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Will the SP debate Libya?
Peter Taaffe of the Socialist 
Party has recently written two 

long polemics against AWL on Libya. The whole 
debate is available online at 
www.workersliberty.org/libya.

On 21 April, the day after Peter Taaffe's first 
polemic was published on the web, AWL wrote to 
the SP: "We would like to invite the Socialist Party 
to debate the issues at a public forum in London". 
On 24 May we wrote again, asking Taaffe to debate 
specifically at the AWL summer school, Ideas for 
Freedom, 9-10 July. No reply. We phoned the SP 
office several times, being told each time that we 
would need to speak to someone not available.

On 5 June Martin Thomas of the AWL met SP Exec 
member Clive Heemskerk at a meeting, and asked 
him face-to-face. Clive replied that the SP Exec had 
discussed the issue on 3 June. It had decided 
against debating at Ideas for Freedom (because SP 
"did not want to build AWL's event") but in favour 
of debating publicly in London at some suitable 
future date.

AWL then wrote to the SP asking for official 
written confirmation (or otherwise) of this, and a 
date for the debate. No reply.

On Jill Mountford of AWL met Peter Taaffe on the 
pensions protest. She asked him. Taaffe replied 
that he would not debate because, he claimed, 
AWL is of no significance in the labour movement. 
(Why then did he make it his main activity over 
several weeks to write two long polemics against 
us?)

The SP has changed its line since 3 June, either 
by its Exec discussing the issue again or by Taaffe 
overruling the Exec policy by a spur-of-the-moment 
dictum.

An SPer with Taaffe said that SP would debate 
Libya with AWL "in the RMT". This seems to mean 
nothing other than that when the issue of Libya 
comes up in RMT (or other unions?), SPers will not 
leave the room. So brave!

Libya has recently been debated in the London 
Transport RMT Regional Council. Thanks less to the 
SP than to continuing Stalinoid influence there, and 
some ex-SWPers, a motion denouncing the NATO 
bombing of Qaddafi's forces, but saying nothing 
about Qaddafi, got majority backing.

Instead of hiding behind such sentiment, the SP 
should debate the matter openly and honestly.

Back the rebels in Libya!
AWL sides with the rebels against Qaddafi. 

Although the rebel leadership includes a miscellany 
of bourgeois tendencies, and it is possible that the 
rebels' victory could lead to chaos or a new 
tyranny, the rebels lead an elemental democratic 
revolt, with potential for development and 
liberation, against the dead hand of Qaddafi's 
autocratic police state.

The bulk of the Libyan armed forces has stuck 
with Qaddafi. For their own reasons, the NATO 

powers have intervened on the side of the rebels, 
bombing Qaddafi's air bases, tanks, and command 
centres. Because we support the rebels, we 
welcome that.

We do not endorse or support the NATO powers, 
because we know that they will serve their own 
interests. Their concern is to get well-positioned to 
do a deal with a post-Qaddafi regime in Libya, and 
if they can to shape that regime to suit them.

But we are in favour of stopping Qaddafi's planes 
from bombing the rebel-held cities, and if the NATO 
powers do that, for whatever reasons, we do not 
want to deter or obstruct them.

It would be different if one NATO power or 
another were to invade Libya and try to establish a 
colonial-type occupation there. But they are not 
doing that. Despite the elements of "mission creep" 
which have developed, there is no sign of any 
NATO power doing that, or of the other powers 
agreeing to one of their number doing that.

Taaffe's misrepresentation
Peter Taaffe misrepresents our opinion, saying 

that we "justify" and "support" "imperialist 
intervention".

In Taaffe's scheme, those who do not "absolutely 
oppose" are "attorneys and apologists for France 
and Britain". He says or implies, again and again, 
that not to condemn the bombs against Qaddafi is 
tantamount to supporting not just the bombs but 
also full-scale invasion, including military 
occupation.

If you don't faithfully invert the policies of the 
bourgeoisie, and produce an exact negative image 
of what in them is positive, then you are their 
"apologist".

But he is supposedly analysing AWL's position, 
which is that there is political space between 
denouncing the intervention and supporting it; and, 
specifically, political space within a general anti-
imperialism for not denouncing a limited action 
whose immediate consequences, in this case, have 
been to stop imminent massacres of the anti-
Qaddafi civilian forces in Benghazi and Misrata.

Telling someone that you think what he says 
implies, or may imply, something more or less 
radically different from what he spells out - that is a 
perfectly reasonable form of political discussion 
and argument. Telling someone that he is actually 
saying what you, rightly or wrongly, think is the 
implication of what he is saying - that is a form of 
attempting to shout him down.
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