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Our Workplaces, Our Hospitals, Our NHS!
There is an Alternative! Stop Paying the Rich! 
Increase Investments in Social Programmes! 
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The Coalition agenda represents an at-
tack on the very notion of the public 
good. The conception of the “Big So-

ciety” in fact lays stress on the role of the 
individual to fend for themselves, to imag-
ine that government does not have respon-
sibility for the well-being of society and its 
members. But to the monopolies, it says that 
their claims must dominate the programme 
of government.

This has been underlined recently, as the 
opposition to the Health and Social Care Bill 
has mounted, and the government is desper-
ately attempting to manoeuvre to overcome 
public opinion. But it is clear that opposition 
is directed against the NHS being run as an 
open market for the monopolies, and to safe-
guard its future as a necessary and integral 
feature of a modern human-centred society.

It has been underlined in the opposition to 
the notorious workfare schemes under which 
the unemployed and disabled are being dra-
gooned into forced unpaid labour on pain of losing all bene ts. 
Those affected even face a battle to claim the expenses of trav-
elling to the site of their compulsory unpaid work, chie y for 
retail monopolies such as Tesco. Challenges are under way to 
the programme as being contrary to the forced labour provisions 
in the Human Rights Act.

It has been underlined by the opposition to the Welfare Re-
form Bill. The essence of the bill is to attack the guaranteed 
payments of bene ts as of right, introducing a “conditional-

ity framework” and concentrating on the combating of alleged 
fraud.

One can also mention the continuing  ght against the ero-
sion of the guaranteed right to a decent pension, both in the 
public sector but also in the private sector. Once again the gov-
ernment promotes the conception that individuals must fend for 
themselves, and that the “Big Society” means the opposite of the 
state guaranteeing the well-being of its members.

All such aspects of the Coalition’s agenda represent the 
undermining of the government’s re-
sponsibility to the public good and the 
putting of the state totally at the dis-
posal of the monopolies. This is clear-
ly also at the heart of the whole Euro-
pean Union agenda where the dictate 
of the monopolies holds sway.

It might be mentioned that the 
House of Lords Reform Bill, originat-
ing in the Lords as a private members’ 
bill, but receiving support from the 
Coalition government, represents a 
component of the new arrangements 
being put in place with indecent speed 
by the present administration. In fact, 
it has received little attention that the 
Fixed-term Parliaments Act is already 
in place, having received the Royal 
Assent on September 15 last year. 
This is a further measure to prevent the 
government being held to account. It 
provides for elections only every  ve 
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years, the next polling day being 
May 7, 2015.

These measures also represent 
the concentration of the royal pre-
rogative in the hands of the execu-
tive. Thus is the arbitrary utilisa-
tion of power given a pseudo-legal 
basis. In other words, the ruling 
elite is attempting to exercise arbi-
trary powers with impunity.

The bottom line for the ruling 
elite represented by the Coalition 
is the reactionary imperialist pro-
gramme of “making Britain great 
again”, in other words, competing 
for dominance in the global market. 
This is the raison d’être of its pro-
motion of private interests, which 
include the  nanciers of the City. 
This is also the raison d’être of its 
imperialist adventures in north Af-
rica, the Middle East, Afghanistan, 
the South Atlantic and elsewhere. 
Behind these adventures is the 
striving for spheres of in uence, 
zones for the export of capital, sources of raw material and the 
exploitation of cheap labour.

The organised Workers’ Opposition must be built to this 
Coalition agenda on behalf of private interests and the ruling 
elite, which tramples underfoot the public good. This organised 
resistance around the alternative must be zeroed in on the gov-
ernment’s arrogance that it can get away with anything. It must 

ensure that its takes up the perspective that the crisis must be 
resolved in favour of the working class and people, and that this 
is not just a rearguard action undertaken in desperation. There is 
a crisis of political representation, and it is because the voice of 
the organised working class is not to be heard in the hallowed 
halls of Westminster while the dictate of the monopolies is im-
posed.

Fight for the Alternative! Stop Paying the Rich! Increase Investments in Social Programmes! 
End the Crisis of Working Class Representation! Organise for Democratic Renewal!

Drop the Health and Social Care Bill!

Health workers, trade unionists and many concerned 
people and organisations take part in a mass lobby of 
Parliament and a rally in Westminster on Wednesday, 

March 7. Their watchword is that health care is a right and their 
demand is that the Health and Social Care Bill be dropped.

The bill is currently making its way through the House of 
Lords, and is expected to return to the Commons after Easter for 
 nal consideration.  In a matter of weeks it would receive the 
Royal Assent and become law.

Opposition has been growing relentlessly to the bill ever 
since its introduction by the Coalition. All are concerned that the 
bill will put the  nal touches to the privatisation of health care, 
and that the very future of the NHS is at stake.

The Coalition must not be allowed to go against the public 

good and the right to health care of all members of society by 
placing the future direction of the NHS under the determination 
of private interests.

Health workers, health professionals and the working class 
and people as a whole are demanding a say to safeguard to fu-
ture of the health service. Control over the direction of the NHS 
is a crucial part of defending the public good, the claims of the 
people on society, and the control over the direction of society 
as a whole.

The lobby of Parliament will take place from 2pm, and the 
“Save our NHS” rally is at Central Hall Westminster at 6pm.

Visit the website http://www.dropthebill.net/
Sign the e-petition http://epetitions.direct.gov.uk/peti-

tions/22670

Building the Opposition to the Anti-Social Offensive
Health and Social Care Bill:
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David Cameron Manoeuvres – 
GP Commissioning “Health Summit” 
Without GPs 

of privatising NHS provision for elderly care. This led to the 
closure of all NHS elderly care hospitals and most elderly care 
wards and opened up a huge a lucrative market in private nurs-
ing homes. Not only was this because, like the present bill, the 
measures were aimed at privatising NHS elderly care enabling 
the big health monopolies to make huge pro ts for themselves 
and shareholders. It was also because elderly care was no longer 
designated as NHS health care but as “social care” and it came 
under public health local authority care and it became charge-
able to the patients. In de ning this, the John Major government 
rede ned the meaning of the words health care and social care. 
“Health care” was to be con ned to those elderly who required 
specialist intervention on a regular basis and “social care” was 
for elderly people requiring nursing and residential care and was 
means tested, forcing many to sell all their homes and assets to 
pay for their care. 

The reference of the Prime Minister to put “more emphasis 
on public health” and to clauses in the present bill that put the 
“duty as to promoting integration” between “health care” and 
“social care” on the National Commissioning Board and local 
Commissioning Groups is therefore great cause for the concern. 
It indicates that this bill is not about unifying services but will 
place more NHS services not only in the private sector but will 
lead to charging for further NHS services. 

In a separate move on Wednesday, the government also 
blocked the call by the opposition for the publication of the De-
partment of Health’s risk register – the internal document listing 
the problems foreseen by of cials with the government’s pro-
posals to reshape the NHS in England. The health secretary has 
been refusing to publish it, despite a ruling that he should from 
the information commissioner.

Whilst the massive opposition continues to the government’s 
Health and Social Care Bill, David Cameron tries to manoeuvre. 
But his GP commissioning “health summit” without GPs has 
convinced no one about the aims of this bill but has underlined 
that it must be defeated.

On Monday, February 20, protests were held outside 
Downing Street to demand that the Health and Social Care Bill 
be dropped. Inside Number 10, David Cameron had called his 
“health summit” in the face of the overwhelming opposition 
to the bill. According to reports, responding to the charge that 
his “health summit” excluded the BMA, the Royal College of 
GPs, the nursing colleges and other opponents of the bill a 
Downing Street spokesman said that the meeting was for those 
“constructively engaged in implementing the modernisation” 
and that the Prime Minister had no plans to meet health groups 
opposed to the NHS changes. But, he added, he was “listen-
ing to health professionals about how we can implement the 
reforms we have set out”. Of course, these only included a few 
who have been involved in implementing the bill before it has 
been passed by Parliament.

Whilst nothing was reported on the Prime Minister’ of cial 
website, on Wednesday David Cameron answered questions 
in Parliament on the “health summit”. There the Prime Min-
ister tried to manoeuvre by saying what he wanted to do was 
“safeguard the NHS”. He said that “my summit was about those 
organisations, including clinical commissioning groups up and 
down the country – 8,200 GP practices – that want to put the 
reforms in place”. He went on to say, “We are going ahead with 
these reforms because we think it is good for patients to have 
choice, good to have the involvement of the independent and 
voluntary sectors in the NHS and good to have more emphasis 
on public health.”

However, one the main planks of the Health and Social Bill 
is that £80 billion of the NHS budget will be handed over to 
GP commissioners when the Strategic Health Authorities (SHA) 
and Primary Care Trusts (PCT) commissioners are abolished. 
How can the Prime Minister be “constructively engaged in im-
plementing the modernisation” when the GPs’ representatives 
are not present at his “health summit” and he speci cally claims 
that this health summit was about “those organisations, includ-
ing clinical commissioning groups up and down the country – 
8,200 GP practices”? Does this not reveal the truth that the bill 
is being implemented to hand commissioning and provision of 
the NHS over to the private sector under the guise of “GP com-
missioning”? 

David Cameron’s reference to having “more emphasis on 
public health” is also revealing of the aims of this bill. On an-
swering to the fact that the Health and Social Care Bill would 
further fragment the NHS, he said, “Let me explain to him (Ed 
Miliband), because I do not suppose he has read the Bill, that 
clauses 22 and 25 place a speci c duty on key organisations to 
integrate health and social care.” 

Margaret Thatcher it was who in 1990 legislated for the  rst 
time to institute the “purchaser/provider” split into the NHS 
after the internal market model, which was embraced by New 
Labour under Tony Blair. As regards health and social care, it 
was in 1995 that John Major’s government adopted a strategy 
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Placing the Power to Decide on the Future 
of the NHS Further in the Hands of the Rich

As the opposition to Health and Social Care Bill contin-
ues to grow, a fundamental question is the responsibil-
ity of the government on behalf of society to provide 

the NHS as a comprehensive and universal health care system 
equitable to all across England and Wales which is publicly 
provided and without charge. That responsibility for Scotland 
is devolved to the Scottish Parliament. 

Since 1947, responsibility has rested speci cally with the 
Secretary of State for Health in Parliament. Clause 1 of the bill 
changes the Secretary of State for Health’s responsibility for the 
NHS from the 2006 wording of “must provide or secure the pro-
vision of services” to “secure that services are provided” [clause 
1(2) in regard to the “Secretary of State’s duty to promote com-
prehensive health ser-
vice”].

In a post entitled 
Key dangers in the 
Health and Social Care 
Bill, the “False Econo-
my” blog writes: “The 
change from the active 
to passive is signi -
cant because it shows 
that Lansley no longer 
wants to be involved in 
the NHS.” It should be 
noted also that the bill 
adds further sub-claus-
es to the de nition of 
the Secretary of State’s 
duties which, although 
appearing to give the 
minister more respon-
sibilities in fact under-
line the signi cance of 
the change. For exam-
ple, it would add a sub-
clause that the Sec-
retary of State “must 
… act with a view to 
securing … that any 
other person exercising 
functions in relation to 
the health service or providing services for its purposes is free to 
exercise those functions or provide those services in the manner 
that it considers most appropriate”. 

The “False Economy” blog continues: “This derogation of 
responsibility infects the whole bill, with responsibilities being 
handed over to either the new unelected, unaccountable super-
quango, the NHS Commissioning Board [NHSCB], or to the 
new clinical commissioning groups [CCGs].

“The CCGs will get the Secretary of State’s power (clause 

12) to decide which services the NHS will pay for (and conse-
quently, which services the NHS will not pay for).

“They will also have the power to impose charges (clause 
25 adds a new clause, 14ZE, into the 2006 Act). If you object to 
any of this you will not be able to complain to your MP because 
CCGs are autonomous and not accountable to the Secretary of 
State. Clause 4 mandates that all the organisations in the NHS 
are similarly ‘autonomous’.”

On the issue of commissioning, the blog pointes out: “The 
bill abolishes Primary Care Trusts and Strategic Health Authori-
ties (clauses 32 and 33) and gives the responsibilities they had 
for commissioning to the NHSCB, and local CCGs (clauses 
24 and 25). Roughly a quarter of the commissioning that PCTs 

carry out locally will now be carried out by the NHSCB, which 
means that local decision-making has been moved to a national 
body.

“The majority of hospital and community health services 
will be commissioned by CCGs.”

The NHS Future Forum was constituted from April to June 
last year after the opposition on the initial introduction of the 
bill as part of the government’s so-called “listening exercise”, 
and after this pause for thought made recommendations to the 
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government. The “False Economy” blogs points out, “The Fu-
ture Forum says that CCGs should have a statutory duty to do 
this and not delegate it, but a report leaked last year says that the 
government expects all the CCGs to delegate the work to pri-
vate companies called Commissioning Support Organisations 
[CSOs] and that the remaining NHS commissioners should form 
commercial companies which will be privatised by 2016.

“These companies will be designing how care is delivered 
but there will be no democratic control over them. There is no 
mention of CSOs in the bill.” 

Regarding Foundation Trusts [FTs], the blog says: “NHS 
Trusts will be abolished in 2014 (clause 178), so all hospital 
and mental health trusts will have to become Foundation Trusts. 
One criteria of 
becoming an 
FT is  nancial 
governance and 
up to 20 [NHS 
Trusts] either 
have such large 
PFI repayments, 
or are in such 
debt, that they 
will not achieve 
FT status by the 
deadline [press 
release by the 
National Audit 
Of ce, October 
13, 2011].

“Since there 
is no alternative 
to being an FT, 
this means these 
hospitals will 
have the option 
of being taken 
over by an exist-
ing FT, a man-
agement privatisation deal like at Hinchingbrooke, or closure.” 
Hinchingbrooke Hospital came under the management of the 
private sector Circle Partnership on February 1. 

The blog continues: “FTs are autonomous, which means that 
the government has no responsibility for capital funding, so FTs 
are expected to fund new building through bank loans (clause 
162(2) and 162(8)). The bill removes the so-called ‘asset lock’ 
(clause 162(7)) so that if an FT defaults on its loans a bank could 
repossess part of the hospital.

“Perhaps the most contentious clause covering FTs is the re-
peal of the so-called private patient income cap (clause 164(1)) 
that restricted FT private income to the proportion of the private 
income in 2003. The bill says that FT income from treating NHS 
patients must be more than the income from private sources 
(clause 163(1)).

“This is what people are referring to when they talk about 
FTs being able to generate 49% of their income from private 
patients. However, it’s not 49% – it is one penny less than 50%.”

This bill being recklessly pursued by the coalition govern-
ment is to radically negate the responsibility of government to 

provide an equitable and universal comprehensive provision of 
health care and to place this responsibility in bodies appointed 
and more directly controlled by interests outside of Parliament. 
It is aimed at increasing the introduction of the private sector 
into purchasing and providing health services. In this way the 
bill further opens the door to imposition of monopoly right over 
public right in health care. It is doing what they say – “liberat-
ing” the NHS for the monopolies to engage further with than 
they have already both in becoming “commissioners” (purchas-
ers) and providers of health care. 

The question facing the Workers’ Opposition is that the right 
to health care is a fundamental right in a modern society and 
this right for all members of society must be guaranteed over 

any claim that the monopolies try to impose on society. The big 
party system has become the mainstay of the  nancial oligarchy 
who are passing this bill on their behalf and to further society 
paying tribute to them at the expense of the health care of all in 
society. For the Workers’ Opposition the issue is that a govern-
ment must not be allowed to abrogate its responsibilities to pro-
vide the NHS as a comprehensive and universal health care sys-
tem equitable to all and which is publicly provided as of right. 
It is not acceptable that health care be presented as a “cost” that 
charges patients in any way.

The government must be held to account. This is the demand 
of the opposition from health workers and professionals, includ-
ing GPs, to the bill. It is clear that the issue is not one of putting 
pressure on the House of Lords to defeat the bill. The exam-
ple of the Welfare Reform Bill where Lords amendments were 
overturned on return to the Commons if nothing else shows that 
this is not the solution. For the Workers’ Opposition the neces-
sity to hold the government to account for its responsibility to 
provide a National Health Service is fundamental. The Bill must 
be defeated.
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Parliament Endorses Use of 
Military Force against Iran

For an Anti-War Government:

In a debate on February 20 in the House of Commons, 
members of parliament voted not to renounce the pos-
sible use of military force against Iran and to support 

the Coalition government’s position which is “not to take 
any options off the table” and continue its warmongering 
path, with a minority of six MPs opposing. The debate 
took place as the Iranian Foreign Minister announced 
his government’s readiness for a new round of talks with 
Britain, the other UN Security Council members and Ger-
many on a range of issues. The debate and vote in Parlia-
ment in regard to Iran were not dissimilar to those on pre-
vious occasions prior to the military strikes against Libya 
and Iraq and graphically illustrated how the Commons is 
constituted as a pro-war government and the need to con-
stitute an alternative.

The parliamentary debate came in the wake of the de-
ployment of a US-led naval force to the Strait of Hormuz, 
an escalation of economic sanctions, the recent assassina-
tion of Iranian scientists, the continued pressure applied by 
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), closely lined 
to the intelligence agencies of the US, Britain and other coun-
tries, and the open threat of a military strike on Iran from Zionist 
Israel. In reality these actions are themselves acts of war, since 
the stated aim of economic sanctions is to cripple the Iran’s 
economy, with the objective of bringing about regime change 
and reversing the political, economic and strategic reverses suf-
fered by the imperialist system of states as a result of the Iranian 
Revolution of 1979. At the same time, Britain and its allies are 
also intensifying efforts to destabilise Syria, one of Iran’s main 
allies in the region, and to bring about regime change in that 
country too in order to further their domination of the entire re-
gion and create the conditions for further inroads into central 
Asia and increased contention with Russia and China. As in 
Libya, Britain has been instigating terrorist acts, inciting civil 
war, and inserting its special forces.

The statements made by William Hague, the Foreign Sec-
retary, to the effect that the government is mainly concerned to 
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons in the Middle East 
will not wash. That argument was disputed in Parliament by 
a small minority of MPs, led by the back-bench Conservative 
John Baron, who pointed out that there was no concrete evi-
dence that such weapons existed in Iran and that their existence 
was denied by the Iranian government. Indeed Iran’s Supreme 
Leader Ali Khamenei is reported to have said, “We fundamen-
tally reject nuclear weapons,” a position that was again reiter-
ated this week. It was also pointed out that the government’s 
accusations in regard to Iran were very similar to those falsely 
made before the invasion of Iraq. Moreover, the Westminster 
consensus in opposition to nuclear proliferation is not extended 
to Zionist Israel, which acquired its nuclear arsenal largely as 

a result of the clandestine and open support of Britain, France 
and the US. Indeed the US government not only continues to 
 nancially support Israel’s development of nuclear weapons but 
also opposes any international action that “jeopardises Israel’s 
national security”. With this support Israel refuses to sign the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty or allow IAEA inspections.

Other remarks made by the Foreign Secretary highlight the 
fact that the government’s policy towards Iran is based on its 
opposition to that country’s role in the region, including its sup-
port for the government of Syria and for patriotic organisations 
in Lebanon and Palestine, as well as the nature of its political 
system. On this basis, Hague claims that Iran “threatens inter-
national peace and security”, as well as arrogantly asserting that 
“its policies endanger the interests of the Iranian people them-
selves”. In short, the government’s aim remains one of regime 
change.

The Coalition government’s belligerent attitude towards Iran 
is a continuation as well as an escalation of the policy pursued 
by the previous Labour government and what was most apparent 
about the debate in the Commons was the consensus that existed 
regarding the future possible use of military force. The use of 
force in international relations cannot be sanctioned. Whether 
the pretexts are the necessity for “regime change”, the “respon-
sibility to protect” a country’s citizens, to deal with “crimes 
against humanity”, these remain pretexts for intervention and 
aggression by the big powers, who pick and chose when and 
where to bring these pretexts into play. They are a smokescreen 
for actual violations of international law by the big powers, not 
least by Britain. They attempt to block any coherent opposition 
to these violations and to hold the government to account.

Protest in Iran at the assassination of Iranian scientists
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Bullying, Interference and Regime 
Change in Syria 

The govern-
ment is 
continuing 

with its campaign 
of bullying and in-
terference in Syria 
with the aim of 
bringing about re-
gime change. This 
is a self-serving 
reactionary strat-
egy on behalf of 
Anglo-US imperi-
alism and must be 
condemned with-
out equivocation.

On February 6, 
Foreign Secretary 
William Hague 
reported to Parlia-
ment on the po-
litical situation in 
Syria, where the 
Syrian government 
is engaged in sup-
pressing an armed rebellion largely centred in the country’s third 
largest city Homs. This report followed the UN Security Council 
vote in which both Russia and China vetoed a draft resolution on 
Syria proposed by Morocco, co-sponsored by the Arab League 
but also strongly supported by the British government and its 
allies.

In his speech to Parliament Hague’s spoke of the government 
of Syria as a “doomed regime” suggesting that Britain and its al-
lies have already decided on regime 
change. He made strenuous efforts, 
which have been echoed in the mass 
media, to demonise the stance of 
Russia and China, presenting those 
countries actions as a “betrayal” of 
the Syrian people and likely to exac-
erbate the situation in Syria. Hague 
even accused Russia and China 
of provoking civil war in Syria, a 
charge which could be levelled with 
more accuracy at the Britain govern-
ment and its allies. 

For its part, the government of 
Russia had called for more time to 
consider the draft resolution, wishing 
to wait until its foreign minster had visited Syria. It proposed its 
own amendments to the resolution, which were not accepted by 
the Anglo-Americans and their allies. In particular, Russia and 
China were concerned about demands from the Arab League 

calling on President al-Assad to step down and about demands 
that the government of Syria should observe a cease re while no 
such demands were made on the armed opposition groups  ght-
ing against it. In short, Russia and China were both concerned 
that efforts were being made to interfere in the internal affairs 
of Syria and to effect regime change. In this regard, the draft 
resolution even speci ed the kind of political system that should 
be established in Syria.

Efforts to organise a new coa-
lition for the purpose of regime 
change were stepped up following 
this during the visit that Foreign 
Secretary William Hague made to 
South Africa, which at the present 
time is a member of the UN Se-
curity Council, one of the leading 
countries in the African Union and 
a member of the so-called BRICS 
group of emerging countries. In 
his  rst major speech in South Af-
rica, Hague reiterated the govern-
ment’s promise to “intensify the 
diplomatic and economic strangle-
hold” on the government of Syria 

as well as its commitment to  nd means to increase its support to 
all those forces that are  ghting against the Syrian government. 
In the course of his speech the Foreign Secretary justi ed the 
government’s right to intervene in the affairs of other countries 
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“when thousands of lives are being lost”. and to disregard “na-
tional sovereignty” when, according to government, the tenets 
of international law and human dignity are being trampled on.

Of course, the Foreign Secretary does not regard his gov-
ernment’s interference in Syria, occupation of Afghanistan or 
invasion of Libya as breaches of international law nor contrary 
to human dignity. For the government considers that alongside 
its NATO allies it is the  nal arbiter of such legal questions and 
that might makes right. It was on this basis that the so-called 
“right to protect” was invoked in the case of Libya, although this 
“right” is not recognised in international law and is contrary to 
the UN Charter and the founding principles of that organisation 
established to maintain international peace.

In the case of Syria, the Anglo-American governments are 
orchestrating affairs through the League of Arab States (LAS), 
which is dominated by the countries of the so-called Gulf Co-op-
eration Council and principally by Saudi Arabia and Qatar. The 
British government and monopoly media continue to present 
the LAS as an entirely independent body, rather 
than a proxy of NATO, but although Saudi Ara-
bia and Qatar clearly have their own motivation 
in regard to the government of Syria, there can 
be no doubt that they are co-ordinating their ac-
tivities with those of the Anglo-Americans and 
NATO. Following the lead of the Anglo-Ameri-
cans the members of the League withdrew their 
ambassadors from Syria and implemented eco-
nomic sanctions. At its most recent meeting in 
Cairo the LAS called for joint Arab-UN peace-
keeping forces to be established and echoed the 
British government’s calls for support for the Syrian opposition. 
It even went so far as to call for “all forms of political and mate-
rial support” to be offered, a formulation that has been widely 
seen as approval for the supply of arms.

William Hague commended the LAS statement issued on 
February 12 and especially welcomed the establishing of a 
“Friends of Syria” group, scheduled to convene in Tunisia on 
February 24, in which the British government expects to play 
a leading role. He also welcomed the proposal for a joint LAS/
UN force and the commitment to aid the Syrian opposition. As 
in Libya, the British government has openly committed itself to 
regime change and a completely new political system in Syria, 
while hypocritically claiming that it is for the people of Syria to 
decide their political future. As in Libya, it is encouraging, sup-
porting and advising the opposition forces that have launched 
an armed rebellion against the Syrian government and openly 
inciting civil war, an illegal act under international law.

The Anglo-Americans condemned the announcement from 
the Syrian government that there would be a national referen-
dum on a new draft constitution on February 26, leading to mul-
ti-party elections and other political reforms. A spokesperson for 
the US government even commented that such a proposal was 
“a mockery” of what he referred to as the “Syrian Revolution”, 
yet further evidence that the warmongering NATO countries, led 
by Britain and the US will only accept regime change that is 
in their interests and according to their demands. At the same 
time the French government announced that it was preparing a 
new UN Security Council resolution for further intervention by 
calling for the creation of what it referred to as “humanitarian 
corridors” in Syria.

The Pro-War British Government

It is clear that Britain and its NATO allies have become em-
boldened after successful regime change in Libya. As was the 
case in that country, they are again coordinating the efforts of 
the armed opposition, the so-called Free Syria Army. There are 
even reports that British, US and other NATO special forces are 
already supporting this opposition to the government of Syria 
from neighbouring Turkey, in league with such countries as 
Libya. As was the case with Libya, the Arab League is also in-
volved in spearheading the efforts of the warmongering NATO 
and there are plans that it should form the basis of a “Friends 
of Syria” group, reminiscent of the Libya Contact Group. The 
Arab League is presented not just as the relevant regional body 
but as the most democratic of organisations even though sev-
eral of its member countries, such as Saudi Arabia and Qatar 

are feudal monarchies, closely allied 
with Britain and the US, which do not 
guarantee their own citizens the rights 
they claim to be championing for the 
people of Syria.

The Anglo-Americans and their al-
lies are operating under cover of what 
they call the “Arab Spring”, posing as 
the greatest defenders of democracy 
and the greatest friends of the Arab 
peoples but as in Libya, Egypt, Tunisia 
and elsewhere in the region they have 

their own agenda and interests. There is no doubt opposition 
to the government to Syria, but the governments of Britain and 
other countries are using this fact to interfere in Syria’s internal 
affairs. Hague has met with representatives of the Syrian oppo-
sition on several occasions, and has openly stated that the Brit-
ish government will continue to support their armed rebellion in 
order to bring about regime change in Syria.

By these means Britain and its allies wish to destabilise a 
government and country that is an important regional power, a 
resolute adversary of Zionist Israel, an ally of Iran and a sup-
porter of patriotic organisations in Palestine and Lebanon. Syria 
also occupies an important strategic position on the Mediter-
ranean, has refused to ally itself to NATO and provides Russia 
with an important naval base. It is evident in regard to both Syria 
and Iran that the British government and its NATO allies are act-
ing not only against these countries because of their independent 
stance and geo-political importance but also in contention with 
Russia and China over west and central Asia.

The Anti-War Movement

The warmongering actions of the government and its contin-
ued attempts at regime change must be totally condemned. All 
external interference in the affairs of Syria must be ended. The 
government and people of Syria must be allowed to determine 
their own future. The anti-war movement in this country must 
stand  rm on these principles.
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“Enduring Strategic Partnership”:

The Need for an Anti-War Government

It has been announced that following the recent visit of Af-
ghan President Ahmad Karzai, the governments of Brit-
ain and Afghanistan have signed what is referred to as an 

“Enduring Strategic Partnership”, which commits Britain to a 
policy of continuing interference in Afghanistan long after the 
removal of the occupying military forces currently scheduled 
for the end of 2014.

No precise details of the agreement have been released. Ac-
cording to David Cameron, Britain and Afghanistan will in fu-
ture have a relationship that will “be about diplomacy, about aid, 
about trade, about investment and about very strong two-way 
diplomatic ties”, but it is clear that the British government will 
continue to train the Afghan police and army and to intervene in 
its economy and internal politics. It will therefore not be a rela-
tionship based on the “friendship of two sovereign nations”, as 
the Prime Minister claims, but rather one based on the interests 
of Britain and the other big powers that invaded Afghanistan in 
2001 and have occupied it ever since. It therefore could not be 
any more than an agreement between the political representa-
tives of the occupying forces and those of a body dependent 
on those occupiers. The Afghan President also signed similar 
agreements with the governments of France and Italy during 
his recent tour of Europe, which suggests that efforts are being 
made to establish a proxy state under the auspices of the war-
mongering NATO.

The Enduring Strategic Partnership is being established at 
a time when it is reported that the number of British military 
deaths in Afghanistan has nearly reached the four hundred mark 
and that after over ten years of war there is a consensus that it is 
impossible for NATO forces to gain a permanent military vic-
tory. Instead, efforts are being made to prepare conditions for 
the period after 2014. This week the US government, which still 
has nearly 100,000 troops in Afghanistan, announced that it was 
committed to reducing that number to less than 70,000 by the 
end of the year but also that it was preparing the conditions for 
making a “transition from a combat role to a training, advice and 
assist role” by the end of 2013.

However, the weakness, isolation and unpopularity of the 
Karzai regime does not suggest that conditions have yet been 
created for such a proxy state. Indeed, what is now being envis-
aged is some accommodation between the US-led NATO and 
those it has been  ghting against for over a decade, with the aim 
of preserving the in uence of the Anglo-Americans and their 
allies in Afghanistan. Commentators see the fact that representa-
tives of the so-called Taliban have recently opened a bureau in 
Qatar and have met with representatives of the US as a sign that 
negotiations are already proceeding. The evidence suggests that 
there is considerable jockeying for position not only in Afghani-
stan but also throughout the region.

As in the past, the control of Afghanistan, the cockpit of 
Asia, remains an important goal for the Anglo-Americans in 
their drive to dominate central Asia and in particular in their 
contention with Russia and China, a contention which is at 
present coming to the fore. What is evident is that the British 
government continues with its interventionist policy in regard 
to Afghanistan alongside the US, whatever the human or ma-
terial cost. What is more it is also stepping up its warmonger-
ing and interventionist role in regard to Syria and Iran and has 
increased its interference in East Africa particularly in regard 
to Somalia, which is to be the subject of a major conference 
later this month and has just been visited by William Hague, 
the Foreign Secretary.

British governments continue to present their global inter-
ference as being based on the loftiest of motives, just as their 
nineteenth century predecessors boasted of the “civilising 
mission” and the “white man’s burden” while they scrambled 
to control the world’s markets and resources. Over a decade 
of war in Afghanistan, the invasion of Iraq as well as military 

intervention in Libya have brought neither political stability to 
these countries nor added to the safety of Britain’s citizens; in-
deed the world has become increasingly unstable as a result of 
invasion and occupation. Nevertheless, the current government 
is preparing for further intervention and interference around the 
world to further the economic and strategic interests of those it 
represents. In these circumstances, it is the responsibility of all 
peace-loving people to step up their struggles to establish an 
anti-war government which represents the interest of the major-
ity, is committed to respecting the sovereignty of all countries, 
to upholding the principle of non-interference and dedicated to 
resolving disputes by peaceful means.
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The Coalition and Scotland:

Attacking the Right to Sovereignty 

Scotland’s First Minister Alex Salmond met the Westmin-
ster Secretary of State for Scotland, Michael Moore, on 
February 13 to discuss the referendum of the Scottish 

people on Scotland’s independence. David Cameron himself 
met with Alex Salmond a few days later for talks.

These talks have come in the context of the attacks by Cam-
eron on the right of the Scottish Parliament to hold such a refer-
endum without the Westminster government having a say, and 
more generally the right of the Scottish people to full sover-
eignty over their affairs.

Writing in the Independent of January 12, Alex Salmond 
said: “The leading textbook on Scottish constitutional law con-
 rms the Scottish Government’s long-held position that a con-
sultative referendum is within the competence of the Scottish 
Parliament.” The SNP leader went on: “What matters of course 
is the political legitimacy and moral authority which  ows from 
such an advisory referendum. If the independence referendum 
is to be a legally binding poll, then it would require Westmin-
ster and Holyrood to pass a so-called Section 30 order under the 
Scotland Act. We have absolutely no dif culty with such a pro-
posal. The objection is that the Prime Minister, the Chancellor 
and others have been determined in recent days to attach their 
own strings to such an order, and dictate the terms of Scotland’s 
referendum from London.” 

On the date of such a referendum, Alex Salmond wrote: “The 
date of autumn 2014 which the Scottish Cabinet has now agreed 
for the referendum is right because it gives the right amount of 
time for proper consideration of such a historic decision. Now 
that we have announced the date, the anti-independence parties 
should accept this reasonable timetable, and cease their false 
claims about Scotland’s economy.”

On Scotland’s constitutional future, Alex Salmond conclud-
ed: “The UN initially comprised just 51 independent nations. 
Today, that  gure has risen to more than 190. Meanwhile, the 
last big expansion of the EU in 2004 saw the admission of 10 
new members – six of them smaller than Scotland and six which 
had become independent since 1990.

“An independent Scotland with access to all our nation’s re-
sources will be the sixth most prosperous nation in the OECD 
league table – compared with the UK’s number 16 placing. 
Globalisation has gone hand in hand with a growing desire for 
nations to take responsibility for their own affairs. Joining the 
family of nations as an independent and equal nation will see 
Scotland completing its home rule journey.”

Labour leader Ed Miliband for his part opposed the right of 
the Scottish nation to its sovereignty by putting forward the non-
sequitur that Scotland could not build a fairer more progressive 
society by “giving up” on fairness in the rest of Britain. Other 
forces have opposed the exercise of Scotland’s sovereignty by 
attempting to pit the choice between “left and right” against that 
of independence or union.

In fact, this is not the way the issue poses itself at all. The 
constitutional situation has become a mess with devolved and 
reserved powers, and the so-called “West Lothian question” has 

continued to 
be raised to 
muddy the 
waters.

T h e 
S c o t t i s h 
p e o p l e 
must be al-
lowed to 
determine 
their own 
future, and 
cut through 
the objec-
tions which 
only seek 
to maintain 
the right 
of the rul-
ing elite 
represented 
in West-
minster to 
block the 
exercise of Scottish nationhood. The exercise of that nationhood 
does not preclude a union being formed by a sovereign Scotland 
and indeed a sovereign Wales on the basis of equality into a 
united Britain, provided only that such a union is the decision of 
the peoples themselves and that the sovereignty of the respective 
nations is not compromised.

This is one of the rights which it is essential that the working 
class should uphold as a component part of its internationalism. 
It does not contradict the unity of the workers as class sisters and 
brothers who are  ghting to bring a new society into being, nor 
does it contradict the common resistance struggle of the workers 
against  nance capital and the dictate of the monopolies. The 
workers always have on the agenda the building of resistance 
and the planting of the alternative.

As The Line of March said in its issue of May 2011: “The 
sovereignty of Scotland is part of the alternative for which the 
working class is  ghting. The question is how the working class 
and people of Scotland are taking up the issue of building the 
Scottish nation anew; how the Scottish working class is placing 
itself in the centre of nation-building, giving it its own perspec-
tive, acting not in contradiction with but as part of the working 
class in Britain as a whole.

“As part of their nation-building programme, the Scottish 
working class need also to build their own opposition to the 
Westminster neo-liberal offensive as part of the Britain-wide 
Workers’ Opposition. Overall, the people of Scotland have 
shown that they aspire to grasp the opportunity to shape Scottish 
politics. This is also the desire of the Welsh people as regards the 
politics of a sovereign Wales.”
For a modern sovereign Scotland!
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International News

Greece: Steadfast Resistance to 
Nation-Wrecking 

The political situation in Greece 
has been developing quickly 
over the past months as mon-

eylenders, with the collaboration of 
the Greek government, have stepped 
up their nation-wrecking offensive, 
while the people have responded with 
determined resistance. Illusions about 
the establishment political parties have 
been swept aside as these parties have 
come together to impose their illegiti-
mate authority over the country and 
force through further anti-social meas-
ures demanded by the  nanciers.

Protests have been taking place 
around the country, and in particular in 
Athens, outside parliament in Syntagma 
(Constitution) Square. These protests 
were held as Greek MPs passed the leg-
islation demanded of them by the EU 
and IMF to receive a €130bn loan, com-
ing just four months after a previous deal. Though private hold-
ers of Greek debt are to accept a loss of 53.5% on their bonds, 
new sweeping cuts are being made, such as a reduction of 22% 
in the minimum wage, down to just €580 per month, and less for 
those under 25 years old.

Furthermore, a permanent foreign monitoring team will be 
established in Greece to oversee economic policymaking, while 
debt repayments will be given priority over social programmes 
via a change to the Greek constitution.

The protests followed weeks of action while the government 
and the “troika” (the European Commission, European Central 
Bank and IMF) hammered out the latest nation-wrecking meas-
ures.

A one-day general strike was held on February 7 as the troika 
was beginning to make its new demands. Ports and public trans-
port were halted and schools and hospitals closed after the three 
largest unions called the widely supported strike. Police used 
tear gas on protesters in Syntagma Square, who had formed a 
human barrier around the parliament building.

A second general strike was staged beginning on February 
10, this time for two days. When Greece’s ruling coalition  -
nally reached agreement on February 11, Greek workers in their 
tens of thousands held two mass demonstrations outside Parlia-
ment, despite the efforts of the police, provocateurs and fascist 
groups to stir up violence. Communists adorned the Acropolis 
with banners calling for the cancellation of the debt, Greece’s 
withdrawal from the EU and an end to the dictate of the Euro-
pean monopolies.

A hated “austerity” bill was passed in the Greek parliament 
the following day, February 12, amid a growing political crisis 
in which the parties making up the government expelled over 

forty who failed to back the bill. More than 120 people were 
injured in protests across the country. In Athens alone organisers 
claimed a quarter of a million people assembled. Police repeat-
edly charged into the masses of peaceful protesters,  ring stun 
grenades and tear gas.

These events began a week that saw workers at the Athens 
Steelworks mark 100 days on strike, as well as composer and 
politician Mikis Theodorakis together with hero of the Greek 
resistance during the Second World War Manolis Glezos call 
for an “uprising” after suffering a teargas attack in Syntagma 
Square. “United as one  st, one day we will oust unworthy gov-
ernments, troikas and Merkel-Sarkozy,” said Theodorakis in an 
interview for Athens News.

During that week, the demand also began to emerge from the 
EU for much greater, more direct supervision of Greece’s econ-
omy. On February 17, protesters pelted the German embassy 
with eggs, shouting, “No to the betrayal of Greece in the name 
of Germany!” and “Shouldn’t you  rst pay your debts from the 
Nazi period?”. Members of the opposition party Syriza were ar-
rested and later freed. Police also attacked high school students 
who were demonstrating outside parliament. 

Thousands of Greeks protested on the streets again on Feb-
ruary 19 “against the measures and unacceptable demands of 
the troika”. 

The Greek people are only too aware of the growing dangers 
coming from their ruling circles, the big powers and the  nan-
cial oligarchy they represent. Voices both within and outside 
Greece are calling for April’s elections to be postponed, while 
German Finance Minister, Wolfgang Schäuble, openly called 
for a technocratic junta. The popular demands that “no means 
no” and “enough is enough” are taking on an even greater sig-
ni cance at this time.
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ALBA Condemns Colonialism in Defence 
of Regional Sovereignty

The 11th Summit of the Bolivarian Alternative for the 
Peoples of Our Americas (ALBA) concluded on the 
weekend of February 6, 2012, with strong criticism of 

the neo-colonialist policies of the Western powers that try to 
tarnish regional sovereignty. The meeting of the regional bloc, 
convened by President Hugo Chavez, also addressed issues 
such as strengthening the regional market.

The anti-colonial initiatives taken on Saturday and Sunday 
included a special statement on the inalienable right of the Pu-
erto Rican people to self-determination and full independence.

The ALBA also enacted a declaration in support of Argenti-
na’s legitimate sovereign rights over the Falkland Islands, South 
Georgia, South Sandwich and the surrounding maritime areas.

On the basis of colonial actions and interference, implement-
ed by European governments and the United States in the world, 
the ALBA leaders proposed the creation of a joint Defence 
Council, whose operation will be discussed at future meetings.

According to Chavez, the military leaders of the member na-
tions need to hold meetings in which they could exchange views 
on projects and execute manoeuvres, war games and joint train-
ings.

Cuban Prdsident Raul Castro suggested that such a meeting 
should include not only Defence Ministers but also all of cials 

concern with regional security.
Meanwhile, President Daniel Ortega of Micaragua urged his 

counterparts to add a priority on the new Council agenda: the 
 ght against drug traf cking and organized crime.

On Saturday and Sunday, the ALBA leaders and other guests 
also passed a resolution demanding the immediate release of the 
Cuban Five who are unjustly imprisoned in the United States.

(Prensa Latina)

 Celebrating the Life of Kim Jong Il

A friendship meeting was held at Marx House in London 
on February 11, organised by Friends of Korea, to cel-
ebrate the life of Korean leader Kim Jong Il. Kim Jong 

Il passed away on December 17, 2011, after devoting his en-
tire life to serving the Korean people. As the publication “Brief 
History” on his life characterises his qualities, Kim Jong Il was 
possessed “of warm human love and broadmindedness, he was 
always generous, unceremonious and warm-hearted among 

people”.
 Kim Jong Il was born on February 16, 1942. His family 

background was one of patriotic and revolutionary traditions, 
stretching back to the 1860s in the  ght for the independence 
of the country and freedom of the people. He received revolu-
tionary education from his parents, Kim Il Sung and Kim Jong 
Suk, who linked the patriotic cause with that of the attainment 
of socialism and communism. Kim Jong Il attended the Kim Il 

Sung University from 1960 to 1964, where he studied 
political economy. Right from this time, and indeed as 
a youngster, he was an educator and leader, working 
as a school student in the Democratic Youth League. 
At university, he studied the Marxist-Leninist classics 
from the viewpoint that the world and society devel-
ops, and while the principles remain, the theories must 
be unfolded further. He also studied and grasped the 
ideas and theories of Kim Il Sung from this standpoint 
– as the Brief History says, “solving all problems of 
the revolution and construction in an original way, 
proceeding from the speci c situation in the country. 
He also studied, from the standpoint of Juche and in 
breadth and depth, the legacies of progressive ideas 
and theories and scienti c and cultural legacies left by 
mankind, and particularly the preceding revolutionary 
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thoughts and theories of the working class”.
 Kim Jong Il joined the Workers’ Party of Korea in 1961 

at the age of 19, beginning work at the Central Committee in 
1964 at the age of 22. He was elected a Secretary of the CC in 
1973 at the age of 31 and a member of the Political Committee 
a year later. The 1960s were a time of turmoil in the communist 
movement from the point of view of whether to keep to the road 
of revolution and socialism, and the biographies make clear that 
Kim Jong Il paid great attention that socialist construction and 
the unity and cohesion of the Party were upheld and blocks to 
that advance removed.

 The US imperialists were creating a very tense situa-
tion with their machinations in the 1960s aimed to provoke a 
new war and creating tension on the Korean Peninsula. In this 
context, Kim Jong Il underlined the necessity to implement the 
line of simultaneous economic and defence construction. It was 
in December 1991 that Kim Jong Il became Supreme Com-
mander of the Korean People’s Army, in April 1993 that he was 
elected as Chairman of the National Defence Commission of 
the DPRK, and in October 1997 that he was elected General 
Secretary of the Workers’ Party of Korea following the passing 
of Kim Il Sung in 1994.

 The Songun military  rst policy has been the basis of 
securing peace on the Korean Peninsula, and thereby contrib-
uting greatly to world peace. Songun is the DPRK’s “military 
 rst” policy, in which the Korean People’s Army plays a central 
role in the DPRK’s socialist nation-building project as well as its 
national defence. It puts the defence of the nation in  rst place in 
order to ensure the independence and security of the nation and 
people against the military threats and nuclear blackmail of US 
imperialism and its allies.

 The cause of national reuni cation has been constantly 
guided by Kim Jong Il, working with Kim Il Sung. Kim Jong Il 
ensured that the three principles – independence, peaceful re-
uni cation and great national unity – were adopted and widely 
proclaimed. Kim Jong Il put great efforts into implementing the 

“10-Point Programme of the Great Unity of the Whole Nation 
for the Reuni cation of the Country”. The historic North-South 
meeting and summit between Kim Jong Il and south Korean 
president Kim Dae Jung took place in June 2000, resulting in 
the June 15 Joint Declaration. And in October 2007, Kim Jong Il 
engaged in meetings and talks with south Korean president Roh 
Moo Hyun in Pyongyang, resulting in the October 4 Declaration 
of North-South Relations and Peace and Prosperity, con rming 
the June 15 Joint Declaration.

 Kim Jong Il proclaimed the modelling of the whole of 
society after the Juche idea as the ultimate programme of the 
WPK at the national short course of Party propaganda workers 
in February 1974. Juche is the philosophy of self-reliance which 
guides the DPRK in the  elds of politics, economy and national 
defence. From 1974 onward, he guided the effort to develop in 
depth the three revolutions – ideological, technical and cultural, 
and initiated the Three-Revolution Red Flag Movement in 1975.

 Although the 1980s was the decade of an historic turn 
on the world scale, in the DPRK Kim Jong Il focused on power-
fully pushing on with economic construction in order to safe-
guard socialism in the country, and the three revolutions were 
developed and consolidated. The Brief History says, “To cope 
with the complicated situations around Korea in the latter half 
of the 1980s, Kim Jong Il led Party organisations to hold higher 
the slogan of single-minded unity.” Kim Jong Il channelled ef-
fots into providing a joint action programme for revolutionary 
parties, and in April 1992, the Pyongyang Declaration “Let Us 
Defend and Advance the Cause of Socialism” was drafted and 
made public in Pyongyang.

 To celebrate the life of Kim Jong Il embodies the senti-
ment of progressive opinion to stand as one in friendship and 
solidarity with the Korean people, and to defend the right of 
the Korean people to follow their own chosen nation-building 
path, free from outside interference. This is a course which con-
tributes to bringing into being a world free from imperialism, 
domination, subjugation, aggression and war.

Seminar and Cultural Programme

friendskorea@yahoo.co.uk     http://friendso orea.blogspot.com/

Saturday, March 31, 2012, 2pm

Kim Il Sung, founder of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK), was born on April 15, 1912. So respected was 
he by the Korean people that on his death he was made eternal President of the DPRK, and April 15 designated as Day of the Sun.

To celebrate the life and work of Kim Il Sung, the Friends of Korea, the committee in Britain co-ordinating work of friendship 
and solidarity with the DPRK, is holding a memorial meeting and cultural programme. All well-wishers of the DPRK and the Ko-
rean people are most warmly invited to participate.

CELEBRATING THE CENTENARY OF KIM IL SUNG

Includes a buffet and the opportunity for informal discussion
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