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FOURTH WORLD REVIEW 
THE UN UNIVERSAL DECLARATION of Human
Rights is not by any means universal since I
strongly differ on the prescriptive manner of
much of its pronouncements, even if I am
only one against those billions of the rest of
the people in the world. I am moreover left
in a state of utter bewilderment by one sen-
tence in Article 26, which stands out like a
dog’s flea on a butter pat. ‘Elementary edu-
cation shall be compulsory.’ I do not under-
stand how something proclaimed as ‘com-
pulsory’ can then be regarded as a ‘right’,
but at any rate let us take comfort from that
source of comfort where discomfort seems to
swell from the fact that it ‘shall be’ compul-
sory and apparently is not yet compulsory.
WHEN TALKING to Teddy Goldsmith on the
phone recently, he suddenly began to refer to
Mr Blair, (the man at No. 10), in the most
opprobrious terms. It occurred to me that in
my adult lifetime I have lived under about
ten different prime ministers, and in almost
every case, perhaps Churchill was an excep-
tion, they have ended their period of office by
being an object of extreme execration by large
sections of the public. It suggests that this
odium is really related to the office rather
than to any particular person occupying it,
and that there are certain pressures working
on it which makes the eventual unpopularity
of the occupant inevitable. Whatever the poli-
cies on which prime ministers have been
elected these pressures are in fact far more
powerful than anything the electorate at
large can expect to control. Indeed the
reverse situation prevails, for the popular
will is clearly just one of the weapons in the
armoury of these powerful forces. They may
not always get their way directly, as the
growing hostility to the EUroplot may indi-
cate, but the popular will is fitful, spasmodic
and all too often only transiently attentive to

any mischief that may be afoot, whereas
these forces – the arms, oil, engineering and
other industries – never slacken the grip of
their focus for an instant. The unpopularity
of successive prime ministers arises in large
part from the need to kow-tow to the wishes
of these forces, even at the cost of electoral
unpopularity, and if ever one of them
decided to oppose their wishes he or she will
be ditched, as Mrs Thatcher was ditched after
making clear in her Bruges speech her oppo-
sition to the EUroplot, or assassinated, as
Kennedy was after the Bay of Pigs fiasco and
his declared intention to clean up his corrupt
government finances. So I do not waste my
breath by execrating any of them, rather do I
reserve my surprise for when they do any-
thing remotely sensible or constructive,
knowing that whenever they lose office it is
simply a matter of one political bastard
replacing another.

CHRIS WRIGHT sends me a note to assert,
‘...there is a place for both action and theo-
rising and, maybe, FWR errs too much
towards the latter’, which rather sounds like
telling a man dying of thirst he overoccu-
pied with water.

It appears to overlook in any case that to
assert there is a superfluity of emphasis on
anything, even on theorising, is itself a the-
ory. So the essential question seems to be
whether any given theory is good or bad. Is
a theory that urges a modest bi-monthly
seeking to establish some degree of theoreti-
cal clarity in a world awash with confusion
and with multitudes of good people
devoted to ‘action’ of one kind or another,
(even though such ‘action’ appears to be
having no discernable effect on our current
headlong rush to disaster), to focus more on
‘action’, a good or a bad one?                           ■
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