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sure that enough of everything is
produced for everyone.

When a Socialist working class in
all the countries of the world con-

sciously demands an end to capitalism
and decides to organise society in its
own interest, it must first gain control
of the powers of government; for this
reason the World Socialist Party
enters the electoral arena.

IF YOU WANT SOCIALISM
This Election Statement does not

allow of a full explanation of the So-
cialist case. During the Election we

will state clearly the issues involved
and present the Socialist position in
more detail. There will also be
available a comprehensive range of
literature dealing with the various
aspects of our case.

We ask only that you consider our

case. You will see no posters urging
you to vote for the Socialist candidate;
we will have no bands no vote-

catching slogans and no electioneering
stunts. Our appeal is to your intel-
ligence and understanding and not to

your emotions and prejudices.

If you want Socialism you must
help to achieve it; you will not get it
presented to you on a plate. We ask
you to consider carefully our case,
and if you agree with it, without
qualification, help us in the struggle.
The Socialist Party exists in order
that you may use it to achieve So-
cialism.

This Election is an opportunity to
show where you stand; there is no

half-way stop on the way to Socialism,
the issue is clear-cut, you are either
for Socialism and a new economic
system, or for capitalism and the con-

tinuation of our present insane society.
The right to vote was the result of

a hard struggle by your forefathers,
you have a duty to use it. See that
you do not waste it. Consider care-

fully the Socialist case, and, if you
accept it, vote for the Socialist can-

didate, Calvert Moore.

Executive Committee, World Socialist Party
of Ireland.
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WORKING MOTHERS AND HYPOCRISY
In her address to the Canadian

Welfare Council’s annual meeting held
at Ottawa on May 30, 1961, Joanne
Duval (a social worker) suggested
that the Government (of Canada)
make a ‘“maternal allowance” in order
to keep working mothers at home to
look after their children, payment to
be proportionate to the number of
children in the family. Justification
for this suggestion is based on the
assumption that ‘‘we believe that the
education of the child is of first im-
portance for the nation, and that the
mother is irreplaceable in carrying out
this task.”” (Toronto Daily Star, May
31, 1961

Miss Duval also states that the
“work of the mother outside the home
makes her child a “‘half-orphan.” Left
with a neighbor or relative, his whole
equilibrium is dangerously compro-
mised.”

This writer would ask Miss Duval,
“why do mothers of the working class
go to work in the first place?” And,
as a working mother, would reply,
““not necessarily because they do not
like looking after their children, nor

necessarily because they do not like
keeping house,” as Miss Duval im-
plied, “but mainly because they need
the money.” In other words, their
husbands’ wages are so low that they
cannot -obtain a sufficiency of the
necessities of life and, consequently,
these mothers are forced to obtain
work outside the home in order ‘‘to
make ends meet.” Needless to say,
for most workers, ends never do meet.
At the end of a lifetime of toil they
usually leave behind them debts to be
paid off with their insurance.

There may be, of course, women

who like to get out of the house,
firstly, because they cannot stand (to
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them) the deadly monotony of house-
cleaning and, secondly, because by
such means they can enjoy a certain
independence of their husbands.

Until the outbreak of the First
World War, women had been relegated
to the kitchen and to the bed. After
1918, they entered into industry and
until the outbreak of the Second World
War they competed with the males of
the working class and constituted a

threat to the established conditions
and rates of pay, as employers often
engaged them as ‘“‘cheap labour” in
preference of the men. During the
1939-1945 holocaust, the various
governments, whose workers were

engaged in the prosecution of the
blood bath, set up creches and nur-

series in order to ‘‘care” (at a charge,
of course)* for the children while
their mothers were at work. In Eng-
land, the Government advertised,
cajoled and coerced the mothers to get
into industry without giving a thought
then for them being ‘“‘irreplaceable”
in the home. As long as they needed
workers’ energies in the prosecution
of the war, consideration of the effects
of mothers’ absence on the children
was non-existent.

Could it be unemployment, which
looms large in the days ahead, that
causes well-intentioned but misguided
social workers, along with other sup-
porters of the status quo, to advocate
the return to the hearth and home of
working mothers? Could it be that
the capitalist class and the govern-
ments that represent them are

genuinely concerned about the chil-
dren of the working class? If so,
what of the children of the 5% million
unemployed in the United States and
the 800,000 unemployed in Canada
who are receiving only that amount
of relief to enable them to exist at
subsistance levels? What care or con-

cern is shown for the children, half-
starved, ill-clad and ill-housed, of
these unemployed? What of the care

and nurture of the children of those
impoverished workers whose condition
is such that they have to break up

*See article “Harvest of Shame,” 4th

paragraph, this issue.

the family and let their children go
into aid societies and foster homes
because they cannot ‘make ends
meet”? What of the care and nurture
of the young throughout the world
whose parents (both mother and
father) were obliterated as a result
of the bombings of working class dis-
tricts throughout the world during
the war? What of the care and nur-

ture of the children of those workers
who are killed in industrial accidents
in the mines, on construction, etc.?
What of the care of those children
whose widowed mothers are forced to

sell their labour-power in order to

provide for their youngsters. Talk
of governments caring for the chil-
dren of the working class is sheer cant

and hypocricy.
Are we to assume that Miss Duval’s

remarks on indispensability of moth-
ers to their children apply to the
mothers of the wealthy? Ob.viously
not, for the wealthy mother is free,
almost from the moment of birth of
her children, to hand over her respon-
sibilities of child-raising to a hired
nurse or nursemaid. Do these children
suffer from this lack of mother-care
and grow into serious problems as a

result of this “half-orphanage”? Could
this be why so many of the national
leaders, products of such a back-
oround, are unable to cope with the
world dilemmas, that if their mothers
had looked after them better when
thev were young the world would not
be in such a mess? How about 1t,
Miss Duval?

To the capitalist class and the

governments that represent them, the

children of the working class are

regarded only as fresh supplies of
labour power to replace those workers

work-weary and exhausted,
leaving behind them a

their
who,
finally die,
heritage of wage-slavery for
children.

No, Miss Duval, “mnaternal allow-
ances” will not solve the problem of
adequate care for the children of
society. For the working class all
payments, whether they take form of
“maternal allowances,” wages, baby
bonuses, unemployment pay, food
vouchers or just plain old-fashioned


