
IV380 - July-August 2006

Showdown in Mexico

27 August 2006, by Phil Hearse

This summer has witnessed a series of
harsh struggles and street battles as
the outgoing government of Vincente
Fox sought to stem the rising tide of
social  protest  -  using the traditional
methods of the Mexican elite - vicious
repression  and  electoral  fraud  on  a
grand scale.

Teachers rally in Oaxaca

While  the  protests  are  currently
centered on the electoral fraud, over
the summer there have been several
other key battles - a mass movement
in the state of Oaxaca to bring down
the  corrupt  right-wing  government
(including a 44-day strike by Oaxaca
schoolteachers  leading  that  mass
movement),  a  prolonged  strike  by
miners and steelworkers and a huge
conflict  with  federal  and  state  riot
police  in  the  militant  community  of
San Salvador Atenco in Mexico state.

There is more to come. Already Lopez
Obrador’s  centre-left  Party  of  the
Democratic Revolution (PRD) has set a
series of dates for mass mobilisations
going into the autumn, mobilisations
which could easily escape its control.

Why has this huge social conflict built
up  over  the  summer?  Two  factors
underlie  much  of  the  tension  -  the
build  up to  the  presidential  election
which the Mexican oligarchy, in close

collaboration with the United States,
was desperate not to lose to even the
moderate left, and the progress of the
â€˜Other Campaign’  -  the project  of
uniting  and  building  Mexico’s  social
movements from below, launched by
Subcommandante  Marcos  and  the
EZLN  a  year  ago.

But  behind  these  factors  are  more
fundamental issues. Since the election
as  president  of  right-wing  Svengali
and narcho-politician  in  chief  Carlos
Salinas de Gotari in 1988, Mexico has
been suffering the continued pressure
of neoliberalism, which in as a result
of the NAFTA agreement has wrecked
traditional  communal  peasant
a g r i c u l t u r e  a n d  d e v a s t a t e d
agricultural  communit ies .

The  net  result  is  an  avalanche  of
migrants  to  the  cities,  particularly
Mexico City, flooding the ranks of the
informal  economy and with it  urban
mass poverty in the huge edge of town
barrios.  Social  inequality  has
deepened  massively,  in  a  country
already one of the most unequal in the
world. Like Brazil, Mexico is a country
where  the  rich  live  like  the  rich  in
Switzerland and the poor live like the
poor in India.

Social tensions have been high since
the  emergence  of  the  Zapatista
indigenous  movement  in  1994.  With
n o  i n d e p e n d e n t  m a s s  p a r t y
representing  the  interests  of  the
w o r k e r s  a n d  t h e  p o o r ,

Subcommandante  Marcos  and  the
EZLN  have  ac ted  as  a  sor t  o f
subst i tute  leadership,  giv ing
consistent  support  to  every  militant
struggle.  But  paradoxically  the
Zapatistas  themselves  have  been
largely  confined  to  their  Chiapas
mountain  strongholds,  a  limitation
that  the  Other  Campaign  aims  to
overcome.

How has this spring and summer of
battle unfolded?

Miners and steelworkers strike

More  than  a  quarter  of  a  million
miners  and  steelworkers  walked  off
the job between March 1-3 in wildcat
strikes  at  70  companies  in  at  least
eight states from central to northern
Mexico,  virtually  paralyzing  the
mining  industry.

The strike resulted from an attempt by
the  government  to  remove  the
Mexican  Miners  Union’s  top  officer,
General  Secretary  Napleón  Gómez
Urrutia,  and replace him with ElÃas
Morales Hernández, a union dissident
who is reportedly backed by the Grupo
Mexico mining company.
As Mexico labor expert Dan La Botz
explains:

“The  strike  by  members  of  the
National  Union  of  Mining  and
Metallurgical  Workers  of  Mexico
(SNTMMRM) resulted from both labor
union  and  political  causes.  The
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explosion and cave in at the Pasta de
Conchos  mine  in  San  Juan  de  Las
Sabinas, Coahuila in northern Mexico
on Febuary 19 killed 65 miners. The
Miners  Union  leader  Gómez  Urrutia
blamed the employer, Grupo Mexico,
cal l ing  the  deaths  “industrial
homicide.”  The  Pasta  de  Conchos
cave-in  set  off  a  storm.  Throughout
Mexico  politicians,  academics,
intellectuals,  and  ordinary  people
criticized  the  mining  company.....

“While miners throughout the country
mourned the death of their brothers
and complained of health and safety
conditions in their own mines,  there
was no official or wildcat strike in the
immediate aftermath of the accident.

“Then,  on  February  28  the  Mexican
Secretary  of  Labor  announced  that
Gómez  Urrutia  was  not  actually  the
head of the union, but that the real
general secretary was ElÃas Morales
Hernández.  The government’s  action
was based on part of  Mexican labor
law known as “taking note” (toma de
nota),  under  which  the  government
recognizes the legally elected officers
of labor unions.” [1]

The  government  turned  to  violent
repression of the striking miners and
steelworkers  supporting  them.  On
April  20  eight  hundred  state  and
federal police launched an assault on
500  striking  workers  who  had  been
occupying  a  steel  mill  in  Lázaro
Cárdenas.  Two  were  killed,  five
seriously  injured  and  40  wounded.

Since  Felipe  Calderón  declared
himself  winner  of  the  presidential
elections Grupo Mexico has been on
the  offensive  against  the  miners.  At
Nacozari,  one of  the  world’s  largest
copper mines, just a few miles south of
the US border, 1400 miners have been
on strike since March 24. On July 12
the board said they’d abandoned their
jobs,  and  gave  the  mine’s  owner,
Grupo  Mexico,  permission  to  close
down operations, effectively firing the
strikers.  At  the  time  of  writing  the
strike is unresolved.

Bloody conflict in Atenco

San Salvador Atenco, 30 kms west of
Mexico City, is a largely agricultural
community which in 2001 led a huge
and  successful  battle  against  the

building of a new Mexico City airport,
which  would  have  confiscated  their
land and destroyed their  livelihoods.
The  organisation  which  led  the
struggle, the FPDT (Peoples’ Front in
Defense  of  Land),  remained  in
existence.

Atenco stand-off

This  militant  community  invited
Subcommandante Marcos to speak in
the town on May 1.  Two days later
police  attempted  to  arrest  flower
sellers from Atenco who set up their
stalls  on  some  land  owned  by  the
American  multinational  Walmart  in
the nearby community of Texcoco. The
flower sellers called for help on their
mobile phones and hundreds arrived
to beat back the police attack. A day of
bloody battles followed, in which two
people were killed by paramilitary riot
police.

Next morning the federal  riot  police
carried  out  a  brutal  attack  on  the
town, which involved - as is the style
in  Mexico  -  brutal  beatings,  the
wrecking of homes, the theft of money
and  the  arrest  of  more  than  one
hundred. In jail dozens were subject to
torture and more than 20 women were
raped  or  otherwise  sexually  abused.
Some key leaders of the community,
including  FPDT  leaders  Ignacio  del
Valle and Felipe Alvarez, remain in jail
accused  of  â€˜armed  kidnap’  (a
reference to the abduction of several
cops during the first day of the battle).

The Atenco attack caused outrage in
Mexico and beyond because television
reporters were allowed to film many of
the  events,  including  the  beating  of
one man by more than 20 riot cops. As
a  consequence  of  the  Atenco  attack
the  Zapatista  leadership  declared  a
red  alert  and  started  a  nationwide
campaign  for  the  release  of  the
imprisoned Atenco campesinos.

In  a  s ta tement  on  4  May ,  the
Revolutionary  Workers  Party  who
support  the  Fourth  International,
declared the events at Atenco to be "a
deliberate  provocation  against  the
Other Campaign" saying that "without
a shadow of doubt" the police attacks
has  been  designed  to  coincide  with

Marcos’  visit,  and  to  impede  the
progress  of  his  campaign.  After
finishing the Valley of Mexico part of
his trip Marcos was due to travel to
San Luis  PotosÃ,  were an important
rally  for  the  release  of  political
prisoners was due to take place.

Uprising and terror in Oaxaca

Oaxaca state on the Pacific coast has a
long  militant  history.  In  the  early
1970s  it  was  the  site  of  a  militant
guerrilla struggle led by the Party of
the  Poor,  which  resulted  in  near-
genocidal  repression  in  which
thousands of young people assumed to
support the guerrilla were killed.

Over  the  summer  there  has  been  a
prolonged struggle against the ultra-
corrupt  state  government  of  right-
wing  Governor  Ulises  Ruiz  Ortiz,  a
member  of  the  PRI  (Institutional
Revolutionary Party, until recently the
main  party  of  the  Mexican  elite).  It
started  with  a  strike  by  militant
teachers  for  better  wages and more
financial support for poor students, by
soon  mushroomed  into  a  general
campaign to force Ulises Ruiz to quit.

The teachers and their allies occupied
the main square (Zócalo ) in the city of
Oaxaca,  including  taking  over  some
government  buildings.  On  June  14
state  and federal  paramilitary  police
launched  a  violent  attack  on  the
protestor’s  encampment  in  which
several  people  (the  exact  number  is
unknown) were killed. The very next
day the teachers and their supporters
re-took the Zócalo , instituting a two-
month period of virtual â€˜dual power’
in  the  city  and  much  of  the  state.
Indeed on July 5 the Popular Assembly
of the People of Oaxaca (known by its
Spanish initials APPO) declared itself
to be the legitimate government of the
state.

Since then there have been repeated
mass  marches,  assassinations  of
popular  leaders  by  â€˜unknown’
gunmen  who  have  opened  fire  on
several  demonstrations,  the takeover
of several radio and television stations
to put the mass media at the service of
the  people,  police  attacks  on  those
radio  stations  and  at  the  time  of
writing  (late  August)  a  threat  by
Oaxaca  business  people  to  stage  a
state-wide strike against...the inability



of the state government to stop all the
strikes!

Riot police wait in front of
Oaxaca cathedral. Photo:
Netherlands Indymedia

In response to their inability to crush
the mass movement politically, Ulises
Ruis  -  backed  by  Vicente  Fox’s
national government - has unleashed a
reign  of  terror  in  the  streets  of
Oaxaca.  Right-wing  death  squads
prowl  the  city  by  night  and  have
carried out drive-by shootings at the
radio and television stations, as well
a s  o p e n i n g  f i r e  o n  s e v e r a l
demonstrat ions.

On 21 August the Channel 9 television
station  headquarters,  used  as  a
headquarters  by  the  dissident
movement, was attacked and burned
by  right-wing  thugs,  making  it
unusable.

On  22  August  city  and  state  police
agents, dressed in black and wearing
masks, traveled throughout the city in
a caravan of motorcycles and pick-up
trucks.  The  convoy  of  34  vehicles
joined  up  at  about  twenty  minutes
after midnight and opened fire on TV
and  radio  security  watchposts  from
their moving vehicles. As the caravan
passed  radio  station  La  Ley  710,
teacher Lorenzo San Pablo Cervantes
received  bullet  wounds  to  the  back.
He was taken to the hospital and later
died.

In  Oaxaca,  as  elsewhere,  right-wing
government  forces  are  trying  to
effectively  militarise  the  struggle,
create  an  atmosphere  of  fear  and
tension, create mass feeling of crisis
and disorder and blame all this on the
rebellion -  to  create the atmosphere
for  a  future  bloody  crushing  of  the
movement by the army or police.

The  situation  is  now  extremely
dangerous  for  the  mass  movement,
especially  as  tactical  divisions  have
e m e r g e d ,  w i t h  t h e  t e a c h e r s
abandoning  their  44-day  strike
without  having  achieved  their

objectives.  The  fate  of  the  Oaxaca
struggle  is  closely  linked  with  that
against electoral fraud centred on the
occupation of central Mexico City.

Electoral Fraud

In the run-up to the July 2 presidential
election  the  two  leading  candidates,
Felipe  Calderón  of  the  PAN  and
Manuel  Lopez  Obrador  of  the  PRD
appeared  to  be  neck  and  neck,  but
with some polls putting Lopez Obrador
slightly ahead. In the event, when the
final  result  was  posted,  the  official
result  gave  a  slight  advantage  to
Calderón,  leading  to  widespread
suspicions  of  electoral  fraud.

As Mexico City journalist and left-wing
activist Peter Gellert points out:

“Given  the  close  vote  and  AMLO’s
(Lopez Obrador’s) charges of electoral
fraud, a partial recount of 9% of the
country’s 131,000 polling stations was
ordered  by  the  Federal  Electoral
Tribunal.  AMLO and  his  supporters,
however,  have  been  demanding  a
100%  recount.  The  recount,  which
began on August 9, has not resolved
the dispute. The AMLO forces charge
serious  discrepancies,  even  on  the
basis of the small 9% sample, among
them:

– In 43% of the sample, Calderón had
been accredited with more votes than
he actually received, lowering his total
number of votes by 13,500. This was
5000% more votes than AMLO lost in
the recount.

–  In  65%  of  the  recounted  polling
stations,  there  were  either  more
ballots  deposited  than  there  were
voters or more voters than there were
corresponding  ballots.  In  Mexico,
control  of  the  paper  bal lots  is
extremely  strict.  In  the  9%  of  the
polling stations that were recounted,
these discrepancies involved 120,000
ballots -  half  the difference between
the two candidates nationwide across
all the polling stations.

–  More than 30% of  the supposedly
sealed ballot boxes had been opened
after the elections, raising the spectre

that their contents were altered.” [2]

Since  July  30  the  centre  of  Mexico
city,  including  the  Zócalo,  has  been
occupied  by  tens  of  thousands  of
protestors. According to Gellert:

“Many far left and social organisations
that  didn’t  participate  in  AMLO’s
campaign  are  involved  in  the  anti-
fraud  protests.  Along  the  eight
kilometre stretch of  encampments,  a
wide  array  of  ne ighbourhood
associations,  unions,  student  groups
and  political  organisations  can  be
found.

"Unfortunately,  the Other  Campaign,
an initiative launched by the Zapatista
National Liberation Army and headed
by the charismatic  Subcommandante
Marcos, while condemning the fraud,
has  abs ta ined  f rom  the  mass
demonstrations.  During  the  election
campaign,  the  Other  Campaign
centred most of its fire on AMLO and
the obvious deficiencies in the PRD’s
program  and  methods .  Some
organisations that participated in the
Other  Campaign  are,  however,
involved  in  the  anti-fraud  protests.”

The huge political crisis in Mexico is
deeply  rooted  in  the  massive  social
inequality that has been deepened by
nearly  two-decades  of  neoliberalism
and  intensified  subordination  of
M e x i c o  t o  t h e  n e e d s  o f  U S
multinationals  and  agri-business.
Violent repression, harsh methods of
struggle  and occasional  outbursts  of
fury on those at the bottom of the pile
are the inevitable results.

Regrettably  what  the  poor  and
oppressed  of  Mexico  lack  is  a
nationally  structured  anti-capitalist
political  party  which  can  represent
them,  co-ordinate  the  struggles  and
intervene  on  the  national  political
terrain.  As  we  noted  above,  the
Zapatistas  and  the  Other  Campaign
can to a certain extent play the role of
a  substitute  leadership,  but  only
p a r t i a l l y ,  o c c a s i o n a l l y  a n d
inadequately.  While  the  far  left  in
Mexico  has  been  correct  to  support
the Other Campaign, the key question
is what lasting political results it will
lead to.



Slobodan Milosevic: Architect of Yugoslav
break-up

23 August 2006, by Alan Thornett

The  role  of  Milosevic,  however,
remains controversial on the left. Not
least because it involves controversies
about the role and nature of Stalinism,
the  causes  of  its  collapse,  and  the
right of self-determination of nations.

It also raises the issue of whether the
unity  of  Yugoslavia  could have been
preserved,  after  the  collapse  of
Stalinism and the Warsaw Pact,  and
who was principally responsible for its
destruction.

The  SWP  obituary  of  Milosevic  in
Socialist Worker (18.3.06) raised such
controversies  in  that  it  makes  no
significant  distinction  between  the
role of  Milosevic in the break up of
Yugoslavia  this  and  that  of  Franjo
Tudjman  of  Croatia  and  even  Alija
Izetbegovic  of  Bosnia-Herzegovina.
They were all  equally responsible.  It
even  makes  no  distinction  between
them when it comes to war crimes -
which  in  the  case  of  Izetbegovic  is
scandalous. It is worth another hook
at the history.

Yugos lav ia  was  a  federa t ion
comprising  six  Federal  Republics:
S l o v e n i a ,  C r o a t i a ,  B o s n i a -
Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro and
M a c e d o n i a .  T h e r e  w e r e  t w o
Autonomous  Provinces,  Vojvodina
(majority  Hungarian  population)  and
Kosovo  (80%  Albanian  population)  -
both within the Serb Republic. There
was  a  history  of  both  Serb  and
Croatian nationalism prior and during
the world war two.  This  declined in
the post-war period under Tito (who
was a Croat) to the extent that most
people  thought  of  themselves  as
Yugoslav  rather  than  their  original
nationality or their religion.

Milosevic - who came to prominence

in the 1980s through Communist Party
ranks  in  Serbia  and  learned  his
politics in the Belgrade bureaucracy in
the latter  years  of  the Tito  period -
was  pivotal  in  the  break-up  of
Yugoslavia,  and carries the principal
responsibil ity  for  the  carnage
involved. The driving force behind the
carnage  was  the  resurgence  of
Greater Serbian nationalism, which he
orchestrated from an early stage.

The  internal  social  and  economic
crisis, of course, which brought down
Stalinism in the Eastern Europe and
the Soviet Union, existed in full force
in  Yugoslavia.  This  caused  tensions
between  the  Republics  and  forced
Y u g o s l a v i a  i n t o  d a m a g i n g
arrangements with the IMF. Milosevic
dealt  with  the  crisis  of  the  Stalinist
like many of its top functionaries, by
turning to nationalism

After Tito’s death in 1980 it had been
clear  that  Yugoslavia  could  only  be
held together by a guarantee against
the rise of Serbia into the dominant
position it held in the pre-war period.
This meant strengthening, rather than
weakening, the relatively progressive
1974  constitut ion  -  which  had
devolved power and autonomy to the
constituent  Republics.  It  defined
Yugoslavia as a multinational state in
which no single nationality could claim
a  majority.  This  was  the  basis  on
which the Federation coexisted.

This coexistence,  however,  was soon
to  come  under  pressure  from  Serb
nationalism.  In  the  spring  of  1981,
Kosovar  Albanian  demonstrators  in
Pristina -  who were campaigning for
Kosovo to be promoted to the status of
a  Federal  Republic  -  were  savagely
attacked by Serbian police.

In  1987,  Milosevic,  who  was  now
Serbian party boss and increasingly a
nationalist  demagogue,  addressed  a
rally of Serbs in Kosovo and made his

infamous "no one should dare to beat
you"  speech.  He  was  lauded by  the
Serbs and came away as de facto Serb
president in waiting.

Six months later Milosevic was indeed
President of Serbia - and the direction
he was  taking was  unmistakable.  In
1989  even  the  limited  autonomy
enjoyed by Kosovan and Voijvodinan
as  Autonomous  Provinces  was
abolished.

Both  Provinces  were  annexed  into
Serbia.  The  de  facto  absorption  of
Montenegro  quickly  fol lowed.
Milosevic  had  torn  up  the  1974
constitution  and  was  seeking  to
replace  it  with  a  highly  centralised
state dominated by Serbia.

The consequences for the Federation
were  absolutely  clear.  The  more
dominant  Serbia  became  the  less
other  nationalities  were  prepared  to
stay within it.

Milosevic  now  pledged  to  reunite
Serbs  which,  he  said,  had  been
divided  by  the  1974  constitution.  It
was the launch of his Greater Serbia
project  -  by  which  he  meant  the
creation  of  a  common  mono-ethnic
state  for  all  the  Serbs,  currently
spread across the various Republics. It
was  a  concept  supported  by  all
polit ical  parties  in  Serbia  and
articulated  as  early  as  1986  in  the
notorious Memorandum of the Serbian
Academy  of  Arts.  It  could  not  be
achieved  without  the  break-up  of
Yugoslavia  and the  annexation  of  at
least a third of Croatia and two thirds
of  Bosnia-Herzegovina  -  with  the
ethnic  cleansing  of  non-Serbs  from
those territories.

Once  Kosovo,  Voi jvodina  and
Montenegro  were  swallowed  up,
resistance to the advance of Greater
Serbia project fell to the newly elected
governments of Slovenia and Croatia.
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They  tried  to  negotiate  acceptable
terms  for  them  to  s tay  in  the
Federation; proposing that it take the
form  of  “free  union  of  democratic
states”  -  proposals  which  were
supported by Bosnia-Herzegovina and
Macedonia.  Milosevic  rejected  this
and  all  subsequent  proposals  along
these lines.

In December 1990 Slovenia voted in a
referendum  for  secession  from  the
Federation, though it  did not act on
the decision  at  that  stage.  Slovenia,
however,  was  now  increasingly
dragging  Croatia  with  it  towards
independence.

Franjo Tudjman was elected President
of  Croat ia .  He  was  a  Stal inist
bureaucra t  tu rned  Croa t i an
nationalist,  later to have war crimes
on his hands.

In  March  (1991)  the  Serbs  of  the
Krajina  (borderland)  Region  of
Croatia, in what was claimed to be a
spontaneous  uprising,  took  over  the
region and declared it an independent
state.  The uprising was led by Serb
nationalist  strongman  Milan  Babic.
They  named  it  the  Autonomous
Province  of  Krajina,  later  Republika
Srpska Krajina.

The uprising had the full  backing of
Milosevic,  and  it  was  armed  and
supported  by  the  Yugoslav  National
Army  (JNA).  Federal  authority  was
collapsing  and  the  JNA was  already
acting under Serbian control. It was a
body-blow to the unity of Yugoslavia
and a massive challenge to Croatia -
which  was  split  wide  open  by  it.
Tudjman had no army to resists  the
JNA  and  sought  to  stabilise  the
situation  by  diplomacy.  He,  in  any
case, had his own agenda for carving
u p  t h e  r e g i o n  ( i . e .  B o s n i a -
Herzegovina)  in  favour  of  a  Greater
Croatia once he was pushed towards
independence.

Two weeks later, at the end of March
(1991),  yet  another  crucial  decision
was  made.  Milosevic  and  Tudjman
concluded  that  Yugoslavia  was  now
effectively finished, and that three, or
more,  successor  states  would
eventually emerge. The issue now was
how they would each carve out their
own ethnic states to the detriment of
Bosnia.  Later,  EC  mediator  Lord

Carrington,  after  meetings  with
Milosevic  and  Tudjman,  made  the
same point.

"When  I  first  talked  to  Presidents
Milosevic and Tudjman",  he said,  "it
was quite clear that both of them had
a  solution  which  was  mutually
satisfactory  -  which  was  that  they
were  going  to  carve  up  Bosnia
between them".

In  April  (1991)  Milosevic  recognised
the Krajina Serbs as a separate state.
Ultra-nationalist Bosnian Serb leader,
Radovan  Karadize,  called  for  "an
armed force of the Serbian People" to
be set up throughout "the Serbs lands
of Yugoslavia". He now articulated the
Greater Serbian project even clearer
than his mentor Milosevic.

Serbian forces were now occupying a
quarter of Croatia, and expanding. It
was  undeclared  war,  although
Tudjman  was  reluctant  to  recognise
reality given the military imbalance he
faced.  On  May  3rd  (1991)  Tudjman
belatedly  warned  that  war  was
probably  unavoidable.  It  would be a
war, however, that would have little to
do  with  defending  the  rights  of
Croatian  Serbs  (the  200,000  Serbs
living  in  Zagreb  were  ignored)  and
everything  to  do  grabbing  Croatian
territory and undermining its right to
independence.

On  May  25th  (1991)  Slovenia  and
Croatia  simultaneously  declared
independence.  The  EC  opposed  the
declaration  -  which  was  Western
policy at that stage. Two days later the
Yugoslav  National  Army  (NGA)
invaded  Slovenia  in  an  attempt  to
prevent  its  implementation  of  the
declaration.  The JNA were forced to
abandon the invasion after 10 days by
a  combination  of  international
pressure  and  surprisingly  strong
Slovenian  resistance.

Ultimately  Slovenia  could  not  have
defended itself, but Milosevic only had
limited  interest  in  Slovenia  since  it
had a negligible Serb population.

In August (1991) Serb forces carried
out the first ethnic cleaning of the war
in the Krajina village of Kijevo - which
was  a  pocket  of  Croat  population
surrounded  by  Serb-held  territory.
Soon after Babic announced that the

Krajina Serb paramilitary forces had
fused with the JNA.

In  early  September  (1991)  the
Croatian city of Vukovar (43% Croat
and 37% Serb) was shelled by Serbian
irregulars  with  heavy  weapons
suppl ied  by  the  JNA.  Tudjman
responded  by  laying  siege  to  JNA
barracks  across  Croat ia .  On
September  19th  a  JNA  force,  with
tanks  and  heavy  weapons,  left
Belgrade  bound  for  Vukovar.  Within
days  Vukovar  was  under  siege  and
heavy bombardment.

On October  1st  (1991)  the  JNA laid
siege  to  the  Croat  port  c i ty  of
Dubrovnik - which was 82% Croat and
just  6% Serb.  Vukovar  fell  a  month
later. It was reduced to rubble after
weeks of hand-to-hand fighting. Over
500  Croats  were  killed  and  nearly
2,000  wounded.  Surviving  Croats
retreated  in  disarray.

In  November  (1991)  the  Bosnian
Serbs, led by Radovan Karadzic, voted
to secede from Bosnia and found their
own state. Serb deputies had already
walked out of the Bosnian Parliament
and  formed  their  own  Parliament.
Bosnia was now split apart in the way
Croatia had been.

By the end of November (1991) Serb
forces  had  achieved  most  of  their
objectives. Milosevic now advocated a
cease-fire and UN intervention, which
would freeze current battle lines to his
advantage. Borisav Jovic, Krajina Serb
Interior Minister, put it this way: "At
this  point  the  war  in  Croatia  was
under control in the sense that all the
Serb  territories  were  under  our
control,  all,  that  is  except  central
Slavonia. Slobodan and I decided now
was the time to get the UN troops into
Croatia to protect the Serbs there. We
saw the danger - when Croatia would
be  recognised,  which  we  realised
would  happen,  the  JNA  would  be
regarded as a foreign army invading
another country. So we had better get
the UN troops in early to protect the
Serbs".

Croatia had lost a third of its territory
to  Serbian  forces.  There  were
thousands of dead and half a million
Croatian refugees. Early in December
(1991) Tudjman visited Bonn to seek
EC recognition. A week later Germany



announced  that  if  the  EC  did  not
recognise  Croatia  and  Slovenia  it
would do so unilaterally.

Two weeks  later  Bosnia-Herzegovina
and  Macedonia  decided  to  seek
independence. It was that or being a
part of a Greater Serbia they could not
accept. On January 17 (1992) the EC
agreed  to  recognise  Croatia  and
Slovenia  but  not  Bosnia-Herzegovina
or Macedonia.

On  March  1  (1992)  the  assault  on
B o s n i a  s t a r t e d  w h e n  S e r b
paramilitaries  erected  barricades  in
Sarajevo, dividing the city. Bosnia was
torn  apart  by  Serbian  and  Croatian
forces for three years. Bosnian cities
were  bombed  into  rubble  and  their
inhabitants  starved  out.  Europe  saw
its first genocide, since world war two.
Bosnian  Muslims  faced  massacre,
rape, and terror. In Srebrenica 7,000
Muslim men and boys were killed in
the  course  of  a  few  days.  Three
quarters  of  BosniaÂ¹s  territory  was
occupied by either Serbian or Croatian
forces.  30,00  Bosnian  women  were
raped as part of a policy of terror. The
war left  a quarter of  a million dead
and three million Bosnian refugees.

There is plenty for which the Bosnian
regime  could  be  criticised.  But  the
idea that it was no different to those of
Milosevic or Tudjman is preposterous.
Bosnia  was  by  far  the  most  multi-
ethnic  and  multi-cultural  Yugoslav
Republic. For Bosnia it was a war of
survival  and  a  war  in  defence  of  a
multi-ethnic  society.  That  multi-
ethnicity  mostly  survived  throughout
the war. There were Serbs and Croats
at every level of the Bosnian state and
military. 10% of the army were Serb
or Croat, and there were 50,000 Serbs
and 30,000 Croats in Bosnian Sarajevo
throughout the siege.

The war ended in 1995 after Bosnia
had  at  last  turned  the  tide  on  the
battlefield and began take back parts
of  its  territory.  Suddenly  Milosevic,
the architect of  the conflict,  became
the  West’s  negotiating  partner  in
Dayton Peace Treaty - which he signed
on behalf of the Bosnian Serbs who he
had drawn into the conflict. A divided
Bosn ia  was  turned  in to  a  UN
protectorate  and left  to  pick  up the
pieces.

In  nearly  5  years  of  warfare  in
Slovenia,  Croatia  and  Bosnia  not  a
single military action had taken place
on the soil of Serbia. Also in all three
cases, war had been waged by forces
receiving orders from Belgrade, aided
by irregulars trained and equipped by
the JNA.

As a result of these wars 200,000 died,
mainly  civil ians,  half  a  mill ion
wounded,  and  two  million  made
refugees .  A l l  ideas  o f  “equal
responsibility” for these war should be
rejected.  We  should  not  equate  the
aggressor  with  the  victim.  Milosevic
was the prime mover of these wars,
Tudjman was a second string dictator
with regional ambitions and plenty of
blood on his  hands.  Izetbegovic  was
the leader of  the principle victim of
these wars.

After  the  Bosnian  war  finished
Milosevic  was  already  developing
another -  his ethnic war against the
Kosova  Albanians.  During  the  next
four  years  350,000  ethnic  Albanians
were  driven  out  of  the  country  to
become refugees.

In  1998  the  Kosovan  Albanians
mounted  mass  protests  against
Serbian rule, police troops were sent
in  to  suppress  them.  In  1999  an
escalating refugee crisis was used by
Nato  to  launch  an  unprecedented
bombing  campaign  against  Serbia,
which went on for 78 days.  The US
dominated Alliance had found a role
for  itself  in  the  post  Soviet  era,  an
opportunity  to  demonstrate  the
superiority of  it  weaponry,  and as a
means of extending its influence to the
East.

In Britain a  campaign was launched
against  the  war  in  the  form of  The
Committee for Peace in the Balkans.
The  role  of  Milosevic  remained
controversial.  The  Committee  itself
was  silent  on  the  role  of  Milosevic.
The  SWP  (within  it)  opposed  the
bombing but underplayed Milosevic’s
campaign  against  Kosovo.  Socialist
Action  -  which  no  longer  exists  but
was  influential  in  the  Committee  at
the time - saw Milosevic as some kind
of  representative of  actually  existing
socialism and described Serbia as "the
chief obstacle to the capitalist break-
up of Yugoslavia.

Such  politics  influenced  the  shape,
and unfortunately the size, of the anti-
war  mobilisations  as  well  -  since  it
gave them a strong pro-Serb flavour.
Most potential supporters of the anti-
war movement,  beyond the ranks of
the  organised  left,  started  from
strongly opposing the ethnic cleansing
of  the Kosova Albanians,  and stayed
away  once  they  perceived  the  pro-
Serb  bias  of  the  movement  -  even
those  who  did  not  see  NATO  as  a
solution.

The issue of independence for Kosovo,
which  we  advocated  it  as  the  only
lasting solution, was not taken up by
the SWP.

We argued that there were two wars
taking place: one waged by Milosevic
against  Kosovo  and  another  against
Serbia  by  Nato  Â¬  and  we  were
opposed to both. We called for NATO
out  of  the region and Serbia  out  of
Kosovo.  We  were  part  of  a  co-
ordination  within  the  Committee  of
those groups supporting this position:
ourselves,  Workers  Power,  the
Socialist  Party,  the  CPGB,  Workers
International and Workers Action.

Many on the left (particularly SA but
including Tony Benn and other anti-
war MPs) insisted that Yugoslavia had
been  broken  up  not  by  Milosevic’s
project but by imperialist intervention.
They pointed the decision of Germany
and the EC to recognise Slovenia and
Croatia  (the  richest  Republics)  as
independent states. Once Slovenia and
Croatia  had  gained  independence,
they argued, it was "natural" for Serb
minorities within Croatia and Bosnia
to "rebel" and the scene was set for
war.

As  the  above  account  sets  out,
however, German and EC recognition
of Croatia and Slovenia came almost a
year  after  the  start  of  war  in  the
region. It came a long time after the
invasion  of  Slovenia  and  Croatia  by
Serbian forces: i.e. well after the die
was cast on the unity of Yugoslavia.
Imperialism, particularly Germany, did
seek to intervene, of course, but this
was not the decisive factor.

The bombing of Serbia ended when a
compromise was found acceptable to
both NATO and Milosevic was struck.
Key  for  Milosevic  was  that  Kosovo



remained part of Serbia and that the
multi-national  force  moving  in  to
occupy Kosovo was under UN (rather
than  NATO)  control.  Previously
unacceptable conditions, such as the
right of NATO to access to any part of
Serbia were dropped.  A similar deal
could probably have been struck with
Milosevic without the bombing.

The national rights and aspirations of
the Kosovars were set aside in all this
and remain unresolved. Yet again the
lesson has not been learned that the
problem  of  the  Balkans  cannot  be
resolved  without  the  right  of  self-
determination  for  all  the  peoples  of
the region being respected.

Fittingly  Milosevic’s  final  undoing
came not at the hands of NATO or the
UN but at the hands of the Serbian
people.  In  October  2000  a  mass
uprising  of  Serbian  workers  Â¬  a
g e n e r a l  s t r i k e  a n d  m a s s
demonstrations and the storing of the
parliament building - over a disputed
election  result  drove  him  and  his
corrupt clique from office. Six months
later after a stand-off at his mansion
he  was  arrested  and  taken  to  The
Hague.

As for the Tribunal at The Hague, it
has  been  selective  as  to  whom  it
pursues.  Not  only  have  Radovan
Karadzic and his military chief Ratko

Mladic never been brought to book for
Srebrenica. But the likes of Tony Blair,
Milosevic’s  old  friend  Bill  Clinton,
Madeleine Albright and Wesley Clark -
who  bombarded  Serbia  for  78  days
killing  thousands  of  people  also  go
unpunished.  The  use  of  depleted
uranium  and  cluster  bombs;  the
targeting of a civilian passenger train,
the Chinese embassy and Radio Serbia
- killing 16 media workers - are of no
consequence.

They  can  all  rest  a  bit  easier  now.
Even  Milosevic’s  attempt  to  bring
them to Hague as witnesses to their
crimes has come to an end with his
passing.

Against the Italian intervention in
Afghanistan

22 August 2006, by Franco Turigliatto

"I am speaking in this assembly with
concern,  if  not  to  say  distress.  The
m e a s u r e  u n d e r  d i s c u s s i o n
euphemistically refers to international
missions, but as everyone knows, we
are talking about war,  the very war
that as we speak, once again in the
Middle East, is destroying the lives of
hundreds  of  women,  children  and
men. Yesterday’s conference in Rome
was unable to impose a ceasefire or
even to have attempted to request it.

The  government  has  made  this
measure a vote of confidence. I have
noted the political balance with which
minister  Chiti  has  approached  the
problem under discussion with the so-
called dissenting opinions in terms of
the  respect ive  pos i t ions  and
disagreements.

1) I will vote in favour of the vote of
confidence for a single reason, out of a
sense  of  loyalty  and  commitment
towards the electorate that has voted
out the rightwing parties and allowed

for  this  government  to  take  form,
towards the workers who these weeks
have  told  me  they  appreciate  our
battle,  but  at  the  same  time  have
asked me not to bring the government
down,  to  allow them to  continue  to
evaluate its  actions over the coming
months.  However,  this  decision does
not  take  away  from  my  underlying
irreducible and unchangeable dissent
with regard to a measure (even taking
into account the massive demand for
withdrawal  from  Iraq) ,  which
simultaneously  contemplates  the
continuation  of  the  war  mission  in
Afghanistan.

2) The fact that this mission is indeed
a  war  is  affirmed  by  all  military
analysts  and  NATO  itself.  It  is  no
coincidence that NATO is calling upon
its member nations to redouble their
efforts in terms of men and resources,
and that  in  February of  the current
year, it already changed the rules of
engagement to prepare for the Taliban
offensive. This is a war mission that is
part  of  the  new  NATO’s  strategic
project  that  emerged  from  1999
Washington  Pact  and  foresees  an
unnatural and illegitimate role for the

A t l a n t i c  A l l i a n c e  a s  “ w o r l d
pol iceman”.

3)  It  is  precisely  this  nature  of  the
conflict  and  of  the  matters  we  are
currently discussing that have led me
to view the compromise made by the
majority  of  the  government  as
completely  insufficient,  as  it  was
unable  to  insert  any  element  of
countertendency  into  a  foreign
military  intervention  project  that
r e m a i n s  p e r m e a t e d  b y  t h e
multilateralist  philosophy  and  the
concept  of  “humanitarian  war”,  the
same  that  characterised  the  Kosovo
conflict.

Not  only  does  the  government  not
intend to carry out any exit strategy
but  also  it  is  going  so  far  as  to
reinforce the overall military purview
to be implemented in Afghanistan and
in  the  Enduring  Freedom  mission
linked to that conflict.

4)  Furthermore,  this  fundamental
disagreement  is  in  line  with  the
standpoint  that  the  forces  of  the
radical and pacifist left have stood for
and practised over the past five years,
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that is, from the time the vote on the
Afghanistan  mission  brought  a
commitment  from  this  parliament.
This  line  of  conduct  is  perfectly
coherent  with  the  positions  of  the
peace movement, taking a stand from
October 2001 on the struggle against
the  US  war  in  Afghanistan  and
subsequently,  against sending Italian
soldiers into that theatre of war.

A coherence that we fully support and
which can certainly  not  be  confined
within  the  game  of  parliamentary
tactics  or  governmental  geometrics.
Moreover,  because  no  governmental
programme  has  ever  decided  to
confront a question on which nobody
can claim an electoral commitment.

During  these  weeks,  I’ve  never  felt
anachronistic, a rebel, or a dissident.
On  the  contrary,  never  as  in  these
days have I  felt  so in tune with the
62% who want the troops withdrawn
from  Afghanistan,  rising  to  73%
among Unione voters. Think about it:
how can we fail to understand that the
presence of foreign troops cannot be
seen by local people as interference,
domination  and  manipulation.  How
can  we  fail  to  understand  that  our
soldiers are viewed as occupiers, like
the other military forces taking part in
a war with a tragic balance sheet of
civilian victims (97%)?

NO, government  representatives,  no,
Members of Parliament, it is not just,
it is a grave error to continue along

this path, we can’t keep our soldiers in
Afghanistan to kill and be killed.

5) The government’s decision to make
this  measure  a  confidence  vote
requires  that  we  sacrif ice  our
fundamental  dissent  so  as  not  to
endanger  the  government.  It  is  a
painful  choice,  weighing  heavily  on
our  consc ience  and  po l i t i ca l
convictions. We feel that we have been
subjected to blackmail that we will no
longer accept in the future.

The government should take note of
this because on the war we cannot go
along with a future vote of confidence.
If  the  executive  persists  in  its
commitment to a war mission it will do
so with the votes of those who support
this choice; we will vote no. Just as we
wi l l  vote  no  to  other  mi l i tary
operations,  such  as  the  Lebanon
operation  aired  in  NATO  circles.

I f  I taly  real ly  wants  to  make  a
contribution  to  peace  in  the  Middle
East,  it  will  take  a  forthright  stand
against  Israel’s  policy;  bombing  a
defenceless  country  indiscriminately,
with  a  substantial  consensus  among
Western  countries,  provoking
incredible  devastation  among  the
civilian  population.

It would struggle for the construction
of a real Palestinian state and in this
framework,  for  a  UN  interposition
mission, not only between Israel and
Lebanon but  also on the Gaza Strip

and  on  the  1967  border  between
Israel  and  the  West  Bank!  It  would
m a k e  i t  c l e a r  t o  t h e  I s r a e l i
government that if Israel is entitled to
stability,  this  will  be  possible  if  it
recognises  the  rights  of  the  other
peoples  of  the  Middle  East,  starting
with the Palestinian people, that are
currently crushed and denied.

6)  The  peace  movement  is  our  real
partner  in  dialogue  in  this  matter.
Nowadays, this movement is seeking
to re-establish its  own dynamics,  its
own ideality and its own ambitions for
p e a c e .  W e  b e l i e v e  w e  h a v e
contributed actively, with our explicit
statement of  dissent,  of  reopening a
discussion that already seemed closed.

Different initiatives have been taken in
Italy, with our contribution, and others
will be in future. We will take part in
all of these, to get to the next vote on
military  missions  with  the  greatest
possible forces against the extension
of  unacceptable  military  operations.
We  w i l l  do  th i s  w i th  a  c l ea r ,
transparent  position;  we  will  do  it
without being subjected to any further
blackmail and intimidation. We will do
it  in  the  name of  peace  and of  the
political coherence that characterises
our commitment, knowing that we are
only  a  part  of  the movement,  but  a
necessary one.

Senate intervention 27/7/2006

Hezbollah’s Victory (2000)

17 August 2006, by Gilbert Achcar

Q:  Hezbollah’s victory gives a broad
blueprint of a comprehensive strategy
(military, political) in defeating Israeli
occupation.  Can  you  evaluate  the
possibil ity  of  its  reproduction
elsewhere?

Achcar: In order to do so, one has to
separate the various elements of this
"broad blueprint" as you call it. Let us

start  with  the  military  aspect,  since
you mention it: I would say that the
peculiarities  of  the  Lebanese terrain
should be as obvious to anyone in the
Arab world as the peculiarities of the
Iraqi  terrain  are  now  to  anyone  in
Washington who took the 1991 Gulf
War as a "broad blueprint" for further
US interventions. I mean that, just as
the  desert  is  the  ideal  terrain  for

tak ing  fu l l  advan tage  o f  the
superiority in air power (as proven by
the  great  contrast  between  the  six
weeks of carpet-bombing of the Iraqi
troops in 1991 and the poor results of
NATO’s  air  campaign  against  the
Federal  Republic  of  Yugoslavia  in
1999), the mountainous and populous
character of southern Lebanon should
be  taken  into  consideration  before
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generalizing  its  experience  into  a
"broad blueprint".

This  being  said,  what  should  be
emphasized in the first place is that
the victory in southern Lebanon was
not  a  "military"  victory.  The  Israeli
army has not been defeated militarily:
it was much less exhausted than the
US forces in Vietnam, and even in the
latter case it would be quite improper
to talk of a "military defeat." In both
cases,  the  defeat  is  primarily  a
political  defeat  of  the  governments,
a g a i n s t  a  b a c k g r o u n d  o f  a n
increasingly  reluctant  population  in
the  invader  country.  In  that  regard,
the military action finds its value in its
political impact, and not primarily in
its direct military impact. The guerrilla
actions  of  the  Lebanese  Resistance
against the occupation — which was
very  far,  even  proportionally,  from
matching the scale of the Vietnamese
Resistance  —  were  mainly  effective
through  their  impact  on  the  Israeli
population, just as the coffins of GI’s
landing back in the US were during
the Vietnam War. In both cases, the
population  of  the  invader  country
became more and more opposed to a
war effort that was clearly devoid of
any moral justification.

This had already been experienced by
Israel since the beginning of its full-
scale invasion of Lebanon in 1982. The
withdrawal from Beirut in 1982, and
later  on  from most  of  the  occupied
Lebanese  territory  in  1985,  were
mainly motivated by the fact that the
Israeli population could not endorse a
situation in which Israeli soldiers were
facing death every day for the sake of
an occupation which could hardly be
justified,  even  from  a  mainstream
Zionist view. So the key issue is that of
the  balance  between  the  cost  and
benefits of an occupation: whereas in
the  Golan  the  benefits  for  Israel
exceed the present costs, in southern
Lebanon  the  reverse  was  very
obviously  true.

Let  us  now  extrapolate  to  the
Palestinian  occupied  territories:
during  twenty  years  the  benefits
clearly  exceeded  the  costs  from the
viewpoint  of  Israeli  "security."  The
desperate "guerrilla" operations of the
Palestinian  Resistance  could  not
counterbalance  the  feel ing  of
enhanced security stemming from the

extension of the border to the Jordan
River. The situation began to change
d r a m a t i c a l l y  w i t h  t h e  m a s s
mobilization of the Intifada. This made
the  cost  nearly  intolerable  for  the
morale of the Israeli army and for the
reputation  of  Israel  in  its  backer
countries.  The  pressure  mounted
within  the  Israeli  army,  up  to  its
highest ranks, in favor of a withdrawal
of  the  troops  from  the  populated
areas, and their redeployment in those
strategic  parts  of  the  West  Bank
w h e r e  n o  P a l e s t i n i a n s  a r e
concentrated.

It is precisely to this pressure from the
military  that  Rabin  was  responding
w h e n  h e  e n t e r e d  t h e  O s l o
negotiations.  He  tried  to  get  the
highest  possible  price  for  the
implementation  of  this  withdrawal
from a PLO leadership that had been
accumulating  concessions  and
capitulations for many years. And he
got what he wanted, to a degree that
he could not have even imagined when
he started the talks  with  the Arafat
leadership! Instead of building on the
impetus  of  the  Intifada,  and  doing
everything possible to sustain it until
they got the withdrawal of the Israeli
army from the entire populated areas
— without betraying anything of what
they  stood  for  previously  and  with
very  minimal  accommodations,
negotiated not by the PLO but by the
leadership of  the Intifada within the
territories  —  the  Arafat  leadership
went  into  what  even  some  Zionist
commentators  described  as  an
ignominious surrender, leading to the
execrable situation prevailing now.

Hezbollah acted differently: they kept
up  the  pressure  uncompromisingly.
And they forced the unconditional and
total  withdrawal  of  the  Israeli  army
from  the  Lebanese  territories
occupied  since  1978  (the  remnant
goes  back  to  the  1967  War) .  A
tremendous  victory,  indeed!  And
surely  a  feat  that  the  Palestinian
population will ponder and from which
they will draw some inspiration.

Q:  To what  extent  is  the  Hezbollah
victory  a  slap  in  the  face  for  the
imperialist agenda in the region? What
might we expect from it in the future?

Achcar:  The  Lebanese  victory  is
certainly a defeat for the US agenda

which,  like  that  of  its  Israeli  ally,
foresaw  the  inser t ion  o f  th is
withdrawal  into  an  overall  peace
agreement  with  Syria  including  all
sorts  of  conditions,  concessions  and
guarantees  obtained  for  Israel.
Besides, Israel is the "most brilliant"
proxy of the US armed forces, the one
always  quoted  as  an  example  to
follow.  And  here  is  a  withdrawal,
taking the shape of a debacle, evoking
irresistibly  the  images  of  the  US
debacle  in  Vietnam,  in1975  —
incidentally  just  at  the  time  of  the
25th anniversary of the latter! This is
a new vindication of the famous "dare
to struggle, dare to win" that inspired
so bravely the Vietnamese Resistance.
And  it  can  be  expected  that  it  will
contribute to  reversing the winds of
defeatism  that  have  swept  through
such a big part of those who once used
to fight imperialist domination.

However  with  regard  to  the  US
agenda in the Middle East, I think that
the main change in the Israeli agenda
— which will certainly be integrated in
t h e  a g e n d a  o f  t h e  n e x t  U S
administration — is that the prospect
of a peace treaty with Syria is pushed
back  indefinitely.  The  Zionist
establishment  is  definitely  not  eager
to relinquish the Golan for the sake of
just establishing relations with Syria,
relations that will  never be "normal"
anyhow.  And  they  are  all  the  less
eager  to  do  so  in  that  the  Syrian
dictator Hafiz Al-Assad is on the verge
of death [he died in June 2000] and
the political  future of  the country is
highly uncertain.

Q: Why has the Lebanese victory been
claimed by Hezbollah alone? Were not
other forces — Palestinians, Lebanese
Left  —  involved  in  the  resistance
movement? If not, why not?

Achcar:  The  reason  Hezbollah
appeared as the only father of victory
(as the saying goes, victory usually has
several fathers, whereas defeat is an
orphan)  is  that  they  did  everything
they could to monopolize the prestige
of the resistance movement. After the
1982  Israeli  invasion,  you  had  an
uneasy  coexistence  and  competition
between two tendencies  in  the fight
against  the  occupier:  the  Lebanese
National Resistance, dominated by the
Lebanese  Communist  Party,  and  the
Islamic  Resistance,  dominated  by



Hezbollah. The Palestinian forces had
been  wiped  out  from  southern
Lebanon  by  the  invaders;  those
remaining in the refugee camps were
not  really  a  match  for  Hezbollah,
especially since some Lebanese forces
like the Shiite communalist militias of
Amal were keen on preventing them
from  spreading  again  out  of  the
camps. Amal are still there — they are
among  those  who  recuperated  the
stretch  of  land  abandoned  by  Israel
and  its  local  proxy.  But  they  were
never  a  key  force  in  the  Resistance
movement:  they  lost  their  impetus
long ago to the benefit of Hezbollah,
and turned into a purely conservative
and patronage-based party.

Hezbollah  conducted  all  sorts  of
operations to establish their monopoly
over the resistance movement, up to
repeated  onslaughts  against  the
Communists, murdering some of their
key Shiite cadres in particular. The CP
behaved in a most servile manner, not
daring to retaliate and instead calling
on  the  "brothers"  in  the  Islamic
Resistance  to  behave  in  a  brotherly
manner  — a call  which has  no real
chance  of  being  heard  if  it  is  not
backed by decisive action to show the
damage  that  could  result,  precisely,
from the alternative behavior! Such an
attitude  contributed  greatly  to  the
progressive  shift  in  the  balance  of
forces to the advantage of Hezbollah.
Many of the most militant members of
the Lebanese left  among the Shiites
were attracted to Hezbollah.

We should recall that at the beginning
of  the  Lebanese  civil  war  in  1975
there was no Hezbollah and the CP

was  the  major  militant  force  among
the  Shiite  population  in  southern
Lebanon.  The  party  started  losing
ground to the advantage of Amal first,
and  Hezbollah  later  after  1982.  In
both cases the lesson was the same:
all  these movements  were appealing
to  the  same  constituency,  i.e.  the
traditionally  very  militant  Shiite
population  of  southern  Lebanon.  In
such  a  competition,  the  shyest  is
doomed to lose inevitably, all the more
so when you don’t even dare to put
forward your own radical program and
you end up tail-ending the dominant
communalist  forces.  Here  again  you
need to dare to struggle and dare to
win!
Hezbollah have been very effective on
that score. They were definitely very
"daring" in their actions, inspired by
their  quasi -myst ical  v iews  of
martyrdom. And they knew also how
to  win  the  souls  and  minds  of  the
population,  by  making a  very  clever
use of the significant funding they got
from Iran, thus organizing all kinds of
social  services  to  the  benefit  of  the
impoverished population. To be sure,
they  also  took  advantage  of  the
ideological  winds,  which  blew  much
more  in  their  direction  than  in  the
direction of a left that became utterly
demoralized  by  the  collapse  of  the
Soviet Union.

Q:  What are the implications of  the
Hezbollah  victory  on  the  relation  of
the  political  forces  in  Lebanon?  For
the  Palestinian  refugees  there?  And
for the entire region?

Achcar:  One  thing  is  sure.  This
victory will greatly enhance the appeal

of Hezbollah in Lebanon, and of the
Islamic fundamentalists in the whole
region.  In  Lebanon,  Hezbollah  faces
an  objective  limitation  due  to  the
religiously  very  composite  character
of  the  population.  Hezbollah  are
inherently  unable  to  win  over
Christians,  Druzes,  or  even  Sunni
Muslims, in any significant numbers.
They are no threat to the Palestinian
refugees,  s ince  their  Is lamic
universalism make them champions of
the Palestinian cause.  In that  sense,
they  are  actually  competitors  to  the
Palestinian  forces  in  Lebanon,
whether  Arafat  loyalists  or  left
dissidents; at best they can contribute
to strengthen the Palestinian Islamic
fundamentalist tendencies.

In that sense too, their victory is a bad
omen to Arafat,  obviously,  as I  have
already explained. Among Palestinians
in  the West  Bank and Gaza,  Hamas
members are the only ones likely to be
boosted  by  Hezbollah  triumphalism.
More generally, we can say that this
victory will be precious for the whole
Islamic  fundamentalist  movement  in
countering the negative impact of the
recent  events  in  Iran.  Those  who
thought  they  could  already  bury
Islamic  fundamentalism  (a  French
"Orientalist" recently produced a book
heralding the terminal decline of this
phenomenon) are blatantly refuted. As
long as they have no real competitor
for the embodiment of the aspirations
of  the  downtrodden  masses,  and  as
l ong  a s  the  soc i a l  e f f ec t s  o f
"globalization"  are  with  us,  the
fundamentalists  will  also  be  part  of
the  picture,  with  ups  and  downs
naturally.

The 33-Day War and UNSC Resolution 1701

16 August 2006, by Gilbert Achcar

I n  t h i s  s e n s e ,  H e z b o l l a h  i s
undoubtedly  the  real  political  victor
and Israel the real loser in the 33-day
war that erupted on July 12, and no
speech by Ehud Olmert or George W.
Bush can alter this obvious truth. [3]

Hezbollah fighter

In  order  to  understand  what  is  at
stake, it is necessary to summarize the

U.S.-backed  goals  that  Israel  was
pursuing in its offensive. The central
goal of the Israeli  onslaught was, of
course,  to  destroy  Hezbollah.  Israel
sought  to  achieve  this  goal  through
the combination of three major means.
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The  first  one  consisted  in  dealing
Hezbollah  a  fatal  blow  through  an
intensive “post-heroic,” i.e. cowardly,
bombing campaign exploiting Israel’s
“overwhelming  and  asymmetric
advantage”  in  f irepower.  The
c a m p a i g n  a i m e d  a t  c u t t i n g
Hezbol lah’s  road  of  suppl ies ,
destroying  much  of  its  military
infrastructure  (stocks  of  rockets,
rocket launchers, etc.),  eliminating a
major  number  of  its  fighters  and
decapitating  it  by  assassinating
Hassan Nasrallah and other key party
leaders.

The second means pursued consisted
in  turning  Hezbollah’s  mass  base
among  Lebanese  Shiites  against  the
party, which Israel would designate as
responsible for their tragedy through
a  frenzied  PSYOP  campaign.  This
required, of course, that Israel inflict a
massive disaster on Lebanese Shiites
by  an  extensive  criminal  bombing
campaign  that  deliberately  flattened
whole villages and neighborhoods and
killed  hundreds  and  hundreds  of
civilians.

This was not the first time that Israel
had resorted to this kind of stratagem
— a  standard  war  crime.  When the
PLO was active in southern Lebanon,
in what was called “Fatahland” before
the first Israeli invasion in 1978, Israel
used to  heavily  pound the inhabited
area all around the point from which a
rocket  was launched at  its  territory,
even though rockets were fired from
wastelands.

The stratagem succeeded at that time
in  a l i ena t ing  f rom  the  PLO  a
significant  part  of  the  population  of
southern Lebanon, aided by the fact
that  reactionary  leaders  were still  a
major force down there and that the
Palestinian  guerillas  could  easily  be
repudiated  as  alien  since  their
behavior  was  generally  disastrous.
This  time,  given  the  incomparably
better  status  of  Hezbollah  among
Lebanese Shiites, Israel thought that
it could achieve the same effect simply
by dramatically increasing the scope
and  brutality  of  the  collective
punishment.

The  th ird  means  cons is ted  in
massively and gravely disrupting the
life of  the Lebanese population as a
whole and holding it hostage through

an air, sea and land blockade so as to
incite  this  population,  especially  the
communities other than Shiite, against
Hezbollah, and thus create a political
climate conducive to military action by
the Lebanese army against the Shiite
organization. This is why, at the onset
of the offensive, Israeli officials stated
that they did not want any force but
the  Lebanese  army  to  deploy  in
southern  Lebanon,  re ject ing
specifically an international force and
spitting on the existing UNIFIL.

This project has actually been the goal
of  Washington  and  Paris  ever  since
they  worked  together  on  producing
UN Security Council  resolution 1559
in September 2004 that called for the
withdrawal  of  Syrian  troops  from
Lebanon  and  “the  disbanding  and
disarmament of all Lebanese and non-
Lebanese militias,” i.e. Hezbollah and
the organizations of the Palestinians in
their refugee camps.

Washington  had  believed  that,  once
Syrian  forces  were  removed  from
Lebanon,  the  Lebanese  army,  which
has been equipped and trained chiefly
by  the  Pentagon,  would  be  able  to
“disband and disarm” Hezbollah. The
Syrian army effectively withdrew from
Lebanon in April 2005, not because of
the  pressure  from  Washington  and
Paris, but due to the political turmoil
and  mass  mobilization  that  resulted
from the assassination, in February of
that year, of Lebanese former Prime
Minister  Rafik  Hariri,  a  very  close
friend of the Saudi ruling class.

The balance of forces in the country,
in  light  of  the  mass  demonstrations
and  counter-demonstrations  that
occurred, did not make it possible for
the U.S.-allied coalition to envisage a
settlement of the Hezbollah issue by
force. They were even obliged to wage
the ensuing parliamentary elections in
May  in  a  broad  coal i t ion  with
Hezbollah,  and  rule  the  country
thereafter  through  a  coalit ion
government  including  two  Hezbollah
ministers. This disappointing outcome
prompted Washington to give Israel a
g r e e n  l i g h t  f o r  i t s  m i l i t a r y
intervention. It needed only a suitable
pretext, which the Hezbollah’s cross-
border operation on July 12 provided.

Measured against the central goal and
the three means described above, the

Israeli  offensive  was  a  total  and
blatant  failure.  Most  obviously,
Hezbollah  was  not  destroyed  —  far
from it.  It  has  retained  the  bulk  of
both  its  political  structure  and  its
military force, indulging in the luxury
of shelling northern Israel up to the
very last moment before the ceasefire
on the morning of August 14.

It has not been cut off from its mass
base; if anything, this mass base has
been considerably extended, not only
among Lebanese  Shiites,  but  among
a l l  o ther  Lebanese  re l ig ious
communities as well,  not to mention
the  huge  prestige  that  this  war
brought to Hezbollah, especially in the
Arab region and the rest of the Muslim
world. Last but not least, all this has
led to a shift in the overall balance of
forces in Lebanon in a direction that is
the exact opposite of what Washington
and  Israel  expected:  Hezbollah
emerged  much  stronger  and  more
feared by its declared or undeclared
opponents, the friends of the U.S. and
the Saudi kingdom.

The Lebanese government essentially
sided  with  Hezbollah,  making  the
protest against the Israeli aggression
its priority. [4]

There is no need to dwell any further
on  Israel’s  most  blatant  failure:
reading  the  avalanche  of  critical
comments from Israeli sources is more
than  sufficient  and  most  revealing.
One of the sharpest comments was the
one  expressed  by  three - t ime
“Defense”  minister  Moshe  Arens,
indisputably  an  expert.  He  wrote  a
short  article  in  Haaretz  that  speaks
volumes:

“They [Ehud Olmert, Amir Peretz and
Tzipi  Livni]  had a few days of  glory
when they still believed that the IAF’s
[Israeli  Air  Force’s]  bombing  of
Lebanon would  make short  shrift  of
Hezbollah and bring us victory without
pain. But as the war they so grossly
mismanaged wore on... gradually the
air went out of them. Here and there,
they  still  let  off  some  bellicose
declarations, but they started looking
for  an  exit  —  how  to  extr icate
themselves  from  the  turn  of  events
they  were  obviously  incapable  of
managing.

They  grasped  for  straws,  and  what



better straw than the United Nations
Security Council. No need to score a
military  victory  over  Hezbollah.  Let
the  UN  declare  a  cease-fire,  and
Olmert, Peretz, and Livni can simply
declare victory, whether you believe it
or not.... The war, which according to
our leaders was supposed to restore
Israel’s deterrent posture, has within
one  month  succeeded  in  destroying
it.” [5]

Arens  speaks  the  truth:  as  Israel
proved  increasingly  unable  to  score
any of  the goals  that  it  had set  for
itself at the onset of its new war, it
started  looking  for  an  exit.  While  it
compensated  for  its  failure  by  an
escalation  in  the  destructive  and
revengeful fury that it unleashed over
Lebanon,  its  U.S.  sponsors  switched
their attitude at the UN. After having
bought time for Israel for more than
three weeks by blocking any attempt
at  discussing  a  Security  Council
resolution  calling  for  a  ceasefire  —
one  of  the  most  dramatic  cases  of
paralysis in the history of the 61-year
old  intergovernmental  institution  —
Washington decided to take over and
continue  Israel’s  war  by  diplomatic
means.

By switching its attitude, Washington
converged  again  with  Paris  on  the
issue  of  Lebanon.  Sharing  with  the
U.S. a common, albeit rival, dedication
to taking the most out of Saudi riches,
especially by selling the Saudi rulers
military hardware [6], Paris regularly
and  opportunistically  stays  on  the
right  side  of  the  Saudis  every  time
s o m e  s t r a i n s  a r i s e  b e t w e e n
Washington’s  agenda  and  the
concerns of its oldest Middle Eastern
clients  and  protégés.  Israel’s  new
Lebanon war was such an opportunity:
as  soon  as  Israel ’s  murderous
aggression  proved  counterproductive
from  the  standpoint  of  the  Saudi
ruling family, who are terrified by an
increasing  destabilization  of  the
Middle East that could prove fatal for
their  interests,  they  requested  a
cessation of the war and a switch to
alternative means.

Paris immediately came out in favor of
this  attitude,  and Washington ended
up following suit, but only after giving
the Israeli aggression a few more days
to  try  to  score  some  face-saving
military  achievement.  The  first  draft

resolution crafted by the two capitals
circulated at the UN on August 5. It
was  a  blatant  attempt  at  achieving
diplomatically  what  Israel  had  not
been  able  to  achieve  militarily.  The
draft,  while  stating “strong support”
f o r  L e b a n o n ’ s  s o v e r e i g n t y ,
nevertheless called for the reopening
of its  airports and harbors only “for
veri f iably  and  purely  c iv i l ian
purposes”  and  provided  for  the
establishment  of  an  “international
embargo on the sale or supply of arms
and  related  material  to  Lebanon
e x c e p t  a s  a u t h o r i z e d  b y  i t s
government,”  in  other  words  an
embargo  on  Hezbollah.

It reasserted resolution 1559, calling
for  a  further  resolution  that  would
authorize  “under  Chapter  VII  of  the
Charter  the  deployment  of  a  UN-
mandated  international  force  to
support  the  Lebanese  armed  forces
and government in providing a secure
environment  and  contribute  to  the
implementation of a permanent cease-
fire  and  a  long-term  solution.”  This
formulation is so vague that it could
only mean,  actually,  an international
force  authorized  to  wage  military
operations  (Chapter  VII  of  the  UN
Charter)  in  order  to  implement
resolution 1559 by force,  in  alliance
with the Lebanese army.

Moreover, no provision restricted this
force to the area south of the Litani
River, the area which under the draft
r e s o l u t i o n  w a s  t o  b e  f r e e  o f
Hezbollah’s  armament,  and the limit
of the zone that Israel has requested
to be secured after having failed to get
r id  of  Hezbol lah  in  the  rest  of
Lebanon.  This  meant  that  the  UN
force could have been called upon to
act  against  Hezbollah in  the  rest  of
Lebanon.

This project was totally unwarranted
by  what  Israel  had achieved on  the
ground,  however,  and the  draft  was
therefore  defeated.  Hezbollah  came
out strongly against it, making it clear
tha t  i t  wou ld  no t  accep t  any
international  force  but  the  existing
UNIFIL, the UN force deployed along
Lebanon’s  border  with  Israel  (the
“Blue Line”) since 1978. The Lebanese
government  conveyed  Hezbollah’s
opposition  and  request  for  changes,
backed by the chorus of Arab states
including all U.S. clients. Washington

had no choice then, but to revise the
draft  as it  would not have passed a
vote at the Security Council anyway.

Moreover,  Washington’s  ally,  French
President  Jacques  Chirac  —  whose
country  is  expected  to  provide  the
major component of the international
force  and  lead  it  —  had  himself
declared publicly two weeks into the
fighting  that  no  deployment  was
possible without prior agreement with
Hezbollah. [7]

The draft  was therefore revised and
renegotiated, while Washington asked
Israel  to  brandish  the  threat  of  a
major ground offensive and to actually
start  implementing it  as a means of
p r e s s u r e  i n  o r d e r  t o  e n a b l e
Washington to  get  the  best  possible
deal from its standpoint. In order to
facilitate  an  agreement  leading to  a
ceasefire that became more and more
urgent  for  humanitarian  reasons,
Hezbollah accepted the deployment of
15,000 Lebanese troops south of the
Litani River and softened its general
position.  Resolution 1701 could thus
be  pushed  through  at  the  Security
Council on August 11.

Washington  and  Par is ’s  main
concession was to abandon the project
of  creating  an  ad-hoc  multinational
force under Chapter VII. Instead, the
resolution authorizes “an increase in
the  force  strength  of  UNIFIL  to  a
maximum  of  15,000  troops,”  thus
revamping and considerably swelling
the existing UN force. The main trick,
however, was to redefine the mandate
of  this  force  so  that  it  could  now
“assist the Lebanese armed forces in
t a k i n g  s t e p s ”  t o w a r d s  “ t h e
establishment between the Blue Line
and the Litani river of an area free of
any  armed  personnel,  assets  and
weapons  other  than  those  of  the
government  of  Lebanon  and  of
UNIFIL.”  UNIFIL  can  now  as  well
“take all necessary action in areas of
deployment  of  its  forces  and  as  it
deems  within  its  capabilities,  to
ensure that its  area of  operations is
not utilized for hostile activities of any
kind.”

Combined,  the  two  precedent
formulations  come  quite  close  to  a
Chapter VII mandate, or could easily
be interpreted in this way, at any rate.
Moreover, the mandate of UNIFIL is



actually extended by Resolution 1701
beyond its “areas of deployement,” as
it can now “assist the government of
Lebanon at its request” in its effort to
“secure  its  borders  and  other  entry
points to prevent the entry in Lebanon
without its consent of arms or related
materiel” — a sentence that definitely
does  not  refer  to  Lebanon’s  border
with  Israel  but  to  its  border  with
Syria,  which  runs  the  length  of  the
country,  from north  to  south.  These
are  the  major  traps  in  Resolution
1701, and not the wording about the
withdrawal  of  the  Israeli  occupation
army  that  many  comments  have
focused on, as Israel’s withdrawal is
actually  propelled  by  the  deterrent
force  of  Hezbollah,  not  by  any  UN
resolution.

Hezbollah  decided  to  give  its  green
light for the approval by the Lebanese
government  of  Resolution  1701.
Hassan  Nasrallah  gave  a  speech  on
August 12, explaining the decision of
the  party  to  agree  to  the  UN-
mandated  deployment.  It  included  a
much more sober assessment of  the
situation than in some of his previous
speeches and a good deal of political
wisdom.  “Today,  Nasrallah  said,  we
face  the  reasonable  and  possible
n a t u r a l  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  g r e a t
steadfastness  that  the  Lebanese
expressed  from  their  var ious
positions.”  This  soberness  was
necessary,  as  any  boastful  claim  of
victory  —  like  those  that  where
cheaply  expressed  by  Hezbollah’s
backers  in  Tehran and Damascus —
would have required Nasrallah to add,
like king Pyrrhus of Ancient Greece,
“One more such victory and I shall be
lost!”  Hezbollah’s  leader  wisely  and
explicitly  rejected  entering  into  a
polemic about the assessment of the
war’s results, stressing that “our real
priority”  is  to  stop  the  aggression,
recover  the  occupied  territory  and
“achieve security and stability in our
country and the return of the refugees
and displaced persons.”

Nasrallah  defined  the  practical
position of his movement as such: to
abide  by  the  ceasefire;  to  fully
cooperate with “all that can facilitate
the  return  of  our  displaced  and
refugee people to their homes, to their
houses,  and  all  that  can  facilitate
humanitarian and rescue operations.”
He  did  so  while  expressing  the

readiness of his movement to continue
the legitimate fight against the Israeli
army  as  long  as  i t  remains  in
Lebanese territory, though he offered
to  respect  the  1996  agreement
whereby  operations  of  both  sides
would be restricted to military targets
and  spare  civilians.  In  this  regard,
Nasrallah stressed that his movement
started shelling northern Israel only as
a  reaction  to  Israel’s  bombing  of
Lebanon after the July 12 operation,
and that Israel was to be blamed for
extending the war to the civilians in
the first place.

Nasrallah  then  stated  a  position
toward  Resolution  1701  that  could
best  be  described  as  approval  with
many  reserva t ions ,  pend ing
v e r i f i c a t i o n  i n  p r a c t i c a l
implementation.  He  expressed  his
protest against the unfairness of the
resolution,  which  refrained  in  its
preambles from any condemnation of
Israel’s  aggression  and  war  crimes,
adding  however  that  it  could  have
been much worse and expressing his
appreciation for the diplomatic efforts
that  prevented that  from happening.
His key point was to stress the fact
that Hezbollah considers some of the
issues that the resolution dealt with to
be  Lebanese  internal  affairs  that
ought to be discussed and settled by
the Lebanese themselves — to which
he added an emphasis on preserving
Lebanese national unity and solidarity.

Nasrallah’s  position  was  the  most
c o r r e c t  p o s s i b l e  g i v e n  t h e
circumstances. Hezbollah had to make
concessions to facilitate the ending of
the war.  As the whole population of
Lebanon was held hostage by Israel,
any intransigent attitude would have
h a d  t e r r i b l e  h u m a n i t a r i a n
consequences  over  and  above  the
already  appalling  results  of  Israel’s
destructive  and  murderous  fury.
Hezbollah  knows  perfectly  well  that
the real issue is less the wording of a
UN Security  Council  resolution  than
i ts  actual  interpretat ion  and
implementation,  and  in  that  respect
what  is  determinant  is  the  situation
and balance of forces on the ground.
To  George  W.  Bush’s  and  Ehud
Olmert’s  vain  boasting  about  their
victory  as  embodied  supposedly  in
Resolution  1701,  one  needs  only  to
quote Moshe Arens pre-emptive reply
in the already quoted article:

“The appropriate rhetoric has already
started flying.  So what  if  the  whole
w o r l d  s e e s  t h i s  d i p l o m a t i c
arrangement — which Israel agreed to
while it was still receiving a daily dose
of  Hezbollah  rockets  — as  a  defeat
suffered by Israel  at  the hands of  a
few thousand Hezbollah fighters? So
what  if  nobody  believes  that  an
â€˜emboldened’  UNIFIL  force  will
disarm Hezbollah, and that Hezbollah
with thousands of rockets still  in its
arsenal and truly emboldened by this
month’s  success  against  the  mighty
Israel  Defense  Forces,  will  now
become  a  partner  for  peace?”

The real “continuation of the war by
other  means” has already started in
full in Lebanon. At stake are four main
issues, here reviewed in reverse order
of  priority.  The  first  issue,  on  the
domestic Lebanese level, is the fate of
t h e  c a b i n e t .  T h e  e x i s t i n g
parliamentary  majority  in  Lebanon
resulted  from elections  flawed  by  a
defective and distorting electoral law
that the Syrian-dominated regime had
enforced.

One of its major consequences was the
distortion of the representation of the
Christian  constituencies,  with  great
under-representation of the movement
led  by  former  General  Michel  Aoun
who  entered  into  an  alliance  with
Hezbol lah  af ter  the  e lect ion.
Moreover,  the  recent  war  affected
deeply  the  political  mood  of  the
Lebanese  populat ion,  and  the
l e g i t i m a c y  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t
parliamentary majority is thus highly
disputable. Of course, any change in
the government in favor of Hezbollah
and its allies would radically alter the
meaning  of  resolution  1701  as  its
interpretation depends very much on
the  Lebanese  government’s  attitude.
One  major  concern  in  this  regard,
however, is to avoid any slide toward a
renewed civil war in Lebanon: That’s
what  Hassan Nasrallah  had in  mind
when he emphasized the importance
of “national unity.”

The second issue, also on the domestic
Lebanese level,  is the reconstruction
effort.  Hariri  and  his  Saudi  backers
had built up their political influence in
L e b a n o n  b y  d o m i n a t i n g  t h e
reconstruction efforts after Lebanon’s
15-year war ended in 1990. This time
they  will  be  faced  by  an  intensive



competition from Hezbollah, with Iran
standing  behind  it  and  with  the
advantage of its intimate link with the
Lebanese  Shiite  population  that  was
the principal target of the Israeli war
of revenge. As senior Israeli military
analyst Ze’ev Schiff put it in Haaretz:
“A lot also depends on who will aid in
the  reconstruction  of  southern
Lebanon;  if  it  is  done by Hezbollah,
the Shiite population of the south will
be indebted to Tehran. This should be
prevented.” [8]
This message has been received loud
and clear in Washington, Riyadh and
Beirut.  Prominent  articles  in  today’s
mainstream  press  in  the  U.S.  are
sounding the alarm on this score.

The  third  issue,  naturally,  is  the
“disarmament”  of  Hezbollah  in  the
zone  delimited  in  southern  Lebanon
for  the  joint  deployment  of  the
Lebanese  army  and  the  revamped
UNIFIL.  The  most  that  Hezbollah  is
ready to concede in this respect is to
“hide” its weapons south of the Litani
River,  i.e.  to  refrain from displaying
them  and  to  keep  them  in  covert
storage. Any step beyond that, not to
mention a Lebanon-wide disarmament
of  Hezbol lah,  is  l inked  by  the
organization to a set of conditions that
start from Lebanon’s recovery of the
1967-occupied Shebaa farms and end
with the emergence of a government
and  army  able  and  determined  to

defend  the  country’s  sovereignty
against  Israel.

This issue is the first major problem
against  which the implementation of
Resolution 1701 could stumble, as no
country  on  earth  is  readily  in  a
position to try to disarm Hezbollah by
force, a task that the most formidable
modern army in the whole Middle East
and one of the world’s major military
powers has blatantly failed to achieve.
This means that any deployment south
of the Litani River, whether Lebanese
or UN-mandated, will have to accept
Hezbollah’s  offer,  with  or  without
camouflage.

The  fourth  issue,  of  course,  is  the
composition  and  intent  of  the  new
UNIFIL contingents. The original plan
of Washington and Paris was to repeat
in  Lebanon  what  is  taking  place  in
Afghanistan where a NATO auxiliary
force  with  a  UN fig  leaf  is  waging
Washington’s  war.  Hezbollah’s
resilience on the military as well as on
the political level thwarted this plan.
Washington  and  Paris  believed  they
could implement it nevertheless under
a disguised form and gradually, until
political  conditions  were  met  in
Lebanon for a showdown pitting NATO
and its local allies against Hezbollah.
Indeed, the countries expected to send
the principal contingents are all NATO
members: along with France, Italy and

Turkey are on standby, while Germany
and Spain are being urged to follow
suit. Hezbollah is no fool however. It is
already engaged in dissuading France
from  executing  its  plan  of  sending
elite  combat  troops  backed  by  the
stationing  of  the  single  French  air-
carrier  close  to  Lebanon’s  shores  in
the Mediterranean.

On  the  last  issue,  the  ant iwar
movement  in  NATO  countries  could
greatly  help  the  struggle  of  the
Lebanese national resistance and the
cause  of  peace  in  Lebanon  by
mobilizing against the dispatch of any
NATO  troops  to  Lebanon,  thus
contributing  to  deterring  their
governments  from  trying  to  do
Washington’s and Israel’s dirty work.
What Lebanon needs is the presence
of truly neutral peacekeeping forces at
its  southern  borders  and,  above  all,
that its people be permitted to settle
Lebanon’s internal  problems through
peaceful political means.

All  other roads lead to a renewal of
Lebanon’s civil  war,  at  a time when
the Middle East, and the whole world
for  that  matter,  is  already  having  a
h a r d  t i m e  c o p i n g  w i t h  t h e
consequences  of  the  civil  war  that
Washington has ignited and is fueling
in Iraq.
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Russian Social Forum Success

15 August 2006, by Aleksander Buzgalin

1.  Why  riot-  and  mayhem-lovers
were disappointed

Unfortunately, in today’s Russia (and
not only here), philistines
and  journalists  pandering  to  the
philistines’  taste  prefer  to  report
crimes, violence, bloodshed, scandals
and other "hot" topics. For
this  k ind  of  publ ic ,  a  ser ious,
constructive  debate  on  urgent
problems
faced by people in Russia and other
countries is simply too boring.

There  were  no  fistfights,  so  the
alterglobalists’ scheme was a ’failure’.
And you can explain endlessly that the
forum organizers had other
goals,  and  those  goals  were  mainly
achieved. The gathering was
organized  not  by  "antiglobalists"
guided  by  moth-eaten  ideas  of
isolationism,  Stalinism  etc.  but  by
supporters of world integration
quite different from the present one

that is imposed by the so-called
"G-8".

For us, the aim of integration is not in
r e a l i z i n g  t h e  U S  a n d  N A T O
geopolitical ambitions, nor in helping
to  sa t i s f y  the  p ro f i t - t h i r s t y
transnational  corporations  who
dominate the world markets under the
cover of the slogans of free trade, nor
i n  t h e  s p i r a l l i n g  g r o w t h  o f
international  financial  speculations
(up to 2500 billion dollars a day!). It is
something else.  We say, "A different
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world is possible!", and on the basis of
world experience and expert studies,
we show, just what kind of the world
this would be.

We  call  for  a  serious  debate  on
possible alternatives. Neither the
authorities,  nor  the  philistines,  nor
mass media serving their demands
like the idea of such a debate.

So  what  are  these  alternatives  all
about? Who were the participants
at  the  forum  in  St.Petersburg,  and
what were they doing there?

2. Who we are, and what are we
going to do.

The  Russian  Social  Forum  is  a
n e t w o r k  o f  d i v e r s e  s o c i a l
organizat ions
and movements, a network that shows
in practice, constantly working,
that  another  world  is  possible  and
necessary - a world oriented not
toward the "market  fundamentalism"
but  toward  human  development
andsolving  social  and  environmental
problems. Among the most active
groups  that  took  part  in  the  forum
were: independent trade unions;
c a m p a i g n e r s  a g a i n s t  t h e
commercialization  of  housing  and
communal
services; the "Education for All" and
"For Human Rights" movements;
alterglobalist  organizations  proper,
such  as  "Alternatives"  (a  movement
that  supports  c i t izens’  social
initiatives),  "Collective  Action"
Institute;  organizations  of  victims  of
the Chernobyl disaster and those who
helped to liquidate its consequences;
"greens", and dozens more.

In all about 1500 people registered at
the forum that took place on
July 14 and 15 in the Kirov Stadium in
St.Petersburg. Many of them
came  s imply  to  see  what  was
happening  at  this  gathering  that
frightened the authorities so much. In
the author’s opinion, about 300 people
worked  actively  in  seminars,  round-
table discussions and symposia at the
forum.  Many  militants  of  left-wing
youth organizations,
anarchists  and  other  politically-
oriented  activists  saw  participation
in  meetings  and  protest  actions
outside the stadium as their priority.

3.  What  happened at  the  forum,
and what are our positive demands

The opening event was intended to be
a working session, including
presentation of main thematic blocks
of  the  forum’s  work,  but  the  well-
timed  visit  by  the  St.Petersburg
Governor  Valentina  Matviyenko
kept us busy for some minutes.  The
journalists who flocked towards
the big boss, with their usual servility,
inevitably  diverted  general  attention
to a certain extent, and we decided to
make use of this
situation  in  order  to  protest  against
the detentions and arrests of
our comrades. The forum participants
chanted "Freedom!" and other
slogans denouncing the repression by
the authorities, while Matviyenko
tried  to  explain  that  the  authorities
loved us.

Despite all that, the basic aim of the
plenary meeting - providing
information about the main directions
and tasks of the forum’s work -
was achieved. Then, the serious work
started.

Discussions  were  held  on  issues  of
defence of human rights, forms
and methods of  the struggle against
"filling-in" house construction,
against  evictions  from  dormitories,
against  the  rise  of  costs  of  housing
and utilities, and so forth. As a result,
constructive  recommendations  have
been  developed  -  what  needs  to  be
done and how should it  be realized,
with  creation  of  new  networks  and
strengthening of old ones. In a longer
term,  these  networks  will  provide
more effective organizational base for
citizens  defending  their  rights  and
interests as inhabitants.

Similar  steps  were  made to  develop
solidarity of independent trade
unions  that  are  defending  workers’
rights in the conditions of
Russia’s  present-day  "Jurassic  Park
capitalism".

The forum discussed a wide range of
human rights issues, from
developing  constructive  steps
consolidating  the  structures  of  civil
society  to  very definite  demands for
release of political prisoners
and  our  arrested  comrades.  Facts
were presented demonstrating that

in  Russia,  there  is  more  and  more
arbitrary repression by bureaucrats
and  pol ice ,  less  and  less  rea l
democracy, and that it becomes more
and
more difficult to exercise elementary
civil and social rights.

Important  practical  steps  toward
establishing  a  united  action  network
involving  "traditional"  human  rights
defenders and left activists
campaigning  for  social  justice  were
proposed. At the forum, one could
point out a positive role played by Lev
Ponomarev, the leader of the
movement  "For  Human Rights",  and
by Lyudmila Alekseyeva, the head of
the  Moscow  Helsinki  Group.  They
stated  unambiguously  that  human
rights  defenders  in  Russia  are
increasingly oriented to a constructive
dialogue  with  left-wing  defenders  of
social justice.

A m o n g  t h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t
constructive  initiatives  proposed  at
the forum
was the "Education for All"  program
document presented and discussed at
a  special  symposium  where  it  was
shown that the government?s policy,
with its efforts to privatize educational
institutions and to introduce
a new Chubais-style  "voucherization"
(this time in the field of
education), would lead the country to
a loss of what remains of its
(once  great)  intellectual  potential,
making  it  impossible  to  achieve
a "society of knowledge" in a proper
way. The positive part of the
"Education for All" program contains
concrete proposals for ensuring
high quality and universal accessibility
of education; these are
measures  that  would  allow  the
education  to  be  oriented  to  human
development, not to "the markets".

The  basis  for  elaboration  of  the
program  was  provided  by  materials
prepared by O. N. Smolin,  professor
and  State  Duma  deputy,  and  by
dozens  of  well-known  scholars,
teachers,  and  education  experts.  It
also explains how to obtain resources
for the development of education, and
how to use them effectively,  how to
make  attractive  the  teacher’s  work,
and  much  else.  The  All-Russian
Movement  "Education  for  Al l"
becomes,  more  and  more,  the



organizational basis for realization of
this  program,  in  collaboration  with
trade unions and youth organizations.

These  are  only  a  few  examples  of
specific documents discussed
at the forum, and practically-oriented
decisions made. There were also
documents  on  energy,  environment
and other issues.

So, we have carried out the work that
was intended to be done in
St.Petersburg.  In  this  respect,  the
forum was quite successful.

Very  important  was  the  fact  that
activists of social organizations,
parliamentarians,  young people  from
many countries addressed us at
the stadium and worked together with
us. The forum participants
r e a c t e d  e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y  t o
interventions by a well-known Italian
social  activist  Vittorio  Agnoletto.  A
member of the European Parliament,
where he serves in the Human Rights
Commission,  Agnoletto  sharply
condemned  the  police  outrage
initiated  by  the  Russian  authorities.
Speeches  by  German  comrades,
French  trade  union  activists,  many
other  guests  from  abroad  were
received with enthusiasm. The youth
delegation  from  Ukraine,  young
people  from  the  Baltics  and  Poland
were particularly active.

A t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e ,  t h e  f o r u m
encountered a lot of problems and
contradictions. A major problem was
arrests and detentions of our
comrades. There were also numerous
internal  disputes and disagreements,
some of them essential, others arising
from difficulties in
understanding  and  interaction
between  such  diverse  groups  as
human  rights  activists,  left  political
organizations, youth groups,
anarchists,  "presentable"  professors
from  education  networks...

Sometimes  we  could  not  avoid
organizational problems and disputes.
We also had to discuss at length how
to react to the police blockade
of the stadium and to the authorities’
ban of our demonstration.
Some  members  of  the  organizing
committee reacted positively to the
idea of our meeting with Putin,  that
originated from within the

presidential administration. However,
an agreed decision was made:
we could engage in a  dialogue with
the government leaders only on the
condition that all our comrades were
freed (of course, they weren’t,
and no such a "dialogue" took place).

Nevertheless,  all  these  disputes  did
not prevent us from carrying on
our work.

4 .  T h e  r i g h t  h a n d  o f  t h e
government  doesn’t  know.. .

...what the left hand does. As a result,
more than two hundred people
arrested, held in custody, humiliated...

An  extremely  harsh  attitude  of  the
authorities was a feature of this
forum.  More  than  two  hundred
participants  were  arrested,  held  in
custody, or persecuted in another way.
In some cases (including that
of  the  author  himself),  the  dialogue
was conducted politely, but many
of  our  comrades  were  detained
without explanation or taken off from
trains,  and some were charged with
criminal offences, with explosives
or narcotics planted on them.

A couple of days before the forum, the
member of the organizing committee
Mikhail  Druzhininsky  was  arrested,
and  later,  another  organizing
committee  member,  Ilya  Ponomarev,
was  detained.  A  number  of  the
St.Petersburg  activists  could  not
return  home  in  the  evenings,  since
they had been told that preparations
were being made to detain or arrest
them.

During the time the forum was held,
especially on July 15, our comrades
were constantly being detained using
all sorts of cooked-up pretexts.
After  the  end  of  the  forum,  several
dozens activists who participated
in anti-G8 protest actions were taken
into custody.

We should give their due to a number
of media outlets, and in
particular to the radio station Moscow
Echo, as well as to a number of
internet  sites  who reported honestly
on these repressive measures by
the authorities.

Most of the pro-Putin media, however,
reported "a picture of total

harmony" playing up the fact that the
St.Petersburg authorities had
provided  several  army  tents  and  a
field kitchen for us. At the same
time, there were "inaccurate" reports
that the participants were also
given  free  meals.  Everyone  who
attended the forum and ate that soup
and buckwheat knows that we paid for
everything ourselves.

The  fact  that  we  were  allowed  to
occupy the stadium was the result of
a  compromise  with  the  authorities,
compromise not very pleasant for us.
They agreed that  we would use the
arena of the stadium (which, it
should  be  noted,  was  closed  for
reconstruction) only after they had
understood that we would not change
our minds about holding the forumin
St Petersburg anyway. Probably, they
decided that it was better to lock us
up  in  the  stadium  than  to  face  far
bigger problems if we would
hold  the  forum  somewhere  else,  in
more "open" place.

Some  representa t i ves  o f  the
presidential administration constantly
tried  to  convince  us  that  federal
authorities’ attitude to the forum is
exceptionally democratic and friendly.
But mass "clean-ups" of our
comrades, the ban on demonstrations,
and riot police in vast numbers
around  the  stadium  clearly  showed
exactly the opposite. So, it was
very relevant that before the end of
the forum, Lev Ponomarev presented a
declaration  strongly  condemning  the
authorities’  actions  and  demanding
release of our comrades and stopping
their persecution.

5. The alterglobalists: "white fluffy
kittens", or...

In concluding these quick notes that
are being written during the first
hours  after  the  end of  the  forum,  I
would like to stress that
organizations  and  movements  that
form  the  network  of  the  Russian
SocialForum  are  not  "white  fluffy
kittens"  admonishing  everybody  "to
live
together peacefully".  Not  by chance,
the main slogan of the forum was:
"Rights cannot be granted ? rights are
to be conquered!". We’ll
demand from the authorities that our
legitimate social and civil rights



be  realized.  We’ll  fight  for  this
demand  using  all  methods  permitted
by  international  law  and  by  the
Russian constitution. We’ll advance it
resolutely,  in  serious  dialogues
between  experts,  at  meetings  and  in
discussions,  -  and,  if  the  authorities
are unwilling to listen to
c i t i zens ,  i n  the  same  way  as
participants of protest actions against
the  "monetization  of  social  welfare
benefits" did it in early 2005;
many of those people who took part in
the second Russian Social Forum
were  a l so  ac t i ve  in  the  2005
campaign. At the same time, we have

been
and  remain  opposed  to  senseless
hooliganism and to provocative violent
acts.  The  image  of  "antiglobalists"
smashing windows is forced upon us
by those people who are really afraid
of our constructive initiatives.
And  the  authorities  are  afraid;
otherwise,  they  would  not  have
detained
scores of citizens who wanted to make
their way to the forum.

In any case, what the authorities think
of us is not so important. We
know  per fec t l y  we l l  tha t  the
government implements its policies of

"market  fundamental ism"  and
bureaucratic lawless rule not because
it is
ignorant  of  the  interests  of  citizens,
but because these policies
are  beneficial  to  those  who put  the
government in power. This is why
we  address  our  words  and  actions,
above all, to the society, to the
citizens, to those who solely is able to
change our life, finding in
themselves the resolve to unite with
comrades, so that another way of
life,  more  humane  and  just,  will
become possible in Russia and
throughout the world.

The sinking ship of US imperial ambitions

9 August 2006, by Gilbert Achcar

Everyday that passes shows more of
those who enthusiastically  supported
the  Bush  administration’s  imperial
drive  in  the  Middle  East  leaving its
sinking ship. There can be no doubt
any  longer  that  what  many  had
forecast long ago is proving absolutely
true:  the  Bush  administration  will
definitely  go down in  history  as  the
clumsiest crew that ever stood at the
helm of the American Empire.

Bush  and  his  cronies  have  already
secured their position in the collective
memory as the grave-diggers of U.S.
post-Cold  War  imperial  ambitions:
they  have  accomp l i shed  the
incomparable feat of squandering the
exceptionally favorable conditions that
U.S. imperialism faced since the other
world colossus started crumbling from
1989 on. They have wasted the unique
window of opportunity that the same
Krauthammer quoted above had called
in 1990 the “unipolar  moment.”  But
they have wasted it because they were
inspired  by  precisely  the  same
imperial hubris that has distinguished
the  l ikes  of  Krauthammer  and
Friedman.

The lead-article  in  a  recent  issue of
Time magazine, published before the
start  of  Israel’s  new  Lebanon  war,
hera lded  “ the  end  o f  cowboy
diplomacy”  —  it  took  note  of  the
obvious fact that “the Bush Doctrine
foundered in  the principal  place the
U.S. tried to apply it”:

“Though no one in the White House
openly questions Bush’s decision to go
to  war  in  Iraq,  some  aides  now
acknowledge  that  it  has  come  at  a
steep cost in military resources, public
support  and  credibility  abroad.  The
Administration is paying the bill every
day  as  it  tries  to  cope  with  other
crises.  Pursuing  the  forward-leaning
foreign policy envisioned in the Bush
Doctrine is nearly impossible at a time
when the U.S. is trying to figure out
how  to  extricate  itself  from  Iraq.
Around  the  world,  both  the  U.S.’s
friends and its adversaries are taking
note  —  and  in  many  cases,  taking
advantage  —  of  the  strains  on  the
superpower. If the toppling of Saddam
Hussein marked the high-water mark
of U.S. hegemony, the past three years
have  witnessed  a  steady  erosion  in
Washington’s ability to bend the world
to its will.” [9]

The authors’  most  serious  grievance
was stated as follows:

“As it turns out, Iraq may prove to be
not  only  the  first  but  also  the  last
laboratory for preventive war. Instead
of deterring the rulers in Tehran and
Pyongyang,  the  travails  of  the  U.S.
occupation  may  have  emboldened
those regimes in their quest to obtain
nuclear  weapons  while  constraining
the  U.S.  military’s  ability  to  deter
them.”

This  very  bitter  assessment  was
accompanied  in  the  Time  article  by
the same hope that was shared by the
large chorus of  U.S.  allies,  protégés
and clients: for all of them, with the
outstanding  exception  of  the  Israeli
government,  the  fact  that  the  most
prominent  neocons  of  the  Bush
administration  have  been  pushed
aside nurtured the hope that  a  new
salutary course of the administration’s
foreign  policy  was  in  gestation.  The
reshuffle that went along with George
W.  Bush’s  second  term,  despite  the
exit  of  realist-in-chief  Colin  Powell
who,  anyway,  had  quite  limited
influence  on  the  administration,
seemed  indeed  to  conf irm  the
“twilight  of  the  neocons”  that  some
Clintonites had announced two years
ago. [10]

However,  what  the  Time  authors
announced  as  marking  the  end  of
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“cowboy  diplomacy”  —  “a  strategic
makeover is evident in the ascendancy
of  Secretary  of  State  Condoleezza
Rice” — proved to be no more than
wishful thinking almost as soon as it
was printed, in light of the events that
unfolded  subsequently  as  Israel
launched its  most  brutal  aggression.
Cowboy diplomacy, it turned out, had
just  been  replaced  with  cowgirl
diplomacy  —  essentially  the  same.

True, Condoleezza Rice did her best to
put some make-up on the face of the
Bush  administration’s  foreign  policy,
but there was no significant shift  in
s u b s t a n c e .  A  p i l l a r  o f  t h i s
administration since its inception, she
shares the same delusions of grandeur
and folly of overreaching designs that
characterize the rest of the team. Put
in charge of the State department for
Bush’s  second  term,  Rice’s  mission
consisted primarily in sealing off the
many  leaks  in  the  administration’s
foreign  policy  ship:  it  was  indeed  a
mission impossible. The ship is sinking
inexorably in the dark waters of the
Iraqi oil slick.

The U.S. “hyperpower” that is able to
knock down any other regular army on
earth  —  the  hyperpower  whose
military  expenditure  exceeds  that  of
the  200+  states  that  constitute  the
rest of the world, and whose military
budget alone exceeds the GDP of all
other countries but for 14 of them —
p r o v e d  o n e  m o r e  t i m e  i n
contemporary history that it is unable
to control rebellious populations. For
that,  all  the  sophisticated  killing
gadgetry that the Pentagon possesses
is  of  very  limited  help.  Controlling
populations  involves  troops:  it  is  a
kind of industry where labor-force can
hardly  be  replaced  with  hardware.
That is why, incidentally, dictatorships
are  relatively  more  at  ease  in  this
business, as they can mobilize at will
from their populations and don’t fear
paying a high price in soldiers’ lives.

The  U.S.  proved  unable  to  control
Vietnam with a much higher rate of
occupation troops to inhabitants than
is  the  case  in  Iraq.  And  yet,  U.S.
military power is today much greater
than  at  the  time  of  Vietnam  in  all
respects except the one that is most
crucial  for  occupation  endeavors:
troops. The number of U.S. troops has
been radically cut since Vietnam and

the end of the Cold War. Inspired by a
spirit typical of the capitalism of the
automation  age,  the  Pentagon
believed that it could make up for the
unreliability  of  human  resources  by
depending  heavily  on  sophisticated
weaponry — the so-called “revolution
in military affairs.” It thus entered in
the age of “post-heroic” wars as they
were  aptly  called  by  a  maverick
analyst of military affairs. [11] And, it
did not take much trouble indeed for
the U.S. to defeat “post-heroically” the
Iraqi  army  of  Saddam  Hussein.
Controlling the Iraqi population “post-
heroically,”  however,  proved  an
altogether  different  challenge.

The  U.S.  has  been  steadily  losing
control  over  Iraq  ever  since  the
occupation  settled  down in  2003.  It
was confronted, on the one hand, by
the unfolding of an armed insurgency
in the country’s Arab Sunni areas that
proved impossible to quench with the
limited  number  of  U.S.  occupation
troops  available.  For,  if  an  invading
army is not capable of exerting control
over  every  single  acre  of  inhabited
territory as local armed forces usually
do, there is only one secure way to get
rid  of  an  armed  insurgency  moving
within its popular constituency “like a
fish in water” as Mao Zedong once put
it: drain the pool. This means either to
commit genocide, as the Russian army
has started to do in Chechnya, or to
d isp lace  the  popu la t ion  in to
c o n c e n t r a t i o n  c a m p s ,  o r  a
combination  of  the  two  as  the  U.S.
tentatively practiced in Vietnam, but
could not carry to conclusion because
the  American  population  wouldn’t
have  tolerated  it.

In Iraq, Washington was faced, on the
other  hand,  by  a  much  graver
problem, one that became clear by the
beg inn ing  o f  2004 :  the  Bush
administration had been induced — by
its  own  foolishness  and  the  sales
patter of some of the Pentagon’s Iraqi
friends  or  the  stupid  delusions  of
others — into believing that it could
win the sympathy of a major chunk of
Iraq’s  majority  community,  the  Arab
Shiites. This proved a total disaster as
the  clout  of  Iran-friendly  Shiite
fundamental ist  organizations
completely  dwarfed  whatever
constituency Washington’s  henchmen
could buy among Iraq’s  Shiites.  The
Bush administration was left with no

alternative for its imperial design but
the  classical  recipe  of  “divide  and
rule,”  trying  to  foster  antagonism
between the three main components
of the Iraqi population, countering the
Shiites  with  Arab  Sunni  forces  in
alliance with the Kurds. It ended up
fueling Iraq’s slide toward a civil war,
thus aggravating the overall spectacle
of  its  failure  in  controlling  the
country.  [12]

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  way  in
which the American Gulliver got tied
down  by  the  Iraqi  Lilliputians  has
considerably  emboldened  Iran,  the
other  Middle  Eastern  pillar  of  what
George W. Bush labeled the “axis of
evil” at the onset of his post-9/11 war
drive.  The  utterly  defiant,  nay
provocative,  attitude  of  Iran  against
the U.S. colossus was made possible
only because the latter proved in Iraq
to stand on feet of clay. And Tehran
countered successfully the attempt by
Washington’s  Arab clients  to expand
the  sectarian  feud  from Iraq  to  the
rest of the Arab region so as to isolate
the Iranian regime as Shiite — a ploy
that was used with some measure of
success after the Iranian revolution of
1979.  Tehran  countered  i t  by
outbidding  all  the  Arab  regimes  in
hostility to Israel, thus building up its
image  as  a  champion  of  the  pan-
Islamic cause.

A  key  to  Tehran’s  success  is  the
alliance that  it  weaved with  Hamas,
the  most  popular  embodiment  of
Sunni  Islamic  fundamentalism.  This
alliance  was  enhanced  when  the
largest  sect ion  of  the  Musl im
Brotherhood (of  which Hamas is  the
Palestinian  branch),  the  Egyptian
section, came out openly in support of
Iranian  President  Ahmadinejad’s
provocative  anti-Israel  statements.
Hamas’s accession to power through
the January 2006 Palestinian election
dealt a further blow to Washington’s
regional  strategy.  Tehran  jubilated,
outbidding again all its Arab rivals in
supporting  the  new  Palestinian
government.  It  is  at  this  point  that
I s rae l  s tepped  in ,  seen  f rom
Washington  as  the  likely  savior  of
what  otherwise  is  looking more and
more like an imperial Titanic.

One  more  time  in  four  decades  of
strategic  alliance  between  the  U.S.
sponsor  and  the  Israeli  champion,



Washington,  still  believing  in  the
Israelis’  old  reputation  of  infallible
know-how in dealing with their Arab
foes,  unleashed  its  favorite  proxy
against  those  that  it  deemed  to  be
Iran’s  proxies,  namely  Hamas  and
H e z b o l l a h .  W h a t  t h e  B u s h
administration  has  overlooked,
however,  is  that  Israel’s  reputation
had already been very much eroded by
its  blatant  failure  in  controlling  the
1967-occupied Palestinian territories,
and even more so by its  Saigon-like
withdrawal from southern Lebanon in
2000,  after  18  years  of  occupation.
Israel  has  already  met  its  own
Vietnam  in  Lebanon.

And like the Pentagon after Vietnam,
Israel’s  war  planners  have  shifted
since  Lebanon  to  a  “post-heroic
military policy,” relying much more on
their  very  much  superior  hardware
than on their ground troops’ fighting
capability.  When it  invaded Lebanon
in 1982, Israel was chiefly fighting the
PLO guerillas: in Lebanon, these were
anything but “fish in water” as they
had managed to alienate the Lebanese
population  through  arrogant  and
clumsy  behavior.  The  Lebanese
resistance  that  gathered  momentum
from  1982  onward,  and  in  which
Hezbollah came to play the major role,
was a completely different story: this
was the Israeli army’s first encounter
with a truly popular armed resistance
with  lines  of  supplies  on  a  terrain
adequate  for  guerilla  warfare.  Israel
faced  the  same  dilemma  described
above with regard to Iraq and, like the
U.S. in Vietnam, it was compelled to
swallow the bitter cup of a withdrawal
that was tantamount to defeat.

Israel’s belief in the invincibility of its
superior  weaponry  —  with  a  hubris
that was enhanced by the amateurship
in  military  affairs  of  Olmert  and
Peretz,  the  present  captains  of  its
crew — led the Israelis to believe that
they  could  force  the  Hezbollah  into
capitulation, or push the Lebanese to
the brink of a new civil war, by taking
the  whole  of  Lebanon  hostage,
destroying  the  country’s  civilian
infrastructure  and  pouring  on  its
Shiite-populated  areas  a  deluge  of
bombs.  Israel  deliberately  flattened
whole neighborhoods and villages on a
pattern  that  resembles  some  of  the
bombings of WW2 — or a Fallujah on a
much  larger  scale,  and  accordingly

much more visible.  Israel’s  new war
on Lebanon displayed the murderous
fury of an act of revenge against the
only  population  that  managed  to
oblige it  to withdraw unconditionally
from an occupied territory.

The  criminal  behavior  of  the  Israeli
armed forces in Lebanon, with regard
to  the  international  conventions
defining what constitute war crimes,
went  beyond  those  that  the  U.S.
perpetrated  on  a  mass  scale  in  its
post-Vietnam  military  endeavors,
whether  in  I raq  or  in  fo rmer
Yugoslavia. In this, Israel’s onslaught
on  Lebanon  amounted  to  a  peculiar
i n s t a n c e  o f  t h e  s o - c a l l e d
“extraordinary rendition” policy. It is
well-known  how  Washington  has
handed  over  individuals  it  wants
“interrogated”  well  beyond  the
limitation imposed by U.S. legislative
constraints to those among its clients
who  face  no  hindrance  in  the  dirty
business of torture. Now Washington
has  entrusted  to  Israel  the  task  of
defeating Hezbollah, seen as a major
piece in  a  regional  counter-offensive
against Iran,  in the hope that Israel
c o u l d  d o  t h e  d i r t y  w o r k  a n d
accomplish the task without incurring
much trouble.

Shamelessly exploiting one more time
the  horrible  memory  of  the  Nazi
judeocide  —  an  exploitation  which
reached  new peaks  in  indecency  on
the  occasion  of  the  ongoing  war  —
Israel’s  leaders  believed  that  they
would  thus  be  able  to  deflect  any
criticism  from  the  Western  powers
a.k.a.  “the international  community.”
And  although  the  resources  for  this
exploitation  are  unmistakably
depleting with every new threshold in
brutality that Israel crosses, it is still
effective indeed: any other state in the
world  that  would  have  attacked  a
neighboring  country,  deliberately
committing  war  crimes  concentrated
in time in the way Israel is doing in
Lebanon  would  have  brought  upon
itself  an outcry of  a  magnitude that
bears no relation to the faint or timid
reproaches  made  to  Israel  on  the
theme that it is overdoing it.

But  for  all  that,  Israel’s  brutal
aggression was not  able to succeed.
On the contrary, it has already proved
to be what Ze’ev Sternhell described
somewhat euphemistically  as Israel’s

“most  unsuccessful  war”  [13]
concluding with this bitter statement:

“It  is frightening to think that those
who decided to embark on the present
war did not even dream of its outcome
and  its  destructive  consequences  in
almost  every  possible  realm,  of  the
political  and  psychological  damage,
the serious blow to the government’s
credibility,  and  yes  — the  killing  of
children in vain.  The cynicism being
demonstrated  by  government
spokesmen,  official  and  otherwise,
i n c l u d i n g  s e v e r a l  m i l i t a r y
correspondents,  in  the  face  of  the
disaster  suffered  by  the  Lebanese,
amazes even someone who has long
since  lost  many  of  his  youthful
illusions.”

Far from inducing civil  war between
the  Lebanese,  Israel ’s  brutal
aggression  only  succeeded so  far  in
uniting them in a common resentment
against  its  murderous  brutality.  Far
from forcing Hezbollah into surrender,
it  turned  the  Shiite  fundamentalist
organization into the most prestigious
foe Israel ever had since it  defeated
Egypt  in  1967 ,  t rans forming
Hezbollah’s  chief  Nasrallah  into  the
most popular Arab hero since Nasser.
Far  from  facilitating  the  efforts  by
Washington  and  its  Arab  clients  to
drive  the  wedge  further  between
Sunnis  and  Shiites,  it  led  many
prominent  mainstream  Sunni
preachers to proclaim open support to
Hezbollah,  including  preachers  from
within  the  Saudi  kingdom  —  the
ultimate  humiliation  for  the  Saudi
ruling family. The Iraqis unanimously
denounced  the  Israeli  aggression,
while  Washington’s  most  formidable
Iraqi foe and Tehran’s ally, Moqtada
al-Sadr,  seized  the  opportunity  to
organize another huge demonstration
matching the one he organized against
the occupation on April 9, 2005.

At the time of writing, Washington is
still striving to buy Israel some more
time  by  imposing  unacceptable
conditions for a UN Security Council
resolution calling for a ceasefire. And
Israeli  generals,  faced with the total
failure of their “post-heroic” bombing
campaign,  are  engaged  in  a  race
against  the  clock in  order  to  grasp,
through an utterly destructive “post-
heroic” ground offensive, as much as
possible  of  southern  Lebanese



territory at the lowest possible cost in
Israeli soldiers’ lives.

But  the  most  they  can  realistically
expect  now  is  to  hand  back  this
territory to an international force that
would  be  accepted  by  Hezbollah.
French  President  Jacques  Chirac
h i m s e l f ,  t h o u g h  h e ’ s  b e e n
Washington’s close collaborator on the
issue  of  Lebanon  since  2004,  has

emphasized  that  Hezbol lah’s
concurrence is a condition that must
be met.  No country  on earth,  to  be
sure, is willing to try to accomplish in
Lebanon the mission that Israel itself
is  unable  to  fulfill.  And  the  Shiite
organization has already stated that it
won’t accept any force with a mandate
going substantially beyond that of the
already  existing  UNIFIL  that  Israel
considers as a nuisance.

Whatever  the  final  outcome  of  the
ongoing war on Lebanon, one thing is
already  clear:  instead  of  helping  in
raising  the  sinking  ship  of  the  U.S.
Empire,  the  Israeli  rescue  boat  has
actually  aggravated  the  shipwreck,
and is currently being dragged down
with it.
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1. Preamble

In  what  follows  we will  avoid  using
fashionable terms such as “neo-liberal
policies”  and  “globalisation”.  This  is
for the following reasons:

First  of  all,  they  lead  to  confusion,
because  they  amount  to  implicitly
affirming  that  we  are  seeing  at  the
presen t  t ime  a  new  phase  o f
development of the capitalist system.
This is not the case. We are still in the
period that Mandel designated by the
name of “late capitalism” or “the old
age  of  capital ism”  and  al l  the
characteristics of this period that he
defined  correspond  to  the  present
development of the policies of capital.
The only thing that has changed is the
speed at which capitalism has imposed
itself  everywhere  in  the  world.  This
formidable acceleration dates from the
collapse of the Eastern bloc.

Secondly, the term globalisation is just
another denomination to designate a
tendency  tha t  i s  i nherent  in
capitalism,  its  expansion  throughout
the entire world - which is therefore in
no way a qualitative change.

Third ly ,  the  concept  o f  “neo-
liberalism”  is  an  imprecise  term,
because  in  reality  there  are  several

neo-liberal schools, some of which are
very  far  from the  present  economic
policies  based  on  supply  (thus,  the
classic  German neo-liberalism of  the
school  of  Eucken,  Ropke  etc. ,
envisages  state  intervention  in
economic  life).

And fourthly, these two concepts are
often used in a sense that lets it be
understood that there exists “another
capitalism”-  in the same category of
ideas  there  also  appear  zoological
classification such as, for example, “
capitalism”. It is absolutely necessary
to  put  forward  the  objection  that,
today  as  yesterday,  we  are  dealing
with capitalism in the ordinary sense
of the term and that the question of
knowing  whether  it  is  more  or  less
“rapacious”  depends  only  on  the
relationship  of  forces  in  society.

And there is the subject, because what
is  decisive  for  evaluating  this
relationship of  forces is  the state of
the workers organisations.

2.  Liberal  economic  policies  and
their  consequences  for  the  trade
union movement

On the European and world scale, we
are still  in  a  phase of  a  dominantly
depressive long wave. The objective of
the class in power over the last twenty
years has been to find a solution to get

out of the ongoing economic crisis, a
solution  that  would  quite  simply
enable  it  to  raise  the  rate  of  profit
thanks to a whole series of measures.

Basically,  it’s  a  question  of  the
following  points  which  we  will  deal
with in a more thorough way later on:

– Increasing casualisation of working
conditions. As we can see for example
in  Germany,  there  is  a  drastic
diminution  of  so-called  “normal
working conditions” in other words a
full-t ime  job  with  a  permanent
contract.

– An attempt to import cheap labour:
in this domain the Bolkestein directive
was  meant  to  be  a  decisive  step
forward for capital.

– Reduction of costs in the social field
(lowering of pensions and reduction of
sickness  benefits,  etc.),  thanks  to
privatisation  and  the  cutting  of
subsidies.

–  Internationalisation  of  production
(within and outside Europe).  That  is
what  we  call  today  “globalisation”,
which from a qualitative point of view
is  not  new.  The  difference  is  that
today,  on the one hand this process
has considerably increased and on the
o t h e r  h a n d ,  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e
technological  revolution,  the transfer
of  units  of  production  is  easier  and

https://internationalviewpoint.org/spip.php?article1097
https://internationalviewpoint.org/spip.php?article1097
https://internationalviewpoint.org/spip.php?auteur326


faster  than  ever,  which  means  that
production becomes located above all
where wage costs are lowest.

– Reduction of taxes for the rich.

–  Max imum  ut i l i sa t ion  o f  the
possibilities  of  the  technological
revo lu t ion :  ra t iona l i sa t ion ,
automation,  lean  product ion.

All these measures have been more or
less  applied  in  all  the  countries  of
Europe, but all of them have not been
applied in every country at the same
time and to the same degree. That is
what  explains  in  part  the  unequal
development  of  national  economies,
considered  within  the  European
Union.  In this  process a part  of  the
measures that we have mentioned, in
particular  the  internationalisation  of
production, is used as a threat against
the working class of the country and
its  organization.  The  ruling  class
pursues,  with this  global  policy,  two
important objectives:

1.  To make the European Union the
most  powerful  and  most  dynamic
economic  bloc  in  the  world.  That  is
what  is  involved  in  the  “Lisbon
process”:

2. To overcome the crisis of the fall in
the rate of profit.

3. Policies that are directly aimed
against the trade union movement

Here, we must not ignore the fact that
there  exist  different  strategies  in
different  countries  and  that  it  is
therefore  difficult  to  proceed  to  a
generalisation.

The explanation for this is that there
subsist  in  the  different  countries
different judicial rules defining trade
union rights. As a consequences, the
way  of  acting  openly  against  these
rights, with the aim of putting in place
the  conditions  for  the  policies
described in point 2, will be different
in each country.

In Germany, for example, the rights of
the trade unions, particularly the right
to  strike,  have  always  been  very
strongly  codified.  A  strike  is  only
authorised in the case of negotiations
concerning wages or the terms of the
work contract, political strikes are in
general  illegal and there are certain

rules  which  restrict  trade  union
activities.  Furthermore,  in  Germany
social  democracy  has  exercised  and
continues to exercise a strong direct
influence  on  the  DGB  (the  general
trade  union  confederation),  an
influence that is not in any significant
fashion contested in the country. That
is  why  the  need  to  change  the
legislation concerning the unions has
not been felt in Germany, even though
some  jud ic ia l  dec is ions  have
introduced certain restrictions.

In most of the other countries of the
EU  there  are  several  trade  union
confederations,  linked  to  different
political  currents  or  parties,  but
mainly  to  parties  that  defend  the
dominant  political  and  economic
ideology  (except  in  Spain).

The  country  that  has  suffered  the
hardest  attacks  against  trade  union
rights is Britain, where in the 1980s,
under the Thatcher government,  the
unions suffered considerable losses in
strength and in influence, because of
significant changes in the legislation.

We do not think that it is the measures
taken  against  the  trade  union
movement,  including  legislative
measures,  which  best  explain  the
situation of the unions. It is certainly
the  liberal  offensive  of  the  last  25
years that has played an essential role,
but the trade union leaderships totally
capitulated in front of it by allowing
themselves  to  be  caught  up  in  the
inherent  logic  of  liberal  economic
policies.

4. The Detailed Effects of Liberal
Economic Policies

With  the  help  of  some  figures  and
statistics, we will try to sketch some
elements  of  this  evolution  and  its
background.  This  description  cannot
be exhaustive, but it will contribute to
an understanding of the resemblances,
but  also  the  differences  in  the
evolution of the trade union movement
in the different European countries.

4.1 The Transformation of the Labour
Market

The following graph has been built up
starting from figures from the German
Federal  Republic,  but  the  general
evolution that is perceptible here can

be observed in the whole of Europe.
As  we  can  see,  working  conditions
have  been  dramatically  transformed.
In 1980 we still had in Germany 80%
of workers who benefited from normal
working  conditions,  that  is,  full-time
and unlimited contracts,  whereas all
the other forms of work, such as part-
time  work,  short-term  contracts,
casual  jobs,  occupied  a  negligible
place - temporary work was practically
non-existent.  Today,  normal  working
conditions  represent  less  than  50%
and the tendency is still  downwards.
The most important increase is in the
number of  part-time workers  and of
mini-jobs and limited term contracts.

Temporary  work  has  also  increased
enormously.  I t  is  part icularly
interesting to observe the increase in
the number of self-employed workers,
who  do  work  that  is  outsourced  by
enterprises.  These  workers,  who
previously carried out the same work
as wage earners. now do so as self-
employed  workers.  In  general,  they
work for the same company as before,
but they themselves take on the risks
and very often have markedly clearly
inferior revenues. That has, of course,
non-negligible effects on the fighting
ability  of  unions  in  certain  sectors,
since the workers who are supposedly
self-employed are no longer unionised
and are even less easy to mobilise.

It  is  the  same for  workers  who are
employed  on  short-term  contracts,
casual  workers  and  temporary
workers. These people are for almost
identical reasons very hard to mobilise
for trade union action.

It  would  of  course  be  a  mistake  to
present  th is  evo lut ion  as  the
culmination of a consciously worked-
out  p lot  against  the  workers ’
movement.  What  is  involved  here  is
essentially  a  consequence  of  the
capitalist strategy we spoke of above,
with  the  aim  of  reconstituting  their
rates of profit. It is not necessary to
develop here how the flexibilisation of
working conditions has consequences
which  make  resistance  from  the
working  class  and  its  trade  union
organisations difficult, indeed is some
sectors impossible, and this obviously
has a positive secondary effect for the
employers.

The  repercussions  on  workers’



consciousness  of  this  transformation
of  the  reality  of  the  working  class,
particularly  the  increasing  rise  of
individualism, very noticeable among
self-employed workers, as well as the
accompanying  loss  of  trade  union
consciousness,  are  taking  on  an
importance  that  is  dif f icult  to
appreciate  with  any  accuracy.

Table 1

We  can  see  here  (Table  1)  that
b e c a u s e  o f  t h i s  d r a m a t i c
transformation  of  the  structure  of
work,  on  the  one  hand  the  fighting
capacities of trade union organisations
have been considerably reduced, and
on the other that for many workers, it
has  had  negative  consequences  for
trade union consciousness.

4.2  The  evolution  of  trade  union
membership

At  first  sight,  we  could  think  that
Table  2,  which  fol lows,  part ly
contradicts the evolution described in
the preceding paragraph. As we can
see,  trade  union  membership  in
continental Europe, that is to say in
Austr ia ,  I ta ly ,  Germany ,  the
Netherlands and France,  but also in
Ireland  and  Britain,  has  fallen
continuously since 1980 at least (this
is also true for Japan and the United
States).

Table 2

In the Scandinavian countries and in
Belgium  the  situation  is  quite
different. We have in these two cases
a regular increase in membership, or
at the very least a stabilisation of the
number  of  members  in  the  same
period.

But this evolution, at first sight very
divergent  between  Scandinavia  and
the  rest  of  Europe,  is  explained  by
other factors. Changes such as those
which have occurred in the structure
of work do not act in a linear way on
t h e  d e g r e e  o f  t r a d e  u n i o n
organisation. Other factors also play a
role : we will come back later to the
most important of them. The level of

unionisation does not allow us to draw
conclusions as to how strong struggles
are in the countries concerned.

But it should not be forgotten that not
only  in  Europe,  but  also  in  the
industrialised  countries  outside
Europe, the liberal economic offensive
of the last 25 years has had the effect
of considerably reducing the level of
unionisation. One of the main reasons
f o r  t h i s  i s  u n d o u b t e d l y  t h e
modification  of  working  conditions
described  above.

4.3 The development of working-class
struggles

It  is  interesting  to  consider  the
evolution  of  the  number  and  the
length of strikes in the course of the
last  15  years  (Table  3).  Two  things
stand out clearly: first of all, we see
that there is no automatic correlation
between  the  degree  of  trade  union
organisation and the number of strike
days.

Table 3
Length  of  Strikes:  Number  of  Days
Lost per 1000 workers

Country Average
1990-2003

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

Belgium 31 34 22 65 18 23 32 46
Denmark 163 42 30 27 50 33 81 31
Germany 14 42 30 27 18 7 7 3
Finland 173 446 230 41 10 309 547 11
France 104 67 48 37 49 40 291 54
Greece 241 1720 432 209 116 47 31 52
Britain 36 82 33 24 30 13 18 55
Ireland 124 266 100 218 70 28 128 107
Italy 157 342 195 179 236 237 57 119
Luxemburg 0 0 60 2
Netherlands 25 37 17 15 8 8 122 1
Austria 40 3 19 8 4 0 0 0
Portugal 46 63 53 83 24 30 19 16
Sweden 57 191 5 7 54 15 162 16
Spain 338 283 486 701 147 732 121 123
EU (15) 81 175 120 133 84 133 92 53
Zone Euro 92 197 144 162 97 164 105 54
Estonia 0 0
Latvia 0 0
Lithuania
Malta 1 20 21 38 114
Poland 58 6 8
Slovakia 7 0 8 0 0
Slovenia
Czech Rep 5 0 1 1 5
Hungary 1 2 10 94 1
Cyprus
Switzerl’d 2 1 0 0 0 4 0 2
Norway 79 79 1 207 19 54 26 279
USA 44 55 43 37 36 45 51 42
Japan 2 3 2 5 2 2 1 1

Country Average
1990-2003

... 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Belgium 31 ... 13 27 8 41 18
Denmark 163 ... 41 1250 36 48 23 75 21 30
Germany 14 ... 2 1 2 0 1 9 5 1
Finland 173 ... 48 61 10 110 26 31 28 18
France 104 ... 29 55 56 102 74 44 193
Greece 241 ... 26 18
Britain 36 ... 10 11 10 20 20 51 19 34
Ireland 124 ... 66 31 164 70 80 15 25 13
Italy 157 ... 72 33 54 51 57 49 45 38
Luxemburg ... 0 0 0 5 0 0 0
Netherlands 25 ... 2 5 11 1 6 354 2

Austria 40 ... 6 0 0 1 0 3 393 0
Portugal 46 ... 36 44 31 19 18 44 22 18
Sweden 57 ... 6 0 20 0 3 0 152 4
Spain 338 ... 138 92 102 233 119 297 46 249
EU (15) 81 ... 36 49 35 56 40 63 59
Zone Euro 92 ... 42 34 41 66 45 67 66
Estonia ... 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 0
Latvia ... 0 0 37 0 0 4 0 0
Lithuania ... 10 2 0 0 0
Malta ... 110 14 9 32 19 5 22 11
Poland ... 3 4 11 8 0 0 1 0
Slovakia ... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Slovenia ...
Czech Rep ...
Hungary ... 1 0 11 55 3 1 1 7
Cyprus ... 111 5 18 26 29 37
Switzerl’d 2 ... 0 7 1 1 6 6 2
Norway 79 ... 3 137 3 233 0 70 0 66
USA 44 ... 38 42 16 161 9 5 32
Japan 2 ... 2 2 2 1 1 0

It is true that in a series of countries,
particularly in Germany, the numbers
of  days  lost  because  of  strikes  by
thousands of workers has decreased,
parallel  to the continuing fall  in the
level  of  unionisation.  However,
elsewhere  there  are  countries,  for
example France, where at the start of
the  phase  the  weak  degree  of
unionisation  did  not  prevent  the
maintenance  of  a  relatively  high
number of strikes in comparison with
other countries.

To  explain  that,  i t  must  not  be
forgotten that the right to strike has a
different  legal  status  depending  on
which country.  So in  Germany,  it  is
codified  in  a  very  restrictive  way.
Political  strikes  are  in  general
forbidden. Solidarity strikes are only
au thor i sed  in  a  very  l im i ted
framework.  But  if  we  consider  the
European Union or the Euro zone, we
have to take note that on average, we
are seeing regular fall in the number
of strikes since 1990.

The following graph (Table 4) shows
the average number of strike days per
year  per  1,000  workers  during  the
period 1995-2003. We can make two
observations: first of all, the countries
which have by far the lowest number
of  strike  days  are  the  countries  of
Eastern  Europe,  which  after  the
dissolution of Comecon experienced a
d r a m a t i c  p r o c e s s  o f  d e -
industrialisation and which have thus
lost “the biggest battalions” of trade
union members.

Table 4

It  is  also interesting to observe that
during this period Germany had a low
number  of  strikes.  There  are  two



reasons for that: on the one hand, East
Germany experienced, after the Wall
came down, the same process of de-
industrialisation,  with  the  same
consequences  (high  unemployment
and the disappearance of stable jobs),
and  on  the  other  hand  economic
growth  in  Germany  since  1990  has
been  markedly  weaker  than  in  the
other  Western  countries  of  the
European  Union.

And  that  is  the  second  interesting
point:  we  can  see  that,  with  a  few
reservations,  the  importance  of  the
number of strike days is in correlation
with economic growth. It is n Denmark
that  we  have  seen,  since  1990,  the
highest  average  number  of  strike
days, and it is also in Denmark, along
with  Finland,  that  economic  growth
has been strongest.

However  it  must  be  noted  that
historical factors are also to be taken
into account; in countries like Spain,
France, and Italy the habit of struggle
is  firmly  embedded  and  because  of
that it is independent of the level of
unionisation. This is for a multiplicity
of reasons which we will not go into
here.

4.4  Degree  of  organisation  and
contractual  system

In the graph which follows (Table 5), a
bourgeois economist tried, in 2002, to
show  the  relationship  between  the
level of unionisation - the percentage
of  workers who are organised -  and
the  way  in  which  the  system  of
collective bargaining is regulated, the
degree  of  extension  of  collective
bargaining,  in  other  words  to  what
extent  the  collective  agreements
negotiated by the unions apply to all
workers. In the graph, we can see that
it  is  possible to proceed to different
regroupments  according  to  the
economic system and the type of trade
u n i o n  o r g a n i s a t i o n  w h i c h
predominates  in  the  groups  of
countries.  Of  course,  it  is  not  here
either a question of ideal forms, but of
certain  transitions.  The  author
basically differentiates between three
types: a decentralised and deregulated
economy,  what  he  calls  the  free
market  economy;  next,  Rhenish
capitalism, in which there is a power
of regulation by the unions, with state
intervention  and  powerful  workers’

organisat ions;  and  last ly ,  co-
operativism,  with  highly  centralised
unions  which  have  an  ability  to
regulate.

Table 5

Here  we  find  the  solution  to  the
problem evoked in paragraph 4.1, that
is  that  the  Scandinavian  unions,
particularly in Sweden, have a level of
unionisation of more than 80 per cent,
but  that  on  the  other  hand  the
frequency  of  struggles  is  in  no  way
comparable. This results from the fact
that in a system of co-operation, the
unions take on part of  the functions
that would be the responsibility of the
state in another system. Belonging to
the  union  plays  a  role  of  social
protection.

To sum up, this graph shows that in a
system of co-operation, the degree of
unionisation  attains  its  maximum
level,  while  in  the  system  called
Rhenish  capitalism,  the  degree  of
organisation is rather weak compared
to  the  extent  to  which  workers  are
covered  by  collective  bargaining
agreements, which is identical or even
superior to it.  The decentralised and
deregulated  system,  which  is
prevalent  in  the  liberal  market
economy,  is  marked  by  an  average
level of unionisation and a low degree
of  cover  by  collective  bargaining
agreements.

If  we  now  compare  this  with  the
figures  presented  earlier  concerning
the  number  of  strikes,  we  see  that
generally  speaking  the  most  liberal
economic systems also have the lowest
number of strike days.

4.5 Women in the unions

Table 6

An  important  change  in  the  trade
union movement over the last 30 years
i s  t he  change  i n  t he  l e ve l  o f
unionisation  of  women  workers.  We
present here the comparative figures
in 1970 and 2001 for three countries.
In general, the number of women who
are  unionised  has  increased  by  100

per cent over the period. The reasons
for  this  are  partly  the  explosive
growth of  women’s  employment  and
partly also the fall  in the number of
male trade unionists. However, it must
be  noted  that  these  important
structural  changes  have  in  the
majority of countries found very little
reflection at the higher levels of the
union hierarchies.

5. Conclusions

We  had  over  these  25  years  a
si tuat ion:

– of economic crisis.

–  of  a  decline  in  the activity  of  the
class struggle,  with symbolic defeats
(the British miners in the 1980s).

–  of  political  accommodation  and
capitulation by the main trade union
organisations  in  the  capitalist
countries of Europe in the face of the
liberal offensive of Capital.

– of a general decline in the level of
unionisation.

In  the  last  three  years,  it  seems,
according  to  recent  figures,  that  a
turnaround  is  taking  place  -  the
number of  strike days (and in  some
places the level of unionisation) is on
the  increase  and  we  have  seen  a
succession of  economic  and political
struggles led by the unions, but:

– Almost all these struggles (and their
number is growing) are of a defensive
nature. In Germany for example they
are  directed  against  the  attempt  to
lengthen working hours, lower wages
and  make  working  conditions  even
harder.

– Faced with the European employers,
who  have  developed  a  common
strategy  against  the  working  class,
there  does  not  exist  any  visible
common strategy of  the trade union
organisations  (with  the  exception  of
the  transport  unions,  which  have
successfully  organised action against
the  directive  on  transport  in  the
European Union) and there are very
few joint actions.

– The unions are still too national.

–  A  large  part  of  the  trade  union
leaderships is closely linked to parties



which defend a line of liberal market
policies and/or which are purely and
simply corrupt.

The  essential  task  of  the  European
trade union movement in the coming
years  is  to  oppose  the  European
strategy  of  the  employers,  which
manifests itself on the economic level

in  a  visible  way  by  aggravated  job
flexibility and mobility. On the political
level, it is to oppose projects such as
the Lisbon Agenda and the attempt to
put it into practice thanks to a battery
of  specific  measures,  including  the
directive on transport, the Bolkestein
d i r ec t i ve  and  the  p ro j ec ted

Const i tut ion.

It is a question of opposing that with a
unitary  cross-border  European  trade
union  strategy  that  really  organises
action,  which  necessitates  going
beyond the framework of the present
purely  bureaucratic  international
trade  union  organisations.

Twin Battles

7 August 2006, by Gilbert Achcar

More than 100,000 people
marched against the war in
London, August 5

Israel’s  goal  is  very  clear  and  was
stated from the beginning. The July 12
operation was seized upon as a pretext
to launch an offensive that had also
very obviously been in preparation for
a long time. The goal, of course, was
to obtain Hizbollah’s destruction: what
the  Israeli  army  was  not  able  to
achieve  during  its  occupation  of
Lebanon, it now wanted to obtain by
forcing  the  Lebanese  to  do  it  and
pushing the  country  to  the  brink  of
civil war.

The  Israeli  government  rejected  the
idea of an international contingent at
first, insisting that only the Lebanese
Army should go south, thus indicating
that it wanted the Lebanese to disarm
Hizbollah. The Israeli strategy was on
the one hand to deal Hizbollah direct
blows and on the other hand to take
the  whole  Lebanese  population
hostage  in  order  to  obtain  what  it
w a n t e d  f r o m  t h e  L e b a n e s e
government.  In  light  of  Israel’s
military  failure  to  deal  Hizbollah  a
major blow and its political failure so
far to split  the Lebanese population,
they  have  settled  for  a  revised
objective  whereby  European  Nato
forces  would  be  deployed  in  south
Lebanon-with or without a UN fig leaf.

Who are the main actors here? Is
this a proxy war by the US? How

far  does  this  tie  in  with  Israel’s
own interests and aims?

The coincidence of  the objectives  of
the governments of Israel and the US
has  never  historical ly  been  so
transparent as it has been since 2001,
when George W. Bush came to power
in the US followed by Sharon in Israel.
The  degree  of  openness  of  their
collusion is unprecedented. Never has
the  US  so  blatantly  and  openly
endorsed  an  Israeli  aggression.  The
Israeli army is doing the military work
while the US is doing the diplomatic
work,  blocking  ceasefire  resolutions
and buying Israel the time needed to
fulfil  its  military  objectives,  while
supply ing  i t  w i th  the  needed
weaponry.

The US conditions for a ceasefire are
identical  to  those  defined  by  the
Israelis and concerted with them. As
Washington puts it, this is part of the
Bush  administration’s  â€˜war  on
terror’:  Israel’s  aggression  fits  with
the  US-led  imperialist  war  drive
launched since 9/11 in this part of the
world  where  two-thirds  of  world  oil
resources lie beneath the ground.

On the other side of the fence, what
the  US-Israel  alliance  is  fighting
through Hizbollah is Iran or the Iran-
led  alliance  in  the  area,  including
Shiite  forces  in  Iraq,  the  Syrian
regime and the appeal of this alliance
to Sunni fundamentalists like Hamas
and the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt,
which  supported  Hizbollah  in  the
recent crisis.

So there are two conflicts intertwined
in  the  present  war-the  direct  one
consisting  of  Israel’s  aggression
against  Hizbollah  and  Lebanon,  and
the indirect one consisting of the US
campaign  against  Iran.  The  UN
Security  Council  has  just  adopted  a
US-sponsored resolution on the issue
of  Iran’s  nuclear  program-quite
impudently,  given  that  the  same
Council  has  not  yet  called  for  the
cessation of Israel’s mass slaughter in
Lebanon.

What role does France play in all
this?

The French position  has  evolved.  In
2004 Jacques Chirac offered the US a
common  front  at  the  UN  against
Syrian forces in Lebanon. Their basic
interests converged, contrary to what
was the case with regard to Iraq. In
this  case,  the  French  are  mainly
interested in Saudi money. Just a few
days ago, they signed a deal for a big
sale of weapons to the Saudi kingdom.
Chirac’s friendship with Hariri, father
and  son,  fits  very  well  within  this
framework-as  everyone  knows,  the
Hariri  clan  is  closely  linked  to  the
Saudis.

So when Hariri, and the Saudis behind
him,  went  into  dispute  with  Syria,
France offered Washington its help in
sponsoring UN resolution 1559, which
called  for  the  withdrawal  of  Syrian
forces  from Lebanon as  well  as  the
disarming  of  non-government  armed
groups  in  the  country,  meaning
Hizbollah and the Palestinian refugee
camps.  Since  2004  France  has  thus
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worked in close alliance with the US
on the issue of Lebanon.

But  the  latest  offensive  has  caused
cracks  in  the  alliance.  The  Saudis
denounced Hizbollah at  first,  but  as
the  Israeli  aggression  became  more
obviously  brutal  and  murderous  and
impacted on Arab public opinion, the
Saudis, the Egyptians, the Jordanians,
all Washington’s Arab clients have had
to  sh i f t  the i r  s tance  and  te l l
Washington:  Your  Israeli  friends  are
going to spoil the whole thing, we are
reaching a boiling point which is quite
dangerous, it is time to stop. The crisis
is getting increasingly perilous for the
whole stability of pro-US regimes-for
example  in  Egypt  the  Musl im
Brotherhood  is  capitalising  on  the
situation.

Chirac has taken the middle ground
since  then-pleasing  the  Saudis  more
than Bush in calling for an immediate
ceasefire  and  an  international  troop
presence  based  on  a  pol i t ical
agreement.

In  your  July  15  interview  with
Liberazione  you  said  that  Israeli
military action could radicalise the
Lebanese population more against
Israel  than  against  Hizbollah.  Is
that happening?

It is happening indeed and beyond my
expectations. The very brutality of the
Israel i  aggression  is  actual ly
counterproductive  for  Israeli  goals-
and is  unifying Lebanon in  resisting
the Israeli offensive. Israel’s onslaught
h a s  b e e n  s o  m u r d e r o u s ,  s o
indiscriminate, that the great majority
of the Lebanese have drawn the same
conclusions:  firstly,  that  the  Israeli
offensive  was  prepared  long  ago  so
that the whole discussion of the July
12 operation is somewhat irrelevant,
as  it  was clearly  used as  a  pretext;
secondly, that Israel is not targeting
Hizbollah  alone  and  not  even  the
Shiites only, but the whole population.

The  whole  country  is  being  held
hostage.  The  whole  economy  is
destroyed.  True,  the  offensive  has
mostly  killed  Lebanese  Shiites-
probably  over  1000  already  if  one
includes those still under the rubble-
but  in  terms  of  l ives  affected,
impoverished,  and  ruined,  a  huge
number of Lebanese are affected, and

Israel  is  clearly  perceived  as  the
enemy of  the  Lebanese  people  as  a
whole.

At a more general regional level, the
hatred  for  Israel  and  the  US  is
reaching  new  peaks.  All  this  will
undoubtedly  fuel  the  growth  of
terrorist organisations of the Al Qaeda
type.  I’m  afraid  that  what  we  have
seen up to now-9/11, 7/7 and Madrid-
is but a foretaste of horrors to come
that will affect the civilian populations
in the West.

Has the Lebanese Left been able to
play  much  of  a  role  in  giving
political  shape  to  this  national
wave of anger and defiance? Or are
they marginalized?

The Lebanese Communist Party (LCP)
is a shadow of its former self, of what
it used to be in the 70s and 80s. It was
one of the most important Communist
Parties in the Arab world, relative to
the size of the country, and one of the
major  actors  in  the  civil  war  of
1975-1990. The LCP was the first to
launch  attacks  against  the  Israeli
occupation in 1982, after the invasion
settled  down,  in  the  name  of  the
â€˜national resistance’.

Only  later  were  the  â€˜Islamic
resistance’  and  Hizbollah  launched.
Hizbollah dealt with the LCP as a rival
since the latter’s main social base was
among  Shiites  and  in  southern
Lebanon,  that  is  among  Hisbollah’s
target  constituency.  Hizbollah  built
itself  partially  through  fighting  the
LCP  over  this  constituency  and
managed  to  prevail.  In  that,  it  was
greatly helped by Iranian backing and
by  the  fact  that  it  played  on  the
dominant  ideological  trend  in  the
region that was in favour of  Islamic
fundamentalism  since  the  1970s,
whereas  the  LCP  lacked  political
boldness and was deeply affected by
the  unfolding  crisis  of  the  Soviet
Union.

In the 1990s the LCP itself went into
deep crisis, splitting and fragmenting.
What  remains  is  not  completely
invisible,  but  it  is  no  longer  in  a
position  to  play  an  important  role-
unfortunately, as it is the major left-
wing grouping in the country. Hence,
Lebanon is no exception to the general
rule in the area: the historical failure

of nationalist forces and the failure of
the Left have created a vacuum that
h a s  b e e n  f i l l e d  b y  I s l a m i c
fundamental ists .

Some  on  the  British  Left  would
probably like to entertain the idea
that  Hizbollah  is  capable  of
evolving  leftwards.  Is  that  a
fantasy?

Basically, yes. Even a plebeian group
like Muqtada al Sadr’s organisation in
Iraq  is  more  socially  threatening  to
the  bourgeoisie  than  Hizbollah.  The
latter,  of  course,  is  radical  in  its
opposition to Israel, as is usual with
Islamic fundamentalist forces linked to
Iran,  but  in  Lebanese  pol i t ics
Hizbollah is  integrated fully into the
system.  It  has  two  ministers  in  the
government  that  is  dominated  by
Hariri-led US clients and it allies itself
with quite reactionary figures.

True, it organises social services, but
only as churches or charities do-they
represent no social threat whatsoever
to the bourgeois social order. There is
not  even  a  potential  for  that,  given
Hizbollah’s ideology, its structure, its
close links to Iran and to Syria. Iran,
Hizbollah’s model of society and state,
is  utterly  bourgeois  in  its  social
structure.  Whatever  populist  ranting
Ahmadinejad  (the  Iranian  president)
may have given vent to, last year, in
his electoral battle for the presidency
against the capitalist Rafsanjani, these
do  not  translate  into  any  kind  of
concrete social measures.

In that respect, Chavez’s Venezuela is
a far more progressive state: Iran is
not a Muslim equivalent of Venezuela.
Such equivalents existed in the Middle
East in the 60s, but it is out of their
defeat  that  Islamic  fundamentalism
was able to grow.

Ben  Gurion  had  the  idea  that
Israel’s  frontiers  should  be
natural-  the  Litani  river  in  the
North and the river Jordan in the
East. Is this what links the attacks
on Lebanon and the Palestinians?

The  Greater  Israel  schemes  are
obsolete and have been so for a very
long  time.  Hizbollah’s  rockets  are  a
further  proof  o f  the  fact  that
â€˜natural  boundaries’  do  not  mean
much. Even after it invaded Lebanon



in  1982,  Israel  could  not  keep  the
newly  occupied  territory  under  its
direct control for long.

These are mountainous areas suitable
for  guerril la  struggle,  and  the
Lebanese  population  has  undergone
military training through several years
of civil war. Hence the huge caution of
Israeli  troops  in  penetrating  south
Lebanon  after  July  12.  The  Israeli
Defence Force took just three villages
in the first two weeks and at relatively
high cost; it met fierce resistance. It
decided  to  resort  to  flattening  the
little town of Bint Jubail after proving
unable to control it. The Israelis keep
saying  they  do  not  want  to  occupy
south Lebanon again-for good reason.

In Palestine, when the cost of keeping
direct  control  over  the  Palestinian-
populated territories became too high
after  the  first  Intifada  of  1987-88,
Israel  ended  up  relinquishing  that
direct control. But it plans to maintain
the bulk of its colonial settlements in
the West  Bank as  well  as  its  direct
control over the borders between the
Palestinian-populated  areas  and
neighbouring  countries,  whether
Gaza’s  border  with  Egypt  or  the
stretch of land along the Jordan river
isolating the West Bank from Jordan.

Is Israel more vulnerable now?

This question relates to a point long
made by Jewish critics of Zionism. Far
from becoming the sanctuary for the
Jews  of  the  world  that  the  Zionists
promised,  Israel  is  more  and  more
turning  into  a  deadly  trap  for  its
Jewish inhabitants. The old warning by
anti-Zionist Jews is getting more and
more relevant because of the evolution
in  destructive  techniques  and
weaponry. Israel is exposing its own

population to huge risks.

Israel’s  ruthless,  barbaric  way  of
dealing with the Palestinians and the
Lebanese feeds hatred against it in the
whole area. This will  certainly result
in many people wanting to inflict on
the Israelis the most painful damage
poss ib le ,  compared  to  which
Hizbollah’s  Katyusha  rockets  might
look quite  benign.  It  takes  some 50
Hizbollah rockets to kill one Israeli on
average in the ongoing confrontation.
But what if devices could be made to
inflict  mass  destruction  on  Israel?
That is what Israel is inciting against
itself.

Zawahiri,  Bin  Laden’s  second-in-
command,  made  a  statement  calling
for  strikes  against  Israel  as  if  he
wanted to outbid Hizbollah. Israel is
presently  inf l ict ing  a  terrible
nightmare  on  the  Lebanese,  it  has
been inflicting a permanent nightmare
on  the  Palestinians,  but  it  is  also
preparing an appalling nightmare for
its own people.

What  are  the  prospects  for
building a new Arab socialist Left?
What  can  socialists  and  anti-
imperialists  do?

In the Arab world nowadays the space
for  building  a  socialist  Left  is  quite
marginal,  the  Left  is  ideologically
isolated. Nonetheless there should be
a  permanent  effort  at  rebuilding  a
socialist Left and that cannot be done
by tail-ending Islamic fundamentalism.
Left-wing activists should not let the
fundamentalists  occupy  alone  the
terrain of the fight against imperialism
and the Zionist state, as some sections
of them tend to do, but it is clear that
the Left won’t become a match for the
religious forces in this respect anytime
soon.

In  many  other  fields,  however,  the
fundamentalists  are  no  competitors-
when they are not foes: in the fight for
workers’  and  peasants’  rights  and
i n t e r e s t s ,  t h e  r i g h t s  o f  t h e
unemployed, women’s rights, the fight
against  sexual  oppression,  for
secularism, liberty of conscience and
freedom from the rule of  religion in
social  life,  etc.  These  are  issues
around  which  the  Left  in  the  Arab
world should intensely campaign-but it
should  do  so  without  expecting  to
achieve  a  breakthrough  in  the  near
future, lest it get rapidly demoralized.

The building of a new Socialist Left in
the Arab region can be helped by the
international Left. Even though Latin
America  is  quite  far  away,  the  Left
turn there is inspiring. But the main
influence  on  the  development  of  a
socialist force in the Middle East will
come from Europe, where there is a
significant socialist Left.

The  antiwar  movement  in  Western
countries has been very important in
educating the Arab public that this is
not  a  clash  of  civilisations  or  of
religions, but an imperialist war drive
serving  capitalist  interests  and
opposed as such by social movements
in the West. The progress of the social
movement  in  Europe  can  only  have
beneficial effects in the Middle East.
For  that,  it  is  also  crucial  for  the
European socialist Left to stand at the
forefront  of  the  struggle  against
Islamophobia,  thus  undermining  the
Islamic  fundamentalist  propaganda
that  is  nurtured  by  this  very  same
Islamophobia.

This  interview  will  appear  in  the
September  edition  of  Socialist
Outlook.

Israel’s new Lebanon war

2 August 2006, by Piers Mostyn

In the first instance therefore, this is a
war  of  criminal  aggression  by  the
Israeli state - designed to destabilise

Lebanon and the region and assert the
Zionist state’s power by bullying weak
and compliant states into submission.

The real  Israeli  agenda was set  out
early  on  by  Prime  Minister  Ehud
Olmert, to wage war against the “axis
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of evil that stretches from Teheran to
Damascus.“

Blame for the war cannot be ascribed
to Hizbollah’s initial action - however
risky  any  military  engagement  with
the IDF may be. To state otherwise is
to accept that the people of Lebanon,
Palestine and elsewhere should just sit
on their hands.

It  was  a  very  limited response to  a
long  history  of  IDF  kidnapping  of
Lebanese  c i t izens ,  an  i l legal
occupation of the Shab’aa Farms area
of the country and repeated bombings
and  other  aggressive  cross  border
incursions.  And  as  even  staunch
supporters  of  the  Israeli  state  have
pointed out the IDF onslaught made
no sense militarily if the primary aim
was  releasing  prisoners  or  stopping
Hizbollah  missiles.  It  is  therefore
logical to assume that the origins of
this  onslaught  are  independent.
Experienced  observers,  like  veteran
Israeli oppositionist Uri Avnery believe
it was years in the planning and only
awaited a pretext. In any event, once
Hizbollah  called  for  an  immediate
unconditional  ceasefire,  the  Israeli
state  (in  refusing  to  agree)  was
entirely responsible for any continued
violence.

The Hizbollah kidnapping came after
two weeks of an Israeli onslaught on
Gaza  -  that  still  continues  at  full
strength  -  slaughtering  civilians,
kidnapping politicians and others and
destroying  basic  infrastructure.  This
in turn followed months of sanctions
against  the  democratically  elected
Hamas-led Palestinian Administration
designed to  smash it.  The European
Union and the USA both supported the
blockade. Pro-western regimes across
the Arab world were silent. UN relief
organisations  and  other  NGOs  all
declared a major humanitarian crisis.
Non-EU  Switzerland  was  the  sole
western  state  voicing  protest.
Hizbollah’s action was undoubtedly a
legitimate act of solidarity against this
general  trend  -  interpreted  and
welcome as such on the street in Gaza
and across the Middle East.

Hizbol lah  is  not  a  “terror ist”

organisation, whatever that is. It is a
mass movement with dozens of  MPs
and  ministers  in  the  nat ional
government.  This  government  is  a
coalition that straddles all sections of
Lebanese society -  meaning that the
party  is  accepted  as  a  legitimate
democratic entity by nearly all strands
of  that  soc iety ,  whatever  the
disagreements  over  politics  or
religion. It is a resistance movement
that  owes  it’s  origins  to  the  1982
Israeli invasion of the country (which
involved  the  notorious  Sabra  and
Shatilla  refugee  camp  massacres
organised by Olmert’s predecessor as
PM and political mentor, Ariel Sharon)
and  18  years  of  occupation.  Its
legitimacy  stems  from  its  role  in
resisting  this  occupation  and  finally
driving Israel out - in the context of
the unwillingness or inability of other
forces in Lebanon or the Arab world to
take action.

As socialists in favour of secularism in
politics,  we  cannot  give  political
support to Hizbollah given its religious
character. Nonetheless, like Hamas it
is  strongly  rooted  in  and  serves  a
community  that  is  religious.  Like
H a m a s  i t  i s  o f t e n  w r o n g l y
characterised  as  “fundamentalist”
when it has nothing in common with
Taliban-style  politics.  It  has,  by  its
actions,  shown willing  to  work  with
other forces for the unity of a multi-
confessional Lebanon.

Whilst reserving the right to criticise
its politics and tactics, we nonetheless
call for socialists, anti-imperialists and
a n t i - w a r  a c t i v i s t s  t o  s h o w
unconditional  solidarity  with  its
resistance  to  Israel’s  murderous
attack and other attempts to interfere
with the right of the Lebanese people
to free self-determination.

Given  the  Israeli  state’s  stance  in
claiming  to  “root  out  Hizbollah
terrorism”, it is ironic that the Prime
Minister of Lebanon, which Israel sees
as an ally, himself described Hizbollah
as  a  “resistance  movement”  as  the
bombs rained down on Beirut. And in
back door diplomatic negotiations by
the  USA  and  European  powers,
Hizbollah has entrusted the speaker of
the Lebanese Parliament, a member of
the Shia-based Amal party to speak on
their behalf. Therefore attempts “root
out” Hizbollah threaten to pull down

with  i t  the  pol i t ical  as  wel l  as
economic and social infrastructure.

It  seems that  Israeli  strategists  may
have  been  foo led  by  Western
propaganda about last year’s “Cedar
R e v o l u t i o n ”  ( i n  w h i c h  m a s s
mobilisations following the murder of
Rafik Harriri and the fingering of the
Syrian government for being involved
led to Syria being driven out) and the
Lebanese  elections  that  followed.  It
may be that Olmert sought to drive a
sectarian wedge into Lebanese society
to get other communities to turn on
Hizbol lah  -  s imilar  to  Israel ’s
uti l isat ion  of  the  Falange  and
Christian  right  forces  during  the
1970s  civil  war  and  the  18  year
occupation.

If  so,  this  seems  to  have  been  a
massive  miscalculation.  There  have
been  no  mass  rallies  denouncing
Hizbollah  despite  the  tremendous
devastation and loss of life across the
country. Israel has failed to shift the
question  of  “Hizbollah  disarmament”
from its previous position within the
polit ics  of  Lebanon  -  one  to  be
resolved  internally,  by  agreement  of
all parties, if at all.

Another interpretation is that this was
no Israeli miscalculation and it was a
frustration  at  Hizbollah’s  integration
into the country’s body politic that fed
a  desire  to  smash  it  -  this  was  an
exercise in attempted regime change.
This would explain the targeting of the
Lebanese army and even one or two
Christian  communities  -  almost  as
though  to  teach  them  a  lesson.
Certainly once it was apparent that air
strikes were not sufficient, the military
invasion was underway the IDF took
on the job for itself.

In this context the deliberate targeting
of an unarmed UN outpost and Red
Cross ambulances - despite the risk of
increasing  international  isolation  -
may  have  been  ca lcu la ted  as
necessary to remove any independent
observers from the scene before the
real slaughter. A not dissimilar tactic
to the deliberate targeting of hospitals
and  doctors  during  ferocious  US
assaults on Fallujah and other cities in
I r a q  -  i n  o r d e r  t o  m i n i m i s e
independent reports of atrocities.

These considerations may also explain



the  reluctance  of  Israel  and  it’s
backers to embrace the idea of a new
international  force  in  southern
Lebanon - fearing that it  may be an
inadequate  tool  for  the  desired
forcible  destruction  of  Hizbollah.

W h i c h  i s  n o t  t o  s a y  t h a t  a n y
international  intervention  into
Lebanon - whether under the guise or
the  UN,  NATO  or  other  umbrella  -
should be supported. On the contrary
it  should  be  opposed.  History,  in
Lebanon  and  elsewhere,  has  shown
that  such  an  intervention,  whatever
it’s terms would inevitably be for the
purpose  of  imposing  an  agenda
dominated  by  the  major  imperialist
powers - the same forces that control
the security council and have set the
pace in the so-called “peace process”
in Israel/Palestine.

Whatever  the  I s rae l i  s ta te ’ s
calculation, the apparent political and
military  failure  was  underlined by  a
sudden  U-turn  in  announcing  a
temporary  ceasefire,  only  48  hours
after  dismissing  the  possibility,  in
response  to  global  outrage  at  the
murderous  attack  on  the  village  of
Qana leaving over 60 civilians dead.
This  despite  Hizbollah  having,  that
day,  launched  it’s  highest  daily
number  of  missiles,  almost  three
weeks  after  the  start  of  war.

If  clarity  were  needed,  Lebanon’s
Prime  Minister  Fouad  Siniora  told
Condoleeza Rice she was not welcome
to  return  to  Beirut  until  the  US
changed  its  stance  -  an  unheard  of
statement from the leader of a small,
i m p o v e r i s h e d  p r o - w e s t e r n
government. As though to rub in the
apparent collapse of Israeli/US/British
military objectives, Siniora went on to
thank Hizbollah for its “sacrifices” in
defence of Lebanon’s sovereignty. The
subsequent  c l imbdown  over  a
ceasefire  is  a  humiliation  for  the
mammoth  Washington-financed  and
organised war machine - made worse
by a context of five years of failed war
aims in Afghanistan and Iraq.

The  USA  and  Britain  have  been
steadfast  in  providing  unconditional
and uncritical support for Israel. This
support  for  the  deliberate  mass
murder  o f  c iv i l i ans  has  been
transparently  obvious  to  the  whole
world despite the paper-thin attempt

to hide it behind the diplomatic nicety
of “opposing an immediate ceasefire”
or  “the  necessity  of  laying  out  the
basis for a lasting peace”.

US/British perspectives have been so
indistinguishable to Olmert’s that they
have  used  almost  exactly  the  same
words.  On  the  18th  Ju ly  Bla ir
explained the war aims in terms of “an
arc  of  extremism  right  across  that
region,  that  wants  to  disrupt  the
process  towards  democracy  and
freedom,  whether  it’s  in  Iraq  or  in
Lebanon  or  down in  the  Palestinian
territory,  that  arc  of  extremism  is
being supported by countries like Iran
and Syria”.

The  next  day  he  said,  “We need  to
recognise the fundamental  nature of
the struggle in the region which has
far reaching consequences far beyond
our own region and even in countries
like our own. All over the Middle East
the re  a re  those  who  wan t  t o
modernise  their  nations  who believe
as we do in democracy and liberty and
tolerance.  But  ranged  against  them
are  extremists  who  believe  the
o p p o s i t e  w h o  b e l i e v e  i n
fundamentalist  states  and  war  not
against Israeli actions, but against its
existence. In virtually every country of
the region including on the streets of
Baghdad  such  a  struggle  is  being
played out”. Who can doubt that the
Israeli state, as it always has done, is
ac t ing  as  reg iona l  p roxy  f o r
imperial ism?

Imperialist war aims are to continue
by  other  means  what  has  been  so
disastrously impossible in other parts
of  the  Middle  East.  The  debacle  in
Iraq and Afghanistan and anxiety over
the risks of any military attack on Iran
have destabilised the Bush/Blair goal
of re-organising the region around an
imperialist  military-economic  game
plan.  The  new  “domino  theory”  of
“democratic  revolutions”  installing  a
series  of  compliant  pro-western
governments on the model of Jordan
and Egypt, across the region has been
thrown off course in Iraq. Elections in
Palestine,  Egypt  and  even  Lebanon
have  given  democratic  legitimacy  to
precisely  those  forces  the  war  was
designed to eradicate.

The  increas ing  focus  for  th is
imperialist anxiety is Iranian influence

in Iraq, Lebanon and elsewhere. The
Lebanon onslaught thus appears to be
conceived as a new route to fulfilling
these  aims  -  hitting  what  had  been
perceived as  a  soft  spot  -  a  “small”
guerrilla  organisation  in  a  mixed
country  historically  aligned  to  the
West.

But things haven’t gone to plan. There
have been protests across the middle
East. Pro-Western dictatorial regimes
like  Saudi  Arabia,  that  have  sat  on
their hands or given a tacit nod to this
aggression,  are  openly  concerned
about  destabilisation.

Israeli public support for the war has
largely  remained  rock  solid.  There
have been no mass protests. But the
small  protests  have  a  capacity  to
grow,  as  the lies  about  the purpose
and  conduct  of  the  war  become
obvious  and  the  military,  human,
financial and diplomatic costs become
apparent.  Support  for  those  small
forces  of  opposition  within  Israeli
society  is  a  crucial  element  to
solidarity within the imperialist states.

Another key task in Britain is to target
British complicity. Public opinion has
quickly  understood  the  true  picture,
opposing  the  government’s  craven
stance by a clear majority. Unlike the
Iraq  war  there  is  no  f ig  leaf  of
overthrowing  a  brutal  dictator  or
removing WMDs. Here emperor Blair,
from  the  start,  had  no  clothes.  His
usual  moral  claim  of  “humanitarian
interventionism”  was  immediately
revealed  as  it’s  opposite  -  moral
bankruptcy  and  collusion  with  war
crimes. Already he is paying a price
with deep splits at the highest level of
his  government  among  the  most
senior  and  loyal  cabinet  ministers  -
one of whom, Straw, has broken the
b a s i c  p r i n c i p l e  o f  B r i t i s h
parliamentary  politics  -  collective
cabinet  responsibility.

Of  course Straw and others deserve
absolutely  no  credit  for  this  stance,
having enthusiastically fought for and
implemented five years worth of war
mongering across the Middle East and
a “war on terror” against the muslim
community  at  home.  Similarly  when
supine  Foreign  Secretary  Margaret
Beckett woke from her slumbers long
enough  to  protest  at  US  planes
sending bombs to Israel stopping over



in  Prestwich,  Glasgow.  These  splits
and  vacilliations  simply  go  to  show
quite how weak Blair is and how much
pressure the government is under. He
should go now.

During the furore over the recent raid
in Forest Gate, East London and the
anniversary  of  the  murder  of  Jean
Charles de Menezes, Blair’s line was
consistently  that  these  steps  will
continue to be necessary to “protect”
British citizens against terrorism. Not
only  will  the  current  British  state

s t a n c e  o u t r a g e  t h e  M u s l i m
community ,  but  i t  once  again
demonstrates that the imperialist state
is the cause and driving force behind
instability and danger.

We face a highly volatile situation. If
Israel and the imperialists succeed in
their aims of smashing Hizbollah and
re-organising Lebanon this would be a
strategic victory in the strategy across
the region following which there will
be further aggression against Iran and
any other less than compliant state.

However if this war does not succeed
and,  as  current  events  possibly
indicate -  it  radicalises opposition to
Zionism  and  imperialism  across
Lebanese society and a host of other
Arab  states  against  Israel  and  its
backers - it could become a small but
significant  step  towards  shifting  the
balance  of  political  forces  against
imperialism.

Solidarity  action  continues  to  be
urgently  and  visibly  needed.

The future of Israel is at stake

2 August 2006, by Michel Warschawski

Horrible? Indeed, but not unexpected.
The  Israeli  war  in  Lebanon  is  the
paradigm of war in the 21st century —
wars of world re-colonization and the
subjugation of the peoples of the earth
to Empire.

In these wars, the lives of civilians are
not only of very limited value — as in
all  wars  —  but  considered  as  a
legitimate target, actively or passively
guilty  of  supporting  terrorism:  a
terrorism  which  is,  in  fact,  part  of
their  very  culture.  In  ten  years,  we
witnessed a gradual evolution of the
dominant  discourse:  from  terrorist
groups, to terrorist states, to terrorist
peoples.  The  ultimate  logic  of  the
global war is full ethnicization of the
conflicts, in which one is not fighting a
policy,  a  government,  or  specific
targets, but a "threat" identified with a
community. Fear is the starting point
of the new era, hatred is its finality.
This is the reason why the neo-cons of
the US administration are speaking of
a non-ending war.

Using the pretext of the capturing of
two  Israeli  soldiers,  the  Israeli
government  has  decided  to  open  a
new front  in  the global,  non-ending,
preemptive  war  of  re-colonization.
They are ready to send their soldiers

to  open  the  way  for  the  "new
democracy in the Middle East" and to
sacrifice  its  own  population  as
collateral victims of this new kind of
ethnic war. This is clearly expressed in
an expensive advertisement published
by the  Israeli  neo-cons  on the  front
page of Ha’aretz:

Israel  is  at  the forefront  of  the war
against  world  Jihad.  We  have  two
options:  either  to  strengthen  the
fanatics,  through  withdrawal  and
separation, through unilateral retreat,
which will make of Israel the scene of
the  main  struggle  between  fanatical
Islam and the enlightened world, or to
strengthen the moderates [ . . . ] and
to  transform  Israel  into  the  world
center  of  justice  and  interfaith  [sic]
understanding.  In  the  Middle  East
there are no short-cuts.

At  the  end  of  the  advertisement,  a
short end note: "Remember: distorted
philosophical sensitivity [sic] to human
lives will make us pay the real price of
the lives of many, and the blood of our
sons." [14]

While  more and more voices  among
the Israeli  public  are  challenging,  if
not the legitimacy, at least the scope
of the present military operation, the
US administration is demanding that
Israel not surrender to the pressures
of those who are working for a cease-
fire:

US  Secretary  of  State,  Condoleezza
Rice  is  the  leading  figure  of  the
strategy  aimed  at  changing  the
situation  in  Lebanon,  and  not  PM
Olmert  or  Defense  Minister  Peretz.
She  is  the  one  who  has  succeeded,
unti l  now,  in  standing  against
international  pressures in  favor  of  a
cease  fire.  [  .  .  .  ]  In  order  to  be
successful,  she needs military cards,
which,  unfortunately,  Israel  has  not
yet  been able to deliver.  Except the
punishment by fire of Hezbollah and
Lebanon  [sic],  the  military  Israeli
cards have been limited, until  today,
to  the  conquest  of  two  Lebanese
villages  near  the  border.  If  Israel
doesn’t  improve its  military cards in
the fighting, we will feel the results in
the political solution." [15]

In  these  words,  senior  political  and
mi l i tary  analyst  Ze ’ev  Schi f f
summarizes  the  nature  of  the  US
secretary of state’s visit to Jerusalem
this weekend.

Sooner  or  later,  however,  the  US
administration will  have to  accept  a
political solution, based more or less
on  what  was  recently  outlined  in
Rome. That is, until the next round in
this  non-ending  preemptive  war,  in
which Israel will continue playing its
role as the armed vanguard of the so-
called civilized world.

What  the  Israeli  public  fails  to
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u n d e r s t a n d  i s  t h e  d r a m a t i c
implications  that  their  government’s
pol icy  has  on  the  state ’s  very
existence in the heart of the Arab and
Muslim  worlds.  By  its  unlimited
brutality and its civilizational rhetoric
and  strategy,  the  State  of  Israel  is
demonstrating to  the  peoples  of  the
region that it is, and wants to remain,
a  foreign  and  hostile  body  in  the
Middle East: no more than an armed
extension  of  the  United  States  of
America and its anti-Muslim crusade
of the 21st century.

Everyone  knows  the  fate  of  the
Crusaders, ten centuries ago.

The  hatred  generated  by  the
bombardment  of  Beirut  —  the

d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  L e b a n o n ’ s
infrastructure, the hundreds of civilian
deaths, the hundreds of thousands of
refugees, the scorched earth policy in
the  south  — is  immense  throughout
the Muslim world. It may even rapidly
contaminate the Muslim communities
in the northern countries.  Moreover,
unlike in previous, apparently similar
crises such as the invasion of Lebanon
in 1982, this hatred is developing on
the fertile ground of the global war of
civilizational  discourse  and  an
ethnic izat ion  of  the  conf l ic t .
Consequently,  it  will  be  extremely
difficult to eradicate this anger after
the clouds of battle dissipate and the
dead are buried.

Olmert,  Peretz,  and  Halutz  are  the
most  dangerous  and  irresponsible

leaders  Israel  has  ever  had,  playing
with a fire which may burn away our
very national existence in the Middle
East.

On the weak shoulders  of  the small
Israeli  anti-war  movement  stand not
only  the  fate  of  the  present  Israeli
citizenry and the moral decency of our
society,  but  the  very  future  of  our
children in this part of the world.

"We refuse to be enemies!" is one of
the  slogans  of  our  demonstrations.
Never before has such a slogan been
so  important,  so  urgent,  and  so
existential.

Read  report  of  Israeli  anti-war
demonstration  here

The revolution seen from the left: Chavismo’s
original sin

26 July 2006, by Roland Denis

But we are also dealing with a society
traumatised  by  poverty  and  by  the
degree of corruption engendered by a
model of accumulation founded on an
“economy  of  extraction”,  that  is  a
dependent national economy of a state
subsisting  fundamentally  on  the  oil
rent,  and  a  capitalist  structure
reproduced thanks to the subvention
of  the  rate  of  profit  through  an
agreement of redistribution (which is
moreover,  not at all  legal  and open,
hence  the  permanent  “state  of
impunity” in which we live) between
the dominant classes and the political
elites in power. This structural base of
our  social  formation,  after  nearly  a
century of  existence,  has created an
extremely unequal society (those who
profit  from  the  oil  booty  and  those
who  are  excluded  from  it )  but
engenders  at  the  same  time  the
motivation  for  a  popular  resistance
movement  which  struggles  for  the
most  urgent  and  often  elementary
popular  demands  (water,  electricity,
housing, land, work, education, health
and  so  on.)  and  which  suffers  from

being  a  marginal  movement,  largely
excluded from the central debate on
the production and distribution of the
wealth created.

If there is then a “classist basis” it is
undoubtedly  formed  in  contact  with
certain  combative  nuclei  of  the
workers  and Marxist  movement,  but
above  all  from the  debates  and  the
inf luence  of  very  d iverse  and
heterodox historic currents of struggle
(cultural  resistance,  liberation
theology,  “cimarronismo”  [16],  the
street  democracy  demanded  in  the
neighbourhoods, social movements of
every  type,  spontaneous  popular
uprisings,  national  l iberation
movements,  revolutionary Bolivarism,
armed  struggle,  Latin  American
cr i t ica l  Marxism,  indigenous
movements and so on). There lies the
second original sin of the “Bolivarian
movement”: its unusual diversity and
heterodoxy today represented by the
figure of Hugo Chavez.

The errors of a
certain left
critique
The  “revolutionary  sectors”,  that  is
those who participate in political and
social struggle seeking the necessary
juncture between theory and practice,
are faced with an immense challenge
of comprehension and definition of a
line  of  action  coherent  with  our
historic responsibility as well as with
the complex reality in which we live.
Obviously, that has not been easy and
it is still very difficult to identify a pole
in  this  revolutionary  left  which  has
clarified  entirely  its  doubts  and
lacunas.  Yet,  in  our  perspective,
obvious  errors  continue  to  be
reproduced, perhaps by the necessity
of  seeking  refuge  in  a  perimeter  of
certainty  which  allows  this  or  that
organisation,  group  or  tendency,  to
insulate itself from the chaos of reality
and crisis “without certain outcome”
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of  the  order  of  domination  in  our
country.

On  the  one  hand,  a  le f t  which
radicalises its discourse starting from
its appreciation of the “class nature”
of  this  government (bourgeois,  petty
bourgeois),  and  of  the  “populist”,
“reformist”,  “nationalist”  elements
which run through it for class reasons.
Thus it  is a government condemned,
beyond its declarations, to defend the
interests  of  national  and  imperialist
capital  (we  refer  to  the  majority  of
Trotskyist currents, very active today
in some workers’ sectors). This can be
totally correct if we restrain ourselves
t o  a  c r i t e r i o n  o f  f o r m a l  a n d
sociological comprehension, according
to  which  we  would  oppose  in  our
political imagination this government
(of  petty  bourgeois,  peasant  or
marginal  origin)  to  a  possible
government formed by the delegates
of  workers  and  exploited  classes  in
general,  organised  and  identified  as
such.  But  then  we pose  a  question,
perhaps a stupid one: since the Paris
Commune  and  the  f irst  Soviet
government of 1917-1919, was there a
single  government  in  history  which
has  responded  to  this  indicator  and
which has lasted more than two years
“in  power”?  If  there  has  been  one,
send the reference. We prefer in these
circumstances  to  admit  that  history
has  shown  that  this  parameter  of
comprehension  and  action  suffers
from immense gaps and from political
impotence.  Perhaps  the  anarchists,
autonomists,  councilists,  libertarians,
the  comrades  of  Durruti,  Zapatistas,
were right about the unviable nature
of using the vanguard party and the
s t a t e  f o r m  a s  t o o l s  f o r  t h e
emancipation of  labour? Doesn’t  this
state  form  (its  ideological  affiliation
doesn’t  matter much) concentrate in
itself all the rules, culture, protocols,
relations,  which  render  capitalist
domination  historically  viable?

The  problem  of  the  orthodox  class-
based characterisation, inherited from
the Leninist tradition, tends to be its
excessive contempt both for the social
situation  (its  diversity,  the  relations
which  develop,  the  inter-relationship
of social subjects) on which the order
of domination rests, and for the recent
events  which  have  created  new
polit ical  values,  new  modes  of
resistance, new spaces of interaction

between  the  exploited  classes,  new
programmatic perspectives, outside of
which the revolution is  impossible if
not in the heads and mystifications of
the vanguards. We don’t want to say
that we should ignore the role of the
traditional working class, the founding
act of the conquest and control of the
means of production and the advances
towards  very  concrete  forms  of
organisation  of  power  in  which  the
place  of  this  sector  is  central.  The
challenge  is  to  extirpate  from  our
heads  the  sociological  obsession  of
“class” and to see in all these workers’
dynamics  another  expression  of  the
totality  of  the  class  struggle,  tbe
experience  of  rebellion  and  the
constitution of new orders of society
which emerge from the simultaneous
insurrection of the exploited. In itself,
the  occupation  of  a  building  is  no
more important than the occupation of
a rural holding or a factory, the most
important fact is the multiplication of
these phenomena of expropriation of
capital,  their  massification,  their
political  creativity and their capacity
of defence faced with the attacks of
the capitalist state.

Another fairly widespread left critique
is  what  we  would  characterise  as
radical-nationalist.  The focal point of
these  critiques  no  longer  resides  in
the class affiliation of the government
but in the question of the sovereignty,
more concretely in the problem of the
ambiguity the government has shown
on  its  “anti-imperialist”  positions.  It
criticises  the  fact  that  whereas  the
government  makes  declarations
opposed  to  US  imperial  domination,
there is a privatising alliance with the
oil  capital  transnationals  (extended
now to the sphere of the exploitation
of gas) through “mixed enterprises”. It
is also opposed to the abandonment of
orimulsion [17] as energy alternative.
We find  here  a  lot  of  denunciations
which  bear  on  the  question  of  the
“productive  model”  as  a  whole.
Criticisms are made that the plans for
the mining industry, the carboniferous
plan, the southern gas pipeline [18],
the participation of Venezuela in the
IIRSA [19], the payment of the foreign
debt and so on are no more than a
simple  reproduction of  the model  of
developmental ist  capital ism,
dependant  and  predatory.  The  most
extreme  versions  of  this  “radical
nationalism”  claim  that  Chavez  is

nothing  more  than  a  “puppet”  of
neoliberalism disguised as a socialist.

We  are  entirely  agreed  on  the
strategic “duality” that traverses the
government and its economic policies
(exploration  of  new  relations  of
production/alliance with transnational
capital).  The  establishment  of  mixed
enterprises  is  without  doubt  a  huge
and  unacceptable  concession  to  oil
capital. Beyond that, projects like the
plan  for  the  development  of  coal
extraction in the region of Zulia, the
transnational  penetration  in  the
territories  turned  towards  mining
act iv i t ies  (basical ly  gold  and
diamonds), the models of development
proposed ,  the  very  v i s i on  o f
continental integration, the concession
of a privileged role for finance capital,
witness clearly to the fact that, to say
the  least,  the  “transition  towards
socialism”  is  stil l  doubtful  and
contradictory.  But  does  that  mean
Hugo Chavez and his government are
no more than pawns of imperialism?
Again, a formal reasoning is employed,
emptied of facts, totally abstract and
politically impotent as several of these
tendencies  of  ultra-nationalism  have
shown themselves to be. The problem
us that, although some of them speak
of a “clash of  civilisations” [20] and
even  of  struggle  against  state
capitalism,  they  do  not  go  beyond
simple  denunciation  and  ideological
propaganda.

From  their  position,  there  is  no
alternative  except  a  mystification  of
political  power or  a  kind of  original
pure community beyond history which
wi l l  be  restored  as  saviour  of
humanity.  There  have  never  been
“people, movement, real and current
collective  action  of  transformation”.
This discourse implies that in reality
everything  is  resolved  in  closed
conspiracies and between leaderships,
or  thanks  to  a  programme  which
would  impose  anew  the  s ta te
Leviathan. A state owning everything
and the enemy of al imperialism. What
other outcome could there be beyond
a  mystification?  The  most  radical
proposals  objectively  resemble  the
good old programmes of a great part
of the Latin American left of the 1930s
and 1940s, which have given birth to
part ies  l ike  APRA  (Peru)  and
Democratic Action (Venezuela) and we
know today how they ended up. If the



p r o b l e m  i s  C h a v e z  a n d  h i s
government, that would mean that the
real revolutionary government, like a
God descending from Olympus, would,
with divine force and a great number
of  orders  and  decrees,  establish  a
nat iona l  s ta te  wi th  abso lu te
sovereignty in the framework of a new
civilisational  reality.  Basically  it
amounts to the re-elaboration of one
of the follies of which the old radical
left (at least, its most consistent elites)
remains prisoner, the offspring both of
Soviet Marxism and the programmes
of national liberation and voluntarism
specific to our American lands.

The good critique
Of course, there are other wings of the
“left”  who  expose  their  critical
viewpoint, all “anti-Chavistas”, like the
new liberal left - “anti-Bourbonist” as
Petkoff  says  [21]  -  annexed  by  the
right opposition. The problem in their
view  is  the  “tyrant-despot”,  the
“populist”,  the “anti-democrat”  Hugo
Chavez, with a political ideology which
is Castroite or “archaic”. A logic that
one finds in certain anarchist nuclei,
for whom the problem is more or less
the  same.  Chavez  the  militarist,
Chavez the authoritarian and so on.).
But in truth, it is not in our interest to
discuss with these tendencies because
either we are their political enemies,
or,  more  simply,  because  they  add
nothing to the debate.

What interests us is another critique,
very  left  also  but  perhaps  more
ingenuous.  We  can  call  this  the
“popular-moralist”  critique.  As
critique and political posture, it is very
simple.  It  states  that  Chavez  is  an
honest man, a genuine revolutionary,
a man of the people committed to his
ideals,  but surrounded by a band of
traitors, hypocrites, crooks who profit
from  his  authority,  organised
essentially  in  the  parties  of  the
government  -  the  MVR,  PODEMOS
and PPT in particular [22] - who use
them in their turn as the main tools of
appropriation  of  the  functions  of
government and posts in general,  in
the state  and the organized popular
sector.  It  sees the main difficulty  of
the Bolivarian revolution as corruption
and  bureaucracy,  and  reiterates  its
total  support  to  the  president  but
increasingly distances itself from the

new  elites  who  monopolise  the
political  representativeness  of  the
revolutionary  process.

The most important dimension of this
critique  is  not  the  justice  of  its
analysis  or  its  theoretical  depth
(obvious weakness: the idealisation of
Chavez,  the  personalisation  of  the
government), what counts, is that it is
the only critique which has acquired a
mass  character.  It  has  become
“popular” in all senses of the term and
little  by little,  it  has been forced to
make  qualitative  leaps  which  have
obliged it to evolve from commentary
to political fact and to the construction
of  strategies  of  political  action  to
destroy  the  shameful  enemy  of
corruption  and  bureaucratism.  It  is
what we call in the Projecto Nuestra
America  [23]:  the  construction  of  a
“reason  for  all”.  This  is  not  the
enl ightened  “reason”  of  se l f -
consciousness/Hegelian self-reflection.
It  is  simply  the  concrete  domain  of
collective  reasoning  in  which  the
revolutionary process is expressed in
its most productive and transformative
matrix. In fact,  it  has already led to
magnificent processes of mobilisation,
social  irreverence,  radicalisation  of
the libertarian and egalitarian spirit,
self-organisation which is in fact the
central  point  constructed  by  the
Bolivarian revolution in the ideological
field. It is also the space in which all
our hopes are concentrated, no longer
as  arrogant  vanguards  but  as
revolutionary combatants who both in
their  material  conditions  and  their
emotions are identical to this people.

What should the
left say and do?
Beyond  interpretations  in  the
vanguard circles or popular sectors, it
is in our view important to understand
that it is the development of a social
movement  which  although  several
times encouraged to organise from the
bureaucratic  government  structures
(Land  Committees,  Communal
Councils,  Health Committees,  energy
and water committees) is beginning to
take its distance from these forms of
leadership  and  to  establish  its  own
policies  and  strategies  developing  a
critical attitude towards the state as a
whole and which is radicalising from

day to day. With the most important
autonomous  social  movements
(peasants,  recovered  companies,
students,  indigenous  peoples),  this
organised  base  of  the  popular
movement  is  the  unavoidable  class
matrix  for  the  deepening  of  the
revolution.  If  we  do  not  found  a
common  theatre  for  political  action
and the construction of  a  project  of
society,  it  is  very  likely  that  the
Bolivarian  revolution  will  in  the
coming  years  undergo  a  decline  of
such  a  magnitude  that  it  would
disappear as a real phenomenon of the
exercise of justice, of freedom and the
construct ion  o f  sovere ignty ,
independently  of  Chavez.

We are today at a time of “maximum
confusion”.  On  the  one  hand  the
imperia l is t  of fensive  against
Venezuela,  the  evolution  of  “Plan
Balboa”  and  “Plan  Colombia”  as
military plans for attacking Venezuela,
and  the  pressure  of  the  electoral
campaign  (the  campaign  for  ten
million votes [24], aid the cohesion of
the popular bases around the figure of
Chavez  and  the  position  of  the
government,  on  the  other  hand,  the
institutional  decomposition  under
which we live, increasingly manifest at
the level of the municipal and federal
governments (town halls, provinces, in
the immense majority in the hands of
the  “bloc  of  change”)  produce  a
collective exhaustion which sometimes
borders on despair. In fact, even the
inst i tut iona l  author i t ies  are
concerned, leading to an increasingly
marked tendency to control both the
social  processes  of  organisation  and
self-government  and  the  productive
and  workers’  experiences  in  the
cooperatives  and  “recovered”
enterprises. A situation of “maximum
confusion” before which the rank and
file  leadership  tends  to  repeat  the
same schema applied for at least four
years:  keep  quiet,  wait,  pursue
organisation, don’t underestimate the
enemy, but all  this  begins to look a
little  inadequate.  It  is  necessary  to
take a  collective  step forward.  Until
now,  the  a t tempts  have  been
interesting  but  insufficient  (the
mobilisation begun by sectors of the
indigenous  movements,  miners,
peasants  and  above  all  workers).
Faced  with  the  emergence  of  these
phenomena,  the  state  apparatus
neutralises them, when it is incapable



of repressing them as with the miners,
by transforming them into centres of
administration  of  resources  which  it
will grant them for their development.
Th i s  coopt ion  removes  the i r
combatitiveness by strengthening the
tendency to ”depoliticisation” of their
action  and  increasing  the  unity  of
their bases as corporation and not in
class terms (such is the situation of a
good  par t  o f  the  a l t e rna t i ve
communicat ion  spaces) .

This  context  demands  a  qualitative
leap  towards  a  new  conjuncture  in
which  re la t ions  between  the
g o v e r n m e n t  a n d  t h e  “ n o n -
administered”  popular  movement
would change radically. Today, critical
and  combative  nuclei  have  emerged
across  Venezuela.  They  struggle  in
defence of  the Bolivarian revolution,
but  at  the  same  time  represent  a
faithful testimony to the exhaustion of
the institutional schema of the state as
central  lever  of  the  process  of
transformation.  We  have  proposed

s t e p s  f o r w a r d  i n  t h e  f u t u r e
presidential  campaign  (December
2006)  by  creat ing  inside  i t  an
alternative  dynamic  axised  on  the
synthesis  of  all  these  programmes
through dialogue,  mobilisation,  mass
meetings, raising the themes of anti-
bureaucratism,  the  struggle  against
corruption, capitalism and imperialist
aggression.  We  propose  as  slogan:
“Ten  million  wills  to  deepen  the
revolution”.

We have called this campaign “for all
o u r  s t r u g g l e s ” .  A n  “ o t h e r ”
campaign [25] on Venezuelan territory
so  that  the  real  struggles  can
breather, so that the right words are
found, so that the rank and file nuclei
can organise,  through the necessary
mobilisation to erect the bases of an
“autonomous transitional programme”
shared  by  all  the  communities  in
struggle. The idea is not to limit this
campaign to the elections.  The ideal
would be to go beyond them so that by
February 27 [26] we have the bases of

a common programme and plan which
allows the effective deepening of the
revolutionary  process.  There  is  even
talk of an electoral ticket common to
all  the movements associated in this
initiative to form a counterweight to
the parties of the government [27]. It
is a significant decision but it will be
still  in the background in relation to
the priority objectives of mobilisation,
meeting, listening, the construction of
the programme “of the poor” so as to
initiate from next year a new stage of
t h e  r e v o l u t i o n a r y  p r o c e s s ,
characterised  by  the  autonomy  and
unitary  radicalisation  of  the  popular
struggles. This campaign should begin
in  one  or  two  months,  following  a
unitary  conference  to  form  ”the
command for all  our struggles”. Our
creativity and political will are going
to be determinant to its development,
and we want  to  find  ourselves  in  a
totally  different  terrain,  in  which
equality and the fight for the dignity of
others will be the priority and not a
political use of the collective.

Changing the Rules of the Game? Let it Be!

25 July 2006, by Revolutionary Communist Group -
Lebanon

T o  a c h i e v e  t h i s ,  t h e  Z i o n i s t
government doesn’t only count on its
sweeping military power, but also on
official  Arab  and  international
col lusion,  which  is  extremely
disgraceful  and  f lagrant.  This
collusion  is  performed  by  different
governments in Europe and America,
particularly,  but  also  the  Arab
governments,  primarily  the  Saudi,
which  held  the  Islamic  resistance
“fully  responsible”  for  “uncalculated
adventures” and that “it should face,
alone, the consequences of the conflict
it created”!! This disgraceful position
was later taken also by the Egyptian
president Mubarak and the Jordanian
King Abdullah the Second in a joint
statement.

The  current  situation  is  open  to
numerous possibilities, and it requires

taking into consideration the following
visions, conclusions and tendencies:

First:  “The sincere promise” did not
come  like  lightning  in  a  clear  sky.
Israe l  has  been  making  da i ly
aggressions,  by  sea  and air,  against
Lebanese sovereignty;  there are still
many  Lebanese  detainees  in  Israeli
prisons;  tens  of  martyrs’  bodies  are
not  returned  to  their  parents.  The
Israeli  army  continues  bombing  the
Gaza strip, killing Palestinian civilians
and  assassinating  activists  and
militants  in  Gaza  and  the  occupied
West  Bank ,  on  the  pre tex t  o f
retrieving  the  soldier  Jelaad  Shalit
who  was  previously  kidnapped  by
Palestinian  organizations  on  the
borders of the strip, for the purpose of
trading him for detainees in the Israeli
prisons.

The latest operation, during which the
fighters  of  Hezbollah  succeeded  in
kidnapping  two  Israeli  soldiers,  was
faced with a disgraceful official Arab
position (the same previously faced by
the  Palest inian  operat ion) .  I t
represents, in fact,  (almost) the only
shining solidarity movement with the
struggle of the Palestinian people and
for  the  easing  of  i ts  pains  and
miser ies .  At  the  same  t ime  i t
expresses loyalty to the cause of the
Lebanese  detainees  and  their
Palestinian and Arab comrades in the
Zionist prisons.

Second: Facing the respect for human
dignity  with  which  this  operation,
which  only  targeted  soldiers,  was
characterized,  we  cannot  but  notice
the mean spirit that we hear from the
local  r ight  wing,  t ied  to  world
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Imperialism, which is very cautious to
avoid any form of confrontation with
Israel,  looking  only  to  its  material
interests, and to the billions of dollars
that were expected within the tourism
sector  during  this  summer.  It  is  a
mean  spirit  that  was  expressed  in
statements by many of the figures of
what is called the 14 March coalition,
and specifically by the Prime Minister
Fuad  Saniora  and  his  government.
These  statements  and  speeches  not
only  distanced  themselves  from  any
solidarity with the operation, but also
seemed  to  condemn  i t  and  i ts
participants, calling for the completion
of the Lebanese army’s control of all
Lebanese  areas,  with  what  that
implies  concerning  the  disarmament
of the resistance, putting an end to its
role  in  confronting  the  occupation,
and implementing the remaining items
of  Resolution  1559.  This  at  a  time
when  the  country  needs  the  utmost
solidarity and unity in the face of the
destruct ive  war  that  Israel  is
launching  against  the  Lebanese
people.  It  is  the  same  story  being
repeated again and again, the story of
the Trojan horse, ready for use at the
right moment to complete the reversal
of  the political,  social  and economic
balances in its favour and the favour
of its masters outside the country.

To answer all this, requires continuous
work  to  gather  the  largest  political
and popular front - in solidarity with
the heroic act that the fighters of the
resistance  accomplished;  not
submitting to the local and Arab and
international  pressures;  refusing  to
hand over the two kidnapped soldiers
except under the conditions which the
secretary  general  of  Hezbollah
announced. It is essential to defeat the
current Israel war aims and open the
road to  what  the military  analyst  in
Israeli  Haaretz  newspaper Zeif  Shev
expected,  “ i f  Israel  loses  this
confrontation”...  “its  strategic  and
military  stance  in  the  region  will
change,  and  its  deterrence  will  be

shaken against  the guerrilla  fighting
and the rocket weaponry”.

Third:  The  current  and  almost
absolute  capability  of  Israel  to
continue  its  destruction  of  vital
installations and infrastructure, and in
committing  wide  massacres,  is
specifically  due,  to  the  absence  of
necessary artillery against its military
air  force.  This  requires  the attempt,
starting  now,  and  in  any  possible
ways, to provide this type of weapons,
especially  through  friendly  forces  in
the world.

Fourth:  This current battle won’t  be
the only one which our peoples will
find  themselves  obliged  to  fight
against the Israeli aggression, behind
which are the allies  of  Israel  in  the
Imperialist west. This calls, above all,
for  the  surpassing  of  the  current
confessional  face  of  the  resistance,
towards  the  retrieval  of  its  general
n a t i o n a l  f a c e ,  a n d  w h i c h  i s
accomplished through the entrance of
the  broadest  scope  of  national  and
progressive forces once again into the
resistance, in an atmosphere of deep
collaboration and agreement with the
Islamic resistance.

Fifth: Concerning the complaint to the
United Nations,  whatever the reality
of  the  balance  of  powers  inside  the
security  council  is,  and  the  almost
absolute American hegemony inside it,
Lebanon  has  to  ins i s t  on  the
immediate  and  unconditional  halt  of
the  Israeli  aggression,  on  the  one
hand,  and  for  full  compensation  by
Israel  for  the  human  and  material
losses that this aggression caused, on
the other hand.

Sixth: Furthermore, there is an utmost
need to respond to the collaborating
and weak  stand  of  the  official  Arab
regimes,  and  specially  to  the  Saudi
stand which is flagrant in its hostility
towards  the  resistance,  and  in  its
actual  collaboration  with  the  Israeli

aggression,  by  calling  for  the  Arab
masses, in all their nations, to hit the
s t r e e t s ,  a n d  e x p r e s s  t h e i r
condemnation and anger against their
governments’ positions, and in sincere
solidarity  with  the  resistance  of  the
Palestinian  and  Lebanese  peoples
against  the  Zionist  occupation  and
aggression.

They  must  develop  their  activity  to
force  the  Egyptian,  Jordanian,  and
Mauritanian governments to withdraw
their  recognition  of  Israel  and
completely cut their relationships with
it, and to force the other governments
which have various kinds of ties and
agreements  and  normalization  acts
with Israel, to put a final end to them.
The inaction of the Arab regimes must
not excuse the Syrian regime, whose
officials only gave verbal meaningless
support  so  far,  without  giving  any
direct actual support to the Lebanese
p e o p l e  i n  i t s  c u r r e n t  f i e r c e
confrontat ion.

Seventh: The struggle against Israel is
an  essential  part  of  the  struggle
against  all  the  forces  of  oppression
and  hegemony  and  exploitation.
Starting  from  this  understanding,
requires  of  the  free  people  of  the
world  and  forces  opposing  capitalist
globalization and war to build serious
and  act ive  sol idarity  with  the
Lebanese and Palestinian peoples, and
against Israel and the current war that
the generals of Tel Aviv are launching.
It is a fight which can begin to deepen
the bloody dilemma that the occupying
and aggressive state  of  Israel  faces,
and to initiate a start to its ending, in
as  much  as  a  global  and  genuinely
international front is formed to show
solidarity  with  the  two  peoples  and
their  struggle  for  l iberat ion,
sovereignty  and  just  peace.  In  this
context, the rules of the game might
really change, but this time not for the
interest of Israel!

15-07-2006

“Israel is holding a whole population
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hostage”

22 July 2006, by Gilbert Achcar

THE U.S. media place the blame for
Israel’s  attack  on  Hezbollah,  for
“starting”  the  violence?  Is  that  how
you view the situation?

WHATEVER  ONE  thinks  about
Hezbollah  or  the  operation  mounted
by Hezbollah—and I do have my own
reservations about its appropriateness
with  regard  to  its  foreseeable
consequences—this  cannot  by  any
logic  justify  what  Israel  is  doing.

The killing of the seven Israeli soldiers
and  the  kidnapping  of  two  soldiers
was an act of war, and Lebanon and
Israel are two countries that are still
at war.

Israel  regularly  encroaches  on
Lebanon’s  sovereignty:  i t  has
aggressed  the  country  innumerable
times, especially after 1967 (the first
Israeli devastating attack on Beirut’s
airport took place in 1968); it invaded
a small piece of Lebanese territory in
1967 (the Shebaa farms), a big chunk
of southern Lebanon in 1978, half of
Lebanon in 1982; it then occupied a
big part of the country until 1985, its
southern part until  2000, and it  still
holds the stretch of Lebanese territory
that it seized in 1967.

Since 2000, there has been an ongoing
low-intensity  war  between Hezbollah
and  Israel:  cross-border  skirmishes,
covert  Israeli  action  in  Lebanon,
including  assassination  of  Hezbollah
leaders, etc.

But what Israel is carrying out now in
Lebanon is massive retaliation against
a  whole  population.  It  is  holding  a
whole population and country hostage
and trying to impose its conditions.

This  brutality  is  most  cowardly,
because  whatever  military  means
Hezbollah—or  the  whole  of  the
L e b a n e s e  s t a t e ,  f o r  t h a t
matter—possess  are  dwarfed  by  the
military power of the state of Israel.

This isn’t some kind of an equal fight,
despite  the  fact  that  Hezbollah  is
retaliating with some rockets. One of
the world’s mightiest military powers
is  committing  a  naked  aggression
against one of the weakest states in
the  Middle  East,  and  murdering
scores  of  people.

They  have  already  killed  over  200
people in less than one week, and the
number keeps growing day after day.
The overwhelming majority, more than
90  percent,  of  Israel’s  victims  are
uninvolved civilians. They are neither
fighters,  nor  even  militants;  just
ordinary  civilians,  families  and  a
considerable  number  of  children
appallingly  torn  to  pieces  by  Israeli
bombs.

Israel is destroying the infrastructure
of the country. It is also destroying the
livelihood of hundreds of thousands of
people.  Lebanon is  a  country  where
the summer season is very important
to  thousands  and  thousands  of
people—the  large  proportion  of  the
population  that  get  seasonal  jobs  in
the  tourism  sector  and  depend  on
these earnings for their living for the
whole year. And now these people are
being fired by the tens of thousands
because  everybody  understands  that
there won’t be any “summer season”
in Lebanon.

If you take all this into consideration
and  compare  it  to  whatever  border
operation  Hezbollah  executed,  it  is
absolutely clear that this has become
just  a  pretext—seized  on  by  Israel,
backed by the United States and other
countries, to try to impose what they
have been attempting to force since
2004.

That year, they had the UN Security
Council adopt a resolution calling not
only  for  the  withdrawal  of  Syrian
troops from Lebanon, but also for the
disarmament of armed groups in the
country—meaning,  above  al l ,
Hezbollah,  and  secondarily,  the

Palestinians  in  their  refugee  camps.

THE  DOUBLE  standard  of  Western
media  presentations  of  the  situation
and  the  hypocr isy  o f  I srae l ’ s
statements  are  so  glaring  that  they
constitute  by  themselves  a  moral
aggression—for example, the capture
of  one  soldier  by  the  Palestinians
becomes  Israel’s  justification  for  a
murderous and destructive assault on
Gaza,  while  Israel  holds  close  to
10,000  Palestinian  prisoners  in  its
jails,  most  of  whom  are  civilians
abducted by Israel in the territory that
it  occupies  since  1967  in  total
violation  of  international  law.

WE KNOW this double standard well.
Noam Chomsky has made it one of his
specialties  for  so  many  years  to
denounce  the  permanent  double
standards  and  hypocrisy  in  the
imperial countries and in their media.
We are now witnessing an appalling
new  case  of  that  same  double
standard.

And the fact is that if this hypocrisy
can  go  unnoticed  for  an  average
audience  in  Western  countries,  you
can be sure that in the overwhelming
m a j o r i t y  o f  T h i r d  W o r l d
countries—and, of  course,  in Muslim
countries, and, even more so, in Arab
countries—the  double  standard  is
conspicuously  and  outrageously
obvious.

That’s  why  people  don’t  give  any
credit  to  the  utterances  of  Western
leaders—to the Bush administration’s
talk about democracy and other lies.

Instead, what we are seeing right now
is  that  the  hatred  toward  not  only
Israel but the United States, and all
the other Western countries backing
Israel  and  allying  with  the  United
States, is reaching heights which are
far  beyond  what  existed  before
September  11,  2001.

In other words, the United States and

https://internationalviewpoint.org/spip.php?article1090
https://internationalviewpoint.org/spip.php?auteur40


the state of  Israel  are preparing for
the rest of the world, including their
own populations, nightmarish events,
compared to  which 9/11,  I’m afraid,
will be only a foretaste.

People in the West, especially in the
United States, have to become aware
of the hypocrisy of their government,
and of  this  total  lack of  justice  and
even  humanitarian  commiseration  in
dealing with the Arab populations of
the Middle East.

They have to become aware of the fact
that, for very good reason, the Arab
and  Muslim  peoples  are  coming  to
perceive that they are considered as
sub-human beings, and that their lives
have no value in the eyes of Israel, the
United States and their allies.

Therefore,  they  become receptive  to
the kind of discourse that comes from
the likes of Osama bin Laden—that if
our  civilian  lives  have  no  value  to
them, then their civilian lives should
have  no  value  to  us.  So  we  are
reaching  a  completely  infernal
situation  because  of  the  criminal
reactionary  policies  of  the  U.S.
administration  and  the  Israeli
government.

WHAT ARE Israel’s goals in carrying
out this assault?

STRATEGICALLY  SPEAKING,  both
Israel and the United States consider
their main enemy in the Middle East
t o  b e  n o t  b i n  L a d e n  o r  a l -
Qaeda—these  are  on ly  minor
nuisances in their eyes, if conveniently
useful nuisances—but Iran.

There is what they call the Shiite axis
or crescent,  which has its  source in
Iran, and goes through the pro-Iranian
Shiite  forces  in  Iraq,  through  the
Syrian government, which is allied to
Iran,  and  reaches  Hezbollah  in
Lebanon.

This is why they consider Hezbollah a
very important  enemy—because with
their kind of conception of the world,
they  see  everything  through  their
obsession with what they consider to
be their main enemy state. At the time
of  the  Cold  War,  they  used  to  see
everything  worldwide  in  terms  of  a
confrontation with the former Soviet
Union.  Now,  they  see  everything  in

the  Middle  East  in  terms  o f  a
confrontat ion with Iran.

Besides  that,  Israel  has  its  own
specific reasons for wanting to get rid
of Hezbollah, as the organization that
played the major role in forcing Israel
to withdraw from Lebanon,  in 2000.
This  is  an  organization  that  is
permanently defying Israel by its very
existence, its very presence.

Ever since Israel left Lebanon, there’s
been a determination to take revenge
on  Hezbol lah ,  and  we’re  now
witnessing  Israel  in  the  midst  of
carrying this out, using the pretext of
the border clashes.

THE  U.S.  government  denounces
Hezbollah  as  a  band  of  terrorists.
What is the actual role that it plays in
Lebanon?

THROUGHOUT THE years, Lebanese
pol i t ics  have  had  a  communal
dynamic,  so  you  have  some kind  of
identification of communities with this
or  that  polit ical  organization.
Hezbollah  managed  to  become  the
main force in  the Shiite  community,
which  is  the  largest  minority  in
Lebanon,  where  no  re l ig ious
community constitutes a majority.

Hezbollah came to play this role for a
variety of reasons. The major one is
the  role  that  Hezbollah  played  in
liberating  southern  Lebanon,  where
the Shiite community is concentrated,
from the Israeli invasion.

But there are other factors. Generally
speaking,  the  rise  of  Hezbollah’s
influence  fits  into  a  framework  that
we’ve seen at the regional level for the
last 30 years, where the failure of the
left and the bankruptcy of nationalist
leaderships  create  a  void  in  the
leadership of the mass movement that
has been filled by organizations of an
Islamic fundamentalist character.

This was very much propelled by the
Iranian Revolution in 1979. The shock
w a v e  o f  t h e  r e v o l u t i o n  w a s
tremendous in the area—especially, of
course, among the Shiites, since Iran
is a Shiite country.

The birth of Hezbollah was the result
of the conjunction of this shock wave
with  the  conditions  created  by  the
Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982. It

was born after  the invasion,  and its
rise was associated with its success in
the fight against the occupation.

Another  factor  is  the  way  that
Hezbollah managed to build its social
base.  Hezbollah  was  very  much
backed  by  Iran  from  its  founding.
Tehran  trains  and  funds  Hezbollah,
and the organization has made clever
use  of  the  funds  that  it  gets.  It
organizes  several  kinds  of  social
services and a social network, which
helps huge numbers of Shiite families.

It also managed to translate the clout
built  through  the  resistance  in
political  terms,  when  it  entered  the
elections. Hezbollah has an important
fraction  in  the  Lebanese  parliament
and  there  are  even  Hezbol lah
m i n i s t e r s  i n  t h e  L e b a n e s e
government.

So it’s not a “terrorist” organization,
as Washington’s and Israel’s terrorist
governments call it. It is a mass party
fully involved in the legal political life
in Lebanon.

No one in Lebanon, except for a tiny
minority  of  ultra  reactionaries,
considers  what  Hezbollah  does  in
confronting  Israel  to  be  “terrorism.”
The  Lebanese  government  itself
considers  it  as  national  resistance.

CAN  YOU  talk  about  how  Israel’s
assault on Lebanon is connected to the
intensified war on Palestinians since
Hamas won control of the Palestinian
Authority?

THERE ARE several  connections.  To
be  sure,  there  are  connections  of  a
kind  that  fit  into  Washington’s
conspiracy  theory.

Hamas  and  Hezbollah  are  both
organizations  in  the  same  regional
alliance.  Part  of  Hamas’s  leadership
live in exile in Syria, and it has very
good relations with Iran. Tehran backs
Hamas:  when  the  new  Palestinian
government  was  elected,  and  there
was  a  boycott  organized  by  the
Western powers and Israel, Iran was
the first country to pledge support for
the  Palestinians  to  compensate  for
that boycott.

The other connection is the result of
how Israel’s  onslaught  on  Gaza  has
been  so  traumatizing  for  the  whole



region.

Whatever the original  motivation for
Hezbollah’s  operation  that  captured
the Israelis—I’m saying this, because
Hezbollah’s  chief  Hassan  Nasrallah
said that it  had been months in the
planning—when it  took place, it  was
seen across the whole Middle East as
a legitimate and necessary gesture of
solidarity with the people of Gaza who
are  being  crushed  by  Israel.  That’s
why there was a lot of sympathy for it.

Like in Lebanon now, Israel used the
pretext of the abduction of one of its
soldiers  in  Gaza  to  hold  the  whole
population hostage and begin a frenzy
of  destruction and murder  that  falls
into  the  canons  of  s tate  mass
terrorism of the worst sort known in
history.

HOW DOES the war on Lebanon fit
with the other wars that the U.S. and
Israel are carrying out in the Middle
East?

FOR ISRAEL and the U.S., the main
enemy, as I said, is the whole alliance,
with Iran as the most central part of
the  alliance.  The main  target  is  the
Iranian regime, which they want to get
rid of, in one way or another.

The  Syrian  regime  is  more  of  a
secondary enemy. I don’t believe that

t h e r e  i s  a  r e a l  d r i v e  t o w a r d
overthrowing  that  regime.  Israeli
officials explain that they don’t wish to
see  a  new  Iraq  unfolding  at  their
border, because they know that if the
Syrian regime were to collapse, that’s
what  you  would  get:  a  chaotic
situation  that  could  very  much
threaten  the  security  of  Israel.

Of course, they would like to get the
Syrian government to break with Iran.
And they want to compel Tehran, too,
to abide by their rules.  But because
they don’t have any confidence in the
Iranian  regime,  they  wish  that  they
could  overthrow  it  in  one  way  or
another. That’s their basic goal: what
they  call  in  Washingtonese  “regime
change.”

With the prevailing replica of the Cold
War  imperialist  mentality,  Hezbollah
is presented as a mere agency of Iran.
Now,  to  be  sure,  it’s  no  secret  to
anyone that Hezbollah is closely linked
to  both  Damascus  and  Tehran.  And
Hezbollah would have been foolish to
undertake its  July  12 attack without
some degree of coordination with its
backers.

So what? Unlike those of the Afghan
mujahadeen, when they were fighting
against the Soviet occupation of their
country,  the  weapons  Hezbollah  is

using are, of course, not U.S.-made or
U.S.-provided!

It  is  absolutely  normal  for  forces
confronted with much more powerful
enemies to try to find external sources
of support. Hezbollah has to get the
means from somewhere to be able to
resist.

Or does Washington believe that it is
entitled  to  intervene  wherever  it
wants by the sole right of its “manifest
destiny”—for instance, backing today
the  so-called  People’s  Mujahedin  of
Iran in its cross-border attacks against
Iran  from  U.S.-occupied  Iraq,  after
having backed yesterday the far more
s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r a s  a g a i n s t
Nicaragua’s  government—while  Iran
h a s  n o  r i g h t  t o  s u p p o r t  i t s
correl igionists  in  Lebanon  or
Palestine.  This  chutzpah  is  only
exceeded by U.S.  complaints against
Iranian interference in Iraq, a country
under U.S. occupation!

The fact  that Hezbollah has links to
Syria  and  Iran  doesn’t  mean  in  the
least that it is not waging a legitimate
national  resistance  struggle—in  the
same  way  that  the  fact  that  the
Vietnamese  were  backed  by  this  or
that Communist country didn’t mean
in the least that they were not fighting
for the liberation of their country.

Dossier - On Slobodan Milosevic

20 July 2006, by Catherine Samary

This  ignores the deep causes of  the
crisis of the Titoist system and a major
polit ical  and  specif ic  element
c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  “ w a r l i k e
transit ion”  [28]  in  the  former
Yugoslavia : the specific alliance that
the  Serbian  president  formed  with
Franjo  Tudjman,  the  president  of
Croatia throughout the 1990s.

This  is  the  real  black  hole  for  the
International Criminal Tribunal for the
Former Yugoslavia (ICTY - see below)
and the great powers, who precisely
relied  on  the  strong  states  of  the

region and their alliances to “stabilise
the Balkans”.

But this is also a black hole for those
who  presented  Milosevic  as  the
adversary of the great powers and the
progressive  counterweight  to  all
reactionary  nationalisms  -  including
that of Tudjman.

The similarity of the two regimes and
the choices of their leaders are much
greater than their differences.

The real  initial  choice of  the United

States to support the Tudjman regime
against  “Serb-Communism”,  to  cover
up the  aggressive  dimensions  of  his
policy in the media and to provide him
with  arms  was  relayed  through  the
support  given  by  Germany  to  Croat
and Slovene independence.

These  orientations  gave  a  certain
credibility to the thesis of Milosevic’s
defenders,  according  to  which  the
“great powers” and “their media” led
an anti-Serb policy of demonisation of
the  Belgrade  regime,  leading  to  the
NATO war against Belgrade and the
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indictment of Milosevic.

This  thesis  is  supported  by  the
massive  propaganda  of  the  media
during  the  NATO war  (see  point  4)
and by partial truths, but it is globally
false.

– On the one hand we cannot confuse
the  role  of  the  media  and  what
influences  them,  concerning  the
Yugoslav  crisis  and  conflicts  before
and during (or after)  the NATO war
(March-June 1999).

–  For  before  this  war  there  was  no
united policy concerning these latter
(and  corresponding  pressure  on  the
media); nor were the media “ simply”
press  organs  of  the  rulers.  The
pressure which can be exerted on the
media  at  a  time  when  governments
are involved in  a  war did  not  exist.
There were, rather, other sources of
information,  emanating  notably  from
all those who were effectively attacked
by Belgrade.

– It is necessary in this framework to
accord a particular attention - which
would  merit  specific  study-  to  the
Croatian  propaganda  covering  the
regime  of  Franjo  Tudjman  precisely
because  it  was  a  major  hidden
aggressor  supported  by  the  United
States and Germany [29], because it
took  as  its  hostages  the  Muslim
refugees,  supposed  “allies”  who
influenced the discourse of Sarajevo,
and  because  the  alliance  between
Milosevic-Tudjman  and  the  Bosno-
Serbian and Bosno-Croat militias was
essential to understanding the war in
BH as well as the Dayton Accords.

Paradoxically,  the  demonisation  of
Milosevic facilitated his defence at the
ICTY.

It renders no service to the victims of
ethnic cleansing policies. To denounce
it does not imply any complicity with
his regime -but there are (unhappily)
many ways of being reactionary, other
than being Hitler.  Making this  point
politically involves taking into account
all  the  victims  of  these  policies
whatever  their  community,  and
whatever  the  nationality  of  their
aggressors. It gives meaning to a left
discourse which should go beyond the
misleading “socialist” and “Yugoslav”
labels.

But also we should not accept silence
on the role and the hypocrisy of the
great powers - and demand a balance
sheet of the policies pursued.

It is necessary then to approach in a
distinct manner the general causes of
the  crisis  of  the  Titoist  system and
federation to understand what led to
the wars. Behind a fog of labels and
ideologies,  it  is  necessary  also  to
evoke the powerful media propaganda
and counter-propaganda

From  whence  the  four  following
points:

I) the deep internal/external causes of
the  crisis  of  theTitoist  regime  and
federation;

II) From the deconstruction of Titoist
Yugoslavia  (social  ownership  and
multinational  federation)  to  the
r e c o m p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e
dominant/dominated nation states.

III)  The  false  thesis  of  the  single
aggressor:  from  the  Milosevic-
Tudjman  alliance  to  the  Dayton
Accords -  test and black hole of the
dominant analyses of the ICTY.

IV) The NATO war in Kosovo and the
indictment of Milosevic. Again on the
ICTY

I)
Internal/external
causes of the crisis
of the Titoist
regime and
federation
1.  The  points  of  support  of  the
Titoist regime

Living  together,  despite  the  black
pages of the past, is worth the effort if
it involves living better and with more
dignity;  on  the  bases  of  converging
living  standards.  Living  better  also
means  feeling  more  protected  from
externa l  r i sks  together  than
separately .

In all these respects, we can raise four
main factors which gave Tito’s party

and the second Yugoslavia born from
the  résistance  of  the  Second  World
War  a  real  legitimacy  and  popular
base. The first three are internal, the
other external.

The  first:  increases  in  standards  of
living  These  were  constant  and
general throughout the country from
1945 to the end of the 1970s - with
rates of growth of production among
the highest in the world, near to an
average of 10% per year in the 1950s,
subsequently falling to around 6-7%.
This  country  of  the  capitalist  “semi-
periphery”  before  the  second  world
war, more than 75% peasant in 1939,
was  no  more  than  30%  peasant  in
1980.  The  progress  would  remain
considerable  up  to  the  end  of  the
1970s:  in  the  area  of  education  (a
student  rate  which  was  among  the
highest in the world - and the highest
in Kosovo among young Albanians, at
the  end  of  the  1970s!),  of  social
security  -  extended  to  peasants,  of
health,  of  social  promotion  for  the
children of peasant or worker families.

Second  factor:  increases  in  social
status,  in  human  dignity.  Self-
management was very popular among
the  workers  until  the  crisis  of  the
1980s,  as  surveys  by  the  sociologist
Neca Jovanov show; its  introduction,
at  the  time  of  the  break  with  the
Kremlin in 1948 was justified in terms
of  Marx  against  Stalin,  the  Paris
Commune  against  statism.  Self-
management was extended to all the
spheres of social production, opening
real  margins  of  accountability  in
conflict with the bureaucratisation of
the  system of  the  single  party.  The
majority  of  intellectuals  identified
massively with the socialist ideals put
forward,  while  criticising  various
aspects of the system and its reforms.
The latter, frequent at the time of Tito,
were always responses by the regime
to the social movements and conflicts
which appeared, after it had repressed
their  “leaders”.  This  “Titoist”
combination  of  rights  and  selective
repression produced, on the one hand,
an extension of the self-management
rights recognised until the end of the
1970s;  but,  on the  other,  repressive
measures  killing  initiative  and  free
thought  and  the  enlargement  of
horizons  to  manage  conflict;  the
overall  effect  being incoherence and
ineffectiveness.  But  the  rights



recognised  also  gave  a  feeling  of
dignity and real social well being until
the end of the 1970s.

Third factor: the extension of national
rights was considerable by comparison
with  the  first  Yugoslavia  which
smothered diversity in a “unitary” and
dictatorial fashion; but there remained
an inequality of  status between Slav
peoples,  granted  the  right  to  self-
de termina t ion  and  non -S lav
communities  treated  as  minorities  -
notably the Albanians, who were more
numerous than the Montenegrins. The
second  Yugoslavia  would  not  have
emerged without the realisation of a
federative  system,  but  the  conflicts
with the Kremlin prevented the new
state from orienting itself towards the
project  of  Balkan confederation with
the neighbouring states which would
have  facilitated  the  egalitarian
treatment  of  the  Albanian  question,
notably in Kosovo, and avoid the pre-
eminence of the “Southern Slavs” of
Yugoslavia.  National  rights  would
nonetheless  evolve  according  to  the
conflicts appearing, in the framework
of socio-economic reforms (what type
of planned production and distribution
of resources?), cultural reforms (in the
broadest  sense,  recognition  of  the
minority  languages  as  official  and
Bosnian Muslims as an ethnic-national
reality/religious  substratum  in  the
same  way  as  the  Bosno-Serbs  or
Bosno-Croats)  and  political  reforms
(what  articulation  between  mode  of
decisions at the federal and republican
levels, including in the election of the
cadres of the single party?). From the
mid-1960s  onwards,  the  institutional
evolution  confirmed  a  durable
recognition of the distinction between
citizenship (civil rights) and “people”
(in  the  ethnic-national  sense),  the
republics being nearly all recognised
as  pluri-national  like  Yugoslavia
(except  for  Slovenia).  At  the  same
t i m e ,  t h e  s y s t e m  b e c a m e
confederalised:  the  republics  and
provinces acquired growing rights in
relation to those of the federal centre,
in spite of persistent ambiguities and
contradictions (Kosovo and Vojvodina
had  the  same  representations  and
rights  as  the  republics  with  the
constitution of 1974 - while remaining
formally  provinces  of  Serbia;  the
“subjects” who were given the right of
self-determination  were  ambiguous:
peoples  or  states?).

These  three  sets  of  factors  did  not
then yield a coherent and conflict-free
system;  but  being  associated  with  a
constant  economic  growth  until  the
end  of  the  1970s,  it  was  a  system
perceived  as  capable  of  reforming
itself and of recognising new rights.

The  fourth  factor  is  “external”:  The
Yugoslav  project  was  attractive  in
terms of its ability to resist the risks of
assimilation and external domination.
During the Second World War, in spite
of and against the violence and inter-
ethnic hatred propagated by the Croat
Ustachi  fascists,  or  the  Chetnik
partisans of the Serbian dynasty, the
partisans  (anti-fascist  resistance  led
by  the  Yugoslav  Communist  Party)
organised diverse peoples against the
foreign  occupier,  on  the  basis  of  a
multinational popular army, anchored
in the poor peasantry to whom land
was distributed. And they also built a
counter-power  on  federative  bases,
prefiguring another Yugoslavia resting
on the assembly of the committees of
national  liberation  (AVNOJ)  in  the
reconquered territories,  resisting the
diktats of the great powers allied at
Yalta  -  Stalin  among  them.  With  a
regional  impact  which  tended  to
escape the Kremlin’s control.  This is
t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  c a u s e  o f  t h e
“excommunication”  of  Titoism  by
Moscow in 1948. But, far from making
it disappear, this rupture would force
the  Yugos lav  Communis t s  to
consolidate  their  popular  base  by
radical  reforms;  encouraging  them
also  to  enlarge,  via  the  non-aligned
movement,  the international  margins
of  resistance  to  “campism”  that  the
Cold War wished to  impose:  namely
the pressures to submit themselves to
the domination of Moscow in the name
of resistance to imperialism. In 1968,
again,  the  Soviet  intervention  in
Czechoslovakia  was exploited by the
regime  to  consolidate  by  mobilising
the  people  in  a  “popular  defence”
alongside the official Yugoslav Army;
the  rapprochement  of  links  with
neighbouring  Albania  was  then
consolidated  together  with  the
increase  of  the  rights  recognised  to
the  Albanians  of  Kosovo  (notably  a
university in Pristina in the Albanian
language, then constitutional changes
going  in  the  direction  of  a  quasi-
republic).

In sum, until the end of the 1970s, the

three sets of  internal factors evoked
appeared as the conquests of a system
protecting  the  peoples  concerned
against  external  aggression  -  and
giving  Yugoslavia  an  international
stature  of  which  the  people  were
proud.

2.  Internal/external  causes  of
crisis

But  the  absence  of  real  democracy
and  of  transparency  of  the  system
undermined over time the progressive
and stable content of growth, of rights
to  self-management  and  national,
individual  and  collective  rights.

The  suppression  of  any  forceful
criticism  and  recall  faced  with  the
necessary experimentation of reforms
favoured the turning in of everyone on
themselves  and  opacity,  hence  also
waste and indebtedness. Resistance to
measures  of  redistribution  deepened
inequality  in  living  standards  per
inhabitant  between  regions.  The
nation in the ethnic-cultural sense of
the  Yugoslav  Constitution  became
increasingly  a  political  nation,  as
nationalism  was  used  by  the  party-
state  to  increase  its  privileges  of
power at the level of the republics and
p r o v i n c e s .  T h e  s y s t e m  w a s
increasingly  hit  by  corruption,
generalised  indebtedness,  and  an
overall  ineffectiveness;  but  the
bureaucratic  powers  in  place,
diverting  the  critiques  towards
nationalist  interpretations,  diverted
the  fail ings  of  the  system  onto
“others”,  destroyed  the  necessary
solidarity  and  made  opaque  and
impossible  any  outcome  based  on
socialist,  internationalist  and  self-
managed  values.

Repressive  responses  to  discontent
and  indebtedness  affected  growth
adversely  for  the  first  time  in  the
1980s,  marking  major  ideological
reverses, favoured by the context of a
crisis  of  socialist  projects  and
neoliberal offensives in the 1980s. The
repression  by  the  single  party  of
contested ideologies had meant, as in
the  USSR  and  the  other  countries
identifying themselves with socialism,
making  the  party  -  and  then  its
leadership  -  the  supreme  judge  of
“truths” and of the collective interest,
or  the  “historic”  interests  of  the
proletariat.  The flexibility  introduced



after  the break with Stalin  in  1948,
had been broadly challenged with the
repress ion  o f  the  1970s .  The
intellectual  and revolutionary  quality
o f  the  l eaders  t ra ined  in  the
resistance,  internationalism (many of
them  had  part ic ipated  in  the
international  brigades  in  Spain)  and
the anti-fascist struggle was real; but
it did not immunise the effects of the
privileges of power, nor give them the
“science” of adequate responses to the
problems  which  emerged.  New
cadres,  increasingly  marked  by
statism  and  bureaucratism,  invaded
the single party all the more quickly as
real  or  presumed  adversaries  were
repressed.

The victims of this repression - left or
right,  Marxist  or  not,  religious
believers or not - would re-emerge in
the years of crisis, in the context of a
discrediting of a Marxism which had
become an official religion, benefiting
from  their  status  as  victim  and
rehabilitating pre-Titoist ideologies.

Pluralism would emerge then in  the
worst fashion and in a fog of labels as
seen elsewhere in the world.

These “endogenous”  causes  of  crisis
would  be  aggravated  by  external
factors.

Wi th  the  arr iva l  o f  MikhaÃ¯ l
Gorbachev in power in 1985, the risk
of  Soviet  intervention  disappeared.
But  Germany  and  the  Vatican  were
seen  in  Belgrade  (with  Austria)  as
favour ing  S lovene  and  Croat
separatism  and  globally  weaving  an
ant i -Yugos lav  and  ant i -Serb
conspiracy.  There  was  no  longer  a
“common enemy” as factor of internal
cohesion.

Parallel  to  this,  the  break-up of  the
federation  and  the  system  was
catalysed by a foreign debt of  more
than 20 billion dollars by the turning
point of the 1980s. The increase in the
price  of  oil  in  the  1970s  when  the
c o u n t r y  i n d e b t e d  i t s e l f  i n  a
decentralised  import  strategy,  then
the  increase  of  interest  rates  on
private debt brought about by that of
US rates in 1980 contributed, equally
with the internal mess, to this “ debt
crisis”  -  which  similarly  struck
Hungary,  Rumania,  Poland  and  the
German Democratic Republic (GDR).

The “visible hand”of the International
Monetary  Fund  weighed  on  the
“structural  adjustments”,  demanded
ever  more  urgently.  The  “classic”
neoliberal  recipes,  imposed  as
universals at this time had a specific
impact in Yugoslavia: the market and
privat isat ion  f in ished  of f  the
disintegration  of  the  system of  self-
m a n a g e d  s o c i a l  o w n e r s h i p ,
aggravating  the  overall  crisis  of  the
whole of  the Federation.  Faced with
four figure inflation, the liberal prime
minister  Ante  Markovic  chose,  in
1989,  the  road  of  “shock  therapy”
inspired by the IMF recipes: the new
p r i v a t i s a t i o n  l a w s  t h a t  h e
implemented  sought  to  break  the
social  resistance  to  a  market  which
was supposed to reunify the economy
and to give it coherence.

At the end of the 1980s, no unifying
factor  was  at  work  on  the  social-
political level.

Whereas  the  country  experienced
thousands  of  atomised  strikes  ,the
workers  of  Vukovar,  a  multi-ethnic
town  in  Croatia  ,came  to  Belgrade
calling for a general strike. But they
would find no political (or trade union)
relays  for  their  action.  The  old
protagonists of a socialist alternative
critical  of  Titoism mobilised in 1968
h a d  b e e n  r e p r e s s e d  a n d  i t s
protagonists  had  collapsed  into  the
nationalist  opposition,  or  again,
particularly  if  young,  had  opted  for
neoliberalism,  not  forgetting  those
who had preferred exodus or passivity.
Those who remained in the different
Communist Parties were subjected to
the  discredit  of  the  system and  the
parallel  rise  of  nationalism  and  a
collapse  into  neoliberalism  of  a
signif icant  part  of  the  former
Communists.

The Yugoslav Peoples Army (JNA) had
been consolidated at the institutional
level to attempt to limit the factors of
disintegration. But it defended in fact
its privileges on the scale of a federal
state, without real political coherence,
although attached to the tradition of
the Titoist Yugoslav resistance. It was
wary, from this viewpoint, of Serbian
nationalism.  Contrary  to  what  has
often  been  said,  it  intervened  in
Slovenia, in a “phoney war” (with its
soldiers unarmed) on the orders of the
head of government the Croat liberal

Ante Markovic - the only one to really
have a Yugoslav orientation - and not
at the request of Slobodan Milosevic:
the latter had neither the power to do
so,  nor  the  intention  in  this  sense,
while he colluded behind the scenes
with the Slovene leader, Milan Kucan
to  manage  the  separation.  This
intervention  (which  led  to  several
dozen deaths in this army, faced with
the  Slovene  Territorial  Defence)
produced  a  major  crisis  in  an  army
which  remained  “Yugoslav”  before
being  nationalist;  accelerating  the
independence  of  Slovenia  and  the
disintegration  of  the  Yugoslav  army
(by splits and purges) on the basis of
new  independent  states.  After  the
declarations  of  independence  by
Bosnia,  Belgrade  withdrew  what
remained of the Yugoslav army of the
republic, leaving to the militias of the
Bosnian  Serb  nationalist  leaders  the
essence of the existing infrastructures
and armaments.  Like  other  generals
fa i thfu l  to  the  past  o f  T i to is t
resistance, the Serbian general Jovan
Divjak rallied the Armija of Sarajevo
against  Serb  nationalism  in  Bosnia.
Based  on  conscription,  the  rump
Yugoslav  army  established  in  1992
(Serbia-Montenegro)  remained  much
less  the  direct  instrument  of  the
government  in  Belgrade  than  the
paramilitary police forces.

The reformist party of Ante Markovic
was the only political current opposed
to  the  various  nationalisms  on  the
Yugoslav scale - on free market bases.
And it  is  quite  simply  not  true  that
liberal capitalism had as its objective
and interest the dismantling of all of
Yugoslavia. The IMF, the US and most
European governments (Germany and
the Vatican apart) had initially hoped
rather for a liberal Yugoslav state, and
supported Ante Markovic, fearing the
destabilising  aspect  of  secessionist
nationalisms. Pragmatism prevailed in
the evolving alliances and the use of
conflict  -  but  in  a  very  different
context from the Balkan wars at the
beginning of the 20th century and the
two world wars between great powers.
Independently  of  any  privileged
alliance  and  outside  of  conspiracy
theories, it was primarily the intrinsic
mechanisms of  neoliberalism and its
prescriptions which were responsible
disintegration  of  the  federation  -
rendering  European  construction
fragile in a logic of  competition and



privatisation  destroying  social  and
national  cohesion.

To the workers,  the neoliberalism of
Ante  Markovic  offered  generalised
competition, job insecurity, and wage
auster i ty  wrapped  in  a  share
ownership  which  challenged  in
practice the self-managed status and
its protections.

As  for  the  great  mass  of  smal l
peasants,  the  neoliberal  programme
brought  them  nothing;  on  the
contrary, it threatened to suppress the
social  security  and  protections  won
under the Titoist regime.

There remains the urban middle layers
and intellectuals and the bureaucracy
of  the  party/state.  The  neoliberal
project  of  privatisation,  far  from
rallying  them  on  a  Yugoslav  basis,
would  on  the  contrary  differentiate
them - each seeking from the state of
“its”  community  protections  or
“ c l i e n t e l i s t ”  g u a r a n t e e s  o f
privatisation  which  were  more
credible  than those available  on the
Yugoslav  scale.  The  absence  of  real
Yugoslav  bureaucratic  unity  also
produced  bourgeois  aspirants  of  al
nationalities and an initial uncertainty
at  the  territorial  level  of  the  state
w h i c h  w o u l d  m a n a g e  t h e
transformation  of  ownership.

Although  conserving  a  certain
“Yugoslavism” and a “socialist” label,
the regime of Slobodan Milosevic was
not the bearer of any programme, or
orientation  which  could  yield  a
progressive  alternative  which  would
be  attractive  to  the  peoples  of  the
various nationalities.  And this  is  not
o n l y  a n  e f f e c t  o f  e x t e r n a l
“propaganda”  demonising  him,  no
more than his fall was the product of
external  actions  waged  against  his
regime -  contrary  to  what  has  been
claimed  by  many:  on  the  contrary,
international sanctions against Serbia
and the NATO strengthened Milosevic
and postponed his fall. The latter, in
September 2000, was not the product
of a revolutionary uprising (although
there were real mobilisations of youth
and popular  mass demonstrations  to
confirm his electoral defeat), nor the
victory  of  his  discredited  neoliberal
and  pro-NATO  adversaries.  Much
more  ambiguous  and  opaque  than
these propaganda images, the fall  of

Milosevic illustrates first the discredit
of  his  corrupt  and clientelist  regime
which had won a relative majority in
various  elections  only  because  of
massive abstention and an opposition
which appeared not only divided but
often worse than him.

It was the appearance of a “credible”
candidate (discovered by polling!) [30]
that changed the situation - with the
decision of the opposition to support
him by forming a front with nothing
else  in  common  than  being  “anti-
Milosevic”, whereas the popularity of
Kostunica  stemmed  from  three
factors:  he  had  not  been  corrupted
either by the clientelism of the regime
or  by  that  of  his  western-funded
adversaries; he had radically criticised
the NATO war; and he had reproached
Milosevic  not  for  his  Greater  Serbia
orientation but for having in his eyes
betrayed,  in  Croatia,  Bosnia  and
Kosovo by signing the Western peace
plans.  We  are  very  far  from  the
explanations founded on the apparent
image of a NATO “victory” opening an
era  of  “progress”.  But  this  new
“Yugoslav” president no longer had a
country  (the  rump  Yugoslavia  gave
w a y  t o  t h e  s t a t e  o f  S e r b i a -
Montenegro, on the verge of breaking
up) ; he no longer had any coherent
socio-economic political programme to
offer  in  resistance  to  the  neoliberal
polices that his erstwhile allies would
radicalise. The effects of these policies
explain  the  difficulties  in  building
political majorities and the rise of the
vote for the nationalist right.

Slobodan Milosevic was not the cause
of all the evils and that is why his fall
has resolved nothing. He embodied an
eclectic  politics  and  ideology,  in
evolution and thus differing, indeed in
rivalry and in part in conflict with the
systematic  orientation  of  a  Greater
Serbia and of his adversaries/allies -
and  that  is  why  he  was  a  point  of
support for the great powers in their
peace  plans.  But  he  was  not  a
progressive  alternative  -he  buried
Titoism in promoting as in the rest of
Yugoslavia the statisation/privatisation
of  ownership and the dismantling of
national rights - and thus he could not
be a response either to neoliberalism
or Great Serb nationalism with which
he not  only flirted,  but  incorporated
into his “Yugoslav” past.

This composite reality is at the source
of the incoherency of the theses of the
prosecutor Carla del Ponte, as well as
those  who  have  presented  the
Milosevic regime as an adversary of
the world order and the great powers.
It alone allows us to understand why
the  Milosevic  regime  has  been
perceived in a contradictory fashion.
We can clarify this by retuning to the
inegalitarian  recomposition  of  the
nation states emerging from the crisis
of the Titoist system.

II- From the
dismantling of
Titoism (social
ownership and
multinational
federation) to the
recomposition of
dominant/dominat
ed nation states
The  general  causes,  internal  and
external  of  the  crisis  of  Titoist
Yugoslavia do not exhaust the debate
because they do not necessarily imply
war.  If  we reject  the theses of  fatal
interethnic hatreds, we must examine
t h e  p o l i t i c a l  a c t o r s  i n  t h e
disintegration,  and  the  manner  in
which  the  ownership  rights  and
national  rights  which  accounted  for
the popularity of Titoist Yugoslavia -
unlike  the  first  Yugoslavia  of  the
interwar period [31] - gave way to a
decomposition without end.

The equation of all nationalisms, while
having a partial basis, founders on the
relations  of  power  and  domination.
But  in  the  decomposition  of  Titoist
Yugoslavia  we  should  bring  out  the
dominant role of the governments in
position  in  Slovenia,  Serbia  and
Croatia, who imposed their choices on
others.

1) Statism as a form of challenge
to the socio economic system and
the multinational federation

The  transformation  of  the  states  as
regimes taking decisions on ownership



and  national  rights  is  of  central
importance  to  the  “Yugos lav
transition”.  These  regimes  have  of
course  used  history,  memory,  media
propaganda, traumas and fear

But in the context of multidimensional
crisis, debt and inflation of the 1980s
the  neoliberal  precepts  had  to  deal
with  an  essential  question  to  which
they  had  not  responded  in  advance
what state was going to privatise the
resources  and  wealth  embodied  in
social  ownership,  on  what  territory,
with what “citizenship” and “historic”
legitimation?

a) Towards the territorialisation of
ownership

On  the  socio-economic  level,  it  was
necessary  to  “prevaricate”  over  the
r ights  of  se l f -management  to
challenge  “from  above”  and  in
o p a c i t y  [ 3 2 ]  -  i n  c o m p l e t e
const i tut ional  i l legal i ty  -  the
const i tut ion  of  1974  avoided
tendencies  to  interpret  and  manage
social ownership like that of the state,
or  again  like  that  of  the  “groups:”
workplace  collectives,  technocrats,
bankers and so on), the law imposed a
societal  and  self-management  based
approach. That obviously did not give
a  s imple  answer  as  to  how  to
articulate  “society”  in  its  power  of
management  and  control.  But  it
legally  forbade  the  “sale”  of  this
ownership to private interests, without
democratic consultation affecting the
whole of society. Yet that is what all
the  new  states  -  Serbia  included  -
would  do,  primarily  for  their  own
profit.

The  logic  of  privatisation  advanced
without speaking its name and without
respecting  any  kind  of  societal
“constituent”  procedure,  although  it
amounted  to  a  challenge  to  the
Yugoslav  constitution.  Behind  the
scenes  of  a  federation  which  was
increasingly paralysed and racked by
corruption, three figure hyperinflation
and  debt,  a  certain  “Milosevic
commission” in May 1088, had made
init ial  proposals,  drawn  up  by
neoliberal  economists  and  directly
drawn  from  the  IMF  recipe  book,
notes Susan Woodward [33]. The last
Yugoslav  government  of  Ante
Markovic  introduced  a  “shock
therapy”  of  neoliberal  inspiration

against  “inflation”  (n  reality  against
the  self-management  rights  resistant
to the market) in 1989. The new laws
on  “social  ownership”  were  voted
through by the federal institutions in
which Slobodan Milosevic participated
along  with  his  Croat,  Slovene  and
other  colleagues.  Statisation  and
share ownership would squeeze, as in
a vice, the societal logic (shares were
initially to be distributed free to the
workers, to sweeten the pill).

The federal laws were then prolonged
after the break up of  the federation
(Slovene and Croat secessions in June
1991) by the new independent states.
Even in Slovenia, where there was no
war  and  international  sanctions  to
slow the pace of privatisation, social
ownership  was  far  from  easy  to
”bury”. it flourished in all the laws of
Slovene as of Serb privatisation [34] in
the early years of the “transition”.

B u t  e v e r y w h e r e ,  s t a t e
territorialisation and commodification
of  property  rights  was  radically
modifying the status of workers, now
dismissible [35].

b) Towards the territorialisation of
“nations”

The “states” (republics), without being
artificial realities on the historic level,
had not set up the federation it is the
latter which had made them emerge,
recogn ised  or  conso l ida ted ,
articulating  a  dual  notion  avoiding
both the normative crystallisation and
the  narrow  territorialsiation  of
“nat ions”  Ti to ist  Yugoslavia ,
distinguished citizenship - an objective
notion defining civic rights and duties
across the territory as a whole - and
“nation”  or  “peoples”  treated  in
subjective  fashion  and  open  to
evolving individual choices (one could
declare  oneself  “undifferentiated”  at
the national level)

– The Slav “peoples” were recognised
as such everywhere where they were
found  independent ly  o f  the ir
p e r c e n t a g e ,  a n d  i n  a  n o n -
terr i tor ia l ized  manner

–  Yugoslavia  was  then  not  only  a
multinational federation, but based on
republics which, in general, were also
thus.

Resistance and defiance towards the
possibility  of  the  emergence  of  a
“Yugoslavian-ness”  -  which  the  first
Yugoslavia had wished to impose in a
unitary fashion - had not stopped the
spontaneous  emergence  in  the
censuses  of  a  national  category  of
“Yugoslavs” based on mixed marriages
and cultural osmosis.

Croatia was in this context defined at
the level of its constitution as the state
of  the  Croatian  people  and  of  the
S e r b i a n  p e o p l e  ( 1 2 %  o f  t h e
population)  because  both  were
historic, secular, evolving components
in  their  mixes  and distinctions.  This
recognition of the Serbs of Croatia as
a  people  was  essential  after  the
traumas of the Second World War It
functioned  as  a  protection  of  living
together  which  did  not  imply  a
separate  “territorialisation”,  but  a
rejection  of  the  policies  of  ethnic
cleansing waged by the Croat Ustashi
against  the  Serbs  in  the  name  of
“Croatness” which rejected the Jews,
t h e  S e r b s ,  t h e  R o m a  -  b u t
incorporated  the  Muslims  (and  thus
the territory) of Bosnia.

The case of Bosnia-Herzegovina (BH)
was  both  similar  and  different.  The
treatment of the “peoples” of Bosnia
was the same - no territorialisation or
recognition of the multinational reality
dependent on some percentage (there
was moreover no absolute majority in
Bosnia, the Muslims (in the “national”
sense  of  Titosm,  dist inct  from
citizenship)  [36]  -  called  Bosnians
since  1994  -  formed  the  relative
majority  of  around  40%;  against
around 1/3 of Serbs and some 18% of
Croats. Bosnia was then the state of
its three peoples; but this notion had a
subjective,  historic,  cultural  sense
integrating  religion,  with  a  freely
determined  choice  in  censuses,  and
not  territorialised;  all  being  at  the
same time citizens of  Bosnia and of
Yugoslavia.  But  this  also  protected
everyone against the“ historic” desires
of  Serb and Croat  nationalism, each
w i t h  t h e i r  p r o j e c t  o f  f o r c e d
assimilation of the Muslim Slavs [37]
of Bosnia: BH belonged neither to one
nor the other, but to those who lived
with  the  black  and  white  pages  of
their own history and conflicts, mixed
and  neighbouring,  their  identities
evolving,  so  magnificently  recounted
by the Nobel prize-winner Ivo Andric



or by Mesa Selimovic in this “Death
and the Dervish”.

However,  the  non  Slav  communities
were not a “ people” -because of the
idea that they had an external state of
reference (with the exception of  the
Roma, an ethnic national  community
without a state)

Thus,  for  example,  the  Albanians  of
Yugoslavia (who represented half of all
Albanians, and who were much more
numerous  than  the  Montenegrins)
were not recognised as a “people” in
K o s o v o  a n d  i n  Y u g o s l a v i a .
Nonetheless,  to  avoid  the  status,
perceived  as  discriminatory  indeed
threatened  with  assimilation,  of  a
“minority”,  Titoism had invented the
notion  of  “nationality”  (narodnost),
without right to self determination and
thus  distinct  from  “nation”  (narod),
but  capable  of  having  similar  rights
Notably  that  of  a  locally  official
language  Or  representation  in  the
federal  bodies  similar  to  other
communities  (in  the  rotation  of  the
presidency,  for  example,  each  year
attributed to another community, the
Albanians  counted  as  Slav  peoples)
The transformation of  Kosovo into a
quasi-republic,  itself  multinational,
reflected  this  “Titoist”  tendency
towards a greater recognition of the
diversity  of  the  peoples  of  the
federation

The growing confederalisation of the
s y s t e m  f r o m  t h e  m i d  1 9 6 0 s
crystallised in the Constitution of 1974
which gave the republican units and
prov inces  increased  r igh t s ,
transforming them into basic actors of
the system (in the control of taxes and
external  revenues  as  well  as  the
n o m i n a t i o n  o f  c a d r e s  i n  t h e
congresses  which  henceforth  took
place  at  the  level  of  republics  in
autonomous  fashion,  allowing  an
“ethnicisation” of  the composition of
the institutions).

But  in  becoming  key  actors  of  the
system, they tended to be bearers of a
right  of  self-determination  rivalling
that  which  was  recognised  at  the
constitutional  level  to  the  “peoples”.
From  another  v iewpoint ,  the
procedure  of  dissolution  of  the
common  state  also  concerned  the
social actors, self-management, in that
the outcome of the labour of each and

the  common  patrimony  belonged  to
everyone.

Globally, with the crisis of the 1990s
all  the  underpinnings  of  Titiosm
tended then to be challenged under a
“statist” form.

2) New relations of domination

But three big blocs were distinguished
at the level of the leaders in position,
the first two playing in fact a dominant
role imposing their choices on others -
bypassing  any  really  concerted
procedure  of  dissolution.

First bloc: the new powers of Croatia
and Slovenia, emerging from the first
free  elections  of  1990,  choosing  to
leave the sinking ship.

But Slovenia, together with Slobodan
Milosevic,  modified  its  constitution
unilaterally to affirm the right of self-
determination as right of the Slovene
people, which coincided as it happens
with the state [38].

Serbian nationalism acted as a foil in
Slovenia  as  in  Croatia  -  with  a
reciprocal game of mirrors in Serbia
against  the  “anti-Serb”  peoples.  But
the  real  adversary,  whose  policies
were  boycotted,  was  in  Slovenia,
Croatia  as  in  Serbia,  Ante  Markovic
who  sought  to  build  a  neoliberal
project  of  privatisation  on  the
Yugoslav scale -  with the support of
the IMF and the main western powers
(except,  then,  Germany,  Austria  and
the Vatican).

The solidarity affirmed for a time in
Slovenia with the Albanians of Kosovo
in 1989 (in fact to weaken Belgrade)
was  very  re lat ive  and  rapidly
forgotten: the rich republics were no
longer  interested  in  funding  federal
development  or  the resources  which
went to Kosovo The few intellectuals
who, with the Croat economist Branko
Horvat, fervent defender of Yugoslav
self-management, launched a petition
in favour of a “Yugoslav initiative” to
manage the constitutional conflicts on
Kosovo were rapidly  marginalized in
their respective republics. In Croatia
Ustashi  symbols  reappeared,  as  did
the  Croat  nationalist  discourse
embodied  in  Tudjman who prepared
the  unilateral  modification  of  the
Croat  constitution  suppressing  its

multinational  Titoist  dimension

Second bloc: Slobodan Milosevic and
his allies of the “Serbian bloc ”, made
u p  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  f r o m
Montenegro,  the  Vojvodine  and
Kosovo taken back at the end of the
1980s  by  the  constitutional  changes
challenging  the  rights  won  under
Titoism: the ambiguities of the 1974
constitution  making  these  provinces
quasi-republics  were  suppressed  by
clearly re-establishing the subordinate
status  of  the  provinces  to  Belgrade.
This  logic  can  be  characterised  as
“Great Serbian” (as Lenin spoke of the
Great Russian behaviour of Stalin in
Georgia  and  elsewhere),  a  major
regression  in  relation  to  the  rights
won under Titoism but in synch with
French  and  international  law  in
relation  to  “minorities”...

It was not then a policy of genocide,
nor of ethnic cleansing (Kosovo, with
around  2  million  people,  is  80%
Albanian)  -  moreover  Milosevic  has
not even been indicted on the question
of Kosovo concerning the whole period
of the 1990s -  and until  the turning
point of 1998-1999 this was a situation
of “Neither war nor peace” dominated
by the peaceful resistance of Ibrahim
Rugova. There was on the contrary a
desire for political, cultural and socio-
ethnic  “re-Serbification”  of  the
province (blockage of sale of Serbian
lands ,  encouragement  o f  the
employment  of  Serbs  instead  of
Albanians in the public sector or with
Albanians being massively laid off for
n o t  r e s p e c t i n g  n e w  l a w s ,
encouragement of the return of Serbs
to the province, notably those fleeing
the conflicts in other republics).

Beyond  that,  the  reincorporation  of
Kosovo  was,  for  the  master  of
Belgrade,  not  part  of  a  project  of  a
“Greater  Serbia”  but  of  a  Serb-
dominated  Yugoslavia  incorporating
all the Serbs, centralist on a federal
(and not confederal) mode, applying a
majoritarian principle to the benefit of
the Serbs (and no longer a confederal
Yugoslavia  where  the  federal  bodies
functioned  by  consensus  -  thus
independently of the numerical force
of the national communities).

Milosevic’s  break  with  Titiosm  took
place then on the two levels invoked:
it  began at  the end of  1989 on the



level of property rights,  it  continued
with  the  challenge  to  the  status  of
autonomy acquired by Kosovo in the
constitution of 1974; the whole being
translated by the suppression of  the
reference  to  socialism  with  the
establishment of the 3rd and last rump
Yugoslavia  (Serbia-Montenegro)  -  all
o f  th is ,  which  touches  on  the
fundamental  constitutional  rights  of
the  people,  being  done  without  any
popular consultation.

Third  bloc:  Macedonia  and  Bosnia
Herzegovina, which Titoist Yugoslavia
h a d  t r a n s f o r m e d  a n d
consolidated [39], treated as “artificial
creations” of Tito by their neighbours.
These  two  republics  were  rendered
particularly fragile by the crisis of the
federation, as much in their relations
with their now threatening neighbours
as on the internal plane, because of
the  diversity  of  their  populations,
polarised between several “solutions “
in  the  defence  of  their  rights.  We
should first look at the entanglements
and conflicts through their eyes.

At the turning point of the 1990s, the
leaders  of  the  two  republics  tried
desperately  to  contain  a  Yugoslav
framework, against Croat and Slovene
separatism:  on  the  socio-economic
level, as less developed republics, they
w e r e  f a v o u r a b l e  t o  a  m o r e
redistributive  and  federative  logic
than  Serbia  defended  against  the
richer republics, but they fought at the
same  time  against  the  departure  of
Slovenia and Croatia before the fear of
finding  themselves  politically  in  a
Yugoslavia  dominated  by  a  Serb
nationalist  renewal.  Their  proposal
was an asymmetric compromise, so as
to maintain together all the republics,
with  more  confederal  rights  for
republics  who wanted them and the
m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  a  c o m m o n
framework. . .

This formula was rejected both by the
Croat  and  Slovene  leaders  and  by
Slobodan  Milosevic:  they  would
de te rmine  and  impose  the i r
conception  of  the  right  of  self-
determination, each in their own way.

– The self-determination of the people
and  of  the  Slovene  state  were
superimposed, except that it was not
supposed  t o  be  un i l a t e ra l l y
determined,  without  a  procedure  of

consultation with the other peoples of
the federation, without discussion on
the management  and sharing of  the
heritage, of the common “patrimony”,
on  the  Yugoslav  scale  -  i t  was
nonetheless in the framework of  the
federation that Slovenia had won its
rights  as  a  state,  consolidated  its
language and its national rights. But
the  Slovene  const i tut ion  was
transformed to affirm the right  to  a
unilateral choice.

–  Self-determination  was  interpreted
b y  F r a n j o  T u d j m a n  a s  s e l f -
determination  of  the  Croat  state
(through a majority in a referendum of
citizens)  to  smother  any  right  as  a
“people” for the Serbs of Croatia; the
new constitution adjusted the law and
Croatia was defined as the state of the
Croat  people  and other  citizens  and
minorities.  But  the  logic  of  the
negotiations  in  Bosnia  was  to  there
demand a right as “ people” for the
Croats by seeking to territorialize it in
the  direct ion  of  a  state-based
separatism.

–  In  Serbia,  the regime of  Slobodan
Milosevic  would  also  play  on  two
levels  but  in  coming  closer  to  the
F r e n c h  m o d e l :  K o s o v o  w a s
reintegrated  in  the  Serbian  state,
Serbianness  being  def ined  as
republican  and  universal  on  the
territory  -  the  Albanians  having  the
full  right to be Serbs.  The status of
minor i ty  was  codi f ied  in  th is
framework, but it is the right of a Serb
“people” which was advanced at the
beginning of the 1990s in Croatia and
in Bosnia,  tending to territorialize it
according to a state-based separatist
logic  (hence the self-proclamation of
Serb  autonomous  republics):  which
was rejected by the Serbs - the status
of  minority,  or  dissolution  -  was
imposed on the Albanians

Placed before a dilemma (a menacing
independence or insertion in a Serbo-
slavia) the leaders of Macedonia and
BH  would  decide  to  proceed  to
referendums  on  self-determination
towards  independence,  under  the
pressure  of  international  diplomacy:
these  procedures  were  supposed  to
reflect  a  democratic  choice  and
independence  would,  it  was  said,
prevent war.

None of this was true.

3) The majoritarian referendums -
denials of democracy trapping all
the minorities

Procedures  uniquely  based  on
“citizenship” and involving a majority
vote,  taken on a republic-by-republic
basis,  when  the  national  questions
remained  sensitive  and  intertwined
were denials of real democracy. They
produced a generalisation of the crisis
of “minorities”, of their fears, and of
the use of  these latter in war-based
strategies.

–  The  Serbs  boycotted  this  type  of
referendum  in  a  Croatia  which
suppressed their status as people - but
they  were  also  propelled  towards
violence against  their  neighbours  by
militias coming from Belgrade inciting
the proclamation of the “autonomous
Serbian republics” within a separatist
logic.

–  The Albanians of Kosovo boycotted
the elections and institutions imposed
in  the  new constitutional  framework
by  Serbia  in  the  province  and
un i l a te ra l l y  p roc la imed  the
autonomous  republic  of  Kosovo,
electing a parliament and a president,
Ibrah im  Rugova :  they  wou ld
peacefully  organise  separate  school
and health institutions until 1998.

–  The  Albanians  who  represented
around  25%  of  Macedonia  also
boycotted the referendum in this new
state  whose  1991  constitution  only
recognised  one  people  (Slavo-
Macédonian) and its official language.
But  the  measures  taken  by  the
Macedonian  President  Gligorov  of
association of Albanian minorities with
the government helped postpone the
outbreak  of  violence.  However,  the
inequality of status of Albanians, and
notably  of  their  language,  would
render them necessarily receptive to
the  evolution  of  the  situation  in
Kosovo.  The  Ohrid  accords  of  2003,
after  the  violent  explosions  which
ravaged  the  “FYROM”  (Former
Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedonia  -  a
n a m e  u s e d  t o  p l a c a t e  G r e e k
nationalism),  would  modify  the
constitution,  suppressing  any
reference  to  a  Slavo-Macedonian
people, but also introducing rights and
procedures of collective decision, and
strengthened  the  status  of  the
Albanian language. In other words it



went in the direction of recognition of
a multinational state.

– In Bosnia-Herzegovina, the status of
the  three  peoples  was  not  changed
following  the  pluralist  elections  of
December  1990,  and  the  three
nationalist parties promised to govern
together to win over the protest vote.
The  president  of  the  col legial
presidency was to be a Muslim - Alija
Izetbegovic.  And,  conscious  of  the
danger for Bosnia of the break up of
the federation, it was the latter who
had,  with  the  Macedonian  president
Gligorov, defended until  the end the
maintenance  of  a  Yugoslav  logic.
Independence  would  disturb  the
fragile  equil ibrium,  under  the
pressure  of  the  transformations  and
orientations of the neighbouring states
- Serbia and Croatia.

War of  aggression or civil  war? The
war which ravaged BH was both. And
we cannot understand it in its breadth
and violence or the part of the Muslim
victims  without  considering  the
Milosevic-Tudjman  alliance,  and  the
links between Bosno-Serb and Bosno-
Croat nationalisms using the fear of an
“Islamist danger”.

III - The false
thesis of the single
aggressor: from
the Milosevic-
Tudjman alliance
to Dayton - black
hole and test of
the dominant
analyses and the
ICTY
1) From the gelatinisation of the
differences  between  the  two
regimes  to  their  mirror  game

We  know  wel l  today  what  the
“socialist” label was worth in Eastern
Europe and in the world. The fact that
Milosevic’s party bore it  has been a
catastrophic trap for the Yugoslav left.
We have stressed the major ruptures

that he had inaugurated with the best
elements  of  Titoism.  And  at  the
international  level,  the  lucid  and
critical analysis of those who pursued
rightist  policies with left,  worse still
“socialist” labels, is imposed with an
essential  vigilance  on  all  those  who
wish to restore meaning to words and
to choices.

Some have also favourably contrasted
the Yugoslavism of Milosevic with the
nationalism of Tudjman. But that is to
forget  that  Serbian  nationalism
dominated  the  first  Yugoslavia  in  a
dictatorial fashion and that a unitary
“Yugoslavism” is another nationalism.
In short,  one can be “nationalist” in
various  ways  on  various  territorial
scales.  Indeed  we  have  already
stressed  that  the  Yugoslavism  of
Milosevic was at the idéological  and
political level (in his programme and
alliances)  oriented  towards  Serb
domination  in  Kosovo,  and  a  logic
connected  on  many  points  with  the
first  Yugoslavia  against  the  gains  of
the second.

On  the  other  hand  the  national
questions  and national  rights  should
be distinguished from “nationalism” as
a chauvinist ideology imposed on the
backs of others. . But when it is about
cultures in the broadest sense (linked
to history, religion, language - without
any  unique  and  normative  genesis),
the rights of peoples to sovereignty -
that  is  to  say  responsibility,  dignity
and  legal  status  -  the  collective
defence of national rights is legitimate
and  necessary.  Self-determination  in
this sense does not imply any uniform
or universal  response,  rights  can be
defended and realised in pluri-national
state  frameworks.  But  the  correct
treatment  of  national  rights  imposes
reciprocity, equivalence of rights and
status.

The  defence  of  the  rights  of  Serbs
against  fears  and  real  threats  in
Croatia was completely legitimate if it
did  not  become  transformed  into
violent  aggression  against  the  Croat
neighbours,  imposed  by  militias
coming  from  Belgrade  -  and  if  it
involves  equivalent  recognition  of
status and of rights for the Albanian
communities.

More  substantially,  for  a  “socialist”,
the question of social ownership and

soc ia l  r ights  independent  o f
nationality  would  involve  a  major
difference  with  the  “Yugoslav”
orientation  of  Milosevic.

Both the regime of Slobodan Milosevic
and that of  Franjo Tudjman had the
same  approach  to  social  ownership,
with its clientelism (and nepotism) in
the  later  privatisations;  the  same
aggressive degradation of the national
rights  won  under  Titoism  by  the
minority communities of each regime -
Kosovo  would  remain  a  “Serbian
internal  affair”  while  the  Krajina
remained an “internal Croatian affair”;
bo th  comb ined  the  ac t i on  o f
paramilitary forces behind the scenes
with  a  parliamentary  and  pluralist
regime  (sufficiently  pluralist,
moreover,  for  both  to  be  in  the
minority in certain regions or towns of
their  respective  republics);  both
adopted a profile of victim rather than
warmonger ;  and  both  sought
c o m p r o m i s e s  m a k i n g  t h e m
interlocutors of the great powers who
were more “moderate” than their far
right;  both  considered  Bosnia-
H e r z e g o v i n a  a n d  t h e  r i g h t s
consolidated  there  as  artificial
creations  of  Tito.

The Serbo-Croat alliance of 1939 for
the establishment of a Croat Banovina
in  the  f ramework  o f  the  f i r s t
Yugoslavia on the basis of a carve-up
of  Bosnia-Herzegovina  was  certainly
at the heart of the Milosevic Tudjman
meeting  of  1991.  Each  regime  had
paid lip  service to  the integrality  of
Bosnia  -  and  the  recognition  of  the
independence of Bosnia by Tudjman’s
HDZ  reflected  this.  But  the  ethnic
division  of  Bosnia  was  within  the
“logic” of the break-up of Yugoslavia -
in Belgrade it was argued that Bosnia
was a “mini-Yugoslavia” and that if the
frontiers of the one were challenged,
why should those of the other remain
intact? And when the Western world
rejoiced  in  the  destruction  of  the
federation and the Titoist system, why
then maintain this “Titoist creation” -
the  republic  of  Bosnia-Herzegovina?
Better  still,  we  know  how  much  in
France  and  beyond  the  notion  of
“Muslim” in the ethnic-national sense
was not understood - this is moreover
why  it  was  replaced  by  that  of
“Bosnians”.  The  “genesis”  of  the
nations  in  the  Balkans  had  been
structured largely by religions - which



organised social  functions,  education
and  justice  in  the  former  Ottoman
millets;  and  this  had  been  and
remained  one  of  the  “cultural”  and
historic  components,  in  the  broad
s e n s e ,  o f  t h e  C r o a t  p e o p l e
(predominantly Catholic) and the Serb
people (predominantly Orthodox).

But with the end of Titoist Yugoslavia,
it was possible to adapt the strategy of
ethnic division of Bosnia. With Bosnia
being  a  state  of  its  three  peoples,
Belgrade and Zagreb pushed the line
that “Muslim” = terrorist; and basting
themselves on the reality of the known
Is l amic  conv i c t i ons  o f  A l i j a
Izetbegovic,  worked  for  a  “self-
determination”  of  the  two  other
peoples, on territorialised bases. The
reality,  the  meaning  of  the  war  in
Bosnia-Herzegovina was there.

There was a mirror game between the
two  regimes  and  the  predominant
propaganda opposing the two regimes
-  either  demonising  exclusively  the
Serbo-Communist  aggressor;  or
extolling  it  exclusively  as  the  only
progressive regime which resisted the
great powers and NATO.

Tudjman’s  policy  was  all  the  more
hidden and exonerated because it was
denounced in Belgrade.

And  reciprocally,  the  reactionary
reality of the Tudjman regime blinded
the defenders of the Milosevic regime
(or led them into a culpable silence) to
the dirty work being carried out by the
regime’s  militias  and  its  mercenary
Arkan  or/and  by  the  militias  of  the
Serb nationalist allies sof the Socialist
Party in the early 1990s,  in Kosovo,
Croatia and Bosnia.

2)  The false  thesis  of  the  single
aggressor - the ICTY tested

The  thesis  of  the  Serbo-Communist
single  aggressor  and  propagator  of
policies  of  ethnic  cleansing  and
genocide is false from four points of
view:

–  it  conceals  the  importance  and
mendacious aspects of  the campaign
of  the  international  Croat  lobby
whitewashing the Tudjman regime of
Greater Croatia;

–  it  conceals  what  the  leaders  in
Belgrade and Zagreb had in common

in  these  years  of  “transition”,  the
alliance on the backs of the minorities
of their states which lay at the heart of
the drama of Bosnia’s Muslims;

– it does not characterise correctly the
Milosevic regime; the thesis hides its
composite  and evolving reality  -  the
“simplification” hinders the critique of
Serbian nationalism and the “Greater
Serbia” policy;

–  it  conceals  the  real-politik  of  the
great powers and the relationship of
Milosevic to the great powers.

a) Again on Greater Croatia - first
silence of the ICTY

The  anti-Serb  and  anti-Semitic
discourse  of  Tudjman,  the  return  of
the  Ustachi  symbols  and  militias,
incorporated  in  the  official  Croat
army,  the  demonisation  of  “Serbo-
Communism”  to  prettify  the  Croat
pseudo “democrats”, the rehabilitation
of a fascist past and leaders were all
denounced  in  Belgrade  and  largely
h i d d e n  o r  m i n i m i s e d  i n  t h e
mainstream media: Croat nationalism
was, it was said, uniquely “defensive”

It  is  essential  to  distinguish  the
violence  of  the  aggressors  from the
legitimate defence of those attacked.
Yet is it necessary to verify that those
who  are  v ic t ims  here  are  not
aggressors  there.  Serb  nationalism
b o r r o w e d  a  l o t  f r o m  Z i o n i s t
propaganda  -  the  genocide  of
yesterday  committed  by  the  Ustachi
covering  and  legit imising  the
revanchist policies of ethnic cleansing
today  Alain  Finkielkraut,  rightly
indignant at this use of past genocides
to justify aggression today, unhappily
fell  into  a  total  blindness  on  the
reactionary  Croat  ideology  and
policies  [40].

Indeed  the  objective  of  “Greater
Croatia”  had  an  institutional ,
ideological and military power which
was  “visible”  to  whoever  wanted  to
see it [41], with two aspects:

–  o n  t h e  i n t e r n a l  l e v e l ,  t h e
reconstruct ion  of  a  se lect ive
“Croatness” as the basis of  the new
constitution  and  modification  of  the
status of the Serbs to return them to
the  s t a tus  o f  “m inor i t y ” .  To
“consolidate” this regression, a violent

ethnic cleansing was necessary which
reduced their percentage from 12% to
less  than  5%  with  the  mil i tary
operation  of  summer  1995  which
expelled  several  hundred  thousand
Serbs.

–  The  logic  of  Greater  Croatia  was
extended on the external level towards
Bosnia. At first hypocritically: with the
right  to  vote in  Croatia  accorded to
the Croats  of  Bosnia anticipating an
incorporation in the same single state;
but  a lso  f rom  1991,  when  the
sovereignty of BH was recognised, by
the  implementation  in  practice  of  a
policy of  territorial  expansion.  There
are  several  variants:  one,  advocated
by  the  Ustachi  troops,  sought  to
aggregate  the  whole  of  Bosnia  and
Croatia  -  thus  “respecting”  publicly
the integrity of BH. The other, more
“moderate”  l ine  defended  by
Tudjman’s  party  (HDZ),  worked  for
the territorialisation of the Croats of
BH in Herceg-Bosna, next to Croatia,
with its “capital”, Mostar - so as to be
a b l e  t o  d e m a n d  t h e  “ s e l f -
determination” of the Croat people.

The  thes i s  o f  t he  “ so l e  Se rb
aggressor”  was  supported  by  the
discourse  from  Sarajevo  at  the
beginning of the war. To struggle on
two fronts  and  denounce  those  that
the  United  States  supported  was
certainly difficult: the resistance of the
Armija  of  Sarajevo,  multiethnic  and
not  only  “Muslim”  needed  weapons.
Croatia and Herceg-Bosna were on the
road for the delivery of all aid sent to
the resistance - and were also the only
possible  “rearguard”  for  the  Muslim
refugees.  But  it  was  a  dangerous
rearguard,  a  hostage  taking  which
muzzled  discourse  in  a  disastrous
fashion  [42].  Inside  the  solidarity
movement  against  ethnic  cleansing,
Croat pressures to designate only one
aggressor  -  and  one  ethnic  type  of
“rapist” - were terrible - the feminist
movement  knew  it,  notably  Rada
Ivekovic, a Croat feminist denounced
as a “witch” because she had dared to
say  that  the  rapists  were  also
Croat  [43].

But  after  the  anti -Serb  ethnic
cleansing, Herzeg-Bosna was ravaged
in  1992-1994  by  a  policy  of  ethnic
cleansing  of  Muslims  by  the  Croat
nationalist troops, with the razing of
all  the  Muslim  neighbourhoods  of



Mostar ,  in  the  shadow  o f  the
symmetrical policy carried out by the
Serb militias.

The involvement in this violence of the
Croat  army  under  the  control  of
Minister of Defence Gojko Susak was
direct. Under pressure from the US -
fearing the creation of a Muslim rump
state,  martyr and destabiliser at  the
heart  of  Bosnia,  an  orientation  also
rejected  by  the  majority  of  Bosnian
Muslims - a third variant emerged in
the attempt to unify the Croat majority
regions  with  the  Muslim  majority
regions  in  the  “Croat -Musl im
federation”.  This  “reconciliation”  to
coalesce against the Serb militias has
bequeathed  a  “federation”  which
remains  fragile  to  this  day.

In these two dimensions, internal and
external, the Croat regime was not as
it  claims  a  simple  “victim”  of  Serb
aggression,  still  less  a  friend of  the
Muslims,  whose  refugees  were  real
hostages.  It  was  known  about  and
written about at the time. But today
the  pub l i ca t i on  o f  the  Croa t
archives  [44]  witnesses  to  it  in  all
clarity.

The silence or minimisation of these
realties - on the political level or that
of  the  “ just ice”  of  the  ICTY  is
unacceptable  and  counterproductive
as to the possibility of combating the
blindness  of  what  was  Milosevic’s
policy: the hundreds of thousands of
Serb refugees in Serbia and their lives
are sufficient to undermine the thesis
of a single aggressor nationalism.

b) The alliance of Serb and Croat
nationalisms against the “Islamist
danger” at the heart of the war in
Bosnia:  what  does  the  ICTY  say
about it?

The  Milosevic-Tudjman  meeting  of
1991  was  certainly  decisive  in  the
implementation  of  the  political-
military discourse and strategies. The
regimes in Belgrade and Zagreb - but
also the Bosno-Serb and Bosno-Croat
parties, presented themselves on the
international  and internal  level  as  a
“rampart against the Islamist danger”
- and the internal separatism relied on
such a “danger” to justify the carve-up
of Bosnia-Herzegovina, legitimised in
i t s  turn  by  the  “r ight  o f  se l f -
determinat ion” of  peoples.

T h e y  w o u l d  u s e  t h e  I s l a m i c
declaration drawn up in; 1970 by Alija
Izetbegovic  and  reproduced  at  the
beginning of the 1990s to identify a
false equation: majority of Muslims (in
the sense of people) equals Islamic or
Islamist  majority  (with  al l  the
ambiguities  in  the  meaning  of  the
word,  quickly  assimilated to Islamist
terrorism).

The  thesis  had  “self-realising”
dimensions:  squeezed  between  two
aggressor  nationalisms  the  Muslims
would  supply  some  70%  of  the
100,000  victims  of  ethnic  cleansing,
and when you are attacked for being
“Muslim”, you have plenty of reasons
to  affirm  yourself  as  such.  The
legitimate  solidarity  of  the  Muslim
world  and  the  arrival  in  Bosnia  of
Mujahidin  would  increase  the
concerns  manipulated  by  Belgrade
and Zagreb.

Alija  Izetbegoviic,  for  his  part,
oscillated between an Islamic project
(sometimes ready to accept a “Muslim
state”,  even  a  rump  one,  in  the
“peace”  negotiations)  and  Bosnian
Muslim nationalism, stressing first the
maintenance  of  the  frontiers  of  BH;
and he was in conflict, even inside the
Bosnian Muslims, with the orientation
of a resistance built around secularism
and a mixed Bosnia [45].

Because it was mainly in the Muslim
majority  regions  like  Tuzla,  that
“citizen” parties would make the most
impact,  contradicting  the  equation
evoked later.  The SDA,  the party  of
Alija Izetbegovic was itself  traversed
by  numerous  currents  and  splits
d i s t a n c e d  f r o m  M u s l i m
fundamentalism.  The  project  of  a
Muslim state was not attractive in the
Bosnian context - including for those
who wished to propagate a religious
renewal  in  protecting  it  from  the
clientélist  behaviour  and  corrupt
practices which arose from integration
in  the  government  -  visible  in  the
movement of  Alija  Izetbegovic,  as in
the practise ce of the other parties in
power.

If there were various Islamist currents
it was then false to claim that BH had
broken up because threatened by an
“Islamist danger” -  and if  this latter
was to grow, it was in the first place in
reaction to the aggression suffered by

the Muslim peoples.

The neighbours of yesterday were not,
in general, the direct protagonists of
violence [46] - and wished massively
to  return  to  live  in  their  places  of
origin, with a great nostalgia for the
past,  But  the  ethnic  cleansing
f u n c t i o n e d  i n  t h e  f o r m  o f
communicating  vessels:  people  who
had  suffered  ethnic  cleansing  were
encouraged to  come and live  in  the
houses of others who had themselves
been  attacked  and  had  fled  their
homes.  The leaders in  Belgrade and
Zagreb,  relayed  by  the  Bosno-Serb
and  Bosno-Croat  regimes  would
propagate  fear  through their  media;
while  on  the  ground  the  militias
propagated  violence  and  hate  to
separate  those  who  lived  together.

Any  ethnic  map  of  Bosnia  of  1989
shows  that  no  par t  o f  BH  was
“homogeneous”  ethnically.  But
Herceg-Bosna was next to Croatia and
the  Croat  population  was  relatively
concentrated  there,  although  the
towns  -  l ike  Mostar  -  were  not
homogeneous;  the  Serb  population
was nearly twice as numerous as the
Croats (around 33% against 18%) and
much more dispersed in the territories
which  were  mixed  and  far  from
Serbia:  the  project  of  building  a
Serbian state - the republika srpska -
that  the  constitution  of  Dayton
recognised as and “entity” of BH was
then organically  a  bearer  of  greater
violence.

But everywhere where the towns were
mixed,  there  was  ethnic  cleansing
with the goal of  building states that
“held”  to  expel  the  populations
unsympathetic to the project of linking
up to the big neighbours.

The  instability  of  successive  “peace
p l a n s ”  u p  u n t i l  D a y t o n  w a s
fundamentally linked to the progress
on the ground of these state projects:
“the  Islamist  danger”  as  point  of
departure and arrival (with evocation
of  the  presence  of  Bin  Laden  in
Bosnia) - from which he fears and the
will for secession; this latter attached
to  a  right  of  self-determination  as
“people”  -  without  discussing  the
fashion  in  which  the  “choices”  have
been  established,  the  origin  of  the
violence is seen in the appeal to resist
of  Alija  Izetbegovic  who  is,  in  this



“optic” the real “warmonger” [47].

Radovan Karadzic and Ratko Mladic at
the head of the Bosno-Serb nationalist
militias and Mate Boban at the head of
the  Bosno-Croat  nationalist  militias
were associated with the negotiation
of the “peace plans” up until Dayton.
They met at Graz in Austria and on the
ground they worked together around
Sara jevo  bes ieged  by  a  “so le
aggressor”. The first had received the
weapons  and  infrastructure  of  the
Yugoslav  popular  army,  withdrawing
from  BH;  the  second  were  directly
aided by the Croat army. This is the
central  cause  of  the  wars  of  ethnic
cleansing  and  the  reason  why  the
Muslim population (less than 45% of
the population) accounted for around
70% of the victims.

It  should  be  repeated:  to  see  and
condemn  one  without  seeing  and
condemning  the  other  is  criminal,
unjust  and  stupid  -  leading  to  the
Serbs,  themselves  victims  of  ethnic
cleansing, having the deep feeling of
suffering  from  an  international”anti-
Serb” conspiracy. Which can only lead
to their own blindness to the crimes
committed in their name.

c) the evolving Yugo-Serb policy of
Milosevic,  another  test  for  the
ICTY

If the “anti-Serb” media campaign was
mendacious  and  counter-productive,
the  criticisms of  Milosevic  were  not
“only”  lies.  There  was  certainly  a
“Yugo-Serb”  orientation  from  the
Belgrade government, using, until the
end of the 1980s the fears of the Serb
minorities  in  Kosovo,  Croatia  and
Bosnia;  certainly  a  policy  of  Serb
domination  was  reaffirmed  towards
the  Albanians  of  Kosovo  in  an
a g g r e s s i v e  f a s h i o n  b y  t h e
constitutional changes in Serbia; there
was  also,  at  the  beginning  of  the
1990s the decomposition/purge of the
Yugoslav popular army (the JNA) and
the collapse of what remained behind
the  Be lgrade  government  as
rearguard of the Serb militias in the
operations  led  in  Croatia;  and there
was certainly an alliance of Milosevic
with  the  Great  Serb  nationalist  far
right of the Radical Party of Vojislav
Seselj giving this latter the resources
for his aggressive policy with its relays
in Croatia and Bosnia.

But this alliance was interrupted for
some years, then renewed under the
NATO bombs.

Because  from  1991,  Slobodan
Milosevic would meet Franjo Tudjman
to negotiate the essence on the backs
of  the  populations  concerned  :  the
ethnic division of Bosnia. The political
choice  of  Milosevic  was  also  to
attempt  to  reinsert  himself  in  the
international  “accord”,  in  return  for
approval  of  the  UN  peace  plans  in
Croatia,  then  in  Bosnia  -  thus  his
reversal  of  alliance.  Namely  the
renunciation of the logic of secession,
less open and short term.

It was then that Milosevic renounced
his  alliance  with  the  Serb  leader  in
Croatia Milan Babic who killed himself
in  the  Hague some days  before  the
death of Milosevic. If Babic had been
convinced by the prosecutor Carla del
Ponte  to  testify  against  Milosevic  in
return for a reduction in sentence, he
was in the days to come supposed to
be  cal led  back  to  the  court  by
Milosevic  in  his  phase  of  defence.
Certainly,  this  “hostile  witness”  was
able to underline how much Belgrade
“knew”  of  what  happened,  and
allowed  the  nationalist  militias
freedom of action, or relied on its own
mercenaries  in  the  dirty  work  of
ethnic  cleansing.  The  uprising  of
Serbs  of  Croatia  was  both  reaction
and  résistance  to  the  multiple
aggressions inflicted by the regime of
Tudjman  and  anti-Croat  ethnic
cleansing  perpetrated  in  a  logic  of
secession.
But  Milan  Babicshould  have  also
witnessed  to  the  fact  that  Slobodan
Milosevic  used  his  weight  to  arrest
this logic and supported the UN plans
provisionally  freezing  the  situation,
against  Babic  himself  who  rejected
them!

Also  the  Bosno-Serb  leader  Biljana
Plavcic  was  to  be  another  “hostile
witness”  that  prosecutor  Carla  del
Ponte wanted to use against Milosevic.
She did not call him, although it is not
known why. The fact is that Milosevic
was, from 1991, the point of support
for the various peace plans from the
UN  and  the  Europeans  in  Bosnia
against  his  former  allies  Karadzic,
Mladic,  and  Biljana  Plavsic.  The
opposition  to  Milosevic  reproached
him for this! We have even seen the

photos  of  Zoran  Djindjic  alongside
Bosno-Serbian  leaders  today  still
sought  by  the  ICTY,  criticising  the
“treason” by Milosevic!

The impasses of the thesis of Carla del
Ponte lie there., In the opposite sense,
the  defenders  of  Milosevic  have  a
certain  difficulty  in  explaining  the
Milosevic-Tudjman  alliance  and
Milosevic’s  suppor  fort  the  peace
plans.

Dayton  is  at  the  heart  of  these
contradictions - because this was also
the moment of a turning point in US
policy towards Milosevic.

d) the great powers, Milosevic and
Dayton

US diplomacy, initially sidelined from
direct  management  of  the  Yugoslav
crisis,  took  up  and  propagated  the
thesis  of  an  aggressive  Serbo-
Communism in criticising the UN and
EU  “peace  plans”  in  Bosnia.  Which
allowed the  US to  kill  a  number  of
birds  with  one  stone:  to  present
themselves as friends to the Muslims
(Albanians  and  Bosnians)  against
Serbo-Communism - making up for its
policy  in  Iraq  and  its  silence  on
Chechnya;  to  begin  to  emphasise
NATO  rather  than  the  UN;  and  to
r i d i c u l e  t h e  a t t e m p t s  a t  a n
autonomous  European  pol icy.

Whatever  the  hidden  intentions  of
Washington, “peace plans” confirming
the  advances  of  the  war  were
effectively hypocritical impasses. And
such was the deep and sincere source
in  the  solidarity  movement  of  an
appeal  to  interventionism  from  the
great  powers  :  visibly,  arguing “you
can’t fight war with war” none of the
western  governments  were  ready  to
lose  men  on  the  ground  to  defend
human  lives,  principles  or  rights
(there was no oil in Bosnia, it was said
in the solidarity movement, to explain
the cynicism of the great powers and
the  lack  of  assistance  to  people  in
danger).  Against  the  illusion  of
protection  by  bombings  or  foreign
troops, some in the movement called
rather  for  the  lifting  of  the  arms
embargo  which  raised  the  right  of
legitimate  defence.  But  pushing
forward  a  debate  on  the  meaning,
form, organisation of the struggle in
relation to a multi-ethnic future.



The games of internal politics in the
US and in the world were the essence.
For Clinton, it was about reinserting
the  US  in  the  diplomatic  game  in
Bosnia, with the European partners.

The  European  governments  had
themselves privileged “their common
c o n s t r u c t i o n ”  o v e r  t h e i r
disagreements:  they  were  aligned
behind Germany in the recognition of
the independence of Croatia and BH,
to save the façade of  a EU “foreign
policy”  without  really  uniting  their
choices of privileged alliance - France
and Britain seeking to balance on the
side of Belgrade the support given by
Germany to Zagreb.

The  Croat-Muslim  war  undoubtedly
opened eyes in  the US,  but  did  not
lead to any change of discourse. But
the bases for a new united real-politik
were going to be posed: the search for
a  stabilisation  of  the  Balkans  by
support for an understanding between
the strong states of the region - Serbia
and  Croatia,  sidelining  the  more
radical  nationalist  forces.

The  end  of  the  war  in  Dayton  was
obtained on the basis of two sets of
conditions  -  NATO  bombs  against
Bosnian Serb targets playing totally at
the margin, and in order to make this
acceptable  in  the  US,  the  passage
from a discourse demonising Milosevic
t o  t o  o n e  w h i c h  v a l u e d  a n d
consol idated  him.

a) at the military level : the US pushed
by all  means for the end of fighting
between Croats and Muslims and the
unification of  their  two armies,  then
re f l oa ted ,  t o  b r ing  about  an
equilibrium  of  relations  of  military
force on the ground. It was imposed to
ratify the “ethnic” territorial  division
which had been negotiated: 51% for
the  “federation”  (Croat-Muslim)  and
49%  for  the  second  “entity”  (the
republika  srpska)  recognised  at
Dayton.

b) As Richard Holbrook stressed, the
political aspect of the agreement was
global -regional, precisely in the hope
of overall stabilisation.

–  The  political-military  agreement
allowing  the  ceasefire  was  without
winners or losers - and thus eminently
contradictory : the Bosnian president

signed  because  the  frontiers  of  BH
were maintained; the others because
the ethnic cleansing had been ratified
and  links  of  confederation  between
each  “entity”  and  the  neighbouring
states remained possible.

–  Alija  Izetbegovic  could  remain
president of a BH declared sovereign;

– but Franjo Tudjman, signing in the
name  of  the  Croats  and  Slobodan
Milosevic  in  the  name of  the  Serbs
s i g n e d  b e c a u s e  b o t h  w e r e
consolidated by this signature, on the
international level, in BH and in their
country.

That  means  questions  for  the  great
powers  and  the  ICTY  (and  the
defenders of  Milosevic) :

–  Franjo  Tudjman  agreed  to  be  a
signatory  at  Dayton  only  when  the
“Serb question” had been “settled” by
ethnic  cleansing  of  several  hundred
thousands of Serbs over the summer
of 1995 -  in the sight of and in the
knowledge of the great powers and of
the ICTY, as well as Milosevic;

–  The  massacres  of  Srebrenica  also
took place just before Dayton. Mladic
and  Karadzic  were  indicted  by  the
ICTY,  notably  for  their  direct
responsibility in this massacre - and it
is  that  which  allowed  them  to  be
sidelined at the Dayton negotiations.
Some dare to say, as an “excuse”, that
the leaders of the Bosno-Serb militias
(Mladic and Karadzic) fell into a trap
because  they  believed  that  the
combatants of the Sarajevo army were
going to defend the enclave, whereas
they  had  abandoned  it  without
warning [48].  It  is  undoubtedly  true
that  the  enclave  was  abandoned  by
S a r a j e v o  -  a s  V u k o v a r  w a s
undoubtedly sacrificed by Zagreb. The
archives will speak one day. It is above
all true that the enclave should have
been protected by  the  forces  of  the
UN and of NATO - and that it was not.

If these Srebrenica massacres are part
of  a  genocide  -  as  one  of  the  ICTY
cases  against  general  Krsticahs
concluded,  and  if  we  condemn  the
military leaders like Krstic not, as was
stipulated  in  the  appeal,  for  having
desired such a massacre or genocide,
but for not having intervened to stop
it, Milosevic would undoubtedly have

been condemned on similar bases to
Krstic - but the great powers should
have been also.

–  The  opponents  of  Milosevic,
including  Zoran  Djidjic  who  would
then become the point of support of
the  US  and  NATO  or  Vo j i s lav
Kostunica,  who  would  be  the  victor
over  Milosevic  in  September  2000
would reproach the latter with having
betrayed  the  Serbs  of  Croatia  and
Bosnia  at  Dayton.  And  if  they  were
called to the bar at the Hague, they
could only confirm the fact that they
were hostile to the international plan
unlike Milosevic at the time of Dayton.

–  Slobodan  Milosevic  accepted  this
“final  solution”  on  the  backs  of  the
Serbs  of  Croatia,  for  it  won  him
international  recognition  at  Dayton,
and won silence on Kosovo. Belgrade
tried moreover to channel the Serbs
fleeing Croatia towards the Repukika
Srpska and Kosovo to consolidate the
Serb ethnic  presence there.  He also
won out over his  former Bosno-Serb
allies:  on  the  eve  of  the  Dayton
accords,  Ratko  Mladic  ant  Radovan
Karadzic, directly responsible for the
massacres at Srebrenica were indicted
by  the  ICTY.  And  it  is  this  which
allowed Milosevic to sign the Dayton
accords in their place - “in the name of
all Serbs”
Does it need to be said that he could
only do sit  with a certain legitimacy
among the Serbs of Bosnia,  because
the  Republika  Srpska,  produced  by
ethnic  cleansing,  was  recognised  as
one of the two entities of BH. Dayton
set up not only a “ceasefire” but also a
constitution,  without  consultation  of
the  populations,  ratifying  ethnic
cleansing as basis of citizenship in the
various entities.

An unviable set-up, it is said today

Finally,  as  collateral  effect  of  these
“arrangements”,  the  Albanian
peaceful  resistance  led  by  Ibrahim
Rugova lost any hope of international
recognition  at  Dayton  -  and  the
activity of the Kosovo Liberation Army
(UCK) began from this point, seeking
to  internationalise  by  violence  the
conflict in Kosovo.



IV) Again on
NATO’s war in
Kosovo and on the
ICTY
D a y t o n  s i g n i f i e d  t h e n  t h e
consolidation of the strong powers of
the region. The hope for international
recognition  of  the  self-proclaimed
republic  in  Kosovo  was  buried.

Criticism then surged of the strategy
of  peaceful  resistance  pursued  by
Ibrah im  Rugova  and  h i s  LDK
(Democratic League of Kosovo) party,
since  the  constitutional  changes
imposed by Belgrade in  1989.  From
the balance sheet of Dayton was born
an  alternative  strategy  of  resistance
for  independence,  seeking  the
internationalisation of the conflict by
violence. the Kosovo Liberation Army
(UCK)  was  born  in  1995  wi th
heterogeneous  ideological  bases.  Its
actions began in deployment against
the Serb police apparatus - provoking
reprisals all the more disproportionate
as the frontier of résistance went well
beyond the UCK and whole families,
notably in the villages, solidarisd with
their members who were involved: the
more  the  UCK  was  repressed,  the
more  its  struggle  became  popular  -
although  marginal ,  extremely
sectarian  in  its  behaviour  including
within  the community  and incapable
then of challenging the popularity of
its political adversary Ibrahim Rugova.

Between  1996  and  1998  this  latter
was “classed” as a “terrorist”, not only
by Belgrade, but also by all Western
diplomacies  including  the  US,  who
demanded  only  of  Belgrade  certain
“moderation”.  Towards  the  end  of
1998, the level of violence convinced
the US that they could draw some geo-
strategic  advantages  from  the
situation  -  extending  those  won  at
Dayton by Richard Holbrooke.

Globally,  it  amounted  henceforth  to
using the  conflicts  of  Kosovo in  the
goal of confirming and extending the
redef in i t ion  o f  NATO  and  i t s
deployment  towards  eastern  Europe,
establishing US military bases in this
region  and  notably  in  the  strategic
zone of the Balkans, with access to the

sea in Albania and Romania; working
for  the  integration  of  European
construction  in  an  Atlanticist
framework,  against  any  autonomous
EU policy.

The will to use the UCK was reflected
by the demand to treat it as a political
interlocutor -  no longer terrorist but
w i t h o u t  s u p p o r t i n g  i t s  p r o -
independence logic (for fear that the
independence  of  Kosovo  would
destabilise  Macedonia  and  Bosnia-
Herzegovina ,  producing  new
conf lagrat ions) .

US  diplomacy  relied  on  a  triptych:
substantial  autonomy  -  but  not
independence  for  Kosovo  -  thus
domination by Belgrade and frontiers
maintained  (terms  discussed  with
Belgrade and de facto acceptable for
the Serb party), to gain acceptance on
the main issue : NATO. Belgrade did
not  w ish  to  hear  about  i t  bu t
“Milosevic-Hitler”  had  already,  from
the  accords  negotiated  in  1998,
accepted  the  presence  in  Kosovo  of
observers from the OSCE.

France  and  Britain  wanted  to  make
Kosovo  the  Dayton  of  EU  “foreign
policy”,  Hubert  Védrine  and  Robin
Cook took in hand the negotiations at
Rambouillet,  on  the  basis  of  the
project  of  substantial  autonomy;  the
question of  NATO was sidelined but
not  the presence of  an international
military force from the application of
the agreement
But  the  “worst”  happened  for  the
diplomats:  in  February  1999,  two
weeks  of  negotiations  not  between
Albanians  and  Serbs,  but  between
separate  diplomats  and  delegations,
would conclude with a refusal of the
Kosovars to sign this draft - accepted
by Belgrade -  because it  buried the
independence of Kosovo. The military
wing remained suspended.

T h e  f o r m  a n d  c o n t e n t  o f  t h e
negotiation (with a status for Kosovo
written  and  imposed  by  the  great
powers, the US at the head), had been
denounced by the leader of the UCK,
Adem  Demaci  who  advocated  a
boycott and had been sidelined from
the delegation: the renunciation of the
armed struggle for independence was
considered as a capitulation.

Madeleine Albright  tried to continue

the process,  in  vain.  This  defeat  for
the first phase of Rambouillet at the
end of February was commented on by
Jean-Michel Demetz in l’Express under
the  headline  :  “Double  setback  for
Madeleine  :  in  Kosovo,  neither
agreement,  nor  strikes  :  the  US
s e c r e t a r y  o f  S t a t e  i s
disappointed”  [49] .

A new time limit was given- with the
decision  to  resume  negotiations  on
March 23.  Meanwhile,  the UCK was
convinced  by  Madeleine  Albright  to
sign  the  autonomy  agreement,  in
return  for  an  oral  commitment  to  a
NATO presence on the ground, rapid
elections  and  a  consultation  of  the
population after three years.

S ince  the  goa l  was  NATO  -  i t
“sufficed” to impose it as integral part
of  the  accord,  and  “punish”  by
bombings Belgrade’s expected refusal
t o  h a v e  N A T O  t r o o p s  o n  i t s
territory  [50].  A  few  strikes  were
supposed to suffice, to make Milosevic
back off, “as at Dayton”, it was said in
superficial journalistic commentaries.

The Dayton accords had, quite simply,
brought  sat is fact ion  to  the ir
signatories - and it is hard to see what
Milosevic had lost there. There was no
war  in  Kosovo,  but  the  change  in
rights and massive dismissals of those
who  did  not  accept  submission  to
Belgrade,  then  a  muscular  police
repression  of  the  pro-independence
armed  struggle  whereas  the  great
powers legitimated in substance this
repression and the maintenance of the
existing  frontiers,  The  more  the  US
asked  Belgrade  to  repress  the
Albanians “not  much” under pain of
bombing,  the  more  they  logically
incited  the  UCK  to  provoke  the
military and police forces of Belgrade
in  hoping  for  the  bombardment  of
Belgrade.

On  March  25,  1999,  Le  Monde
headlined [51]: Â« Bill Clinton invokes
Churchill  against  Hitler  to  justify
intervention”  with  the  subheading:
“The US president wants to limit the
Serbian  ability  to  continue  their
“genocide”  Â»

And  on  the  NATO website  [52],  we
find  a  text  entitled  “Fight  against
ethnic  cleansing  in  Kosovo”  which
presented thus the action of NATO :



“NATO  launched  an  air  campaign,’
Operation Allied Force, in March 1999
s o  a s  t o  p u t  a n  e n d  t o  t h e
humanitarian  catastrophe which  was
then taking place in Kosovo” [53].

The  nature  of  the  conflict  and  the
negotiations, or what blocked them -
the question of independence, on the
side of the Kosovo Albanians, and of
NATO  on  the  Serb  side,  are  not
mentioned in this presentation.

Yet,  Patrice  de  Beer  (Le  Monde,
25/04/1999)  evokes  the  criticisms
formulated in the US by the Brookings
Institution analyst, Ivo Daalder, on the
eve of these bombings: “In Kosovo we
haves  been  incapable  of  offering
anything other than this horrible and
predictable choice between the end of
NATO or a war with Serbia”..

The “air campaign” degenerated into
war -  without any UN mandate. The
principal  success  of  NATO  was  to
avoid  breaking  up  [54].  It  was
manifest  that  the  bombings  had
catalysed  a  catastrophe  in  Kosovo  -
800,000 Albanians fled the province; a
civilian  population  was  taken  as
target,  either  by  error  -  given  the
“height” of the strikes - or voluntarily
(the US command hoped that the Serb
population  would  turn  against
Milosevic).  And,  visibly,  the opposite
happened,  patriotism  in  the  face  of
b o m b s  p e r c e i v e d  a s  u n j u s t ,
immediately  strengthening  Milosevic
and trapping his opposition [55]: the
Belgrade journalist Stanko Cerovic, a
declared  adversary  of  Milosevic,
analysed  it  bitterly  [56].

On  May  22,  1999  -  during  the  war
itself - the Canadian magistrate Louise
Arbour, prosecutor of the ICTY, took
the  decision  to  indict  Slobodan
Milosevic, then president of the FRY
and several other political and military
leaders  of  the  regime  for  “crimes
against humanity and violations of the
laws  or  customs  o f  war” .  The
indictment related to the period from
J a n u a r y  1 ,  1 9 9 9  ( w h e n  t h e
controversial  massacre  of  Racak
which led to around 45 deaths took
place) to the end of the war in June
1999. According to Pierre Hazan [57],
such  a  decision  was  taken  in  a
“preventive” fashion by the Canadian
magistrate  [58],  out  of  defiance
towards the great powers rather than

under  their  pressure:  she  feared,
according  to  th is  thesis ,  that
confronted with a war which turned
into a veritable fiasco for NATO, the
governments  of  the  Alliance  had
sought an agreement at any price with
the leader in Belgrade. One can on the
contrary note that  the indictment of
Milosevic went in the exact sense of
NATO’s propaganda to legitimate its
action [59]  -  but  we can admit  that
Louise Arbour (like Carla del  Ponte)
was herself victim of this propaganda.

The  indictment  of  Milosevic  for
genoc ide  in  Kosovo  was  then
predicted : hundreds of mass graves,
dozens  of  Srebrenicas,  tens  if  not
hundreds of thousands of deaths from
the  genocide  predicted  by  Clinton  -
and justifying the war [60].

To  ensure  Germany’s  mil i tary
commitment which was no small thing
especially for the Greens, the German
Defence Minister could only play on a
“never again” which evoked the anti-
Jewish  genocide.  Rudolf  Scharping
affirmed the existence of  a  plan for
“deportation” of Albanians on April 9,
1999,  claiming  that  this  had  been
implemented from November 1998 in
Kosovo.

Except that ...

– the plan proved a fraud of which the
ICTY no longer speaks;

– from the end of the war international
observers were sent on the ground to
the  supposed  mass  graves  (see.  El
Pais, 23/11/1999) with all the means of
investigation of a protectorate under a
NATO presence supposed moreover to
protect all communities. According to
the report of Human rights watch in
2001  [61],  the  mass  expulsion  of
Albanians during the NATO war could
serve in  reality  several  objectives:  a
modification  of  Kosovo’s  ethnic
composition;  a  negotiation  on  the
territorial division of Kosovo; but also
objectives  inextricably  linked  to  the
NATO war itself  -  to  destabilise  the
neighbouring  states  and  make  an
intervention  on  the  ground  more
difficult.  The  report  evokes  the
balance sheet of the bodies exhumed
by  the  ICTY  after  two  years  of
enquiries,  as  of  July  2001:  4,300
Albanians  killed  by  the  Serb  and
Yugoslav  forces  -  less  than  in  some

hours at Srebrenica.

–  While  Joshka  Fisher,  German
Foreign  Minister  justified  the  NATO
war by a “humanitarian catastrophe”
evoking a genocide, an official report
of  the  German  security  services,
estimated on January 12, 1999 : “The
East of Kosovo is still not involved in
an armed conflict”. Public life in towns
like Pristina, Urosevic, Gnjilan, and so
on  continued  on  relatively  normal
bases during the whole of the period
of conflicts. The actions of the security
forces (were not) directed against the
Albano-Kosovars as ethnic group, but
against a military adversary [the UCK]
and  its  real  or  supposed  partisans
Â» [62].

– Finally, on September 6, 2001, the
Supreme Court of Kosovo, in Pristina,
concluded,  after  enquiry  that  there
was no genocide in Kosovo during the
period incriminated (see AFP dispatch
of September 7).

W h a t  d i d  t h e  E u r o p e a n
parliamentarians, or the US Congress
know about it? What did “republican”
France, which refuses to recognise the
status of people to the Corsicans, and
has declined to adopt the Council of
Europe’s Minority Languages Charter,
say about it? What balance sheet did
they draw of it? What accounts have
the European parliaments and the US
Congress  demanded of  a  war  which
would  be  a  precedent  heavy  with
negative consequences?

In  the  absence  of  a  genocide  in
Kosovo, the indictment was enlarged
to include the two other big file : on
Croatia  (1991-1995)  then  in  Bosnia
(1992-1995) united in a sole trial  to
signify the coherence of a sole policy
of Greater Serbia, propagating ethnic
cleansing. But the trial stopped there

– The ICTY was silent on the policy of
Tudjman and the Milsoevic-Tuddjman
alliance

– The ICTY was silent on the policy of
the great powers.

It would take some time and means to
draw the specific balance sheet of the
ICTY.  Several  approaches  should  be
employed [63] - legal, obviously [64],
but  also  historic,  political  and
sociological.  Against the tendency to



hide the political questions behind an
international law used in an arbitrary
fashion  by  the  great  powers  [65]
imposing if not a right of the victors
(there was not that much “clarity” in
the ICTY) a law of the dominant.

It would be necessary to consider the
genesis and evolution of this ad hoc
tribunal ;  analyse its  dependency on
the  choices  of  real-politik  of  the
governments that have created it; its
evolving  and  limited  possibility  of
collaborating with the new states and
legal apparatuses emerging from the
Yugoslav crisis; its perception by the
various  peoples  concerned,  with
sometimes  the  hope  that  it  would
p r e v e n t  i m p u n i t y  b u t  a l s o
disillusionment  and  defiance  -  the
distance also of  a Tribunal  based in
the  Hague.  It  would  be  necessary
finally  to  analyse  what  its  own
magistrates  wanted to  do with it  as
well  as  the  attitude  of  the  main
accused, who rejected the legitimacy
of the ICTY but decided to use it as a
tribune and defend himself there. The
trial was far from being a simple show
trial,  even if  one considers it  that it
could  not  be  a  br inger  of  real
just ice [66] .

Milosevic’s defenders are in their turn
confronted with a major contradiction
of their thesis: Milosevic was the point
of support for all the Western peace
plans since 1991, and the ally of he
who  committed  the  worst  crimes
against  the  Serb  populations,  and
borrowed  from  the  US,  for  his
defence,  the  discourse  of  the  “war
against terror”.

To restore meaning to words - when
the opposition to Milosevic is turned
towards  the  right,  leaving  him  the
monopoly  of  calling  himself  “left”,
worse  “socialist”.  To  restore  to  the
peoples  concerned  the  right  to
appropriate  their  history,  as  actors
and  not  as  vict ims  -  instead  of
confiding it to the great powers who
cynically use their fears and conflicts
for  their  own  egoist  ends  and  who
destroy  any  policy  of  real  social
solidarity in the name of “modernity”
and “civilisation”.

To  shed  l ight  on  all  the  crimes
committed  in  the  wars  of  ethnic
cleansing as well  as that of  NATO -
without accepting the one as the alibi

for the other [67] - is a prerequisite to
the future reconciliation that can lead
to  a  progressive  future.  It  is  a
prerequisite  to  any  real  “self -
determination”  (in  the  sense  of  the
sovereign choice of  peoples,  in their
history,  their  diversity  and  their
mixtures) without accepting that “self-
determination”  of  the  one  can  be
achieved  on  the  backs  of  any  other
people. It is a prerequisite to finding,
inventing  (against  the  arrogance  of
those who claim to impose “models”
nowhere  validated)  just  solutions  to
the  intertwined  social,  national  and
political questions of the Balkans - in a
Balkanised world,

That will take time. But it is a political
task  to  take  on  against  al l  the
mendacious  propaganda  -  including
that of NATO.

The International
Criminal Tribunal
for the Former
Yugoslavia
– The UN Security Council created the
International Criminal Tribunal for the
Former Yugoslavia - ICTY - in 1993 to
deal with war crimes or crimes against
humanity  on  the  territory  of  the
former Yugoslavia from 1991 onwards.
It is based in The Hague.

– Before the establishment of a quasi-
protectorate in BH after the Dayton-
Paris  Accords  (1995),  the  ICTY  had
practically  no  means  (financial  and
military-police )to function and obtain
arrests.  after  Dayton,  its  financial
resources  were  increased  the  US
decided to partially pay their debt to
the UN - which is the main source ;
but 14% of its resources are private,
notably  via  the  financier  Soros).  Its
capacity  to  arrest  criminals  depends
always  on  the  good  will  of  western
governments  having  troops  on  the
ground and on the cooperation of the
states  emerging  from  the  former  -
Yugoslavia. Non-public procedures of
indictment  were  introduced  to
facilitate the arrests.  Just before the

Dayton  accords  (signed  by  Serb
president  Milosevic,  Croat  president
Tudjman  and  Bosnian  president
Izetbegovic) ,  the  Bosno-Serb
nationalist leaders Rastko Mocnic and
Radovan  Karadzic  were  indicted
notably  for  the crimes committed in
Srebrenica, later characterised by the
ICTY as genocide -  and have not  to
this day been arrested.

– On May 22, 1999 ,during the NATO
war  on  Kosovo ,  the  Canadian
magistrate  Louise  Arbour,  then
prosecutor  of  the  ICTY,  indicted
Slobodan Milosevic for crimes against
humanity and war crimes (accusation
relating  to  Kosovo  between  January
and June 1999). The Swiss magistrate
Carla del Ponte succeeded Arbour in
September 1999.

–  The NATO war (which lasted from
March to June 1999) ended with the
signature of resolution 1244 of the UN
Security  Council  by  Milosevic,  then
Yugoslav president, establishing a UN
protectorate with a NATO presence in
Kosovo -but in the framework of the
existing  frontiers  of  the  Yugoslav
Federal  Republic  (RFY)  of  which
Kosovo  was  to  remain  a  province

– Milosevic was beaten at the elections
of  December  2000  by  Voj is lav
Kostunica  (reproaching Milosevic  for
having betrayed the Serbs in Bosnia
and Kosovo and criticism of the NATO
war) -and not by the liberal pro-NATO
opposition  led  by  Zoran  Djindjic.
Under pressure from Montenegro, the
FRY was dissolved, and provisionally
replaced  by  the  state  of  Serbia  -
Montenegro (in the new constitution,
Kosovo is a province of Serbia ; being
still a protectorate of the UN its final
status is currently being debated).

– On April 1, 2001 Milosevic, indicted
by  the  minister  of  the  interior  for
misappropriation  of  funds,  handed
himself  over  to  Serbian  justice.  On
June 28, 2001 he was transferred to
The  Hague.  In  September  the
accusation  brought  against  him was
extended to Croatia (August 1991-June
1992),  and  on  November  12,  2001
Car la  de l  Ponte  f i l ed  a  th i rd
indictment  for  crimes  committed  in
Bosnia between 1991 and 1995. The
P r o s e c u t o r s  d e m a n d e d  t h e
consideration of three indictments in a
single trial, which Judge Richard May



refused.  But the Chamber of  Appeal
accepted the demand for a single trial
on  February  1,  2002  -a  demand
supported  by  the  accused,  who
pleaded  not  guilty  and  wished  to
defend himself.

–  The  trial  began  on  February  12,
2002,  (see.  Le  Monde  diplomatique,
April  2002)  on  the  basis  of  Anglo-
Saxon procedures. The first part of the
trial finished in summer 2004.

– The site of the ICTY.

Israel’s Dual Onslaught On Lebanon And
Palestine

18 July 2006, by Gilbert Achcar

Q.  Since last Wednesday, the Israeli
Army has been imposing a siege on
Lebanon and bombarding the country
as a result of the abduction of two of
its  soldiers  and  the  killing  of  seven
others  by  a  Lebanese  Hezbollah
commando unit. Israel’s reaction was
predictable, even in its disproportion.
What  are  the  political  and  strategic
reasons that can be seen behind this
action by Hezbollah?

Israeli artillery...

...Lebanese destruction

Achcar:  The  explanations  that
Hezbollah has given for its action are
many. The first reason invoked is to
try to obtain the release of prisoners
— there are several Lebanese believed
to be held in Israeli custody, although
only  two  are  officially  detained  by
Israel (in addition to close to 10,000
Palestinian prisoners) — as well as to
act in solidarity with the struggle of
Hamas in Palestine, which is animated
by  a  similar  inspiration  to  that  of
Hezbollah, and to react to the ongoing
onslaught on Gaza. Of course, it was
logica l  to  expect  th is  v io lent
retaliation on Israel’s part, in light of
what it did to Palestine in reaction to
the abduction of another soldier.

In  th is  cr is is ,  there  are  many
dimensions  involved:  international
observers have discussed the possible
role of  Syria  and,  above all,  Iran in
what  i s  occur r ing ,  and  what
calculations  there  are  regarding  the
regional  balance  of  forces.  Tehran,
whose relation to Hezbollah is similar
to that of Moscow to the communist
p a r t i e s  a t  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e
"international communist movement,"
has been engaged for some time in an
anti-Israeli bidding game against rival
Arab governments in order to win over
Sunni  Muslim  opinion.  Iranian
President  Ahmadinejad’s  provocative
statements since his election one year
ago were part of this game, which fits
in  with  Tehran’s  strategy facing the
USA,  at  a  t ime  when  American
pressure on the nuclear issue is in full
escalation. But, whatever the case, it
can be said that what Hezbollah did
has prompted a test of strength that
risks costing them a great deal, as it is
costing  the  whole  of  Lebanon  very
much already.

Q. A test of strength against Israel or
within Lebanon?

Achcar:  The  test  of  strength  is
primarily  against  Israel,  because
Israel  tries  through  its  actions,
whether in Palestine or in Lebanon, to
crush the resistance movements. The
recent  events  have  been  seized  as
pretexts to crush both Hezbollah and
Hamas, and the violence of the Israeli
military onslaught is to be read in that

con tex t .  I s rae l  t akes  en t i re
populations  hostage;  it  has  done  so
with the Palestinian population and is
do ing  the  same  now  wi th  the
Lebanese.  It  has  bombed  Beirut’s
airport  and  imposed  a  blockade  on
Lebanon: all that for an action claimed
by  one  Lebanese  group,  not  by  the
Lebanese  state.  In  fact,  Israel  holds
hostage  an  entire  population  in  a
disproportionate reaction that aims at
pulling the rug from under the feet of
its opponents and at pressuring local
forces to act against them. But if this
is indeed Israel’s calculation, it could
backfire,  as  it  is  possible  that  a
military action of such a scope could
lead  to  the  exact  opposite  and
radicalize the population more against
Israel  than  against  Hezbollah.  The
murderous  brutality  of  Israel’s
reaction,  the  closure  of  the  airport,
the naval blockade, all  are acts that
could unite the population in a revolt
against Israel.

I don’t know for sure what Hezbollah’s
real political calculation has been, but
they certainly expected a large-scale
reaction on the part of Israel, which
has already invaded Lebanon several
times before. For this reason, it seems
to  me  that  their  action  entailed  an
important  element  of  "adventurism,"
all  the more that the risk they have
taken involves the whole population.
They have actually  taken a very big
risk in initiating an attack on Israel,
knowing its huge military power and
brutality,  and  the  population  could
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hold them responsible for a new war
and a new invasion, the cost of which
the Lebanese people will have to bear.

But having said that, it is necessary to
stress that the principal responsibility
for  the  deterioration  of  the  whole
situation falls on Israel. It has lately
reached  new  peaks  in  its  utterly
revolting  behavior,  especially  with
regard to Gaza. After the abduction of
the soldier by a Palestinian group, the
Israeli  army  has  killed  dozens  and
dozens of Palestinian civilians. Israel
can abduct and detain with impunity
Palestinian  civilians,  but  when some
Palestinians kidnap one of its soldiers
in order to use him for an exchange, it
resorts to unrestricted violence, taking
a whole population hostage, bombing
the  densely  populated  Gaza  strip  in
t h e  m i d s t  o f  g e n e r a l  w o r l d
indifference. This is the main source of
destabilization  in  the  region  —  this
violent and arrogant behavior of Israel
that is in full harmony with the equally
arrogant  and  violent  behavior  the
United States displayed in Iraq.

Q. What is the Lebanese government’s
position  facing  Hezbollah’s  action?
Israel  has  decided  to  consider  this
action  as  being the  responsibility  of
the  whole  government  despite  the
Lebanese Prime Minister’s denial.

Achcar:  Israel’s  policy  consists
exactly  in  holding entire populations
hostage, as I said. It has done so with
the Palestinians; in the Lebanese case,
it is even more evident because, while
it is true that Hezbollah is part of the
government,  its  participation  is
minimal and it stands actually in the
opposition. The Lebanese government
is  dominated  by  a  majority  that  is
allied with the United States, and they
can now take the full measure of the
Bush  administration’s  hypocrisy  that
claims to be very much concerned by
the fate of the Lebanese people only
when it is a matter of opposing Syria.
To  hold  the  present  Lebanese
government  respons ib le  f o r
Hezbollah’s  action,  even  after  this
government  has  officially  taken  its
distance  from  that  action,  is  a

demonstration of Israel’s diktat policy
on  the  one  hand,  and  on  the  other
hand  the  indication  of  Israel’s
determination to compel the Lebanese
to enter into a state of civil war, as it
tries  to  do  with  the  Palestinians.  In
each case, Israel wants to compel one
part of  the local  society — Fatah in
Palestine  and  the  governmental
majority  in  Lebanon  —  to  crush
Israel’s  main  enemies,  Hamas  and
Hezbollah,  or  else  they  be  crushed
themselves.

Q.  What  relates  the  Hezbollah  and
Hamas movements?

Achcar: They have similar ideologies
and  a  radical  opposition  to  Israel.
Hamas  are  Sunni  Muslims,  while
Hezbollah  are  Shiite  Muslims,  but
both of them are allied to Syria and
Iran. It is a sort of regional alliance
against  Israel.  Hezbollah  was  born
after the Israeli invasion of Lebanon in
1982 and Hamas at  the time of  the
f irst  Int i fada  in  1987-88.  The
fundamental reason for the existence
of  both  is  opposition  to  Israel,  the
national struggle against the occupier
of  their  territories,  the  struggle
against a common enemy identified as
Israel,  as  well  as  the  United  States
behind it.

The  division  between  Sunnis  and
Shiites  in  Iraq  is  due  to  domestic
factors peculiar to the country, but is
not otherwise important in the whole
region. This division appeared also in
Lebanon  this  last  year,  though  in  a
much less virulent fashion, when the
majority of the Sunni community, led
by Hariri who is allied with the Saudis
and the U.S., found itself in opposition
to  the  majority  of  Shiites  led  by
Hezbollah allied with Syria.  But this
division  could  hardly  become  an
important  factor  in  countries  where
the  two  communities,  Shiites  and
Sunnis, are not both present, as they
are in Iraq and Lebanon. In Palestine,
there are hardly any Shiites.

The  relation  of  sol idarity  that
Hezbollah has with Hamas it did not
have  either  with  the  PLO  or  the

Palestinian Authority when the latter
was  led  by  Arafat.  Hezbollah  never
had any sympathy for Arafat and even
less so for Mahmoud Abbas, in whom
they don’t recognize the same radical
opposition to Israel  that  they see in
Hamas, when they don’t accuse them
of betraying the Palestinian cause. The
rise of Hamas’s clout in Palestine has
been perceived by Hezbollah and by
Iran  as  a  victory,  and Iran  was  the
first  state  to  offer  compensatory
funding  to  the  Palestinians  when
Western funds were cut from them.

Q. How will the Lebanese population
react  to  what  is  happening?  Will
Hezbollah get their solidarity or will it
be  he ld  respons ib le  for  the ir
suffer ing?

Achcar:  The  popular  base  o f
Hezbollah is Shiite, of course (Shiites
are  the  largest  minority  among
Lebanon’s communities, none of which
constitutes a majority).  But certainly
many  among  the  Sunni  minority
approve  its  action  as  a  gesture  of
sol idarity  with  Hamas  and  the
Palestinians, whereas the brutality of
Israel’s  reaction  increases  this
solidarity.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is
probable that the enmity to Hezbollah
among major  parts  of  the  Lebanese
minorities other than the Shiites — the
Christian  Maronites,  the  Sunnis,  the
Druzes,  etc.  —  will  be  reinforced
because they feel to have been put at
risk  by  Hezbollah’s  unilateral  choice
and consider that they will be made to
pay the cost of this choice. The risk,
obviously,  is  that  the  sectarian
divisions deepen within Lebanon and
that this leads eventually to a new civil
war. The decisive question is whether
the  Lebanese  governmental  majority
will  yield to the Israeli  diktat at the
cost of a new civil war, or decide that
the  priority  is  to  oppose  the  Israeli
aggression and preserve the country’s
unity. For the time being, this second
option seems to be prevailing. One can
only hope that it will remain so. The
international protest against the dual
Israeli  onslaught  can  contribute
strongly  to  the reinforcement  of  the
option of common resistance.



Resistance to neoliberalism

12 July 2006, by Josep María Antentas

The ANC came to power with a neo-
K e y n e s i a n  p r o g r a m ,  t h e
Reconstruction  and  Development
Programme  (RDP)  whose  initial
implementation was very partial,  but
which  was  abandoned  two  years  to
la ter  in  favour  o f  the  Growth
Employment  and  Redistribution
Strategy  (GEAR),  a  program  of
neoliberal  aspect.

T h e  a d o p t i o n  o f  G E A R  w a s
accompanied  by  the  promotion  of  a
regional sub-imperialist project based
on  a  neoliberal  agenda  of  rapid
economic  integration  of  the  African
continent  and  its  insertion  in  the
global  economy,  through  the  New
Partnership for Africa’ s Development
(NEPAD, Bond, 2004).

The objective of the ANC government
is  to  consolidate  a  new  dominant
historic bloc based on capital oriented
to large-scale export, the promotion of
a  “black  bourgeoisie”,  and  the
inclusion in a subordinate form of the
middle  layers  and  sectors  of  the
working-class (Dessai, 2004).

The  social  consequences  of  GEAR
have been very drastic for the popular
sectors:  increased  unemployment,
rising from 16% in 1990 to more than
40%  in  recent  years;  a  fall  in  the
average  income  of  working  class
families of around 19%, in particular
in those sectors linked to the informal
economy ,  a round  50%  o f  the
economically  active  population;  a
strong polarization of the distribution
of wealth and income; an increase in
poverty, with the official rate at 70%
and of extreme poverty, estimated at
28%; an increase in the price of basic
public services, like water or electric
lighting, due to privatisation and the
policies of “cost recovery”, that have
caused massive cuts in supply to some
10 million families for not having paid

bills, and maintenance of the structure
o f  l and  ownersh ip  wh ich  has
undergone very  few alterations  with
respect  to  the  period  of  apartheid
(McKinley, 2004).

These  processes  of  increased
inequality have been accompanied by
the emergence of a small “new black
middle-class”  with  its  own  specific
interests.  By  this  conjuncture  of
elements,  the  evolution  of  South
African society has been defined as a
transition  from  racial  apartheid  to
class apartheid (Bond, 2004).

From  the  1970s  to  the  end  of  the
1980s, South Africa was characterized
by  a  mighty  workers’  movement,
formed in the heat of the processes of
industrialization  of  the  1950s  and
1960s that led to the formation of a
significant  industrial  working  class.
Between 1950 and 1980 the number
of  black  workers  in  manufacturing
industry  rose  from  360,000  to
1,103,000,  and  in  mining  from
450,000 to 768,000 (Bond, Miller, and
Ruiters, 2000).

The strikes in Durban in 1973 marked
the  birth  of  a  new combative  trade
union movement. As Jacquin explains
(1999), several currents with different
union  projects  emerged  within  this
movement:

A first  current  inked to  the ANC;  a
s e c o n d  l i n k e d  t o  t h e  B l a c k
Consciousness Movement inspired by
Steve  Biko;  and  a  third,  formed  by
independent  Marxist  trade  union
cadres, who constituted what Jacquin
calls the “trade union left”, and which
was involved in setting up the main
industrial  unions  of  the  country,
whose culmination was the formation
of FOSATU in 1979.

The trade union left initially embodied
an independent project with respect to
the  ANC  and ,  f rom  the  1980s
onwards,  a  part  of  i ts  nucleus
considered the possibility of impelling

its  own  political  project,  with  the
formation  of  a  “Workers’  Party”,
inspired more or less by the Brazilian
model  and  disputing  the  political
hegemony of the ANC and the SACP.
But  gradually  this  project  was
abandoned and the political leadership
of the ANC and its hegemony within
the  union  movement  was  accepted,
with the SACP in a stronger position
at  the  end  of  the  1980s  and  early
1990s, on the eve of the negotiations
for  the  transition  towards  a  post-
apartheid society.

A road without
return?
The first part of the 1980s was marked
by debates and negotiations between
the  various  union  sectors  for  the
format ion  of  a  s ingle  uni tary
confederation, which would culminate
with  the  setting  up  of  COSATU  in
1985,  integrating the broad majority
of  unions  in  the  country.  Different
orientations  coexisted  from  the
beginning,  but  progressively  those
l inked  to  the  ANC  acquired  a
hegemonic position and the old “union
left”  fragmented  and  adapted.
COSATU developed a very significant
role within the fight against apartheid,
although  its  relations  with  other
pillars of the liberation movement, the
neighbourhood  and  civic  groups
rooted  in  the  townships  and  poor
districts,  were always an element of
controversy.

The  militancy  and  combativeness  of
the  trades  unionism  incarnated  by
COSATU  made  it  an  organization
which  was  admired  internationally.
Along  with  the  formation  of  the
Brazilian  CUT  in  1983,  and  the
eruption  of  independent  trades
unionism in South Korea in 1986-87
(which  would  culminate  with  the
creation  of  the  KCTU in  1995),  the
constitution  of  COSATU was  one  of
the best examples of development of a
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model of combative trades unionism in
the countries of the semi-periphery, in
a context of an international ebbing of
workers’  movements,  the  zenith  of
neoliberalism,  and  progressive
adaptation of the first to the second.

In 1990, COSATU formally joined the
tripartite Alliance with the ANC and
SACP and from 1994 it maintained a
subordinate relationship with the ANC
government.  From  1994  the  trade
union  model  of  COSATU,  and  its
members,  experienced  a  progressive
transformation towards a unionism of
more  institutionalised  agreements,
less militant, and lacking a horizon of
socialist transformation.

Th i s  i nvo lved  changes  in  i t s
organizational  culture,  a  greater
bureaucratisation, and the cooption of
important union leaders in positions of
responsibility in the government, and
also of middle cadres at company level
in  departments  of  human  resources
(Jensen,  2004)COSATU  was  affected
b y  n e o l i b e r a l  p o l i c i e s  a n d
unemployment, and it has suffered a
significant fall in affiliation.

In  1996  COSATU  unions  had  1.9
million affiliated members, whereas in
2005 the number was 1.7 million. In
fact from 1996 500,000 affiliates were
lost,  although  they  gained  300,000,
the  majority  due  to  the  entrance  of
new  unions  into  the  confederation,
l i k e  D E N O S A  o r  S A S B O ,  o f
conservative tradition.  The profile  of
membership  also  experienced
significant  evolution  with  a  growing
greater weight of qualified and “white
collar”  workers  to  the  detriment  of
semi-skilled and “blue collar” workers.
Faced with the application of GEAR,
the  strategy  of  COSATU  has  been
simultaneously  to  maintain  its
subordinate Alliance with the ANC and
at  the  same  time  to  express  its
disagreement with its policies.

The  confederation  has  oscillated
between  mere  verbal  opposition  to
governmental policies without any real
strategy  of  confrontation  with  them,
and  the  organization  of  important
punctual  mobilizations,  among  them
several  general  strikes.  Within  the
confederation,  the  most  combative
sector has been the union of municipal
workers,  SAMWU,  protagonist  of
important  s t rugg les  aga ins t

privat isat ion.

There  is  no  organized  union  left
current,  but  the  negative  effects  of
neoliberalism  on  COSATU’s  base
places it in a situation of permanent
structural  tension.  As  indicated  by
Trevor Ngwane (2003), there is reason
to  believe  that  the  accumulated
malaise will  lead to a greater union
combativeness  since  “the  leadership
of COSATU has captured the bodies of
the workers, but not their souls”

The emergent
resistance
The impact of neoliberal policies led to
the emergence,  from the end of  the
1990s, of increasing social resistance
that  experienced  a  period  of  rapid
growth from 2000 to 2003, although it
later  contracted  partially.  This  must
be considered not only as a result of
the increase in poverty but as a direct
response  to  the  policies  of  the
government  (Dessai,  2004),  in
particular  against  the  policies  of
privatisation  of  basic  services  like
water  or  electric  lighting,  which
constituted  a  central  mechanism  in
w h a t  H a r v e y  ( 2 0 0 4 )  c a l l s
“accumulation by dispossession”.

This  “neoliberal  dispossession”  is
added to the “historical dispossession”
caused by apartheid and its legacy.
The social  base of  these movements
(habitually referred to in South Africa
as “new social movements”, in a usage
of the term different to that used by
“European theory” in relation to new
social  movements)  is  formed  by  the
most  impoverished  sectors  of  South
African society, the inhabitants of the
townships, the local communities and
the most stricken urban areas affected
by  massive  unemployment,  an
extraordinary s housing crisis and lack
of services. A good part of the social
base of these struggles is formed by
the unemployed,  although they  have
not developed a collective identity as
unemployed  in  the  style  of  the
Argentine piqueteros, and women also
play a significant role.

Many analysts, like Dessai (2003) have
talked about the protagonists of these
movements in terms of the “poor”, a
vague  and  loosely  defined  category

but also one used by the movements
themselves, and that includes in this
amalgam of marginalized sectors that
sustain  them  (Dwyer,  2003).  Dessai
(2004) makes a comparison with the
struggles of the “urban crowd” at the
beginning  of  industrialization,
analysed by authors like Hobsbawm,
as  loosely  structured  and inconstant
movements  of  the  urban  poor  for
economic change.

We can conceive of them as reactive
and  defensive  movements  for  daily
survival  carried  out  by  what  Davis
(2005)  calls  the  “urban  informal
proletariat”  of  the  hyper-degraded
peripheries of the great cities of the
South, whose way of life is “informal
survivalism”.  Their  characteristics
reflect the transformations undergone
by the working-class and the impact of
the  processes  of  “urbanization
disconnected  from  industrialization”
that according to Davis is distinctive
of the present dynamic of capitalism
(except  in  China)  and  that  fits  well
with South African reality.

A  n u m b e r  o f  c a m p a i g n s  a n d
organizations  have  emerged.  Among
the most important are the Treatment
Action  Campaign  (TAC),  set  up  in
1998 around the demand for access to
drugs for carriers of the HIV virus, a
movement with a large social base and
a  formalized  organizational  national
structure.

It  has  acted  as  a  “single  issue”
campaign,  focused  against  the
pharmaceutical  multinationals  and
avoiding confrontation with the ANC
government;  the  Anti-Privatization
Forum  (APF),  essentially  based  in
Johannesburg, set up in 2000 as point
o f  c o n t a c t  b e t w e e n  s e v e r a l
organizations,  most  importantly  the
Soweto  Electricity  Crisis  Committee
(SECC).

The SECC was set up as a riposte to
the  increase  in  the  cost  of  electric
lighting after privatisation, organising
the  famous  Operation  Khanyisa  of
illegal  reconnection  of  supplies  to
families  who  had  been  disconnected
because  of  non-payment;  the  Anti-
Eviction Campaign (AEC),  created in
2001 in the region of Cape Town as a
response to the increasing evacuations
of  families  for  non-payment  of
mortgages or rents; and the Landless



People’ s Movement (LPM), formed in
June  2001,  because  of  the  extreme
slowness  of  the agrarian reform.  Its
base  is  formed  by  an  amalgam  of
sectors  (“landless”,  small  farmers,
rural  poor  and  so  on)  and  its  self-
definition as “landless” expresses the
d e m a n d s  f o r  j u s t i c e  o f  t h e
impoverished  rural  sectors.  It  is
inspired by the Brazilian MST but has
neither  its  force  nor  its  global
significance  (Greenberg,  2004).

These different movements have had a
fragmentary  existence  and  little
mutual  coordination.  Nevertheless,
they  participated  jointly  in  the
mobilizations  for  the  UN  World
Conference Against Racism (WCAR) in
Durban in 2001 under the umbrella of
the Durban Social Forum (DSF) and,
later,  during  the  World  Summit  for
Sustainable  Development  (WSSD)  in
Johannesburg  in  2002,  within  the
framework  of  the  Social  Movement
Indaba (SMI) coalition.

The latter later became permanent as
a  national  coordination,  although
weak  and  superstructural,  of  the
movements.  Johannesburg  was
testimony  to  the  strong  division
between the social movements, whose
demonstration  mobilized  20,000
people ,  and  the  forces  o f  the
governmental  Alliance  who  in  their
own march mobilized only 5,000. Both
counter-summits  were  also  the
occasion  to  symbolically  insert  the
struggles  against  neoliberalism  in
South Africa in the international cycle
post-Seattle.

This  resistance  has  emerged  as
periodic  movements  on  the  basis  of
concrete defensive demands directed
fundamentally  against  the  local
administration, ordered to implement
the  policies  of  privatisation  (Dessai
and  Pithouse,  2003).  They  have
unfolded  a  broad  spectrum  of
strategies, including a “repertoire” of
act ions  l ike:  legal  processes,
demonstrations, public occupations of
offices, illegal reconnection of services
that  have  been  cut  off,  physical
blocking of the evacuations of houses,
and  confrontations  with  the  police
(McKinley and Naidoo 2004).

Its organizational structure is variable
i n  t e r m s  o f f  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l
formalization  and  geographic  scope.

The  number  of  people  effectively
organ ized ,  beyond  punc tua l
mobilizations, is relatively weak. It is
possible  to  consider  that  they  are
movements that do not have a mass
base, but a mass orientation (Ngwane,
2003).

Pol i t ical ly ,  this  resistance  to
neoliberalism has emerged outside of
the forces of the Alliance bloc and the
historic  forces that  headed the fight
against  the  apartheid.  They  were
created  outside  the  “politics  of  the
transition”  but  they  operate  on  the
political terrain (McKinley, 2004) and
fill, albeit in a very partial form, the
vacuum left by the neoliberal turn and
the  institutionalisation  of  the
traditional forces of the working-class
(Ngwane, 2003), in a context however
of lack of political  alternative to the
ANC  and  the  SACP  and  the  great
weakness of the socialist left.

Relations  with  the  forces  of  the
Alliance, and the ANC itself, has been
in  general  very  conflictual,  although
the  type  of  concrete  relationship  is
var iab le  and  goes  f rom  open
confrontation,  as  is  the  case  of  the
APF and the AEC, to tense relations,
as is the case of the LPM which has
members of the ANC and SACP inside
it, and the search for agreement, as is
the case of the TAC that has tried to
win the support of the government in
the  face  of  the  mult inationals
(Benjamin,  2004).

Challenges and
perspectives
After  their  unstoppable  growth
between  2000  and  2003,  the  social
movements experienced a certain ebb
tide and several difficulties as facing
simultaneously strong state repression
and  attempts  at  cooption;  while
maintaining  concrete  struggles;
continue  developing  after  having
obtained some initial basic successes;
translate  their  mobilizing  force  into
stable  organizational  consolidation;
advance  medium  and  long  term
strategic  perspectives,  and,  in
particular,  extend  their  organized
social  base  and  establish  alliances
with other social sectors, beyond the
“poor” and the unemployed, as well as
students and the organized working-

class.

For  this  reason,  the  relationship
between  these  movements  and
COSATU  is  a  central  strategic
element.  Globally,  this  is  tense  and
distant.  COSATU is identified by the
m o v e m e n t s  a s  p a r t  o f  t h e
g o v e r n m e n t a l  b l o c ,  a n d  t h e
movements  are  described  as  “ultra-
leftist” bye COSATU, which fears their
anti-ANC  approach.  Against  this
background,  it  seems  reasonable  on
the part  of  the social  movements to
look  for  bridges  with  the  unions,
without  losing the capacity  for  their
own  initiative,  through  concrete
agreements  for  unity  of  action,  so
dragging  significant  sectors  outside
the camp of the Alliance (AIDC, 2004).
The  strengthening  of  this  social
resistance must be accompanied also
by  attempts  to  construct  a  political
alternative to the ANC and the SACP,
a process that, given the weakness of
the socialist left, will take time.

(Beyond the bibliography cited below,
I  thank  Brian  Ashley  and  Marcia
Andrews of the AIDC of Cape, Mark
Weinberg  of  Johannesburg,  Thabo,
Arthur  and  Bongwani  Lubisi  of  the
SECC,  and  Bongani  Masuku  of
COSATU  for  information  on  South
African realities).}
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Chomsky, Tariq Ali criticise Rifondazione on
Afghanistan, back antiwar MPs

10 July 2006, by Noam Chomsky, Tariq Ali

Introduction by
Gilbert Achcar
Eight members of the Italian Senate
and  two  members  of  the  Italian
Chamber of Deputies, all belonging to
the  left-wing  of  the  ruling  coalition
(l’Unione,  led  by  Prime  Minister
Romano Prodi) have announced their
intent ion  to  vote  aga inst  the
g o v e r n m e n t  o n  t h e  i s s u e  o f
Afghanistan.

Silvio  Berlusconi,  Italy’s  previous
Premier and George W. Bush’s buddy,
had  sent  1,300  Italian  troops  to
Afghanistan  as  a  component  of  the
Nato force operating there, as well as
2,600 troops to Iraq as part of Bush’s
"coalition of the willing."

The  new  "center-left"  government,
betraying  the  expectations  of  the
majority of its electors, has announced
a phased withdrawal  of  troops  from
Iraq that doesn’t differ much from the
one Berlusconi had already negotiated
with the US government. At the same
time,  l’Unione  has  proclaimed  its
intention  to  extend  the  mission  of

Italian troops in Afghanistan, despite
the  fact  that  Nato  forces  in  that
country,  recently  redeployed  toward
the South, are increasingly engaged in
war activities, acting as US auxiliary
forces.

Even if Italian troops were not sent to
the South, they would nevertheless be
part  of  Nato’s  war-machine.  The
Afghan people are of course entitled
to security, but neither US troops, nor
the troops of the US-dominated Nato,
can provide this.

Since l’Unione holds no majority in the
Senate  without  the  eight  Senators,
there  is  tremendous  pressure  being
exerted on the latter to get them to
change their  stance,  in the name of
coalition  solidarity  and  interest,
including a threat to move the decree
by means of a vote of confidence that
would  face  them  with  the  choice
between reneging on their stance or
letting the government fall.

However, the latter threat is defused
by  the  announcement  by  some
members  of  the  "center-right"  that
they will vote for the decree extending
the  mission  of  Italian  troops  in

Afghanistan,  as  they  don’t  want  to
abstain on an issue that they support
wholeheartedly, particularly since the
Afghan  deployment  was  initiated  by
the  Berlusconi  government  to  which
they belonged.

To counter the pressures exerted on
them, the antiwar MPs have launched
a petition and called for expressions of
support. These will be reported at an
important  ant iwar  assembly ,
organized by the Peace movement and
the antiwar MPs, to be held in Rome
on July 15. The debate and vote in the
Senate will take place in the last week
of July.

The  build-up  of  support,  including
international support, for the antiwar
Italian MPs is thus very important for
their  fight  and their  ability  to resist
the pressure. To support the anti-war
MPs,  sign  the  petition,  link  at  the
bottom of this page.

AN OPEN LETTER
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TO FAUSTO
BERTINOTTI
Dear Fausto,

Noam Chomsky (right) and Tariq
Ali

I  was  su rpr i sed  t o  hear  tha t
Rifondazione was preparing to vote in
favour  of  keeping  Italian  troops  in
Afghanistan,  for  â€˜humanitarian
reasons’.  I  want to try and convince
you that this would be a serious error,
just  as  I  argued in  the  last  century
with those on the left, who supported
the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan.

Big powers or surrogate states acting
on their behalf have no right to occupy
countries. The two big projects of the
global neo-liberal order have been (1)
to insist that the new capitalism is the
â€˜sole’ way of organising humankinf
from now till the planet implodes and
(2)  to disregard national  sovereignty
as a key to international relations in
the name of â€˜human rights’.

A few weeks after 9/11, I debated a
leading  Bush  ideologue,  Charles
Krauthammer  for  one  hour  on
Canadian television. He admitted that
the war in Afghanistan was as I had
put it â€˜a crude war of revenge.’

Three days ago the CIA disbanded its
special  unit  created  to  track  and
exterminate Osama Bin Laden, a tacit
acknowledgement  that  the  situation
had changed drastically since 9/11. So
what is the function of NATO armies
in  Afghanistan.  â€˜Human  Rights’?
Even  conservative  journalists  in
Britain  (whose  soldiers  are  being
killed  regularly)  would  laugh at  any
such assumption. One of them, Simon
Jenkins, recently returned from a trip
to Kabul and wrote a public warning
to Blair:

“The debacle of Britain-in-Afghanistan
cannot  be  ignored,  because  British
troops are  at  risk.  They were never
meant to be at risk and their presence
in that country has nothing to do with
British security.

"They  are  sweltering  and  dying  in

Helmand not to prop up an embattled
regime in Kabul,  for which they are
hopelessly undermanned, but to keep
NATO alive  in  Europe,  an  unworthy
mission...  How  did  the  Americans
induce
Nato  in  2004  to  become  Hamid
Karzai’s  mercenary  army?  What
intelligence  did  the  cabinet  receive
from  Washington,  where  officials
openly spoke of dumping Afghanistan
on uppity NATO to teach it a lesson
after the Balkan
shambles? ...Every assessment I have
heard  suggests  that  the  sort  of
c a m p a i g n  e n v i s a g e d  b y  t h e
government  in  southern  Afghanistan
would  require  not  3,000  or  even
10,000 troops, but over 100,000. Even
the latter total has failed in Iraq, and
Iraqis cannot hold a candle to
Afghans  for  insurgent  fanaticism.”
(The  Guardian,  5  July,  2006)

There  is  simply  no  excuse  for  the
NATO presence in Afghanistan except
that of pleasing Washington. In recent
weeks the killing of  Afghan civilians
has  increased  tenfold.  Headlines
which  speak  of  â€˜500  Taliban
killed’  are  deliberate  disinformation.
As was predicted by some of us at the
time,  the  Afghans  do  not  like  being
occupied  and  would  begin  to  resist
sooner or later.  Fausto,  ask yourself
why  there  should  be  any  foreign
troops there at all.

That  the  centre-left  supports  NATO
and  backs  most  US  wars  is  well-
known.  Let  them  do  it  with  the
support of Fini, Bossi and Berlusconi
(they  are,  after  all,  of  the  same
opinion).

Why  should  the  occupation  of  a
foreign country be treated as a vote of
confidence?  And  if  it  is  the  honest
answer has to be: we do not have any
confidence in the NATO presence in
Afghanistan. For Rifondazione to vote
in favour would be a tragedy for the
European Left and I fear can only lead
to disasters both in Afghanistan and in
terms  of  creating  an  alternative  in
Italy.

If you get into arguments such as the
character  of  the  regime  that  might
follow a Western withdrawal you will
be  swimming  in  a  dangerous  sea.
Don’t forget the pathetic imperial past
of  your  own state.  The  invasions  of

Albania
and  Abbyssinia  by  Mussolini  were
explained by the same logic: we are
taking European civilization to these
backward  feudal  monarchic  states.
Regime  change  was  not  acceptable
them and it should not be now.

I  w r i t e  a s  a n  o l d  f r i e n d  o f
Rifondazione. I hope I can remain one
after the vote next Tuesday.

Yours fraternally,

Tariq Ali

Noam Chomsky’s
Letter to the
Italian Antiwar
MPs
Dear friends,

I  have  learned  of  your  courageous
stand  against  Italy’s  participation  in
military operations of NATO, as it is
being converted into an international
intervention force subordinate to the
United States.

Expansion  of  NATO  to  the  East,  in
violation  of  firm  guarantees  to
Gorbachev  when  he  agreed  to  a
unified  Germany  within  NATO,  was
already  a  very  serious  threat  to
international peace and security, even
apart from the deceit.

The new and still more expansive role
NATO  is  assuming  poses  serious
threats to international order. I would
l i k e  t o  e x p r e s s  m y  p e r s o n a l
appreciation  for  your  insistence  on
upholding the principles of Article 11
of the Italian Constitution, that "Italy
repudiates  war  as  an  instrument  of
offence  against  the  liberty  of  other
peoples and as a means of resolving
international disputes; accepts, on the
condition  of  equality  with  the  other
States, the limitations on sovereignty
required for an order which ensures
peace  and  justice  between  nations;
promotes  and  encourages  the
international organisations established
with that end."

Sincerely yours,

Noam Chomsky



For more information and to sign the appeal  against  Italian  troops  in
Afghanistan visit  the  Sinistra  Critica

(Critical Left) website.

Withdraw Italian troops from Afghanistan!

3 July 2006, by Sinistra Critica (Critical Left)

Left  senators  and  members  of
parliament  are  under  pressure  from
the  goverment  to  vote  against  their
own  convictions.  For  the  moment,
eight  senators have stated that  they
will  refuse  to  vote  for  the  Prodi
government on this question.  As the
centre  left  only  has  a  two  vote
majority in the Senate their decision
could  force  Prodi  to  withdraw  the
Italian armed forces or to count on the
support of the right wing to approve
his decision.

To  help  the  left  representatives  to
resist, sign this appeal.

T o  s i g n  i t  s e n d  a  m a i l  t o :
noafghanistan@libero. i t

You  can  also  sign  it  through  the
website:  www.sinistracritica.org,
where you will find the Italian text and
you  can  sign  by  sending  your  full
name and e-mail address.

Don’t vote for this
mission!
In Afghanistan there is  a  war in
which  Italy  is  participating  fully
through the UN mission. The Prodi
government, following the line of
the  previous  government  has
decided to keep Italian troops in
Afghanistan,  without  chaning  its

military presence in any way.
For  years  we  have  demonstrated
against all wars, including the one
in  Afghanistan,  with  no  ifs  nor
buts.
I ta l y  cannot  and  must  not
participate in this mission and the
pacifist left,  first of which is the
Party of Communist Refoundation
(PRC),  must  not  approve  it.  We
ca l l  on  the  par l iamentary
representat ives  to  vote  in
coherence  w i th  the i r  own
convictions and on the Unione for
it  to  note  this  clear  position  by
changing  direction  and  going
towards  an  “exit  strategy”  in
Afghanistan and respect of Article
11 of the Constitution included in
the governmental programme.
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