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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
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SHADOW OF A GUN-RUNNER

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”.

PAGING MEN AND

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

WOMEN

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
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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“The proper memory
for a politician is
one that knows what
to remember and
what to forget.

John Morley

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”.
of |

[s 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 actualité”?

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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