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“The proper memory 
for a politician is 

one that knows what 
to remember and 
what to forget. 
John Morley

Parliamentary cliff-hangers and 
scholarly official reports have 

become the bread and circuses of 
British political life at the top. They 
arouse little or no interest in the 
general public, except in so far as they 
confirm the foul smell to people who 
already suspect that politics is a dirty 
business.

What must be striking to anarchists 
is the evidence of deeply-rooted 
cowardice in the English when 
confronted with a legal opinion: this

is reflected in the actions of the 
Ministers who cheerfully signed the 
gagging orders or ‘Public Interest 
Immunity Certificates’. Some, 
perhaps like Michael Heseltine, had 
qualms but all of them signed in the 
end. When Peter Lilley was asked to 
sign an amended gagging order a note 
was attached which declared: 
“Leading counsel is of the opinion 
that the changes will reduce the risk 
that the judge will call for copies of 
the documents”.

A letter received at Angel Alley this 
week asked why there are so few 

women writing in Freedom. Two quick 
answers spring to mind. Firstly, 
without inside information how does 
this reader know this to be the case 
as all the editorial comment is 
unsigned. Secondly, as Freedom does 
not ‘employ’ writers and journalists 
(i.e. writers are not paid) then the 
content of Freedom is dependent on 
the gender of the readers sending 
contributions. Positive discrimina­
tion couldn’t be put into operation or 
there would be no paper.

A quick browse through the 
Freedom subscription list reveals that 
a large majority of readers are men. It 
is not surprising therefore that most 
contributors will be men. Readers of 
the Raven no. 21 on ‘Women and 
Anarchism’ may remember a cri de 
coeur from Mary Quintana calling for 
a women’s page in Freedom and 
asking for readers to write in if they 
agreed. There was no response. The 
editor of the Raven on women 
intended to produce the issue with all 
the contributions written by women, 
but so few women responded that 
more than half came from men and 
there were no rejected articles by 
women. Would a women’s page in 
Freedom attract more women readers 
and thereby more women 
contributors? Would men read it in 
the way teenage boys are said to read 
girl’s magazines, to pick up tips about 

what women want? Are men and 
women wanting different things? Is it 
true that women only become 
political through their personal 
circumstances and if so do men 
overlook personal issues because the 
women are dealing with those? Do 
you pass your Freedom on to a female 
friend? Answers on a postcard please. 

BBC2 has been offering men the
chance to get in touch with 

themselves this week in a season of 
programmes called The Trouble with 
Men’. These programmes claim to 
deal with issues that men are 
reluctant to discuss. Documentaries 
and short, pithy ten-minute slots 
focused on, amongst other things, the 
prostate gland, sexually transmitted 
diseases, impotence and - ‘the last 
taboo’ - male infertility. It would be 
interesting to know how many men 
watched these programmes, whether 
they watched them alone or in 
company and what sort of 
discussions they had afterwards. 
Women will have watched in large 
numbers, that’s for certain.

The documentary on male infertility 
was particularly valuable as it 
acknowledged the existence of an 
ever-increasing problem which has 
always been seen as a women’s issue.

In a week when the British Medical 
Council has announced that sperm 
counts are lowering in men born after 
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If the judge had accepted the 
gagging orders without reading the 
documents, the documents would not 
have been released to the Matrix 
Churchill defence and three innocent 
machine-tool manufacturers may 
have gone to jail.

‘Innocent’ must be considered a 
relative term in this context, because 
everyone involved seemingly knew 
that the machine tools would be used 
to make ammunition. Indeed when 
Matrix Churchill came to fill in the 
application to sell the tools to Iraq, 
they had to define the ‘precise 
purpose’ for the use of the tools: their 
response was to write “manu­
facturing of general engineering 
products”. Scott claimed this was the 
opposite of a ‘precise purpose’ yet the 
Foreign Office duly approved the 
licence.

PARLIAMENT: TO PERISH IN THE DARK? 
In the Guardian, Paul Foot says: “The 
value of the Scott Report is its 
sustained proof that parliament is 
constantly by-passed and 
subverted”. But isn’t this naturally in 
the nature of high politics? Politicians 
will always seek to be seen to be 
following the letter of the law, even 
when it offends the public good. What 
Scott shows up is a lack of moral 
courage on the part of Ministers and 
bureaucrats, rather than legal 
finesse.

Parliament was misled by Ministers 
of the Crown. Some MPs, who wrote 
to Ministers about the concern of 
their constituents that Britain may 
still be selling arms to Iraq which was 
then murdering the Kurds on a mass 
scale, were, according to Scott, given 
answers which were “designedly 
misleading”.

Is this lying or, as Alan Clark put it 
in court when confronted with the 
evidence: “It’s our old friend of being 
economical with the actualite”?
The rigour and deference of 

Ministers like Mr Waldegrave to the 
law is only matched by their cavalier 
contempt for the public and, it seems, 
parliament. Mr Waldegrave told the 
Scott Inquiry that he did not have to 
tell parliament of new guidelines 
regarding sales to Iraq, because they 
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were only a new ‘interpretation’ of the existing 
rules. Later Sir Richard Scott says that it is 
“not remotely arguable” to claim that the 
guidelines had not been changed and that Mr 
Waldegrave’s attempts to do so were ‘sophistry’. 
(“Sophistry: specious but fallacious 
reasoning; employment of arguments which 
are intentionally deceptive”- Shorter Oxford 
English Dictionary.)

In the end Parliament chose to swallow its 
pride and overlook the years of dissembling 
by Ministers and voted to support the 
government position on the Scott Arms to Iraq 
Report. It puts one in mind of Lord Selborne’s 
speech in the House of Lords in 1910, shortly 
before that House had its powers reduced: 
“The question is, shall we perish in the dark, 
slain by our own hand, or in the light, killed 
by our enemies”.

Short-term survival seems to be a strong 
motive for professional politicians, but being 
straightforward is alien to those who follow a 
political career. Their craft is such that they 
don’t even tell a straightforward lie - they 
dissemble, they cover-up, they tell less than 
the full truth.

SLEEPING WITH THE ENEMY
Perhaps lying to Parliament is not the most 
critical thing in this saga! Anthony Sampson 
has argued: “Everyone in politics or business 
knows that lies are sometimes inevitable and 
that (as de Tocqueville said) diplomacy can 
never be compatible with democracy”. The 
question is why was the truth not told?

Mr Sampson, in the Independent, asks the 
basic moral question“How did a government 
set about providing weapons for a ruthless

PAGING MEN
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1970, more and more men are likely to 
experience infertility in future years. On the 
programme men revealed their experiences, 
which ranged from sitting with packs of 
frozen peas in their boxer shorts to stimulate 
sperm production, to feeling isolated in a Welsh 
village because other men were calling out 
remarks like ‘Are you a Jaffa?’ (i.e. seedless) 
and crossing the road to avoid him in case the 
condition is in some way ‘catching’. The 
lasting impression was that many of these men 
preferred to remain childless rather than to 
allow their fertile partners to conceive with 
other men’s sperm.

Car adverts are now using children in their 
promotional films and the documentary maker 
used one of these as a backdrop to one man’s 
regrets about being infertile. The producer 
commented that: “Children have become a 
fashion accessory and that’s an added pressure 
for infertile men”. The irony here is that the 
medical report on low sperm counts identified 
driving about in cars as one of the contributory 
factors to overheated testicles which results in 
low sperm production.

Dark Secret was a programme about men 

dictator, who was already a potential enemy, 
and then give him funds with which to buy 
them?”

The standard reply is that we have an 
armaments industry, employing thousands of 
British workers, which needs to trade with 
foreign powers. This line was faithfully 
trotted out on Radio 4 by Ian Lang, President 
of the Board of Trade, this week. When asked 
about supplying Iraq and the monster Saddam 
Hussein, he said that there were bound to be 
‘grey areas’ in any policy on the sale of arms.

The trouble with this argument is that Mr 
Hussein, among his other shortcomings, is a 
bad payer. He has this unfortunate habit of 
welshing on his debts. After the Gulf War he 
had run up £952 million of unpaid debts to 
Britain - many of them for military 
equipment.

What the government was doing was giving 
away military gear to our potential enemies. If 
this kind of thing was, as some have claimed, 
vital to Britain’s economic future in that it 
served to create jobs, then to us it sounds like 
a classic Keynesian solution rather than 
standard Thatcherism. Mr Sampson states the 
obvious: “If the sales turn out to be gifts, there 
are much cheaper and more productive ways 
of making jobs than giving weapons to future 
enemies”.

The Scott Report seems to deliver 
ambiguous judgements, but what is important 
for anarchists is that it shows up the processes 
of how bureaucratic decisions are made and 
how daft and immoral policies are put into 
practice. The truth was not told about 
supplying military gear to Saddam Hussein 
because no British government minister could 
admit to sleeping with the enemy.

AND WOMEN
seeking a cure for their impotence. It included 
graphic footage of the lengths men will go to 
achieve and sustain an erection. An operation 
where two pliable rods were inserted into one 
man’s penis to give him a permanent erection 
was hand in-front-of-the-eyes stuff even for a 
woman viewer. He peed by bending his penis 
in the appropriate position and made love by 
bending it upwards. He did not reveal where 
he positioned it outside of these activities. The 
fact that he was a Scot and wore a kilt may 
explain why he chose this operation in the first 
place. All the men in the programme had their 
women by their sides throughout, supporting and 
encouraging but seeming somewhat indifferent 
to the problem. They talked about the choice 
of treatments (pumps, injections, operations, 
etc.) in a matter of fact way as though they 
were evaluating vacuum cleaners. It was an 
informative and sometimes touching programme, 
as were all the programmes in the series.

Now that there are so many new magazines 
for men (apart from those on the ‘top shelf) 
and men are getting used to being less reticent 
when talking about personal problems, 
perhaps there will be a call for a men’s page 
in Freedom - written by women, of course!

The war against Iraq by America and its 
allies officially came to an end on 28th 
February 1981. Five years later, on 28th 

February 1996, there was a memorial service 
at St Paul’s Cathedral for the 47 British 
members of the armed forces who were killed 
in that war. The Archbishop of Canterbury 
explained: “The gift of their lives for the 
freedom of others is what we commemorate 
today.”

Freedom is a word meaning absence of 
something undesirable. To show that perfect 
freedom is impossible is not to argue against 
anarchism. Anarchy is not perfect freedom. It 
is only the absence of government, or coercive 
establishments. If someone offers you 
freedom, be sure to ask ‘freedom from what?’ 
But if freedom from anything, for anybody, 
was the objective of the Gulf War, it failed. It 
did not bring anybody the least bit of freedom. 

The Kuwaiti ruling family are the most 
obvious beneficiaries. They got their palaces 
back, giving first priority to the restoration of 
the gold taps in their bathrooms. But had they 
been unable to return, they could have used 
their enormous wealth in foreign banks to 
acquire new palaces in Hampstead or Fort 
Lauderdale, where their princesses, at least, 
would have been somewhat freer than they are 
in Kuwait.

The ordinary citizens of Kuwait continue to 
labour under a version of Sharia Law. Rulers 
who impose this harsh system claim that it is 
required by the Muslim religion, but other 
Muslims dispute this. It is not directly required 
by the Koran, but arises from fatwas 
(authoritative opinions) issued during the 
Caliphates and influenced, some allege, by a 
desire to please the Caliphs. Either way, it is 
not to be confused with freedom.

Before the war, Kuwaitis were free of 
drudgery and those Palestinians who worked 
for Kuwaitis were free of penury. After the 
war, Palestinians who were not killed or 
imprisoned were expelled from Kuwait, so 
that’s two lots of comparative freedom lost.

Several hundred American and British 
service personnel were free of illness before 
the war, and are now ill. Whether their illness 
(‘Gulf War syndrome’) is the result of the war 
is disputed, but there is certainly no increase 
in freedom there.

The Kurds in northern Iraq have been since 
the war under American Air Force protection 
from further poison gas attacks, and are to that 
extent free. We do not minimise this freedom, 
but the United Nations could have instituted 
this protection immediately after the first 
gassing was proved, without having a war. Let 
us not confuse post hoc and propter hoc. 
Protection for the Kurds was instituted after 
the war, but not because of the war.

In Iraq President Saddam Hussein’s freedom 
of action has been curtailed, but the war has 
not brought freedom of any kind to his 
subjects. Indeed, ordinary Iraqis are a lot less 
free than they were of hunger and disease, 
because of the trade sanctions.

The United States, or if you prefer the United 
Nations, might have toppled Saddam's 
military dictatorship by assisting one or 
several of the various Iraqi opposition groups, 
but this would have disrupted the balance of 
power in the area and caused unpredictable 
international results. The diplomatic aim is 
not to topple the dictatorship but to replace the 
person of the dictator.

There appeared to be some hope of this six 
months ago, when two of Saddam’s close 
associates, the brothers Hussein and Saddam 
Kamel, turned up in Jordan claiming to be 
refugees. The idea was that they would form 
a focus for Saddam’s opponents, rather as if 
Himmler had fled Nazi Germany to 
Switzerland and tried to rally the German 
anti-Nazis to his cause as a replacement for 
Hitler. After six months of no success, they 
accepted President Saddam’s generous offer 
of forgiveness and free pardon.

They flew home on 20th February, to be 
greeted at the airport with tears of joy by the 
President’s eldest son. On 21st February both 
their wives, President Saddam’s daughters, 
applied for permission to divorce, which was 
granted on 22nd February. On 23rd February 
the brothers, their elderly father Kamel al 
Masari, and all the male members of the 
Kamel family were shot dead.

The story is that they were all killed in a 
shoot-out between the brothers and their 
relatives who had come “to cut off the traitors’ 
heads to extirpate this treasonous branch of 
the family tree”. A likely story.

END OF

This week saw the death of the Duke of
Atholl (who he?) - and why is a tribute to 

a peer being made in an anarchist newspaper? 
Here’s why.

He passed on after six decades of blameless 
obscurity, being chiefly famous as the only 
person in Britain allowed to maintain a private 
army recruited from amongst his workers on 
the estate. This privilege had been granted to 
one of his forebears by Queen Victoria.

Nothing became him, however, like his 
parting because, according to his will, his 
entire estate - all hundreds of thousand of 
acres of Scottish landscape and all contained 
thereon - will be perpetuated as a charitable 
trust in order to ensure that these workers 
would have their jobs safeguarded.

Because he had no children the title passed 
to a cousin living in South Africa who 
promptly rejected it and expressed no regret at 
not receiving the more tangible inheritance.

With more luck and good sense of this sort, 
more hereditary peerages and land ownership 
could fade away.




