
Sexual Moralism 
From Anna Marie Smith of 
Feminists Against Censorship 
Suzanne Moore's reservations 
regarding the non-sexist man 
phenomenon (MT October) are 
well-justified. 
The Campaign Against Por­

nography and Censorship, 
which has the active support of 
many of these 'male feminists', 
seeks to introduce legislation 
which would have serious impli­
cations for alternative art, 
feminist and lesbian and gay 
publications. Members of this 
group assure us that they have 
no intention of promoting cen­
sorship. They would like, 
however, to introduce new 
laws which would enable 
women to sue the producers 
and distributors of 'pornogra­
phy' wherever it 'causes' 
'harm'. 
Their definition of 'pornogra­

phy' is dangerously broad and 
vague. It includes, for example, 
images of women 'posed pro­
vocatively inviting sexual pen­
etration and arousal... (and or | 
portrayed as sexual objects'. 
Exactly what does this mean? 
Many of the images produced 
by women, especially by les­
bians, could be interpreted in 
this way. 
This group supports Labour 

MP Dawn Primarolo's Loca­
tion of Pornographic Mater­
ials Bill. Other supporters of 
this bill include Labour MPs 
Jeremy Corbyn and Brian 
Sedgemore. It would allow the 
sale of 'pornography' only in 

I certainly don't grudge Suz­
anne Moore her space in Octo­
ber's Marxism Today, but it's a 
pity that she went for the easy 
targets among anti-sexist men. 
Given the development of fem­

inism over the past 30 years, it 
would be surprising if some 
men weren't consumed by 
guilt or envy towards women. 
But if Suzanne doesn't enjoy 
hearing about all this, she 
should take the trouble to look 
further than the stereotypes. 
What Achilles Heel shares 

with academic studies of mas­
culinity and men's conscious­
ness-raising groups is an in­
terest in dismantling the mono­
lith of 'natural' masculinity. It's 
no secret that we've cribbed the 
idea from earlier work on femi­
ninity, but feminists them­
selves have quite properly be­
lieved that they have more im­
portant things to do. 
Taking issue with the stern 

dictates of manliness and mach-

licensed premises. It also has a 
broad and vague definition of 
'pornography' which refers to 
both images of women and im­
ages of men. 
Primarolo has stated that the 

bill did not originally refer to 
pornographic images of men, 
and that this amendment was 
later added, ostensibly to avoid 
sex discrimination. She has 
also expressed concern about 
the possibilities of anti-gay 
applications of this amend­
ment. Such concern, however, 
would be of little use if the bill 
were indeed passed. Virtually 
every establishment which 
sold mainstream gay male 
magazines such as Him and 
Gay Times would risk prosecu­
tion under this legislation. 
Even if the Campaign Against 

Pornography and Censorship 
is truly interested in defending 
all sexually explicit material 
which is not sexist, however 
exotic or strange, from censor­
ship, they cannot guarantee 
that any legislation which they 
proposed would not be amend­
ed and interpreted against 
their original intentions. In the 
anti-gay and anti-feminist at­
mosphere in Britain, it is naive 
in the extreme to suggest that 
such a reinterpretation is im­
possible. The Primarolo bill it­
self should cause concern in 
this regard. 

The National Council for Civil 
Liberties has withdrawn its 
support for this group's pro­
test. When Andrea Dworkin 

ismo doesn't arise from guilt 
or altruism, but from self-
liberation. Obviously this car­
ries a tendency towards ob­
sessive navel-watching of no 
interest to outsiders. But the 
outcome is likely to be signifi­
cant not just for men. 
Once masculinity ceases to be 

experienced as an inexorable 
code, there can be a relaxation 
of that sense of personal inade­
quacy and the compulsion to 
over-compensate which have 
such unpleasant consequences 
for women. Rather that than 
the media mirage of the new 
man any day. 
John Tosh, London 

Not Grown Up 
According to Suzanne Moore 
(MT October) 'men are against 
men again'. If this is so, then I 
welcome it. Since time imme­
morial we men have gone to 
extraordinary lengths to ex-

led several attempts in the US 
to enact legislation similar to 
that proposed by the Campaign 
Against Pornography and Cen­
sorship, her initiatives were 
met by resistance from femin­
ists, civil libertarians, artists, 
alternative publishers and les­
bians and gay men. British 
men who are truly interested 
in supporting a democratic, 
rather than authoritarian, fem­
inism should also reject this 
group's claims. 
Suzanne Moore's distinction 

between feminist sexual poli­
tics and sexual moralism is of 
central importance. The anti-
pornography crusade offers, 
for men, a high-profile platform 
for confession and recanta­
tion. For both women and men, 
it provides an illusory solution 
to sexism. Men's support is 
needed for feminist work on 
the more intractable, and per­
haps less glamourous, problems 
of unequal pay, job discrimi­
nation, sexual violence and 
harassment, and the unequal 
distribution of childcare and 
housework. 
It is both ironic and unjust that 

well-intentioned 'pro-feminist' 
men are attracted to a cam­
paign which will make abso­
lutely no contribution to these 
feminist struggles. Their only 
'achievement' would in fact be 
the further restriction of alter­
native, and non-sexist, dis­
course on sexuality. And for 
this we are supposed to award 
them feminist points?* 

elude just about everyone else 
on grounds of gender, sexu­
ality, race and class. At least if 
we are fighting each other it 
shows that there is dissent wi­
thin patriarchy. 
It is easy to criticise 'self-

flagellating men' who are of­
ten so consumed with guilt as 
to render themselves intellec­
tually and emotionally impo­
tent, but many of these men 
are so needy that they require 
a lot of emotional support. I 
think it is better that we try to 
build a network where other 
men can support those in this 
state. This work at present is 
carried out by women. 
I have also bemoaned the lack 

of practical commitment many 
so-called anti-sexist men ac­
tually give to others. In short, I 
think it fair to assume that 
most men have just never 
grown up, in the sense of hav­
ing to make decisions alone 
and take personal responsibili­
ties seriously. However, I 
would rather spend time with 
men such as these than others 

who seem content to hide their 
insecurities behind an ideolo­
gical facade, call it socialism, 
ecologism or whatever. 
What bothers me about Suz­

anne's suggestion, that men 
should simply step aside for 
women, or 'give women more 
space', is that this is patronis­
ing in the extreme. Any oppres­
sed group has to take power 
for itself. The purpose of all 
anti-sexists everywhere might 
be to make men realise that 
there are other expressions of 
power than the ones we at 
present monopolise.* 
Jeremy Killingray, London 

Critical Studies 
I read Suzanne Moore's article 
(MT October) with great in­
terest, and would like to give 
some additional information. 
The new Unwin Hyman series 
she referred to is called 
'Critical Studies On Men And 
Masculinities' rather than 'Men, 
Masculinites And Social Theo­
ry', which is the title of one of 
the books just published in the 
series. 
The series as a whole is con­

cerned with critical studies on 
men, which includes a critique 
of men, and a critique of 'men's 
studies' as it has been develop­
ed in some instances. For 
example, Men, Masculinities 
And Social Theory includes 
several chapters that are very 
critical of 'men's studies'. It is 
also important to add that this 
book brings together writing 
by both women and men; that 
women and men are involved 
in the international advisory 
board of the series; and that we 
are keen to publish further 
work on men by women au­
thors and black authors.* 
JeffHearn, Bradford 

Graff i t i 
Being retired can either be 
darkness at noon, or seeing 
new visions and reading more 
of everything, including MT. 
Sometimes, I feel, to qualify as 
a reader I ought to be 23, half 
out of college, wearing a 
yellow-and-something t-shirt 
with a highly improbable logo. 
You can't please everybody! 
There is no doubt in my mind 

of the contribution this ma­
gazine has made to the political 
and social advances world­
wide, but sometimes I feel it 
ought to have a couple of graf­
fiti pages where two-line com­
ments and cartoons from the 
readers interrupted the flow of 
intellectual debate.* 
Dave Davis, London 

Men Take Issue 
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End Of An Era 
'Goodbye To All That' was an 
apt headline for Eric Hobs-
bawm's article in October's 
Marxism Today. 

Unlike most other historians 
of his substance, he writes well 
and lucidly. His style is capti­
vating. But why, after his 
highly informative and inter­
esting analysis of the 70-odd-
year period of the October 
Revolution, does he say, 'So let 
us wish eastern Europe luck as 
it ends an old era and is about 
to enter the 21st century. We 
shall need luck...'? 
This is the nearest to a lament 

that I have read in the pages of 
MT, and I earnestly hope that 
Hobsbawm is not consciously 
singing a swan-song. 
His writings are always 

so valuable, his guidance in 
political matters of the imme­
diate future well-heeded. It 
would be calamitous if that 
discontinued. 
Admitting the richness of this 

informative essay, I feel it is as 
eloquent of the political fea­
tures Hobsbawm omits as of 
those he includes. He appears 
constricted by the moribund 
political structures of the 20th 
century, which seems strange 
for a historian of his excel­
lence, more aware than most of 
us that political structures 
come and go. 
Why does he, for instance, 

make no reference to the 
United Nations? Why does he 
not acknowledge the world­
wide anti-nuclear peace move­
ment - probably the most 
visible and persistent political 
activity since world war two? 
Indeed, the politics of survival 
as a whole, manifested in the 
green movement, does not 
seem to merit a mention. 
Yet these are bound to 

be historical instruments of 
the future. If we do not address 
them seriously now, we shall 
kiss goodbye not only to 
the October Revolution era, 
but to the 21st century as 
well* 
Donald J Wood, Wimbledon 

Mo Change 
When, earlier this year, Guar­
dian columnist Hugo Young, 
commenting on events in east­
ern Europe, suggested that the 
views of western fellow tra­
vellers about the communist 
past might make 'fascinating 
reading', there was little or no 
response. Welcome though Eric 
Hobsbawm's analysis of the 
collapse of communism in ea­

stern Europe is (MT October), 
it is difficult to conclude, as he 
seems to, that the reasons were 
almost entirely economic. 
The issue seems to me to be 

more fundamental. Commun­
ist practices and structures, 
much of the world over, have 
been at odds with its claimed 
values and ideology since its 
inception. 
Talking to east European 

communists on tv recently, Mi­
chael Ignatieff suggested that 
there was, on their part, an 
'inability to grieve' and an 'ab­
sence of honourable pain' -
words given greater signifi­
cance when, in the summer, 
Vaclav Havel told the US Con­
gress that he shared with his 
fellow citizens 'a sense of cul­
pability for our former repre­
hensible passivity'. 

I admit unreservedly, like 
Hobsbawm, to having also 
been 'proved wrong'. While no 
one expects self-flagellation, it 
would do the CPGB no harm to 
listen and respond to the likes 
of Ignatieff or Havel. For can 
anyone be really expected to 
believe they have some future 
when they display no humility 
or feeling of culpability about 
their past? 
It will never be known what 

effect perestroika and glas-
nost might have had in the So­
viet Union or eastern Europe 
had it been introduced in, say, 
the 60s. Communism brought 
about its own demise - by the 
inability of communists to 
change, rather than the failing 
of an economic system alone.O 
Bert Munro, Rouillac, France 

Engine Of Change 
Martin Pawley's entertaining 
article on the motor car (MT 

September) dealt squarely with 
one half of the problem of 
the car, namely that 'personal 
mobility is a priceless free­
dom', and that the car is there­
fore here to stay in some 
form for as long as we can 
imagine. 
He miscued on the second 

half, however, in proposing 
that 'cars cease to be exotic 
products of material culture 
and become again simple arte­
facts like ballpoint pens or 
quartz watches'. 
As a Citroen BX enthusiast, he 

should know this to be psycho­
logically impossible. The car is 
too libidinised an object, too 
ready a vehicle for our dreams 
and too close to our own bodies 
for this to be possible. 
Hence the Trabant is not a 

feasible starting-point for des­
igning the car of the future, at 
least not without a new body by 
Giugiaro and new mechanics 
from Wolfsburg. A more likely 
starter is Pawley's dinosaur -
a multi-valve turbo model -
but perhaps running on veget­
able oil. 

The total disappearance of 
the petrol engine may be im­
possible, but its substantial 
replacement by one with much 
less destructive emissions is 
not, and on that possibility the 
future of the car depends.* 
Barry Richards, Reading 

Mil i tary Myth 
As Fred Halliday and Joe Stork 
made clear (MT October), there 
is an immediate danger in the 
Gulf and also an interlocking 
set of long-term problems. The 
immediate danger is of the out­
break of a major war in which 
the full array of modern wea­
ponry would be used - up to 
and including chemical and 
modern weapons. 

We can all agree with Fred 

Halliday that bringing down 
the Iraqi regime is in the inter­
ests of all the peoples of the 
Middle East and that the use of 
armed force by strong states to 
take over weak states is to be 
opposed. The question is whe­
ther making war on Saddam 
Hussein would achieve those 
aims. 

The quick, surgical strike is a 
military fiction. A war aimed 
at dislodging Iraq from Kuwait 
would be a bloody and des­
tructive affair with many civi­
lian casualties. 

Even if such a war were 'won', 
what would we then do? Main­
tain an indefinite force of 
occupation in Kuwait? Drive 
on to Baghdad? Build up a huge 
Saudi military machine as a 
surrogate instrument of West­
ern interests, just as we did 
with the shah? 
Just beginning to list the 

problems is to demonstrate the 
uselessness of offensive milit­
ary action. 
There is a strong case for 

a defensive United Nations 
peace-keeping force to deter 
further Iraqi aggression. We 
then have to work hard to 
make sure that sanctions work, 
rather than making the odd 
pious genuflection in their 
direction while tacitly assum­
ing they will fail. 
US and British tanks are not 

the only ones that need con­
stant, expensive maintenance 
to function in the desert. The 
Mirage needs men and mater­
ials to keep it flying. With no 
more imported spares, foreign 
technicians or training, let 
alone new weapons, the Iraqi 
military machine will become 
progressively degraded. 
There is the message for other 
would-be aggressors. 
Yes, that may well leave Ku­

wait in Iraqi hands as a short-
term pyrrhic victory for Sad­
dam, but it is at that point that 
the world can begin to deal 
with the longer-term, overall 
problems of the Middle East -
something that lies outside the 
scope of a short letter. 
We have to get rid of the no­

tion of a military solution be­
fore we can begin to address 
the real problems.* 
Lionel Trippett, CND, 
London 

Editorial Note: 
We welcome your letter to add 
to discussion. Please send 
them to MT Letters, 6-9 Cyn­
thia Street, London Nl 9JF. 
Brevity means you are more 
likely to be published. We 
reserve the right to cut.O 
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