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MORE important than whether or

not Britain should enter the
Common Market is the manner in
which the decision is being taken.
The people have no say in it at all.
Big Business long ago considered
that its plans to extend and cen-
tralise its activities, and thus make
more profit, would best be served
by joining the European Com-
munity. Successive British Govern-
ments, both Labour and Tory, have
done their best to forward these
plans and Heath has only completed
what Wilson had been actively en-
gaged in negotiating.

There remains only the matter of
getting Parliament to place its ‘demo-
cratic’ seal of approval on the whole
thing. Here, however, some quite
unexpected difficulties have arisen.

LABOUR SHAKE-UP

The working population, sickened
by broken promises from Labour,
IS now becoming angered by the
openly hostile attacks being launched
against them by the Tories. Faced
with massive unemployment, soaring
prices, rotten housing which is get-
ting worse, a Health Service which
1S dying on its feet, and the shack-
ling of workshop activity by the
Industrial Relations Act, a great
many workers see entry into the
Common Market as just another
dirty trick being played upon them
by those in ‘authority’. They are

dead right, for that is just what it is.
All of which means that oppo-

sition to entry has assumed mass
proportions among people who pre-
viously had paid hardly any atten-
tion to it at all. This development
1S posing problems to the Govern-
ment but, above all, it i1s causing a
real shake-up in the ranks of
organised Labour.

If Wilson is now hedging his bets,
talking of ‘the terms not being
right’, and hinting that he might
now be against entry, he i1s merely
trimming his sails to the prevailing
wind. As a politician he wants
power, and he can’t ever get it un-
less he can somehow hold the sup-
port of a majority of Labour voters.
So he is at present engaged, along
with some of his closest associates,
in the unedifying spectacle of eating
his own words.

TORY VOTERS STUNNED

THe Tories, too, are having diffi-
culties—but for different reasons.
Their strongest supporters from a
voting point of view come from
that section of the population which
believes that Britain and the British
are somehow superior to all
‘foreigners’ and ordaimed by God
Almighty to rule the world.

They have already been shaken
to the marrow of their bones by a
Tory Government presiding over the
dissolution of the ‘empire’, they
are horrified at all the black faces
appearing in Britain, and now they
are being asked to enter into some
kind of unity with Frenchmen, Ger-

VIETNAN—

SIRATEGIC GENOCIDE

LLSBERG’'S LEAK of a confidential

report on the Vietnam war focuses
attention once again on American murder
in S.E. Asia. Ellsherg is an academic
strategist, and one the team that was
largely responsible for the planning and
theorising behind this war during the
Kennedy and Johnson administrations.
Now his conscience has got the better
of him, and he is publicly exorcising it.
However, in all the publicity people have
failed to focus on the point of his dis-
closures: the strategy of genocide cur-
rently being employed in S.E. Asia.
Ellsberg is not so concerned to docu-
ment the lies and mistakes of Johnson
et al—all governments lie, cheat and
make mistakes—as to reveal the con-
tinuning strategy that such lies have
covered up, and to induce some feeling
of horror in the American consciousness
at what they are doing in S.E. Asia. As
usual the press in the West is concen-
trating on the man and the story, not the
principles and issues involved. My pur-
pose is to spell out just that strategy
that now so revolts Ellsberg.

The Kennedy and Johnson regimes
developed theories on limited war, esca-
lation, and counter-insurgency warfare,
which were put to the test in Vietnam;
the war became an interesting case study
for many academics and planners. The
limited war theorists evolved concepts
of target limitations (initially no bomb-
ing of N. Vietnam, cities, etc.), ‘sanc-
tuaries’ (initially Cambodia, the demili-
tarised zone, etc.), and weapons limita-
tions (no nuclears, etc.); the escalation
theorists systematically transgressed these
‘limitations’ as ‘warning demonstrations’
to the N. Vietnamese to lay off; and the
counter-insurgency theorists thought up

the ‘urbanisation’ programme to deal
with indigenous guerillas, and to deprive
the N. Vietnamese of their organisational
and logistics base within S. Vietnam.
APPALLING COSTS
Seven years later with over half a
million deaths, 14+ million casualties,
refugees in the millions (over 259% of
the total populations of Laos and Cam-
bodia turned into refugees in the past
12 months alone), and much of Cam-
bodia, Laos and Vietnam an ecological
disaster zone, many of the original
theorists are, as Ellsberg, appalled at
what the US has done. Still more have
come to the conclusion that in Vietnam
‘controlled escalation’ has been a failure,
that in any case the premises of contain-
ment and the domino theory on which
the war was started no longer apply,
and so the US might as well get out:
but ‘on grounds of morality and expedi-
ency the general conception of limited
war still holds good’—perhaps we can
expect more Vietnams; maybe S. America.
A third ‘school’ still considers the war
to be winnable; this is the present
administration, the Nixons and Kis-
singers of the world, and the war goes on.
They have come to the conclusion that
the Democrats escalated too gradually
and made insufficient use of air power—
in short, the Democrats were too irreso-
lute. The new concept is one of making
the ‘warning demonstrations’ rapid and
dramatic escalations of the conflict in
order to demonstrate Nixon's determin-
ation, and to show just how far he is
prepared to go without consulting Con-
gress and in the face of public opinion.
Indeed, in a sense the greater the public
outcry that Nixon rides out, the stronger
Continued on page 2

mans and Italians. They are quite
stunned by it all and feel betrayed
by their own beloved Conservative
Party. They turn increasingly to
people like Powell who seems to
have remained true to the old ideals
and opposes entry into the Market.

So while the real rulers of the
country are united in their decision
to join Europe, the traditional
Parties—on whom they rely to put
across the decision—are finding
that the voters in each camp are
in revolt. Indeed, for the first time
iIn many a long vyear there is a
truly popular movement developing
against the Government and against
the leaders of both the main political
parties.

PARLIAMENTARY
CONUNDRUMS

In the face of all this, it is no
wonder that concern is being ex-
pressed among the parliamentarians
that unless some method is found
of getting a democratic decision—or
at least the appearance of a demo-
cratic decision — Parliament and
Government will, as they say, ‘lose
its credibility’ among the people.
But how is this rescue operation to
be carried out?

Heath is for grinding on regard-
less, relying on a substantial number
of Labour MPs voting for entry and
thus giving the appearance of the
decision being an ‘all-Party’ one
representing the real opinion of the
people.

Wilson is not clear what to do.
He is waiting to see which way the
wind blows, but many of his sup-
porters are already working out a
formula which will enable most
Labour MPs to vote against the
Market and thus give the impression
that Labour represents all the oppo-
sition. The formula for this is that
entry would probably be all right
under a Labour Government but
would be disastrous under the
Tories . . . so let's have another
General Election.

But there are snags in this—big
snags—and Michael Foot, that great
defender of the parliamentary faith,
has been the first to spot them. How
can we claim an election on the
Common Market issue, he writes in
T'ribune, unless Labour is clearly
seen to be against entry? With the
Party in Parliament divided, as it is,
Heath could truthfully say that an
election wouldn’t in any way indi-
cate the views of the voters on the
Common Market question.

So Michael Foot proposes a little
manoeuvre to fool the Tories and
the people. He admits that many
leading MPs are devoted to entry
into Europe, that many others be-
lieve that Rippon’s terms are good
and, he hastens to say, he wouldn’t
want them to change their views
which are ‘sincerely held’. All he
demands, this freedom-loving ad-
mirer of Hazlitt, is that Labour MPs
who agree with entry should toe the
Party line and vote as the Party
Whips tell them! This, he writes,
will make it clear that another
Labour Government would truly
reflect the wishes of the people.

He admits it is a conundrum
and it certainly is. How do you
make a Party which has supported
entry and has negotiated it and
whose leaders clearly believe in it,
into a Party which will lead the

opposition to it?

Of course there is a much simpler
way of finding out what the people
feel about the Common Market—
a popular referendum binding on the

Government. No need then to shut
the mouths of the pro-marketeers,
no need to solve parliamentary

conundrums—all that is required is
a simple vote of all the people for
Oor against entry.

The decision once arrived at
would be mandatory upon the
Government. Everyone could put

his point of view in the pre-referen-
dum campaign. Simple and demo-
cratic—but the democrat Foot
doesn’t advocate it. He wants an
election because the purpose of
elections is elect governments, and
governments do things for the
people, they don’t allow people to do
things for themselves. Clearly he
would sooner have a Government—
even one in which half the members
didn’t believe in what they were
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THE GOMMON MARKET

For a People’s Referendum

doing!—than have a decision taken
by the people themselves. Of course
it 1s understandable. For once you
let the people decide for themselves
the habit will grow and MPs are in
danger of being considered redun-
dant. As Enoch Powell said in a
IV interview in which he flatly
opposed the i1dea of a referendum,
where will it stop? Where indeed!
Why, given the power to stop legis-
lation and make legislation, the
people might even decide not only
to opt out of the Common Market
but to opt out of the capitalist rat
race altogether!

THE LINE OF THE PARTIES

To my knowledge, none of the
Parties are for a referendum, not
even the most ‘revolutionary’ ones.
None of them are prepared to allow
the people themselves to decide be-
cause all of them are devoted to
forming governments and the essence

Continued on page 4

Legal Statism and

sriminal Syndicalism

ETWEEN 1921 AND 1923 in the
United States over 100 members of
the IWW were imprisoned in San Quentin
by the Criminal Syndicalist legislation.
With the revival of the TWW, the US
authorities have seen fit to revive this
piece of legislation and three Spanish-
speaking IWW members and associates
in San Diego, California, have been
charged under the act. For good measure
the police added charges of making
and distributing fire bombs, and soliciting
commission of a murder. The third
charge was dropped and the second
charge was brought in on evidence from
a police stool-pigeon. The police waited
six months before bringing the charges.
The three arrested, Ricardo Gonsalvez,
David Rico and Carlos Calderon, were

active among Chicanos (Spanish-speaking
migrant workers) with a group known
as the ‘Brown Berets’ and producing a
newspaper called the Streer Journal pro-
testing about Chicano schooling, housing
and civil nghts—the offices and printing
press of the group were tear-gassed by
right-wing groups. This was the cul-
mination of regular acts of wviolence
against the group.

If you want to help, Americans
should send cheques made out to Los
Tres de San Diego Defence Committee
and mail to Arthur Miller at PO Box
1332, San Diego, California 92112. (Don’t
put ‘Los Tres’ on envelope.) Others
should send to Dave Pickett, ¢c/o0 Frees«
dom Press.

J.R.

EAMUS CUSACK, the man who was
shot by a soldier and taken to
Latterkenny Hospital, died needlessly.
Apparently not ONE of those who
dragged him off the street knew how to
apply a tourniquet. He very definitely
WAS NOT ARMED whatever the British
Army say. Literally dozens of eye-
witnesses (and their statements were got
without them knowing or hearing what
other people said) have testified that he
had merely stooped to pick up the helmet
of a soldier who shot him at point blank
range. Seamus belonged to no political
organization.

Now, yesterday afternoon, 19-year-old
Desmond Beatie was shot. He too
had no weapon in spite of what the
Army say. These two deaths are plain
MURDER.

How many more corpses must we have
before Westminster, Stormont and Lein-
ster House get together and TALK
SENSE? It is the worst rioting since
that ghastly 1969, and Ivan Cooper,
MP, says he is certain that the Army
have been ordered to shoot at once
on the merest suspicion without warning.
Eddie McAteer appealed to Dublin for

help and Lynch bleated a bit which is
all he ever does. Only three days to
the twelfth and God alone knows what
will happen then.

Compare these shootings with the way
the Linfield crowds are allowed to pass
Unity Flats after matches in Belfast
and stop and shriek obscenities at those
who live there while no one is ever
arrested, and then tell me the British
Army is not biased. I must say the
vile competition between the regular IRA
and the Provos as to which can be
most violent does not help at all.

The regulars are now burning things
galore in the twenty-six counties too. Last

night three bungalows at Arklow built by
a German were burned. I don’t want
our country taken over by foreign specu-
lators any more than the rest BUT
these violences will only lead to stiffen-
ing of repressive laws and I am afraid
of deaths here too. There will be no
peace in Ireland until BOTH IRA and
Orange Lodges cease to exist and we
learn we are all Irish and to work
together for the common good.
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