
Topic I: The Serbian Question 

 

Topic Overview: 

As the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia broke up into several states in 1991, 

the United Kingdom was one of the main supporters of Resolution 713 of the United Nations 

Security Council, which embargoed the flow of weapons into Yugoslavia and its former 

territories. 1 Three years later the purposed neutral army of Yugoslavia became the Serbian 

army. With superior armament and with the intention to re-annex Bosnian territory to Serbia, 

the Serbian government, through a non-recognized government of Serbs in Bosnia, began 

their ethnic cleansing program with the objective of eliminating Bosnian Muslims and 

Bosnian Croats from the region. As atrocities mounted during the war and pressure to allow 

the Bosnians to arm themselves incremented, the government of John Major was criticized 

both within and without the United Kingdom to drop their support for Resolution 713 and 

support the involvement policy of the United States.  

Historical Background 

 At the dawn of the 1990’s, Yugoslavia began breaking up into smaller states due to 

growing nationalism, giving rise to several Balkan states, most notably Croatia, Slovenia and 

Bosnia-Herzegovina. Soon after its inception, three ethnic groups arose inside the territory 

of Bosnia, effectively creating three opposing power structures: The Bosnian Muslims, also 

known as Bosniaks, under the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Bosnian Croats 

under the Croatian Republic of Herzeq-Bosnia and the Bosnian Serbs under the Republic 

Srpska. As these new government entities struggled for control, the rest of the European 

                                                           
1United Nations Security Council Resolution 713:  https://documents-dds-

ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NR0/596/49/IMG/NR059649.pdf?OpenElement  



nations grew concerned over the violence employed in the conflict and unanimously enacted 

an arms embargo in the region through Resolution 713 of the Security Council.  

The main motive behind the embargo was to 

stymie the flow of weapons in the hopes that a lack of 

capabilities would diminish the violence. As the last 

section of Yugoslavia became Serbia in 1992, the conflict 

in Bosnia had escalated into a civil war between the three 

factions of Bosniaks, Croatians and Serbs. The Republic 

Srpska had less manpower but superior military 

capabilities due to inheriting part of the armament and 

infrastructure of the former army of Yugoslavia, now the 

Serbian army. With these advantages and with the indirect backing of the Prime Minister of 

Serbia, Slobodan Milosevic, the Bosnian Serbs began the siege of Sarajevo two days after 

the United States and the European Community recognized Bosnia’s independence. Both in 

Sarajevo and in eastern towns, the Bosnian Serbs began forcefully displacing the Bosniaks 

and the Bosnian Croats through a brutal process identified as ethnic cleansing.  

By 1993, the Bosnian Serbs had control of three-quarters of the country, maintained 

the siege of Sarajevo, had succeeded in routing a considerable part of the Bosniaks and 

refused to establish peace talks with the other two factions within Bosnia. The United Nations 

has refused to intervene in the conflict, however an effort by its High Commissioner of 

refugees provided humanitarian aid to the conflict’s victims, whom often presented 

malnourishment and physical injuries. Added to the humanitarian aid, the United Nations 

1. Map of Former Yugoslavia, 1993 



established the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, which first report 

is expected by the end of this year.2   

Current Situation 

 Currently, the Bosnian civil war continues between the internationally recognized 

Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Republic of Herzeq-Bosnia and the Republic 

Srpska. Reports of the ethnic cleansing alarm the international community especially as they 

draw a parallel to the acts committed by the Third Reich of Nazi Germany, in which the 

Serbians actively target, displace and eliminate the other two ethnic groups inside the 

territory through brutal and systematic practices involving rape and murder. Proving their 

military superiority by continuing the siege of Sarajevo and the destruction of most of Mostar, 

the unrecognized Republic Srpska has driven the Bosniaks and the Bosnian Croats into an 

alliance of necessity.3 

 The rationale behind recognizing the Muslim majority Federation of Bosnia and 

Herzegovina as the lawful government of the region is based on Bosnia’s population. 

Consider the following statistics of 19934, in which the Bosniaks had a majority of the ethnic 

makeup despite having lost around two-thirds of Bosnia-Herzegovina to the Bosnian Serbs.  

                                                           
2 History Channel – Bosnian Genocide: http://www.history.com/topics/bosnian-genocide  
3 BBC News – Bosnia-Herzegovina profile, timeline: http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-17212376  
4 CIA – Bosnia, Intelligence and the Clinton Presidency: 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/international-relations/bosnia-intelligence-and-the-clinton-

presidency/Clinton_Bosnia_Booklet.pdf  



 

2Ethnic Makeup in Bosnia, 1992-1993. 

The United Nations Security Council has thus far approached the peace making 

process through three avenues. The first step taken was to provide humanitarian aid and 

gather information, implemented by enacting two resolutions. Resolution 771 aimed to 

promote a cease-fire, demanded unimpeded access of international humanitarian 

organizations such as the Red Cross, condemned ethnic cleansing and requested the 

Secretary-General to gather pertinent information.5 Further on, through Resolution 780, the 

Security Council established an impartial Commission of Experts, which role is to gather 

information regarding the Bosnian conflict, with a particular focus on ethnic cleansing, and 

report to the Security Council.6  

                                                           
5 United Nations Security Council Resolution 771: 

http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/RES/771(1992)  
6 United Nations Security Council Resolution 780: 

http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/RES/780(1992)  



The second approach is noticeable through the coordination of refugee effort, where 

the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees reported that in 1993, 1,290,000 

individuals have been internally displaced in Bosnia-Herzegovina, while 618,427 have 

become refugees and 75,999 are asylum seekers. The country taking the blunt of the refugees 

is the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro), while Sweden leads on 

Asylum grants.7   

The last method of achieving the peace process was through the United Nations 

Protection Force (UNPROFOR). Created in February of 1992 through Resolution 743, the 

UNPROFOR was deployed in the former territory of Yugoslavia, now Croatia, with the aim 

of ensuring peace and promoting diplomatic talks that would bring a prompt end to the 

conflict,8 which culminated in the formation of Croatia. On August of the same year the 

Security Council passed Resolution 769, which expanded the strength and mandate of 

UNPROFOR in order to protect the civilian population in Bosnia against abuses, especially 

denoting the ethnic variety.9 Through Resolution 819, the Security Council recognized Serbia 

and Montenegro as the main provider of weapons to the region, demanding the immediate 

termination of the backing of Bosnian Serb paramilitary units alongside the recognition that 

the Republic Srpska (Although not naming it as such) are the main instigator of the 

condemned ethnic cleansing. Lastly and of mayor relevance, it expanded the presence of 

                                                           
7 UNHCR Statistical Yearbook – Bosnia and Herzegovina: http://www.unhcr.org/414ad5707.pdf  
8 United Nations Security Council Resolution 743: 

http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/RES/743(1992)  
9 United Nations Security Council Resolution 769: 

http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/RES/769(1992)  



UNPROFOR in the region with the objective of guaranteeing a cease-fire in the monitored 

areas.10 

The United Nations has thus far approached the peace process by pointedly avoiding 

military engagement, not taking an active stance against what the Security Council defines 

as paramilitary organizations creating conflict in the region. Their efforts culminate in the 

protection of the civilians, as most of their resources are focused on providing humanitarian 

aid and shielding the civilian population from harm, while developing a rhetoric of support 

toward the recognized Republic of Bosnia Herzegovina. This passive stance can be seen as 

the approach of the United Nations to avoid interfering directly and allow the involved 

factions to resolve their disputes through diplomatic means by enforcing a cease fire. It can 

also be seen as the best possible solution without compromising behind one of the three 

different courses of action proposed by three members of the Security Council: The United 

Kingdom, The United States and Russia.   

Bloc Positions 

The main position of the United Kingdom is to maintain the embargo while 

attempting to reach diplomatic solutions. The main argument in favor of maintaining the 

embargo, championed by the Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs 

Douglas Hurd, was that doing so would avoid “leveling the killing field.” The rational was 

the same used for the establishment of the embargo, that providing armament to the region 

would fuel the conflict and increase the violence.11 The same rational was used to justify the 

                                                           
10 United Nations Security Council Resolution 819: https://documents-dds-

ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N93/221/90/IMG/N9322190.pdf?OpenElement  
11 Bosnia Report – No Apologies for Bosnia: 

http://www.bosnia.org.uk/bosrep/report_format.cfm?articleid=1081&reportid=163  



lack of military intervention, developed further by the belief that effective intervention 

required a permanent involvement and compromise; an idea opposed by John Major’s 

government due to the fear that such intervention would lead to a military debacle with high 

western casualties such as the Vietnam or Lebanon conflict.12  

On the other hand, there have been several attempts from the United Kingdom to 

achieve a diplomatic solution. The first was attempted by former Secretary of State and 

former Labor party member David Owen alongside Former United States Secretary of State 

Cyrus Vance at the beginning of 1993. With the backing of the United Nations the duo 

proposed forming autonomous regions, which gave the Serbs 43% of the total territory. 13 

The plan was accepted by Bosnian’s Muslims, Croatians and the President of Republic 

Srpska, but was overwhelmingly rejected by the Bosnian Serbs Parliament in favor of 

continuing the ethnic war.14 Further negotiations were attempted in the British aircraft HMS 

Invincible, where Presidents Slobodan Milosevic of Serbia, Franjo Tudjman of Croatia and 

Alija Izetbegovic of Bosnia-Herzegovina convened. The Invincible plan would create a 

figure-head central government with the internal composition of three regions, 49% of the 

land allocated to the Serbs, 33% given to the Bosniaks and 18% assigned to the Croats.15 

                                                           
12 Margaret Thatcher Foundation – Stop the Excuses, help Bosnia now. 

http://www.margaretthatcher.org/document/108299  
13 The New York Times – Vance-Owen Plan offers a fair Bosnia solution: 

http://www.nytimes.com/1993/02/21/opinion/l-vance-owen-plan-offers-a-fair-bosnia-solution-

115593.html  
14 Chicago Tribune – Bosnian Serbs Spurn UN Pact, Set Referendum: 

http://articles.chicagotribune.com/1993-05-06/news/9305070003_1_bosnian-serbs-muslims-and-croatians-

bloody-ethnic-war  
15 15 CIA – Bosnia, Intelligence and the Clinton Presidency: 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/international-relations/bosnia-intelligence-and-the-clinton-

presidency/Clinton_Bosnia_Booklet.pdf  



Despite offering a better deal for the Bosnian Serbs and involving more influential political 

figures, this plan was also rejected.   

 The hardline taken by John Major’s government under the label of political realism 

was criticized at home. Leading the criticism is former Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, 

whom employed an op-ed at the New York Times to compare the Serb’s ethnic cleansing 

policy to those carried out by Stalin and Hitler, accused Serbia of exploiting the U.N. sought 

cease fire on the grounds that it allowed the Serbs to maintain conquered land and criticized 

Major’s administration backing of the deal as consolidating and ratifying aggression. 

Thatcher and the opposition rebuked the fear of a military debacle by suggesting that full 

involvement was not necessary to improve the situation, criticizing maintaining the embargo 

and promoting the supply of arms to Bosniaks in order to avoid the one-sided war it had thus 

far been. Thatcher also warned that the continuing massacre of Muslims could prompt the 

Muslim world to take action, further spreading the conflict. Lastly, noting that Russia no 

longer backed Serbia in a direct manner, Thatcher proposed employing NATO alongside the 

United States to enforce the restoration of the Bosnian estate and guarantee civilian 

protection.16 The scant criticism that the opposition has provided by suggesting appeasement 

and guilt through lack of action17, paired with the denominated “Tory Sleaze” press stories 

of moral shortcomings from members of the Conservative Party and failure to remain in the 

                                                           
16 Margaret Thatcher Foundation – Stop the Excuses, help Bosnia now. 

http://www.margaretthatcher.org/document/108299 
17 Independent – Thatcher demands the arming of Bosnia: http://www.independent.co.uk/news/thatcher-

demands-the-arming-of-bosnia-massacre-of-innocents-must-end-un-warns-that-food-supplies-

1455075.html  



Exchange Rate Mechanism18, threatens government credibility and puts into question the 

approach taken by the United Kingdom and the United Nations.   

The United States had a vested interest in the unity of Yugoslavia because it broke 

away from the Soviet Sphere of influence and provided an alternative method of governance 

for other Soviet-influenced states, especially as it was a founding member of the Non-aligned 

movement of 1961 and adopted a more decentralized government than the rest of the region.19 

Unlike the rest of the European Community, the United States has argued for a more active 

role in the Bosnian conflict. As the lack of international response at the eve of the war was 

perceived to be an issue involving the presidential campaign, former presidential candidate 

Bill Clinton advocated for the “lift and strike strategy”, which consists of lifting the embargo 

and implementing air strikes in the region against the Serbs, under the idea that these 

airstrikes will prove to be an effective deterrent by showing the strength of supporters of 

peace; this tactic could be seen as a similar, if more aggressive, take on the presence of 

UNPROFOR forces in Bosnia. The United States has thus far been unable to implement “lift 

and strike strategy”, and even though on March of 1993 they were the agent of action of a 

United Nations established no-flight zone in the region, the core of their efforts was halted 

when major NATO allies and Russia showed concern that the UNPROFOR, being lightly 

armed and dispersed in the region, were easy hostage targets in the scenario of a more active 

                                                           
18 Gov.uk – Past Prime Ministers, Sir John Major https://www.gov.uk/government/history/past-prime-

ministers/john-major  
19 Office of the Historian – The Breakup of Yugoslavia, 1990-1992: 

https://history.state.gov/milestones/1989-1992/breakup-yugoslavia  



military role which would drive the Serbs to be more aggressive toward the United Nations 

and the International community at large, thus hampering the peace process.20  

As the United States and the European Community have different methods of 

approaching the peace making process, strains in the relationship of NATO and UN forces 

are beginning to surface, especially when it comes to when and how to apply force. This 

difference can lead not only to a lack of coordination that would hamper the progress toward 

peace, but it could also create a rift between the participants and it could put in doubt the 

legitimacy of either one, or both, of the organizations by having their methods doubted and 

subverted by their ally.21 22 

 Another important block is the Russian Federation under Boris Yeltsin. Supported by 

the Serbian government after its 1991 coup but more interested in developing a democratic 

government and strengthening ties with the international community, Russia has juggled 

between cooperating with the United Nations and preserving the traditional support it had 

previously shown to Serbia. Russia has proven to have an inconsistent policy in regards to 

Serbian interactions, supporting U.N. efforts to negotiate peace between Serbia and the 

breakaway Croatia, while in the Bosnian war Russia is attempting to fulfill a more mediatory 

role between the Serbs and the International Community, while at the same time volunteer 

brigades have been fighting and supplementing the Serbian paramilitary army.23 Lastly, 

although not the official position of the government, some members of Russian political 

                                                           
20 Office of the Historian – The War in Bosnia, 1992-1995: https://history.state.gov/milestones/1993-

2000/bosnia  
21 SIPRI – The Former Yugosalvia, Lessons of war and diplomacy: https://www.sipri.org/yearbook/1995/06  
22 The Guardian – Americans Used Islamists to arm the Bosnian Muslims: 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2002/apr/22/warcrimes.comment  
23 Pravda – The Fate of Russian Volunteers in Bosnia: http://www.pravdareport.com/hotspots/conflicts/13-

10-2003/3892-bosnia-0/  



environment have decried Western intervention through the United Nations as a western 

drive for hegemony that threatens the Russian and Serbian geo-political interests, a position 

that has hardened negotiations. 24 

Discussion Questions 

1. What are the merits in the different approaches presented by the United Kingdom 

and the United Nations, the United States and lastly the Russian Federation? 

2. Should the United Kingdom increase its involvement in the Bosnian War? On 

which basis? To which degree?  

3. How will changes in foreign policy affect government perception and authority both 

within and without the United Kingdom?  

4. In which ways should the United Kingdom cooperate with other power blocs?  

5. What is the best agent of action to approach the peace process? Why? 

 

Key Terms 

1. Ethnic Cleansing: The practice of removing or killing a group of people that differs 

from the ruling ethnic group. The focus of ethnic cleansing is in expulsion of the 

target group and is characterized for using methods such as murder, rape, torture and 

forceful displacement.  

  

                                                           
24 Country Data – Russia’s Role in the Former Yugoslavia: http://www.country-data.com/cgi-bin/query/r-

11503.html  



Annexed Documents 

Annex 1: Initial political map of the internal government entities inside Bosnia-

Herzegovina before the inception of the Republic of Herzeq-Bosnia. 

 

Annex 2: Transcript of a series of interviews between BBC correspondents and military 

officials with the focus of denoting the rift between the American lead NATO military 

operation and the U.N. focused relief effort: 

1. Full link: 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/hi/english/static/audio_video/programmes/correspondent/tran

scripts/1402591.txt 

2. URL Quick-link: http://goo.gl/lsMeyh  
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Topic II: Arab-Israeli Conflict 

 

Topic Overview: 

  Ever since the nation of Israel’s creation from the former British Palestine 

Mandate on May 14th 1948, relations between the United Kingdom, Israel, and the Arab 

world have been frequently changing and complex. The issue of the status of the 

Palestinian Arab population within Israel and within the Gaza Strip and West Bank 

territories, and Israel’s often hostile interactions with its neighboring Arab countries have 

created conflict and tension since Israeli independence. The conflict between the 

Palestinians and Israel meanwhile continues to simmer despite the recent signing of the 

Oslo Accords. It is up to the British Cabinet to navigate this incredibly tense issue and chart 

a new course in the nation’s approach to encouraging peace in the region.  

Historical Background: 

 The land which would eventually become the state of Israel has a very long and 

complex history. It was one of the regions where civilization first began on Earth. The 

Jewish people arose here, and the land is intrinsically linked to the Jewish religion. Most of 

the events depicted in the Torah (the foundational text of Judaism) occurred here. The 

Roman Empire first entered the area in 63 BC and established Israel as a vassal state. The 

Romans assumed full control over the land and established a province in 66 AD. This led to 

a violent conflict between the Romans and the Jews lasting over 70 years that ended in 

Roman victory against the Jewish people who were mostly forced to flee their homeland. 

The area remained under Roman, and later Byzantine rule until about 634 AD when the 

Arabs (who had recently adopted Islam) conquered the land. Israel remained under Islamic 



Arab rule for the next 1,300 years under a variety of dynasties and sultanates. Jerusalem 

and several other major settlements briefly fell to the European Christian crusader armies in 

the 12th and 13th centuries, but were quickly reconquered by the Islamic forces. 

 In 1516, the region was conquered by the Turkish Ottoman Empire. It remained 

under Ottoman Turk rule until World War I, when it was taken over by the British and 

French, which established colonies called mandates. The British held the entirety of Israel. 

During British control, many Jews led by a new philosophy known as Zionism (the 

movement to reestablish a Jewish state in Israel) immigrated to the region, causing conflict 

with the Arab inhabitants that had by that time been there for over 1,000 years. In the 

1930s, due to the rise of Nazism in Europe, over a quarter million Jewish people flocked to 

Palestine. By the end of World War II, tensions between the immigrant Jews and the Arab 

population gave way to violence. Jewish paramilitary organizations also attacked the 

British forces over their limiting of Jewish immigration. The violence culminated in the 

1946 King David Hotel Bombing by the Jewish paramilitaries. The hotel was the 

headquarters of the British administration. 91 people were killed. In 1947, the British 

announced they would withdraw from Palestine.  

       After the British announcement, the newly formed United Nations drafted a 

partition plan that called for the creation of an independent Jewish state, an independent 

Arab state, and Jerusalem as an “international city”. The Jewish representatives approved, 

but the Arab representatives rejected it. On May 14th 1948, the independence of Israel and 

the establishment of a Jewish state was proclaimed. The following day, the armies of 

Egypt, Syria, Jordan, and Iraq invaded the new state, hoping to prevent the establishment of 

Israel at inception. Despite being driven back at first, the Israelis held their own and 



expanded the territory under their control by the time of the ceasefire in 1949. During the 

war, more than 700,000 Palestinians were driven from Israel. Afterwards, Jordan annexed 

the Palestinian West Bank and Egypt took control of Gaza.  

 Following the 

1948 Arab-Israeli 

war, there was a 

period of tenuous 

peace between Israel 

and its neighboring 

states. Israel began to 

develop 

economically, and 

hundreds of thousands 

of Jews from all over 

the world migrated to the new state. In 

1956 however, conflict again broke out. 

Egypt had closed the strategically 

important Suez Canal to Israeli shipping in 

1950, and in 1956 had nationalized the 

Canal (formally under British control). 

This sparked the Suez crisis in which 

Britain and France attacked Egypt and 

Israel joined them under a secret pact and 



invaded Egypt’s Sinai Peninsula. However, all parties were pressured to withdraw by the 

United Nations and Israel agreed once its shipping rights through the canal were restored. 

The 1956 crisis also marked the high point of British-Israeli relations.  

 Violence again flared up and reached a peak in 1967. Egypt, Syria and other states 

had returned to their bellicose rhetoric of “destroying” Israel, and Egypt had massed troops 

along its border with Israel. Israel responded with a pre-emptive attack on Egypt. Jordan, 

Syria, and Iraq attacked Israel the following day. This resulted in the six-day war, in which 

Israel defeated all four of the Arab armies and captured the West Bank, Gaza Strip, Sinai 

Peninsula, and the Golan Heights.  

 Following the war, Israel was besieged by attacks by the Egyptians on the new 

border, and by the newly formed Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) inside Israel. 

On October 6th 1973, on the Jewish Yom Kippur observance, Egypt and Syria once again 

attacked Israel. The war ended 20 days later with no significant territorial changes. 

Throughout the latter half of the 1970s, the PLO and other Palestinian groups continued to 

stage attacks against Israel, including a 1976 hijacking of an Israeli commercial plane. The 

PLO also established bases in southern Lebanon which it used to attack Israel, which Israel 

responded to by briefly invading southern Lebanon.  

 In the midst of the Palestinian insurgency, a critical step towards peace was made. 

In 1977 Egyptian president Anwar El Sadat formally recognized Israel, making Egypt one 

of the first Arab countries to do so. In 1978 and 1979 Israel and Egypt signed the Camp 

David Accords and the Israel-Egypt peace treaty which included the handover of the Sinai 

back to Egypt. However, Israel began making provocative actions in its occupied 

territories. In 1980, Jerusalem was declared Israel’s capital, causing widespread outrage. In 



the same year, the government began providing incentives for its citizens to settle in the 

Palestinian west bank, further enraging the Arab world.  

 In 1982, Israel again invaded Lebanon due to the vacuum of power in the country 

caused by the Lebanese civil war, which had enabled the PLO to once again thrive. The 

Israeli’s quickly crushed the PLO forces 

and settled in for a long occupation of the 

country. They withdrew from most of 

Lebanon in 1986, but still maintain a 

buffer zone in the nation’s south. In 1987, 

the First Intifada uprising began in 

Palestinian areas of Israel. It consisted 

mostly of uncoordinated attacks and 

demonstrations throughout the country. It 

went on for the next six years and more 

than 1,000 people were killed in the uprising. In 1993, a great leap toward peace was made 

with the signing of the Oslo Accords by Israel and the PLO, which created the Palestinian 

National Authority and gave it the right to govern parts of the West Bank and Gaza Strip.     

Current Situation: 

 The current state of affairs in the region is looking up with the recent signing of the 

Oslo Accords, but difficult challenges remain. The Oslo I Accord signed last year includes 

various principles. The most important of these is the establishment of the Palestinian 

National Authority, which will allow some areas of Palestine to become autonomous and 

self-governing, a step we have sought for years. Also included is mutual recognition 



between Israel and the PLO, withdrawal of Israeli forces from some parts of Gaza and the 

West Bank, and a call for a permanent agreement to settle the issues of Jerusalem, 

Palestinian refugees, permanent borders, and security arrangements with negations slated to 

begin in 1996. While these developments are encouraging, there is no guarantee a 

permanent agreement will be reached, and hostilities continue to fester. 

 Some of the biggest remaining obstacles to continued peace are the Israeli 

settlements in Palestinian territory, Israeli treatment of Palestinian civilians, especially 

among the armed forces in the West Bank and Gaza, and the issue of the status of 

Jerusalem. The issue of the settlements has been ongoing since the 1980s when the Israeli 

government encouraged its citizens to settle in Palestinian territory, and to some extent still 

does to this day. Some leading advocates of the settlements in Israel could be described as 

“extremists”, and members of far right Jewish sects have burned Palestinian crops and 

destroyed homes to make way for the settlements. 

 This highlights the ongoing mistreatment of Palestinians within Israel, and some 

would say the government is not doing enough to protect Arab civilians. The Israeli 

Defense Forces have been accused of violating human rights and arbitrarily detaining and 

killing civilians, although there have been many unprovoked attacks on Israeli civilians by 

Palestinians. The status of Jerusalem is also a key concern. Israel claimed it as its capital 

city in 1980, but this move has not been recognized internationally. Palestinians also claim 

Jerusalem as the capital of a future Palestinian state, and this issue will have to be 

overcome before real peace can be achieved.  

          



Bloc Positions: 

 The current conservative government of Prime Minister John Major has been 

walking a fine line on the conflict, remaining neutral and avoiding any controversial actions 

while at the same time encouraging peace. Most of the conservative members of parliament 

and officials within the government have followed his lead. The liberals have mostly acted 

likewise, although several high profile members have spoken out against Israel for 

perceived violations of human rights. Others have publically sympathized with the 

Palestinians and urged Israel to moderate its actions. 

 The British public is divided on the issue given several recent diplomatic incidents 

between the United Kingdom and the Israeli government, as well as a general souring of 

relations during the 1980s. During Israel’s invasion of Lebanon in 1982, the parliament 

voted to enact an arms embargo on Israel which is still in effect. It has been alleged that 

during our war with Argentina over the Falkland Islands that same year, the Israelis 

covertly supplied weaponry to Argentina in retaliation for the embargo. In addition, in 1986 

and 1988 covert operations by the Mossad (the Israeli intelligence agency) on British soil 

came to light. The 1986 incident involved the mass forging of British passports by Mossad 

and the 1988 event involved Mossad operatives at the Israeli Embassy in London recruiting 

a British-Palestinian man to act as a double agent and infiltrate the PLO, both of which 

infuriated the government and public.    

 Despite all of this, the United Kingdom remains committed to reaching a stable and 

lasting peace between Israel, the Palestinians, and Arab countries. Peace in the region is 

vital to our strategic interests, and those of the entire world. It is up to you, as ministers of 

the British Cabinet, to decide the best route to take to this end.   



 

Discussion Questions: 

1. What are some of the root causes of the recurring violence between Palestinians and 

Israel? 

2. Was Israeli use of force against civilians during the First Intifada justified? 

3. What are some of the biggest obstacles to peace between the two sides? 

4. What strategic interests does the U.K have in Israel, occupied Palestine, and the 

surrounding countries? 

5. What, if any, actions can the U.K take to encourage and foster peace in the region? 

Key Terms: 

Oslo Accords: A peace framework signed by Israel and the PLO in 1993 

Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO): A guerrilla movement founded in 1964 that 

seeks to liberate the Palestinian territories by violent struggle. 

Palestinian National Authority: an interim self-governing body of Palestine set up as a 

result of the Oslo Accords. 

Camp David Accords: the peace agreement between Egypt and Israel reached in 1978 

Israeli Defense Forces (IDF): Israel’s armed forces. 

Mossad: The Israeli state intelligence agency.  

 

Resources : 



https://web.archive.org/web/20021115183950/http://knesset.gov.il/process/docs/oslo_eng.h

tm 

https://www.gov.uk/government/world/organisations/british-embassy-tel-aviv 

https://www.gov.uk/government/world/israel 

http://query.nytimes.com/gst/abstract.html?res=9F0CE5D8103BE13ABC4151DFB366838

F679EDE&legacy=true 

https://books.google.com/books?id=dVmhhVHvTAMC&pg=PA155#v=onepage&q&f=fals

e 

http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/foreignpolicy/peace/guide/pages/declaration%20of%20establish

ment%20of%20state%20of%20israel.aspx 

https://history.state.gov/milestones/1945-1952/arab-israeli-war 

http://www.mideastweb.org/palpop.htm 

Bregman, Ahron (2002). A History of Israel. Palgrave Macmillan. ISBN 0-333-67631-9. 
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Topic III: Domestic Issues 

 

Topic Overview: 

 As the executive body of the United Kingdom, it is this body’s responsibility to 

guide this nation and serve its citizens above all else. While a new world order is in the 

process of forming following the fall of the Soviet Union, it is important to remember the 

the United Kingdom needs to ensure it is strong and united here at home in order to play a 

more productive and meaningful role abroad. The Irish Republican Army (IRA) continues 

to wreak havoc in Northern Ireland as forces loyal to the United Kingdom continue to fight 

back against the rebellion and our soldiers continue operations in the area. Over in Scotland 

nationalists have also been gaining traction as their calls for devolution and independence 

have been heard throughout the nation and threaten the union’s stability with a potential 

second referendum. Maintaining the union and the stability it provides should be of the 

highest priority of this body.  

 

Historical Background: 

 The United Kingdom has been faced with these issues of Scottish and Irish 

secession since the formation of the union25. For centuries the union government has dealt 

with groups that would stop at nothing to separate Scotland and Northern Ireland from 

England and destroy everything that the union looked to achieve. However, independence 

movements in both regions have gained incredible momentum over the last few decades. 

                                                           
25 http://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-scotland-independence-history-idUKBREA131C120140204 



Northern Ireland 

 Starting in the late 1960’s, both regions began a strong resurgence in their desire to 

succeed from the union. Focusing specifically on Northern Ireland, following the riots of 

August 1969 the IRA began growing in strength and capability which lead it to taking up 

armed conflict against forces of the United Kingdom and local loyalist forces such as the 

Ulster Protestant Volunteers (UPV) and Ulster Volunteer Force (UVF)26. Both of these 

groups became paramilitary organizations dedicated to keeping Northern Ireland in the 

union27. The conflict that would ensue from this point forward has become known simply 

as “The Troubles”. 

 

 Bombings in the early 1970’s by both sides only fueled what was the deadliest 

decade of the Irish conflict to date. By the end of 1972 there had been hundreds of 

shootings and clashes between the IRA and either loyalist forces or British soldiers and 

                                                           
26 http://cain.ulst.ac.uk/othelem/chron/ch69.htm 

27 http://alphahistory.com/northernireland/loyalist-paramilitaries/ 



over 1,300 bombings28. Midway through 1972 however, the government in London lost 

confidence in the administration ruling in Northern Ireland’s ability to maintain security in 

the region and passed the Northern Ireland Temporary Provisions Act of 1972 and began 

direct rule of Northern Ireland from London29. For the remainder of the 1970’s was a mix 

of mass violence, shootings, bombings, on and off ceasefires and a series of political 

proposals to end the paramilitary violence. Attempted solutions included the Sunningdale 

Agreement, a proposal to grant full Irish independence and a new attempt to “normalise” 

life in Northern Ireland to quell violence by restoring certain rights and amending laws the 

nationalists in Northern Ireland fought against30. All of which failed to bring an acceptable 

solution to the discontent in Northern Ireland and saw the conflict continue on through the 

1980’s.  

 The new decade opened up with the Irish Hunger Strike that saw 10 IRA prisoners 

die of starvation and served to reinvigorate the nationalists will to fight for Irish 

independence in what the IRA calls it’s “Long War” strategy31. From the hunger strikes, 

Sinn Fein was formed and began advancing the political agenda of the IRA32. The IRA has 

sought to use political maneuvering and armed conflict to achieve its objectives. However, 

while the IRA looked to start making legitimate political gains through Sinn Fein, the 

1980’s saw a continued wave of terror and violence from the IRA and counter-resistance 

                                                           
28 http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/events/bloody_friday_belfast 

29 http://cain.ulst.ac.uk/hmso/tpa1972.htm 

30 http://www.parliament.uk/about/living-

heritage/evolutionofparliament/legislativescrutiny/parliamentandireland/overview/sunningdale-

agreement/ 

31 http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/events/republican_hunger_strikes_maze 

32 https://www.britannica.com/topic/Sinn-Fein 



from loyalist paramilitary forces. Several high profile attacks included: Brighton hotel 

bombing, the mortaring of Correy Square police station and the Corporals killings33. While 

this attacks are horrific and should not go unpunished, Sinn Fein has shown throughout this 

time a willingness to negotiate an end to the conflict that should not be ignored. 

Scotland 

The idea of Scottish independence is no new idea, it has been debated in different 

forms since from the beginning of union. Until 1960 however, it was mostly bluster and 

didn’t appear to have the momentum to take off on its own. Following then Prime Minister 

Harold Macmillan’s famous Wind of Change speech the then-prominent Scottish Unionist 

Party (SUP) saw a steady decline in support and by 1967 the Scottish National Party (SNP) 

won its first Parliamentary seat in an upset election34. This victory gave the SNP a national 

profile and lead to the creation of the Kilbrandon Commision.  

Adding fuel to the debate of Scottish independence was then the discovery of oil in 

the Northern Sea off of the east coast of Scotland. The UK saw that oil as an asset for the 

whole union but the SNP launched the largely successful “It’s Scotland’s Oil” campaign 

that highlighted to the nation how the oil could help Scotland’s struggling economy and 

reinvigorate its populace35. Although it may not have been directly responsible, that 

campaign may have had strong influence on the February 1974 general election in which 

seven SNP MPs were elected to Parliament. The now  majority Labour Party had failed to 

                                                           
33 http://alphahistory.com/northernireland/ira-mainland-campaign/ 

34 http://www.bbc.com/news/uk-scotland-13315752 

35 http://www.bbc.com/news/uk-scotland-scotland-politics-20042070 



secure an overall majority from the Conservatives and forced another election in the 

October of that year in which the SNP performed even better than before and had 11 SNP 

MPs elected and won 30% of the total vote in Scotland showing strong support for the 

party’s ideals in Scotland. Take note though that immediately prior to the February 

election, the Conservative government commissioned the McCrone report to report on the 

viability of an independent Scotland. While the report saw that Scotland could have one of 

the strongest European currencies, it also listed ways to knock down the SNP once and for 

all. It was classified as top secret and passed on to the incoming Labour government, it 

could be of interest to this government if it can be obtained36.  

As the Labour government led by Harold Wilson took full power in October of 

1974, the SNP saw an opportunity to push for the creation of a Scottish Assembly in the 

pursuit of a policy of devolution from the UK. While both parties, Labour and SNP, 

supported this idea of devolution since it was supported by the Kilbrandon Commision 

there were splits in both parties that slowed down the process. In the Labour party, there 

were MPs who supported Scottish devolution but others wanted to keep a full central 

Westminster government in place. Meanwhile in the SNP there were MPs who saw 

devolution as a stepping stone to independence while others saw it as a distraction from the 

ultimate goal of independence. In 1976 there was an opening for the SNP to force the 

Labour party’s hand on the issue given that Harold Wilson was forced to resign and the 

party’s majority under James Callaghan was quickly diminishing after several election 

                                                           
36 

http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/13159881.Exclusive__McCrone_2__secret_report_which_advised_

Westminster_to_set_up_oil_fund/ 



loses. The SNP struck a deal with the Labour party to support their government and 

prolong its dying life in return for a referendum on the devolution of Scotland.  

In 1979 the Scottish devolution referendum took place and Scotland voted with a 

narrow majority in favor of devolution and the creation of the Scottish Assembly. The vote 

broke down to 52% in favor, 48% opposed. However, with the technicality put in place that 

at least 40% of the entire electorate of Scotland must vote in favor of devolution, when 

calculated only 32.9% of the total electorate voted in favor. This was due to the relatively 

low voter turnout of only 63.6% and infuriated the SNP37. They called that the stipulation 

was undemocratic and ignored the will of those who voted while the Labour party 

countered with the argument that all voters were well aware that not voting at all was 

equivalent to voting against devolution and voter apathy could not be used as an excuse. 

 

In a show of protest, the SNP broke off their deal with the Labour government and 

withdrew its support from it. Together with the Conservatives, Liberals and Ulster 

Unionists forced a vote of no confidence and sprung a May 1979 general election in which 

the Conservatives led by Margaret Thatcher won the majority and the SNP went from 11 

                                                           
37 http://www.open.edu/openlearn/people-politics-law/1979-the-first-scottish-referendum-on-devolution 



MPs to 2. Their influence was drastically diminished and the issue of Scottish 

independence was put on hold for most of the 1980’s.  

 

Current Situation: 

In both Scotland and Northern Ireland, the SNP and IRA continue to serve as a 

nuisance and cannot be ignored. Both groups have made strides in advancing their agendas 

but the Westminster government has served as an excellent balance to their attempts of 

secession and has maintained the integrity of the union. However, it is clear that deals need 

to be cut and permanent stability needs to be put in place throughout the union before other 

citizens of the UK become discontent with the handling of these immensely important 

regions.    

Northern Ireland 

The IRA has shown no hesitance in their use of force against loyalist and national 

security forces and continue their armed campaign. They are not to be taken lightly. Their 

control over the entire region surrounding South Armagh has gone nearly unchallenged by 

any of our forces or loyalist forces in the region38. They have used this area as their 

stronghold dating back to the 1970’s but now have made it incredibly dangerous for any of 

our forces to enter the area. Reports have it that they have deployed sniper teams to take out 

any of our patrols in the area and they have done so39. We have lost soldiers to these snipers 

                                                           
38 http://www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/news/northern-ireland/how-ira-turned-south-armagh-into-a-fuel-

complex-34296873.html 

39 http://www.documentcloud.org/documents/565822-ira-report.html 



on several occasions and lack a strong means to respond without appearing to invade our 

own country. Our air dominance has also been challenged by the recent downing of two 

helicopters in the area by IRA mortar strikes. A recent influx of guns from Libya for the 

IRA and South Africa for loyalist forces has only increased tension in the area. In short, the 

IRA has effectively taken control and rules all of South Armagh in Northern 

Ireland40.  

While the body could look to diminish control of the IRA in South 

Armagh, there has been a series of behind the scenes meetings between our 

officials and Sinn Fein, loyalist officials and our officials and loyalists and 

Ireland government officials. Although these relatively secret discussions have been going 

on for nearly a decade, this body could look to spin these discussions to achieve its goals. 

Regardless of what route is chosen, this cabinet needs to craft a bold plan to address the 

situation in Northern Ireland. It is almost certain that the IRA will continue to run rampant 

and cost us lives so long as this conflict is allowed to continue. For now this conflict has 

become a battle of will power and our constituents will not tolerate these levels of troop and 

civilian casualties forever.  

Scotland 

 The 1980’s was a relatively quiet decade in terms of the SNP having any political 

power or voice across the union. Following the 1979 failed referendum and collapse of the 

Labour government the SNP fell into a period of internal divisions. By 1982 it appeared as 

                                                           
40 http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/northernireland/8425593/Libyan-arms-helped-the-IRA-to-

wage-war.html 



though the SNP had repaired its internal wounds and mounted a campaign to return to 

prominence in Parliament. In 1987 the SNP managed to win 3 seats in Parliament and won 

another seat in 1988 in a major upset election against a Labour party candidate41. That loss 

pushed the Labour party to support a Scottish Constitutional Convention to protect their 

Scottish electoral base42. The SNP looked to make headway in gaining seats in Parliament 

in the 1992 elections but only managed to maintain their 3 seats they won in 1987 while 

losing the seat they won in 198843. While they didn’t gain any seats in the most recent 

election, their percentage of the vote skyrocketed from 1987 showing a resurgence in 

support for their party and is a concern the Conservative majority in the next election.  

 

Block Positions: 

Conservative Party 

Our majority party has always been for maintaining the union and preventing 

Northern Ireland and Scotland from breaking free. Historically this party has supported a 

strong Westminster government and wants to keep it that way. Margaret Thatcher gave 

little attention to the calls of the SNP and worked to put the IRA down and not give in to 

their demands. The majority of the party’s electoral base is located in England and Wales 

and these regions benefit from having Scotland and Northern Ireland in the region. It has 

become concerning in regards to security with the situation in Northern Ireland but to cave 

                                                           
41 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/special/politics97/background/pastelec/ge87.shtml 

42 http://www.gov.scot/About/Factfile/18060/11550 

43 http://www.ukpolitical.info/1992.htm 



in and grant them independence would be equivalent to bowing to terrorism. Conservative 

MPs would generally support measures to keep Scotland content but within the union and 

under Westminster control and strong measures to quell the violence that has plagued 

Northern Ireland.  

Labour Party 

 As the leading opposition party, it comes as a surprise that it has several areas it 

agrees with the Conservatives in regards to Scottish and Irish independence while still 

maintaining several opposing positions. The Labour Party has shown a limited willingness 

to work with the SNP on working towards Scottish independence. In 1979 they allowed the 

devolution referendum for the creation of a Scottish Assembly but added the stipulation 

requiring at least 40% of the whole electorate to vote in favor for devolution and through 

that prevented Scotland from creating it own assembly. The Scottish Constitutional 

Convention they recently agreed to hold following the 1987 election also repeated their 

willingness to allow for a Scottish Assembly but not full independence. Labour has also 

been split on its desire to allow for limited Scottish independence and maintaining a strong 

Westminster government.  

 Labour has been less in favor of working with the IRA to achieve Northern Irish 

independence. Like the Conservatives, they are strongly opposed to the violence used by 

the IRA to achieve their political agenda and is for stabilizing the region. It is less clear 

where Labour stands with the Irish but they have no electoral loyalty to the region but may 

be open to a similar proposal that they have offered to the SNP in the past with limited 

independence for Northern Ireland if it means ending the conflict and bloodshed.  



Liberal Democrats 

 Although the Liberal Democrats only have 20 seats, they serve as the largest 

minority outside of Labour. They are elected mostly from Scotland and would be in favor 

of some sort of independence from the UK. However, independence is not their leading 

issue as they beat SNP candidates. Like the two other parties, the Liberal Democrats would 

like to see an end to the violence in Northern Ireland and may or may not be for supporting 

Irish independence in order to bring peace depending on their stance regarding the 

maintenance of a strong Westminster government.  

Scottish National Party 

 This party seeks the full and complete independence of Scotland from the UK. 

While some of its members support the stepping stone of devolution from the UK, their 

ultimate end goal is to become an independent and sovereign state. They are a single issue 

party that will continue to push this cause until they see results. They have become weary 

of the Labour Party but will likely side with them on most issues as the Conservative Party 

has opposed independence full heartedly.  

Ulster Unionist Party (UUP) 

 The UUP is one of the primary unionist parties in Northern Ireland. They fight to 

keep Northern Ireland in the UK and oppose the IRA anywhere they are. They are strong 

allies of the Conservatives and don’t want any measure passed that will seperate the UK 

from Northern Ireland. They currently hold 9 seats in Parliament, the fourth largest party 



following the Liberal Democrats. 

 

 

Discussion Questions: 

1. Can you accept full independence of Scotland and/or Northern Ireland? 

2. Is full independence for either country feasible? 

3. Are there any other acceptable alternatives to full independence? 

4. How could you quell any resistance to keeping either country in the UK? 

5. What do you think should be done about the IRA’s armed campaign? 

6. How should the resurgence of the SNP be handled? 

7. How important is maintaining a strong centralized Westminster government? 



8. How would the UK’s standing in the world change if Scotland and Northern Ireland 

were independent? 

 

Key Terms: 

Irish Republican Army- Technically two separate entities, the Provisional IRA and the 

Official IRA, this is the group in Northern Ireland that is waging a bloody armed conflict 

against other loyalist paramilitary forces and the UK soldiers stationed in Northern Ireland 

in order to achieve independence from the UK. The Provisional IRA leads this fight and has 

been responsible for hundreds of deaths and bombings in the region.  

 

Ulster Protestant Volunteers & Ulster Volunteer Force- Two paramilitary groups loyal 

to the UK that have taken up arms against the IRA. They seek to keep Northern Ireland 

fully unified with the UK.  

 

“The Troubles”- A term used to describe the entire conflict between the IRA, the UK and 

loyalist paramilitary forces over the independence of Northern Ireland.  

 

Northern Ireland Temporary Provisions Act of 1972- An act passed by Parliament to 

take control of day to day administration of Northern Ireland away from the administration 

there responsible for that and give it to Parliament. They noted deteriorating security as the 

reason behind it.  



 

Sunningdale Agreement- An attempt to establish a power sharing system that would have 

a Northern Ireland Executive and a cross-border Council of Ireland. It was signed in 1973 

but collapsed in 1974 following unionist opposition, violence and a loyalist general strike.  

 

Sinn Fein- The political wing of the IRA meant to work out a behind the scenes political 

deal to secure Irish independence and end the armed conflict.  

 

Wind of Change- The famous speech by Prime Minister Harold Macmillan stating the end 

of the British Empire and that the UK was no longer the power it was before the World 

Wars. It caused the fall of the Scottish Unionist Party and rise of the SNP. 

 

Kilbrandon Commission- A commission meant to look into the governments of each 

member of the UK and make recommendations on changes that should be made. It 

recommended in 1973 that Scotland be devolved and given its own assembly but not full 

independence. It only noted that Northern Ireland should be given more MPs in Parliament.  
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