ‘We have forgotten that private
property rights are the most important guarantor of free-
dom’ he often said. He saw too that medical care was
going to be difficult to open up, more possibly because of
vested professional interests as much as state provision.

But this evening at the IEA, and from Turkey to
California, we celebrate the publication of The Road to
Serfdom. Academic economists do not usually write best
sellers; Hayek later often said it ruined his reputation in
the profession. Thank goodness for that — because he
turned his attention to more general issues of political
economy and gave us amazingly powerful texts such as
the three volumed Law, Legislation and Liberty and the
magisterial, wide ranging and weighty Constitution of
Liberty that Mrs. Thatcher was so famously to bang
down on the table at Tory headquarters and announce:
“This is what we believe in!’

John Blundell is Director of the Institute of Economic
Affairs. This article first appeared in the Wall Street
Journal Europe, 10th March 2004.

would like you to come with me on a literary detective

trail, with the object of finally unmasking — after one hun-

dred and twenty years — the identity of the eighth and last
unidentified prime minister of Anthony Trollope’s Palliser
novels. All eight are, of course, fictional characters, and so
can be composites of real politicians or even entirely plucked
out of the ether, but it seems that Trollope’s prime ministers
were in fact extremely closely drawn portraits of actual
Victorian statesmen. But who is the eighth man?

The first was Lord Brock, whom most Trollopian
scholars unhesitatingly identify as Lord Palmerston. A
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Whig aristocrat with, as the Duke of St. Bungay remi-
nisced, ‘a hide impervious to fire or steel!” Brock has
Palmerston written all over him, not least in his observa-
tion that it ‘was much more difficult to find a good
coachman than a good secretary of state’. In Phineas
Redux, Mr Monk declared Brock to have had ‘a thick
skin, an equable temper and perfect self-confidence’, all
qualities commonly attributed to Palmerston.

Following him came the several short-lived Tory min-
istries of Lord de Terrier, whom the editors of the Oxford
University Press’s excellent Centenary Edition of the



Palliser novels cite as representing the 14th Earl of Derby.
In his premiership from the House of Lords, his close
friendship with Mr Daubeny, and his description by Mr
Gresham in Phineas Redux as ‘thoroughly trusted’ but
‘very idle’ we have a definitive template for Lord Derby,
who was thrice prime minister, but only for a combined
total of less than four years. The Whig William Mildmay
is similarly easy to identify from Trollope’s generous
clues. Described as ‘the very front and head of the aristo-
cratic old Whigs of the country, a fussy, popular, clever,
conscientious man who thought seriously about his coun-
try’, Mildmay is an accurate portrait of Lord John Russell,
the son of the 6th Duke of Bedford.

Few would take issue with the contention that the next
two prime ministers, Messrs Daubeny and Gresham, were
thinly veiled portraits of Disraeli and Gladstone.
Trollope’s decision to incorporate Gladstone in Phineas
Finn was a gross act of sycophancy by a would-be politi-
cian to his party leader. In the book, published while
Trollope was standing as the Gladstonian Liberal candi-
date for the constituency of Beverley in Yorkshire,
Gresham is described as ‘the greatest orator in Europe’,
who was ‘living altogether for the future which he is anx-
ious to fashion anew out of the vigour of his own brain’. If
a political novelist-cum-parliamentary candidate wrote
like that today, Private Eye would unhesitatingly award
him its ‘Order of the Brown
Nose’. Trollope came bottom
of the poll in Beverley in the
1868 general election, in a fight
so notoriously corrupt that the
seat was soon disenfranchised
altogether. Before we allow
ourselves to feel any moral
superiority over the Victorians,
however, we should remember that while politicians in
those days paid for bribes with their own money, today’s
politicians instead try to bribe us with ours.

It was after the fall of Gresham’s ministry that
Plantagenet Palliser, Duke of Omnium, headed a coalition
government for the next three years. I defer to Professor
John Vincent’s theory that ‘Planty Pall’ was based on
Edward Stanley, later the 15th Earl of Derby, the son of the
prime minister on whom Trollope had based Lord de
Terrier. The 14th Earl nicknamed his son ‘Grandpa’ for his
interest in obscure and esoteric detail, and sure enough
Palliser’s own fad is for decimal coinage, the 19th centu-
ry political equivalent of train-spotting.

Joshua Monk, whom we learn in The Duke’s Children
is Prime Minister at the end of the book, was, along with
the Radical Mr Turnbull, a composite character based on
John Bright and Richard Cobden, two of the leading
lights of the Anti-Corn Law League. Again, as with
Gresham and Daubeny, the likenesses to the real politi-
cians are uncanny.

The last unidentified prime minister is Lord
Drummond, but who was he in real life? In Phineas

Before we allow ourselves to feel any
moral superiority over the Victorians,
however, we should remember that while
politicians in those days paid for bribes
with their own money, today’s politicians
instead try to bribe us with ours.

Redux we see him resigning the Secretaryship for War
sooner than remain in a Cabinet nominally led by Lord
de Terrier but driven to disestablish the Church of
England by Mr Daubeny. Drummond is thus depicted as
a man of principle and probably also a committed
Churchman. By the time of the publication of The Prime
Minister in 1876, however, Drummond was back in the
Tory ministry of Mr Daubeny, and we know that he also
later served in Omnium’s coalition as Colonial Secretary.
In The Duke’s Children, which was published in instal-
ments in the magazine All The Year Round from October
1879 until July 1880, Drummond replaces Omnium as
prime minister, leading a purely Tory ministry from the
House of Lords, while Sir Timothy Beeswax became
leader of the party in the Commons.

We have already seen how extraordinarily closely
Trollope’s literary art mirrored real Victorian political
life. From such internal evidence with which Trollope
furnishes us, and assuming that de Terrier, Daubeny and
Omnium are indeed who we think they are, it is clear that
we can radically reduce the list of possible suspects. We
need to be looking for a Tory peer and Churchman who
resigns over a point of principle from the Derby-Disraeli
ministry of 1865-7, returns to serve under Disraeli some-
time before 1876, replaces the 15th Earl of Derby by
1879, and becomes at least de facto leader of the Tory
party in the House of Lords by
or shortly after 1880, sharing
the party leadership with a
knight from the Commons.

Only one man in British

politics fits these criteria, and
he fits them all absolutely per-
fectly. Removing his Lord
Drummond mask, and step-
ping forward from the shadows for the first time in over
a century, is none other than the stooping, heavily beard-
ed figure of Robert Gascoyne-Cecil, 3rd Marquess of
Salisbury. The giveaway clue lies in Trollope’s portray-
al of the Tories’ serpentine manoeuvres against anti-dis-
establishmentarianism in Phineas Redux, which uncan-
nily mirrored those employed at the time of the passing
of the Second Reform Act of 1867. After Salisbury effec-
tively removed and then replaced Derby as foreign sec-
retary in 1878, it would have taken an acute but not an
omniscient political observer to predict that he would
later replace Disraeli, as indeed he did very soon after-
wards in coalition with Sir Stafford Northcote (who is
Sir Timothy Beeswax). By making this prediction in The
Duke’s Children, just as the Disraeli government was
heading for defeat in the polls, Trollope showed how he
was not merely a very great novelist, but was also a
shrewd political observer and forecaster.
Andrew Robert’s edition of counterfactual essays What
Might have Been was published in April. He is current-
ly working on a history of the English Speaking People
since 1900
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orry chaps, wrong thingy,” or cruder language to

that effect, was a frequent apology on the lips of

Royal Air Force crewmen during the Second World
War. Everybody needing to use expertise, from the exot-
ic example of a Royal Air Force flyer, to that sometimes
elusive figure, the political scientist with integrity,
should try to make sure of the facts. Whether we are fly-
ing aeroplanes or identifying social trends, a striving for
accuracy is imperative. Mistakes by historians and
political and economic scientists can take years rather
than split seconds to display their disastrous outcomes.

The most frightening examples concern totalitarian
persuasions. Certain less dramatic ones, however, have
very adverse outcomes. Many occur in free societies,
some of them perhaps especially in free societies.
[ was raised on the idea that the 1930s in British eco-
nomic history were a period
of catastrophic failure, a notion
modern historians cannot
square with the evidence. Yet
one of the things keeping the
inflationary  apparatus of
Keynesianism going into the
1970s, long after its sell-by
date, was the haunting but false
memory of the British thirties as a comprehensive eco-
nomic failure against whose resurgence the state must
constantly stand guard.

The contradictory mix of miasmal forces known as
‘New Labour’ carries a higher quotient of falsehood
than any recent British government, but even its critics
often misunderstand it. Those who preach realism
should surely practise it. To contain error we must avoid
it ourselves. What New Labour’s conservative critics
have missed is that the object of their dislike is indeed a
version of socialism.

‘New Socialism’ might be a better label than ‘Post-
Socialism’. ‘Neo-Socialism’, which means the same
thing, might be more memorable, marking a continuity
similar to that between ‘Marxism’ and ‘neo-Marxism’,
signalling both continuity and difference. ‘Neo’
or ‘Post’, the socialist phenomenon, part on-going and
part mutated, sits entrenched today in all our public sec-
tor institutions, an implacable, expensive anti-culture,
a movement hostile to and trying to discard its own
civilisation.

New Labour seeks to redesign our entire society.
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Our neo-Socialism breaks brutally with
the constitutionalism of the Attlees and
Bevins. It opposes monarchy and our
sense of Britishness and, still more, the
idea of England. It has largely shrugged
off the devoted Christianity of past
Labour generations

It amplifies the old anti-imperialism of British Labour,
but moves ambiguously between different forms of
nationalisation and regulation, causing harassed busi-
nesses and mounting costs, despite the full employment
it boasts of incessantly. Repudiating English or Ulster
Protestant nationalism, it contradictorily accepts Celtic
nationalisms and applauds celebrations of colour and
race, themselves clearly surrogates of nationalism.

Our neo-Socialism breaks brutally with the constitu-
tionalism of the Attlees and Bevins. It opposes monarchy
and our sense of Britishness and, still more, the idea of
England. It has largely shrugged off the devoted
Christianity of past Labour generations and yet it lends a
sympathetic, indeed sentimental, ear to the claims of
Hinduism and even of Islam.

It is also an institutional phenomenon. It controls
a vast multifaceted bureaucra-
cy and commands resources
Midas would have envied.
Moreover it is part of
an international development
embracing all the advanced
Western countries and some
less developed ones. The
various national and interna-
tional bureaucracies in which it is embedded are in
fluid contact in the age of communication. Their most
notable figures are seasoned globe-trotters.

Yet neo-Socialism remains curiously elusive. Some
of its beneficiaries deny part of its reality. Some have
questioned the existence of the Political Correctness
which is one of its key ideological tenets. Even its ene-
mies, moreover, seem often not to recognise neo-
Socialism’s most egregious  family likenesses. In its
obsession with ‘equality’, an aim sinister and unrealis-
able in any morally decent form, it resembles
Communism. In its obsession with ascriptive identities,
like race and sex, over which humans have little control,
it has a strong similarity to Nazism.

The Nazi parallel may outrage neo-Socialists and
puzzle their opponents. Proper identification is thus
well overdue. The beast may continue to hurt us even
after we have properly described it. So long as we fail
to identify it, it will certainly do so.

Characteristic of neo-Socialism’s successive incarna-
tions is that the latest airily abandon previous ones.
This characterises all phenomena pertaining to false



knowledge. Those who work in genuine knowledge,
like physicists and economists, often agonise about for-
mer perspectives. In their embarrassment they often
apologise profusely. Only rarely do they merely drop
their earlier models. For neo-Socialism, by contrast,
words like ‘mistake’ and phrases like ‘discredited theo-
ries’ are not in the vocabulary. Such blindness bespeaks
a lack of the sense of irony. The RAF pilots of the Battle
of Britain mocked themselves if, in the heat of battle,
they pushed wrong buttons or pulled wrong levers.
Many of them died for us, and they all worked without
benefit of Politically Correct instruction.

History’s Pampered Darlings as Human Liberators
The adversarial intelligentsia of the West today, by con-
trast with innocent young men, dutiful in expertise in the
face of death and destruction, has a long-standing dispo-
sition for getting the cognitive terrain wrong. Radical
intellectuals teach wrong versions of politics, society
and culture, often subsequently dumping these uncere-
moniously, usually without explanation or apology,
before embracing the next set of mistaken obsessions.

The long periods when the obsessions are institution-
alised, at times fanatically, are frequently characterised
by marginalisation and harassment of teachers or schol-
ars who dare deny the truth of the formulaic jingles.
Since neo-Socialism has no equivalent of the KGB, it
cannot kill or incarcerate these
dissenters, though a minority
of its partisans would certainly
like to. But regret and fair play
are not among its qualities.
When the ‘anti-racism’ and
‘multiculturalism’ flood is
finally discredited, those who
smashed the careers of people
who called it that at the time, will not utter any retraction,
nor suffer themselves. The best we may hope for is that
those whose health and careers were broken by lies may
one day acquire true biographers who will properly iden-
tify their wisdom and integrity.

The neo-Socialists have behaved with a complete lack
of integrity. So called ‘neo-Marxist’ sociology, neo-
Socialism’s main intellectual project, was the worst
offender in the 1970s and early 1980s. Not one of the
former neo-Marxists of Britain or America or France, or
anywhere else, has ever apologised for all those MAs
and PhDs undertaken, for all the doggerel written, for the
time and money wasted before these ‘scholars’ passed on
to Post-Modernism or Political Correctness, in their on-
going dialectic of new nonsense for old. Such insou-
ciance is incompatible with proper scholarship.

The Intellectually Great Do not Engage in
Intellectual Incantation

Salvation from error comes typically from the few,
though to be really effective it must eventually be
endorsed by the many. Quite predictably, the intellectu-
ally great have sometimes had their eye on the explana-

When the ‘anti-racism’ and ‘multicultur-
alism’ flood is finally discredited, those
who smashed the careers of people
who called it that at the time, will not utter
any retraction, nor suffer themselves.

tory ball at moments of great danger, theoretical and
political. This is what makes them great. Hayek is the
best example. In the last century, in the face of the
incoming socialist high tide, he most demonstrated the
art of ruthlessly fixing on what was really at stake, and
observed that socialists do not need to undertake mass
socialisation nor universal centralised planning, in order
to construct socialism. A large tax-take suffices. In this
way he was able to identify Nazism as a socialist phe-
nomenon, an insight still beyond many former or resid-
ual Marxists. He also identified a bloated state as a ter-
rible threat to free societies.

Most commentators are even now not paying suffi-
cient attention to the widespread socialism which char-
acterises educational and medical arrangements in the
rich world. Critics have noticed the ideological obses-
sions and the wasteful character of the publicly financed
institutions which house them; but they have not usual-
ly seen this as a socialist combination of ideology and
public funding. Milton Friedman, ever perspicacious,
has done so for years.

The Chants of Race and Politics

Though false themes may persist for decades, specific
versions of them may change with bewildering speed. If
there is such a thing as a major league feminist, for
example, some of us would love to know whether single
sex schools are or are not
damnable. The chants of race
and sex are as enduring as
rap lyrics. Who knows what
the vocabulary and emphasis
of theoretical race-relations
or feminism will be next
month? One certainty is that
many students required to
take courses in these subjects do not like them. The sub-
culture of resistance by humour they generate suggests
this. Here are a few gems from my long stay at the
former University of North London, now the London
Metropolitan University:

‘Are you going to any more of the consciousness-
raising sessions?’

‘No, I already like women and black people.’

Or, ‘I missed the session on racism today. What are
this week’s definitions?’

These typify the human response to nonsense, mild ver-
sions of the old witticisms Communism used to generate:

‘We pretend to work and they pretend to pay us.’

The Apologia for Marxism

Of course the evolutionary stages are more complex
than indicated here. The line runs from classical
Marxism, through a bewildering maze of Marxisant
variations. Deceit alone has been universal. One trick
in the Marxian apologia — vis a vis the failure of
Communism — was simply to drop the eschatology.
Marxism was henceforth to be regarded only as an intel-
lectual methodology, though with unparalleled ability to
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uncover the ‘real’ power-relations of society. Marxism’s
most insidious feature, its vast contribution to the
politics of suspicion, was to be kept alive. A mania for
discord has been the driving force of modern feminism,
multiculturalism and contemporary obsessions with
race. The current neurotic concern as to which minority
individuals belong to repeats Nazi fixations.

Kenneth Minogue has sketched the ideological com-
position of the new socialism with characteristic
cogency. His essay in the June 2003 issue of The New
Criterion, speaks of ‘Olympianism’, the movement of a
lofty clerisy seeking to regulate our thoughts in the free
societies. Given the hatred of Christianity writhing at its
centre, he has called the core outlook ‘Christophobia’.
This accompanies a strange willingness to admire
religions and cultures from all points of the compass
provided they are not Western, even militant Islam.

Minogue notes also the growing tendency, because of
political hostility to Israel, for Judaism to be lumped
under the anathema now attaching to Christianity. Less
than sixty years after the worst ethnic crime in history,
the anathema on anti-Semitism is being dismantled
among the neo-Socialists, and the new anathema on
Christianity is being extended to Judaism too.

Minogue excoriates the shallow Voltaireanism of
this clerisy. He suggests that the hostility to Western
history and Christianity, as
well as a reified commitment
to ‘rights’, is partly strategic.
It presses for worldwide
Western standards. It also tries
not to offend the sensibilities
of non-Western beneficiaries,
by making too much fuss — or
indeed any fuss — about the
Western and Christian genesis of these moral and tech-
nical standards.

Can the world enjoy freedom, affluence and scientific
prowess, when a simultaneous downgrading of the his-
torical culture which produced them all is regarded as
mandatory? Not much and not indefinitely. One cannot
honestly enjoy things one refuses to ponder and under-
stand honestly. The Communist insistence, now largely
abandoned, that engineering can work its wonders inde-
pendently of the market, is the most glaring example. To
want Western economic goodies while refusing to con-
template their origins and on-going intellectual suste-
nance is a similar error.

The Parasitical and Hypocritical Attack on Western
Civilisation

Minogue rightly places rejection of Western history
at the centre of the new ideological ascendancy now
contending for our souls. This denigration belongs to
socialism, since it too is a version of egalitarianism. It
alleges that the white European racists, imperialists and
cultural ethno-centrics have marginalized cultures just
as good as the one they promoted.

and history.
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The despots of China, and of militant
Islam...They want to be rich and com-
mand huge resources and at the same
time to denigrate Western civilisation

To unpack the charge is to show its absurdity.
First, of all cultures, the Western has been the least
racist. Secondly, European imperialism was on the
whole benevolent. Thirdly, only the West has produced
an intellectual life able to consider cultures outside its
own. Such empathy was totally beyond all the cultures
of Asia and Africa. The truth is that unless Western civil-
isation begins to flex its intellectual muscles again, there
is no hope for the world. It is very dangerous to import
the Western productive apparatus without the moral
and intellectual framework which contained it.
Unforeseeable consequences could follow. Furthermore,
we have a perfect right to defend our civilisation and to
condemn those who want Western affluence whilst they
simultaneously denigrate the intellectual individualism
which facilitated it.

It is worth identifying this denigration sharply, so
contradictory a posture does it constitute. The despots
of China, and of militant Islam, want things both ways.
They want to be rich and command huge resources
and at the same time to denigrate Western civilisation
and history. They wish ostentatiously to reject the
constraining civilisation which alone can make the
power which wealth will bring a responsible power,
which can take the form of political authority, as
opposed to gross coercion.

This project of denigration
also meets the second criterion
of socialism because it
requires public finance for its
perpetuation, nationally and
internationally. How repug-
nant it is, to know that the
work of honest citizens is
taxed in order to finance the
antinomian preoccupations of civilisation’s domestic
and foreign enemies. One should mention intra-nation-
al considerations as well, because there is a domestic
Western ferment of a similar ‘egalitarian’ sort too. The
progressive ideologists of education, especially from the
1960s, managed to spread their disastrous neo-
Rousseauesque doctrines widely, with their implicit
egalitarian basis, childhood being accorded the same
importance as adulthood. If childhood is humanly as
good as adulthood, why send children to school? Again
this is a mix of ideological equality and institutional
public finance, otherwise to be known as ‘socialism’.

Along with this equalisation of the ages, goes anoth-
er destructive incubus, the levelling of art. The easy
and the ugly are now to be ranked alongside the beauti-
ful and the demanding, in art, music and literature. This
is not surprising. The moronising education which the
elite have imposed on the masses has handed over mass
culture to the worst spivs in our society, the elite
endorsing the output of these spivs with a kind of hor-
rible populism and anti-intellectualism.



The Replacement of the Capitalist Economy by
‘Western Civilisation’

The complaints against capitalism proper are growing
markedly weaker. The entity ‘Western civilisation’ is
being substituted for ‘capitalist economy’ as the source
of human ill. It is not Western capitalism which is the
oppressor today: rather it is the assertion of Western
superiority, in politics, law, the arts and sciences, agri-
culture and engineering, or anything. The alleged ‘vic-
tims’ of this conceited Western civilisation are cultural,
and political more than economic. The richest woman in
the West is by virtue of her sex a victim of Western
civilisation. No matter how rich you are, if you are
black or brown, the beast of Western civilisation is
oppressing you.

Neo-Socialism is primarily ideological, though
awash with rivers of public money. It is even more
ambitious than classical Marxism, though like its imme-
diate predecessor, neo-Marxism, it has shed the opti-
mism which rendered the actual incarnation of Marx in
the reality of Communism so ludicrous. Communism
was in practice pessimistic from the first. Marxism as its
intellectual Baedeker, however, retained an air of opti-
mism. This explains the attractions it once had for so
many intellectuals and activists. Neo-Socialism is a
deadly pessimism, and promises no salvation. Its view
of human beings is deeply cynical and its strange
version of original sin is much worse than the one
allegedly laid upon us by the Almighty as a punishment
for primordial sin. The whole point of Christianity is
that through Divine Grace we can be saved. Neo-
Socialism has no such moral relief in mind. Its psy-
chology is as bleak as Hobbes’s and unlike that mighty
scholar’s thought, assumes no possibility of a civilised,
constraining political system. Leviathan would not
demean himself in minute surveillance of our actions
and thoughts. Neo-Socialism would settle many of the
minutiae of our lives.

Moreover it has abandoned, gloatingly, any aspiration
to the universalism which classical Marxism shared with
Christianity. Maybe Marx never believed we could all
be saved. Arguably the whole project was as rotten, from
the beginning, as its results, its manifest claim to consti-
tute an economic treatise subverted by its latent function
as a manual of power. At least Marx pretended he
believed in human betterment. The new socialism is a
kind of incoherent Calvinism, which leaves a majority
of humanity damned. Is a white woman damned
because she is white, or saved because she is a woman?
Which trumps what in a black man, the sinned against

black, or the offending man? No matter. The whole point
of Post Modern ‘discourse’ is to identify intellectual
rigour as an oppressive tool. The wise recognise the con-
tradiction and the repulsive mind-set of the pseudo-
scholars who produced it, trampling on people’s sexual-
ity, race, culture, religious life and history, as well as
their powers of understanding . The various people ‘the-
orised’, like so many pigeons, by our new Olympians,
are being manipulated with the profoundest contempt.
The very things neo-Socialism says matter so much are
put at the disposal of a supercilious elite, to define,
explain and even name at will. People need history, to
help them sort out questions of their identity. One per-
son cannot settle the identity of another. Only an
unforced sense of self can help most humans to define
themselves and to find reasons for persevering in the
quest for decency. Worst of all in Western neo-Socialism
is the omission or denial of the sense of nationhood.
Civilisation is Weakened by the Attack on
Mainstream Identity

The neo-Socialist mind-set weakens our society and
makes it very difficult for the modern nations even to
defend themselves. The difficulties we have had after
the overthrow of Saddam in Iraq make that clear. The
American and British fifth columns are encouraging our
enemies, endorsing the horrors of Wahabbi fanaticism or
of Baathist totalitarianism. Like Maoism (and Leninism
before it) neo-Socialism conceives the world as charac-
terised by endless conflict. Like them it considers virtue
to be a bureaucratic phenomenon. Though it subsists
within a free society, it resembles a police-state, a des-
potism in miniature, mocking the freedom on which it is
a parasite. Police-states are good at occupying apparent
high ground. Neo-Socialism, having seized this vantage
point, then decides what exemplary morality it is going
to dispense in schools or other bureaucratic systems
within their purview. The new breed of socialists mim-
ics the old Leninists and Maoists. They tell the world
how virtuous they themselves are and possess the means
to enforce conformity to certain protocols. Their moral-
istic propositions are empty and relate to practical evil.
The theologians always said that evil is the absence of
good, and therefore a parasite on being. Amid the fun of
nursery rhymes and jingles are a few sinister stories. All
the theories, slogans and mantras neo-Socialism have
produced are ugly and sinister as well.

Dennis O’Keeffe’s translation of Benjamin Constant’s
Principles of Politics was published in January
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ut here in rural Gloucestershire, the great pyres of burn-

ing cattle during the foot and mouth epidemic are now

only a folk memory. The sheep graze quietly and the
verdant fields are once more set aside and cozing cash. At our
Parish Council meetings, the rural idyll has been restored as I
and my fellow councillors continue our serene contemplation
of the problems of dog fouling at the local bus shelter.

But Alun Michael — government minister of Rural Affairs
DEFRA - has not been content with this return to bucolic bliss.
He thinks we need to be more ‘vibrant’. He wants us to devel-
op ‘local strategic partnerships’, prepare ‘community strate-
gies’ and create ‘local development frameworks’. He thinks
we have some sort of a problem.

In the Rural White Paper — ‘Our countryside: the future’,
we set out our agenda for the countryside. A countryside
facing change. But change set into a context of reform, not
only in how we govern, but also
how we plan.

If like me you did not quite
catch his meaning, perhaps the
Countryside Agency Resource
Pack CA122 ‘Parish Plans —
guidance for parish and town
councils’ will dispel your per-
plexity. Tens of thousands of
these ‘resource’ packs have been dispatched to parishes
and town councils and if you live in the country or a small
town, there will be a copy somewhere near you now.
Guardian readers are clamouring for them. However, 1
would advise you to resist the temptation to find one.

There can be no complaint about CA122’s packaging.
Nice thick glossy cardboard complete with front and back
inside pockets brimming over with inserts. Good money
has been spent here with no expense spared. Naturally,
recycled paper is used; we are assured it comprises
throughout seventy five per cent recycled post consumer
waste. There are super pictures, too. There’s one of the
perhaps late thirty something marketing executive with her
two children - let’s call them ‘Tobin’ (three) and
‘Samantha’ (five). Mummy is in mufti, sporting a pair of
unsoiled ‘Hunters’ and she ineptly holds a spade poised
above the sod. Is she saying ‘Oh, do I icktually have to
push it into the ground?’ Or is she telling the children not
to eat those nasty brown lumpy things with flies on them?
As for Tobin and Samantha — both allergic reactors to
dairy products — apart from the Waitrose meat counter, this
is the first time they have been this close to a field. The
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Organising pointless community consul-
tation makes for a perfect displacement
activity away from practical jobs like
road maintenance and fixing street
lamps. In our village we have a road so
badly repaired that house windows have
been smashed by flying chippings.

text? Being strong on ‘togetherness’ and ‘celebration’ and
‘working with’ and ‘doing things in partnership’ and hav-
ing ‘vision’, Samantha’s mother may well have written it.

The names of Radio Four Archer’s characters populate
model contract tenders and there are exhortations to ‘try
and make the actions fun’. Before the reader are dangled
enticing prospects of grants — possibly up to £5000 per
parish. This makes even the most hardened cynics
amongst us sit up and take note — ‘Blimey, never mind the
guff — think of the books the village school could buy for
five grand.’ This money is earmarked for defraying the
fees arising from activities of ‘facilitators’ and consultants
and buying software packages such as ‘Village Appraisals
for Windows’ (price £75 University of Gloucester). Think
of the fun we could have double clicking our weekends
away on that.

Surely preparing a Parish
Plan must bring some benefits?
There are two: First, as formal
geography lessons are no
longer taught in schools, some
local authorities have only
the faintest notion of where
outlying Parishes lie. In prepar-
ing a plan, we are particular-
ly instructed to state very carefully where our villages are
situated. We can only hope this useful information will be
garnered and passed to the emergency services who some-
times show ignorance of these matters. The second bene-
fit is that preparing a plan helps employ staff, particularly
at the Countryside Agency and DEFRA. In a section enti-
tled ‘Celebrate!” we are told:

Don’t forget to include in your celebrations — either by
invitation, or by a mention in publicity — the people and
organisations who have supported or helped finance the
plan, including, of course, the Countryside Agency

District Councils also have vested interests in such wast-
ing. Organising pointless community consultation makes
for a perfect displacement activity away from practical
jobs like road maintenance and fixing street lamps. In our
village we have a road so badly repaired that house win-
dows have been smashed by flying chippings. Our local
council, South Gloucester, has whole nests of officers
devoted to displacement activity including not only ‘facil-
itators’ but also ‘enablers’.

Benefits to the community? There are none. Parish
Plans have no legal status. District councils have no



statutory obligation to take note of them and as ignoring
local opinion is something they already excel at, that is
precisely what will happen. We know this from experi-
ence: ‘Parish Plans’ have a long bureaucratic pedigree:
before ‘Parish Plans’ we had ‘Village Design Statements’
and before these we laboured with ‘Village Appraisals’.
The names change but the purpose remains constant: the
justification of salaries for otherwise useless personnel at
district councils and government organisations.

Far from providing benefits, these ‘initiatives’ in fact do
lasting damage: First, they raise unrealistic expectations;
communities are lead to believe that completing exercises
in mass democracy will ‘empower’ them. But history

shows otherwise: rarely are the people’s opinions acted
upon. The popular disappointment is all the greater when
the effort of participation is great. In the case of Parish
Plans, the Countryside Agency reckons some 18 months
of communal effort will be required. Just imagine! 18
months of form filling, enumerating questionnaires and
attending meetings, and all the while being monitored by
a ‘facilitator’. Secondly, and far worse, not only do ‘Parish
Plans’ and their like squander democratic goodwill, they
also erode the self confidence of communities. People
start believing they need government ‘help’ before they
can do things for themselves.

Charles Harris is an engineer

e end of communism has certainly not brought
about a capitalist utopia in which the state has with-
drawn seriously from economic life, taxation has

been reduced and people are left to take care of their own
welfare, education and healthcare. If anything the public
sector is rising in liberal democratic countries and
the market system being allowed to prosper merely to
provide even more income for state employees and
welfare dependants. The recent emergence, and alleged
success of New Labour in Britain, is a good example of
the new version of socialism, though the idea of socialism
as the predatory state was pioneered in Scandinavia. Well,
at least its more modest ambitions are better than the old
socialism but we should not be deluded by this new
‘collectivism with a human face’. In the long run, long
after its progenitors are safely dead, this continued inter-
ference with the productive private sector may produce
just as deleterious results for capitalism as its more overt-
ly aggressive and poverty-creating predecessors did. My
comments on the rise of the new post-socialist state are
restricted to the British experience but they are just as
applicable to other allegedly benign regimes: after all,
California now faces economic misfortune because of
ruinous public spending and the economies of the
European Union (always revered as the alternative to the
greed-driven individualistic Anglo-Saxon model of capi-
talism) are now reeling under accumulated welfare debts.
All suffer from the even more deadly illusion: that the
public sector can be reformed.

The British Disease Yet Again

What do the increase in costs of the Scottish parliament
from £40million to £400 million, the constant complaint
that increased taxes have not brought about improve-
ments  in the public services and the claim that Eurostat,

19

the statistical service of the European Union, is riddled
with corruption, have in common? It is obvious: they are
all examples of the public sector’s incompetence and fail-
ure to achieve what is expected of it. Indeed, the
European example shows that there is a thin line between
ineptitude and straight crime in the public sector.

Yet all governments persist in the illusion that they can
cut out red tape, reduce costs and deliver services effi-
ciently (give the people what they want) in the public sec-
tor. Since the legendary Northcote-Trevelyan Report of
the Civil Service in 1854 there has been a myriad of
research bodies and official enquiries into government
service. All have failed.

There might have been some point in the attempt
by Northcote and Trevelyan to make the civil service
more meritocratic and less of a small, privileged caste.
Perhaps in those days an objective, educated elite,
detached from everyday economic life, could be trusted to
act disinterestedly for the public good. I doubt that it was
really possible then but in the modern world the idea that
publicly-paid officials will ever pursue the common good
is clearly a figment of the intellectual’s (normally paid by
the state) imagination. Leaving aside the army, and possi-
bly the police, the public service is a huge and entirely
self-interested body inextricably bound up with regular
economic life (the National Health Service in Britain, for
example, employs well over a million people) and the
behaviour of public servants must be analysed with the
same assumptions and theories that we use to analyse any
other utility maximising actor. And such an analysis
reveals that reform, in the sense of achieving con-
sumer/voter satisfaction, is impossible.

This can be demonstrated scientifically using American
public choice theory. Starting from the assumption of the
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ubiquity of self-interest in human affairs, it is easy to
show that those who work in the public sector want to
secure the maximum of return with as little effort as pos-
sible. Although senior people in the public sector do not
have the obvious incentives as those in commerce, such
as the maximisation of profit and the promotion of share-
holder value, there are clear surrogates: increasing the
size of their bureaux, securing favourable employment
contracts and, especially these days, protecting already
generous pension rights. This is called rent-seeking,
capturing extra economic value created by others. The
European Union is a rent-seekers’ paradise.

The Necessity for Realism

This is no place for sentimentality, the bane of modern
thinking. Public sector employees are the same as private
employees with one crucially important difference, they
are not under the same market constraints: government
departments, schools and hospitals do not normally go
bankrupt. This means that every state employee is a
potential exploiter of the public. Of course, a not dissimi-
lar phenomenon occurs in the private sector. Company
employees regularly try to diver wealth from the share-
holders to themselves, just look at the Enron, WorldCom
and Tyco scandals in the United States. But there are
mechanisms to prevent its worst excesses occurring. In
the monopolistic public sector the corrective devices that
exist are not effective.

Of course, the monopoly status of these services can
occasionally work to the disadvantage of some employ-
ees: thus doctors and other highly qualified medical
personnel (and, yes, even some teachers) are probably
underpaid in comparison to what they would get in a
fully-marketised system. As one would expect, in any
heavily-unionised pay bargaining context (and trade
unions are dominant in the public sectors of all free coun-
tries) pay settlements drift towards the advantage of the
middle ranks. Just look at the relatively low pay of the
few world-class university teachers in Britain. But,
despite the abolition of de jure tenure, how many lower-
level university staff ever lose their jobs? Thus
the monopoly power of the public sector occasionally
produces the perverse result of under-rewarding the best.
The Meretricious Allure of ‘Efficiency’

The last thing we want is an efficient public service. In
private markets, an efficient monopolist aims to reduce
output and raise price. But we have all sorts of market
interventions to prevent that sort of anti-social behaviour
(which is naturally self-correcting, anyway); there are no
equivalents in the public sector. Here we have the classic,
unrestrained monopoly power rarely found in the private
world. There is very little genuine competition in the pub-
lic supply of health and education and what keeps them
up to any standard are the small private sectors. That is
why, despite increased funding, there is very little
improvement in the public services. The price rises, in
terms of higher wage bill, but the quality does not
improve. They are efficient monopolies. Just look at what
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the recent vast increase in spending on the Scottish health
system (now up to European levels) has produced — the
lowest output in the UK. It would be laughable if we
were to appoint another public service body to conduct
yet another costly enquiry into ‘efficiency’ in the state
sector. I am reminded of the Monster Raving Loony Party
in Britain when it wisely protested that there was only one
Monopolies and Mergers Commission.

Ironically, none of this means that most public services
should be completely privatised. That is, of course, desir-
able but many people have an emotional revulsion to
medicine, for example, being geared solely to profit. But
in France and Germany healthcare is provided primarily
through a compulsory social insurance system. There are
competing suppliers, it is not tax-funded and therefore
less state-controlled than ours. In contrast, look at their
pension systems which are primarily tax-funded and are
in much greater trouble than Britain’s, which is still par-
tially privately-funded. We could learn from each other
about how to break the spell of the state.

Newton’s Laws

The impossibility of reforming government is not just an
inference from historical experience or a matter of per-
sonal prejudice. It is the result of the application of social
laws that are Newtonian in their reliability: they just take
a little longer to work themselves out. It is the conceit of
liberty to imagine that we are free to breach them. The
Conservative vainglory is the belief that only they can
deliver public services adequately: it is no different in
principle from the socialists’ illusion that they can plan an
economy efficiently. And we still have socialist education
and health systems. The old Civil Service was just as self-
interested but at least it was smaller. What we must under-
stand is that much of our lives is governed by irresistible,
iron laws. Yet we do have the small, but significant, free-
dom to adjust our behaviour to them. Communism failed
because its attempt to deny these laws reduced the coun-
tries who tried it to penury. Its demise had nothing to do
with liberty, as conventionally understood.

Even if we are concerned about ‘social justice’ there are
less damaging ways to achieve it than supplying services
monopolistically. They will only be exploited by the mid-
dle classes. Under a nationalised school system they move
to expensive areas where, in practice, public education is
closer in quality to private. And what is a future
Conservative government in Britain promising to do with
university education? Abolish top-up fees (Labour’s fee-
ble attempt to bring pricing into university education). We
cannot have its few remaining middle class voters paying
anything towards an education which will give their chil-
dren good jobs. Social justice in education would imply
that we should spend more on schools, which everyone
has to use, and nothing on university education, which is a
matter of choice. In addition, even where privately funded,
university education produces negative externalities,
just look at the left wing Ivy League in America. State
provision at zero price makes it infinitely worse.
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Are There Any Checks?
By the same Newtonian laws it would seem that under a
representative democracy nothing can be done about this.
This is not quite true of all types of democracy but the con-
straints, such as they are, do not come from the familiar
sources, such as parliamentary elections. It is impossible to
imagine that representative democracy can do anything but
push us further down the road to serfdom: especially as the
increased spending on the public will produce more pro-
state voters. Under conventional parliamentary govern-
ment it is easy for the winning minority (and all govern-
ments are elected with less than 50% of the electorate) to
divert income from the productive to the unproductive. It
bundles up the policy issues. Direct democracy, much
despised by Conservatives, would go a long way to reduce
the malign effect of voting on bundles of policies. If people
voted on separate issues they certainly would not vote for
the National Health Service or state schools. The Swiss, the
most civilised country in Europe, have done very well in
restraining their federal government through regular refer-
enda on discrete proposals.

In the absence of this system, there is little we can do
except rely on another ‘Newtonian’ law. All public

employees are entirely self-interested and do not want a
completely useless system which they will have to con-
sume. They know that if they go to too far even they will
be worse off. They are not there to destroy the wealth
creators but to exploit them. There is then an Optimal
Rate of Exploitation (ORE): this describes the
Newtonian limits to taxation and regulation. In a modern
social democracy the art of government is to discover
that rate. So far the Blair regime has remained below it,
though the rise in National Insurance and the increase in
council taxes shows just how close governments can get
to their own nemesis.

It is deeply depressing to rely on the ORE for some
relief, and an insult to our moral and intellectual vanity.
Also, it does mean that we will have to endure poor qual-
ity services until its therapeutic powers are eventually
realised. But it is a necessary reminder of the impossibil-
ity of reform in the public sector. To persist in that illu-
sion, as Conservatives insist on doing, is to license further
disappointments of increasing seriousness.

Norman Barry is Professor of Social and Political Theory
at the University of Buckingham

of the European architectural movement. In them the
workers were to be taught middle class ways. There
are common stairs that give on to long walkways, and flats
with little balconies looking out onto a square. Now the
walkways are filthy, layered with the grime of forty years
over which every week council workers throw buckets of
nostril-stinging disinfectant. The working class whites for
whom they were built, except for the occasional eighty year
old dement lurking behind a double reinforced door, have
long since moved out. On the stairs Somalis, Ghanese,
Congolese and Arab women drag screaming children into
lifts. The penetrating thump of Hip Hop is everywhere.
People in the tenements do not worry about al-Qa’eda.
Many are Muslims and even those who are not are more
likely to be mugged by the teenagers hanging about the
stairwells than blown up by a bomb. They go to the shops
during daylight, double lock their doors at night and turn up
the television to drown the Hip Hop. It is not wise to com-
plain to the police. There are people in the block from the
old country who are just as dangerous as they were at home.
So one calculates risk. One chooses the most powerful thug
nearest and placates him. Nobody cares about these poor
people. They provide cleaners, minicab drivers, waiters and

The tenements were built in the sixties to the nostrums

road sweepers for rich Londoners. Most earn almost
nothing. Some of the women work in Chelsea, Wandsworth
or Pimlico cleaning houses in which a single item of furni-
ture is worth more than they will eamn in a lifetime.

But now one part of the daily nightmare they live in
is  to be visited on the rest of Britain. The choice of who
protects us. The poor have always had to make this
choice, usually selecting criminals, now we have to do
the same. Bin Laden is the thug who lives on the stairs of
middle class society, a fanatic who promises to bring many
times the levels of violence in our tower blocks to our com-
fortable offices and wealthy city squares. His cult has wiped
out 3000 financiers in New York, blown a night club full of
Western children to bits in Bali, destroyed our Consulate in
Turkey, killed 190 commuters in Madrid and injured a thou-
sand others. A million middle class faces duly appeared on
Spanish TV the next day begging for mercy. A day later, on
the orders of the cult, they surrendered their government.

The ruling elites all over Europe are weighing the risks.
Which is most dangerous, the Americans or bin Laden?
The liberal media is certain of the answer. The Bin Laden
cult must be placated. The best way to do that is to say
everything that has gone wrong in the Middle East is the
fault of America. But more than that we have to fall in
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love with our enemy. As a result many people in Britain
are now in the grip of a syndrome first described in 1973
in Sweden. Three women and a man were taken hostage
by robbers during a raid on a bank in Stockholm. They
were held for six days by two ex-convicts who threatened
to kill them. After some trivial acts of kindness by the
gangsters, the captives bonded with them, strongly resist-
ing rescue attempts and declaring they were willing to
defend their captors. These feelings persisted months after
they were rescued. Two of the women captives later
became engaged to members of the gang.

Seen many times since, the Stockholm Syndrome is an
instinctive form of risk taking, a psychological amnesia in
which the victim having grasped that he will not be able
to escape, throws in his lot with his captor. To avoid the
shameful and self revelatory consequences of this act, the
victim blinds himself to the moral contradiction of what
he is doing, and becomes totally converted to his captors’
views of the world. Past wrongs and present violence are
erased. There is a long history of such behaviour among
western intellectuals. Mao worship, the cult of (Uncle
Koba) Stalin and Che Guevara were forms of the
Stockholm Syndrome. Entire political movements gave
enthusiastic support to people whose stated aim, repeated
over and over again, was to butcher them.

It explains the extraordinary behaviour of the BBC and
left wing opinion over the past year toward Iraq and ter-
rorism. The Bin Laden cult has made no secret of its inten-
tion of not only killing a large number of us, but of pro-
moting a religion that would set at naught every single
belief held by liberal opinion in the west. The cult, which
is anti-Semitic and genocidal, has promised to use any
weapon in pursuit of its aims. If it can get hold of a nuclear
bomb it is prepared to wipe out London. Three years ago
it killed 3000 people in an unprovoked attack on New
York. Far from attacking this awful cult, the liberal media
has deflected criticism from it by launching an unprece-
dented press vendetta against bin Laden’s most prominent
adversary, the USA, over its occupation of Iraq.

Comfort blankets offered by the liberal opinion include a
belief that America invaded the country because of its oil,
that Britain is America’s poodie and that had we ‘gone
down the UN route’ we would not be faced with the
Sisyphean nightmare we have of eradicating Islamic fun-
damentalism. All we have to do is to go to the UN and ask
them to take over in Iraq, give massive aid to Palestine,
sanction Israel and in Europe make a gesture toward Islam
such as permitting the hejab in French schools. Such a
ludicrous interpretation of events is, as Foreign Secretary
Jack Straw said in an interview last week, symptomatic of
our wish “To stop the world and go to a nice comfortable
space where you do not have to make any decisions.’

We are deluded if we think the UN holds out a prospect
of solving the present crisis, the UN was one of the main
reasons for the survival of Saddam. Allegations are sur-
facing that UN officials had a financial interest in main-
taining the food for oil programme in Iraq and were
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taking kickbacks and bribes from the Saddam regime.
This, along with France and Germany’s long standing
commercial links with Iraqg, offer a very different expla-
nation for the UN’s foot dragging. It suited a large num-
ber of people’s pockets. True or not these allegations are
absolutely contrary to what we wish to believe. If they
turn out to be true, little will be made of them.

Nor is much space given in the media to the extreme
anti-Semitism of the Arab world. Egypt, the most liberal
of all the Arab states, runs a TV series on The Protocols
of the Elders of Zion. Arab street opinion, fostered by
Arab governments, recommends a final solution to the
‘Jewish problem’. Hitler is widely praised for the
Holocaust. Palestinian terror groups, who operate with
the sanction of the Palestinian leadership, repeatedly state
that only the destruction of the entire Jewish state will
result in peace in the Middle East. In this light the per-
sistent campaign over the past year to place the blame for
the Iraq crisis solely on the United States puts the BBC
and left wing opinion in the position of a passenger on an
hijacked airliner. Having seen a large numbers of her fel-
low passengers shot in the back of the head and dumped
on the tarmac she has decided not only to try and ‘under-
stand’ the reasons why this has had to be done, but to
belittle anybody on board who suggests resistance. This
is enormously risky. Studying the reactions of people and
institutions to al-Qa’eda makes one suspect it to be a form
of what William Sergeant, the fifties expert on brain-
washing and religious conversion, called ‘paradoxical
behaviour’. If something is sufficiently terrifying, rather
than running away from it people are drawn toward it. An
example is a strange but overwhelming temptation to get
as close to the edge of a dangerous cliff as you can, or
feeling yourself drawn, against your will, toward the edge
of a platform as an express approaches.

An express called Islamic fundamentalism is approach-
ing the West. Trying to walk as close to the edge of the
platform as we can with the signals so clearly set at
danger is suicidal. These are enemies that have to be
destroyed at a distance. Taking the war to Iraq and
Afghanistan is a rational assessment of the risk.
The media also needs to change its attitude. The BBC
is perfectly acquainted with the realities of Middle
East politics; it occasionally airs them on its national radio
services discussion forums. But its home TV broadcasts,
for far less sophisticated audiences, have degenerated into
little more than surrender announcements. People are
frightened and the BBC is not going to frighten them
more by honest reporting.

In terms of risk, getting close to an enemy such as bin
Laden offers no survival advantage and the choices we
have are stark. Since Madrid we know there is no room
for terms with Islamic terrorism. It has to be seen for what
it is, an attempt to destroy our free society. It will not go
away by placating it. There is no agenda except defeat or
victory. Either they or we will succeed.

Mpyles Harris is a practising doctor



2003) is a prophetic and controversial book.
phetic because the author, in the best RAND
Corporation tradition, insists on ‘thinking about the
unthinkable’. The unthinkable in this case is that with the
end of the Cold War with the Soviets, Saudi Arabia is
America’s main real enemy. Controversial because of what
he proposes should be done about it and because of the
many individual and institutional interests in the U.S. with
vested interests in the Saudis. Murawiec’s analysis and rec-
ommendations were first presented in briefing to the
Pentagon’s Defense Policy Board in July 2002 when he
was a Senior Policy Analyst at the RAND Corporation.
The briefing was leaked to the Washington Post, which
event caused the biggest scandal since Daniel Ellsberg
turned over the Pentagon Papers to the Washington Post
and the New York Times during
the Vietham war.

Murawiec’s book reviews the
history of the violent takeover of
most of the Arabian peninsula
by Ibn Saud and his Wahhabi
Bedouin allies, with British sup-
port after World War I, and the
more recent history of the wind-
fall for the Saudis of American investments in the develop-
ment of the oil fields of the eastern Arabian province of
Hajar since the 1930s, citing a number of historical and
journalistic sources.

The Islamic mystic Mohammed Ibn Abd al-Wahhab
started his Sunni fundamentalist sect in the mid-1740s,
preaching a retrograde, distorted version of Islam forbid-
ding everything not specifically prescribed or recommend-
ed in the Koran. Mohammed Ibn Abd al-Wahhab soon
found an ally in Mohammed Ibn Saud, ‘emir’ of an oasis
village called Diriya. Together they led their religion-
crazed Bedouin followers on campaigns of rapine and ter-
ritorial conquest in the east and centre of the Arabian penin-
sula. In 1787 Abd al-Wahhab declared a jihad against the
Ottomans; in 1802 his followers reached Kerbala in
Mesopotamia (now Iraq) where they destroyed as many of
the Shia holy places as they could. In 1803, Ibn Saud and
his followers took Mecca where they destroyed the domes
over the tombs of the family of the Prophet and the mau-
soleums of other revered figures of Islam.

Once the French army of Napoleon was driven out of
Egypt in 1814, the Ottomans were left with a free hand in

I aurent Murawiec’s La guerre d’aprés (Albin Michel,

Neither nation nor state, Saudi Arabia is
an empire recently put together in blood

. Taken over by the Saudis, Saudi
Arabia is not a state, it is a family busi-
ness, the only one in the world to own a
seat in the United Nations.

Arabia and destroyed most of the Wahhab and al-Saud
families. The Saudis recovered some of their power in the
1840s under the Saudi Feisal al-Turki. The British started
subsidizing the Saudis in the 1870s with the aim of reduc-
ing piracy against British shipping in the Persian Gulf and
the Indian Ocean. Nevertheless, the Saudi family was
driven out of central Arabia in the late 1880s and exiled to
Kuwait. The Ibn Saud we know, Abdul-Aziz Abd al-
Rahman ibn Feisal al-Saud, who said ‘Not only do I rule
this country, I populate it’, was born in 1880. By 1902, he
had already started organizing a new army of tribal brig-
ands, once again allied with the Wahhabis. Around 1912,
Ibn Saud succeeded in settling some of his Bedouins in
military-agricultural colonies in the oases of Najd. The
settled Bedouins formed a fraternity, ikhwane, which con-
tinued their raids north into Kuwait and Mesopotamia.

During World War I, the
British betrayed the various
Arab groups by leaving negotia-
tions to different agencies of the
British government. The India
Office dealt with Ibn Saud on
the east coast, while the Foreign
Office and the dreamers like
TE. Lawrence dealt with the
Hashemites on the west coast. Lawrence got Hussein, the
Hashemite king of Hejaz, involved in the so-called Arab
Revolt against the Ottomans, while Ibn Saud continued
dealing happily with both the British and the Ottomans
throughout the war. Armed and financed by the British, Ibn
Saud finally kicked out the Hashemites and declared him-
self ‘protector’ of Mecca and Medina. The British compen-
sated the Hashemites by creating the kingdoms of Iraq and
Transjordan and appointing Hussein’s sons Abdullah as
king of Transjordan and Feisal as king of Iraq.

In the late 1920s, Ibn Saud’s ikhwane got out of hand
and were destroyed by the British army and the RAE. In
1932, Abdul-Aziz Ibn Saud unified the Najd and Hejaz to
form a new kingdom to which he gave his name. A year
later, Standard Oil signed its first prospecting contract
with Ibn Saud. In 1939, Standard Oil of California and
Texaco obtained another concession which became
ARAMCO (Arabian American Qil Company) in 1944.
President Roosevelt met Abdul-Aziz Ibn Saud on board
the USS Quincy in February 1945. With the proceeds of
the American oil concessions, Abdul-Aziz Ibn Saud
became very rich.
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Murawiec depicts the Saudis in terms used by the 14th
century Tunisian historian Ibn Khaldun to describe the
bedouin: ‘On account of their savage nature, the Bedouins
are people who plunder and cause damage. They plunder
whatever they are able to lay their hands on without hav-
ing to fight or to expose themselves to danger....” (Ibn
Khald{in, The Mugaddimah, An Introduction to History)

The Saudis are a modern day version of the Bedouin
mentality — largely unproductive, living off oil revenues
generated by the American oil companies and the labour
of imported workers from Pakistan and the Philippines.
Few of the local university students are technically ori-
ented: about one third of university graduates in Saudi
Arabia have degrees in theology. The regime builds
mosques and Koranic schools in order to create jobs for
the would-be theologians.

Murawiec’s caustic comments on the Saudis drip vitri-
ol: ‘Neither nation nor state, Saudi Arabia is an empire
recently put together in blood ... Taken over by the Saudis,
Saudi Arabia is not a state, it is a family business, the only
one in the world to own a seat in the United Nations.’

He damns the Saudis for three of their activities: past
and threatened oil embargos; exporting Wahhabism; and
exporting terrorism. He blames the Saudis, as the kingpin
of OPEC, for the oil crisis of 1973 and the world-wide
inflation that followed. As recently as 2002, the threat
was again made by the Saudis: ‘When he visited
President Bush in Texas in April 2002, Abdallah ben
Abdulaziz used the services of the New York Times
reporter Patrick Tyler to insinuate the threat of a new
petroleum embargo.’

Wahhabism was exported to India by the Deoband
movement which started near Delhi in 1867. The
Deobandis in India and Pakistan are now among the more
radical of the Islamic fundamentalists in India and
Pakistan. The present day efforts of the Saudis to export
Wahhabism are well financed. Islamic fundamentalism
has financed — with Saudi money — mosques and Islamic
institutes all over the world. The World Assembly of
Islamic Youth spent $26 million for student aid and for
founding mosques. All three of those institutions have
been implicated in financing al-Qa’eda and other terrorist
organizations.

Saudi money also finances Moslem terrorists in
Algeria, Indonesia, Pakistan and Kashmir, Palestine, and
the Philippines. In Algeria, the Saudis financed the FIS
(Front Islamique du Salut — Islamic Salvation Front) and
its leader Abassi Madani, who was recently (in 2003)
released from prison by the government of Algeria. In
1994, the press revealed a Saudi-financed international
arms traffic destined for the Algerian GIA (Groupement
Islamique Armé) the terrorist branch of the FIS. The
Algerian civil war has killed thousands, mostly civilians
murdered by fundamentalist terrorists.

In Pakistan, ‘a demographic and politico-religious time-
bomb’, we find the Saudi-financed ISI (Inter-Service
Intelligence) agency. This supports the Afghani Taliban
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and was probably responsible for the murder of the Jewish
American journalist Daniel Pearl. The Saudis financed the
development of Pakistan’s ‘Islamic atom bomb’ by paying
China to pass on its nuclear technologies to Pakistan.
Saudi has been accused by a former U.S. Defense
Intelligence Agency official of buying its own nuclear
capacity from China, with Pakistan as intermediary.

Al-Haramayn operates in 90 countries, among them
Bosnia, and Indonesia, where it financed al-Qa’eda terrorist
operations in south-east Asia. The great majority of the 30-
odd Islamic organizations searched, banned and closed,
their assets frozen since 9/11/2001, were directed or
financed by the Saudis. A report Terrorism Financing:
Roots and Trends of Saudi Terrorism Financing by a
French researcher, Jean Charles Brisard, was presented to
the United Nations on December 19, 2002, at the request
of the Security Council. According to that report, Saudi
Arabia transferred half a billion dollars to al-Qa’eda.

Murawiec argues that Saudi Arabia has enjoyed a status
of exceptional impunity in Washington, DC. Having suc-
ceeded in getting away with their oil blackmail in 1973-74
and 1979, the Saudis interfere in American political life by
buying politicians, high level government officials, jour-
nalists, university professors, diplomats, colonels, generals,
and intelligence services personnel. They drown the cir-
cles of power with their petro-dollars. Several hundred
thousand American troops are stationed in the country to
save the skins of the Saudi dynasty. They are forbidden to
practice their religion, Jewish or Christian. The American
soldiers were forbidden to celebrate Christmas, and
Christmas trees were seized at the ports.

Murawiec cites a number of instances of Saudi subsi-
dies to former U.S. diplomats who have served in Saudi
Arabia, and to other important U.S. political figures. The
Saudis contributed half a million dollars to the West
Foundation established by John West, former Governor of
South Carolina and former Ambassador to Saudi Arabia.
Adnan Khashoggi contributed to a fund-raiser for the
Carter Presidential Library in Atlanta. Saudi King Fahd
contributed $ 20 million to the Carter Center for Peace
Research at Emory College in Atlanta. The Saudis con-
tributed $20 million to establish a Middle East Center at the
University of Arkansas during Clinton’s Presidency. The
Saudis are major contributors to Washington DC’s Middle
East Institute whose President is Ned Walker, former
Deputy Chief of Mission of the American Embassy in
Riyadh. In the U.S. the Saudis have donated funds to many
prestigious universities, including Harvard. In England,
Oxford and London have received donations.

Murawiec has a startling explanation of the failure of
the Americans to support the Shia uprising against
Saddam Hussein in Iraq in 1991. The standard explana-
tion is that the Americans got cold feet after former
President Bush called on the Shias to revolt because
America feared an intervention by Iran. Murawiec’s
explanation is much more telling: the Saudis were scared
the Shia uprising in Iraq would spread to the Shias in the



Hajar oil fields. It was the Saudis who convinced the U.S.
administration to let Saddam massacre the Iraqi Shias.
The first major event of internal terrorism in Saudi
Arabia was the attack on the Great Mosque of Mecca of
November 1979 organized by a former captain of the
Saudi National Guard. The attackers were trained in
Libya and South Yemen by instructors from East
Germany, Cuba, Palestine, and Iran. The siege lasted two
weeks and caused thousands of deaths. The revolt was
suppressed by French special forces (suddenly converted
to Islam for the form). The immediate Saudi reaction was
a raft of repressive anti-female measures. The case of
Osama bin Laden is curious. The Saudis exiled him
to Afghanistan in the hope that fighting the rest of the
world would keep him occupied outside Arabia.
The more recent car bombings in

- Turn over the accounts of the main banks of the king-
dom to international authorities, and expropriate them in
favor of the victims of terrorism in all cases where they
are implicated.
- Turn over also the files of the secret services, the interi-
or ministry, police and National Guard, as well as any of
their officers (of any rank) implicated in any way in inter-
national terrorism.
- Turn over to an international tribunal all Saudi officials
of any rank whatsoever similarly implicated.

If the demands are not met, the following actions
should be taken:
- Occupy the oil fields of eastern Arabia, for which air-
borne and light amphibious forces would suffice.
- Establish an autonomous state of Hajar on the Persian

Riyadh are changing the situa-
tion. Murawiec asks whether the
Saudis are prisoners of the
Wahhabi monster they have cre-
ated. His answer, that the Saudis
and the Wahhabis are now insep-
arable, is unsatisfying. Since
Murawiec wrote, the fundamen-
talist terrorism fostered by the
Saudis has been dramatically
turning against them. The recent
car bombings suggest that a low
level civil war between the Saudi
rulers and the Islamist extremists
is on the horizon, unless the gov-
ernment can crack down on local
terrorists. For the U.S. and the
rest of the world, if the Saudis are
overturned by Moslem funda-
mentalists, the threat of exporting
terrorism will not be reduced.
After his indictment of Saudi financing of corruption
and international terrorism, Murawiec presents his con-
troversial action scenario. He would eliminate the Saudi-
Wahhabi war machine by giving the Saudis an ultimatum
requiring them to:
- End unconditionally all fundamentalist sermons in reli-
gious and educational institutions in the country.
- Withdraw all books and materials with anti-western and
anti-Shia content.
- Ban public speeches by Wahhabis and sack teachers
guilty of incitement to hatred.
- Prevent publication in press and the media of all forms
of incitement to hatred.
- Imprison or exile those guilty of such incitement.
- Prohibit all public and private financing of all ‘educa-
tion’ and propaganda for hatred.
- Close all ‘charitable works’ financing fundamentalist
propaganda and Islamist actions in Arabia and abroad.
- Confiscate assets of organizations (and of their donors)
guilty of ordering terrorism.

Gulf, under international protec-
tion. Some 25 percent of oil rev-
enues would be allocated to the
new Hajar state for development
expenditures to compensate for
the century and a half of exploita-
tion of the Hajari Shias by the
Wahhabis and Saudis. The
remainder of the oil revenues
would be redistributed by an
international technical board:
Middle Eastern countries would
receive a share calculated on the
basis of their population, and
reduced according to the size of
their oil revenue.

- Recreate Hejaz as anau-
tonomous state on the Red Sea,
perhaps under restored
Hashemite rule. Return Assir to
Yemen, from which it was seized
by Ibn Saud. Hand over the holy
places of Mecca and Medina to an international Islamic
congress.

- Leave the Saudis with an autonomous state of Najd in
their central Arabian homeland.

Assuming that military intervention is successful, there

are a number of obvious questions about Murawiec’s pro-
posals. Would letting the Shias rather than the Saudis con-
trol the oil wells be an improvement? How would inter-
nationalizing control or oil ownership be effected? Is any
pan-Arab control of Arabian oil revenues which would
not continue to finance Arab ter<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>