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SAVE LEWISHAM HOSPITAL CAMPAIGN:

Health Care Is a Right! A Victory for 
Lewisham Hospital Is a Victory for 
Everyone!

Over 25,000 people marched on January 26 to Save Lew-
isham Hospital. The march took nearly two hours to fi-
nally get to the rally and festival in Mountsfield Park.

A feature of the march was the mass of people from the com-
munity, and it seemed almost as if the demonstration were filled 
with young children and buggies! Unison banners and balloons, 
as well as the banners of other unions whose health workers are 
affected by the threatened closure, were also in evidence. Con-
tingents had also arrived from across London, and indeed other 
parts of the country.

The demonstration was very crucial coming just before 
Health Secretary Jeremy Hunt announced his decision on the 
Trust Special Administrator’s proposals. There was a real de-
termination by everyone involved that a victory for Lewisham 
Hospital would be a victory for all of South London health care 
and for everyone fighting to safeguard the future of the NHS. It 
is a struggle to uphold the principle of a modern civilised society 
that health care for all is a right which cannot be taken away. A 
victory to save Lewisham Hospital would be a tremendous vic-
tory for the defence of the NHS and people’s healthcare through-
out the country.

Capital-Centred Logic
It is difficult to conceive of a more capital-centred argument 

than that being used to attempt to justify the downgrading of the 
Lewisham Hospital’s A&E, and turning its maternity services 
into what is being termed a midwife-led unit. 60 percent of its 
buildings would be sold. This is despite the fact that the A&E at 
Lewisham recently completed a £12 million revamp.

The logic being applied is not what will best serve the health 
needs of the people, but whether a nearby Healthcare Trust 
should be rescued financially by re-locating services there and 
cutting staff. The conclusion must be that the government has 

washed its hands of any responsibility for the public good, and 
in particular for the needs of the people for health care. Instead, 
the government is taking the NHS further down the direction 
of serving the interests of the financial oligarchy, for whom not 
even a functioning national economy with a healthy workforce 
has any priority.

The fight to save Lewisham is a crucial battle in the fight for 
the future direction of the National Health Service. It is also cru-
cial in the fight to demand that the government stop intervening 
in the NHS to make sure that private monopoly interests hold 
sway. And further, it is crucial in the battle to defend the principle 
that health 
care is a 
right, which 
must be rec-
ognised and 
guaranteed, 
and which 
must come 
before mo-
nopoly right 
in the op-
eration of the 
NHS.

It is certain that a victory for the campaign to save Lewisham 
Hospital would be a victory for all who are struggling against the 
health service being destroyed and turned into a source of profit 
for the health monopolies and other private interests. The battle 
is being fought with the spirit that the people can and must win 
victory.
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Campaign Determined 
to Fight On until Victory! 

Health Secretary Jeremy Hunt made a statement in the 
Commons on January 31, announcing his decision on 
the future of the South London Healthcare Trust and the 

Lewisham Hospital.
Immediately it was roundly condemned by the Save Lewish-

am Hospital Campaign, by the Lewisham Hospital NHS Trust, 
by health workers, by the local community and all who have 
fought so hard to defend Lewisham Hospital and the future of 
the NHS.

At the same time, there was the sense that the campaign, far 
from being a sideline protest, had shown itself to be a force to 
be reckoned with and taken account of. Hunt was forced to re-
fer to the campaign in his statement, and said that because of 
the strength of the campaign and the depth of feeling, he had 
referred the recommendations of Trust Special Administrator 
Matthew Kershaw on the future of Lewisham to Sir Bruce Ke-
ogh, Medical Director of the National Health Service in Eng-
land. Keogh himself had felt obliged to say that what he was 
recommending was for purely clinical reasons and not financial, 
though of course this was scarcely believable to all those who 
had fought so hard to save the A&E and Maternity Services.

The sentiment at the demonstration outside Lewisham Hospi-
tal on the evening of the announcement was one both of outrage 
and of determination to fight on for the aims of the campaign. If 

Jeremy Hunt can appear to make a concession to try and defuse 
the campaign, then there is no reason why the campaign should 
not redouble its strength, hold the Health Minister to account, 
and press on to defend Lewisham, and stop the move to down-
grade it, and ultimately destroy it. How could such destruction 
ever be clinically defensible!

Jeremy Hunt had been extremely deceptive in his statement 
to the House of Commons. The whole point is that the considera-
tions have been “financial” and not “clinical”. It should therefore 
be a redundant exercise to have asked the NHS Medical Direc-
tor to consider the clinical case for the attacks on the Lewisham 
Hospital, since that otherwise would not have been brought into 
question. All this suggests an ulterior motive, and the Save Lew-
isham campaign, while recognising that their single-mindedness 
and unity in action had forced a ploy from Hunt, nevertheless 
immediately and totally rejected the “concession” as unaccep-
table. It is recognised that if the government can, in pursuit of 
putting the interests of the rich in a paramount position, destroy 
a very successful hospital like Lewisham with integral links to 
the community through associating it with an “unsustainable 
provider”, then no hospital is safe. This is becoming recognised 
nationally also.

It was also notable what the Health Secretary did not say in 
his statement. For example, he did not refer to the Trust Spe-

Time for a New Direction for the NHS
There is an urgent necessity right now for a new direction 

for the NHS, in the context of a new direction for the economy, 
as the demands of the financial oligarchy clash irreconcilably 
with the demands of the people for their right to health care and 
other claims on society. This also entails that the people should 
be empowered to be the decision-makers, not the representatives 
and executors of monopoly capital.

The workers’ opposition and the people as a whole have the 
responsibility to take action to effect change in direction of the 

health ser-
vice, and the 
direction of 
the econ-
omy as a 
whole. That 
the demon-
stration on 
January 26 
was so de-
termined and 
encompass-

ing shows that the time is ripe for the people to strengthen their 
organisation and step up their resistance with the aim of being 
in control of their own 
affairs.

Dr Louise Irvine 
gave the call at the 
end of the rally, on be-
half of the Campaign, 
for all concerned to 
gather at Lewisham 
Hospital on the day 
Jeremy Hunt made his 
announcement, either to celebrate victory or to strengthen the 
resolve to carry on the fight, and to discuss the way forward. In 
fact, over 300 turned up to make the demonstration an expres-
sion of the people’s will to determine the future of the NHS.

Health workers and professionals, and the people as a whole, 
are not only capable of making these decisions on the health ser-
vice, but in fact it is an imperative that they do so. The wrecking 
of the NHS must be ended! No means No!

Visit the Save Lewisham Hospital Campaign website: 
http://www.savelewishamhospital.com
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Save Lewisham Hospital Factsheet 
1 – Unsafe

 Lewisham is bigger than the cities of Brighton or Hull, as 
are Greenwich and Bexley. Three boroughs with a population 
of 750,00 cannot be expected to have only 1 admitting hospital. 
And without an A&E, maternity services at Lewisham may be 
closed for safety reasons when the report is finalised, but the 
administrator refuses to acknowledge this. He will have taken a 
new job by the time this plan could cost us our Maternity Unit.

2 – Neighbouring hospitals 
have not got the capacity to deal with Lewisham Hospital 

closing maternity services or an Accident and Emergency that 
can admit patients. We are in the middle of a ‘baby boom’ and up 
to 1 in 5 patients waited longer than 4 hours at Queen Elizabeth 
Hospital A&E. Yet the administrator has suggested £39million 
of staff cuts. By forcing two large employers to merge (Lew-
isham Hospital and Queen Elizabeth Hospital), he is increasing 
the size of the ‘employer unit’ to make it easier to get rid of staff. 

3 - PFI debts
£210million of buildings at QEH and PRUH will cost the 

taxpayer £2.5 billion. The Special administrator refused to rene-
gotiate this debt, and it will still be paid out of your taxes by the 
Department of Health. Lewisham is paying for another trust’s 
debt with our A&E, maternity services, children’s ward, acute 

surgery and 60 % of our hospital buildings- which the adminis-
trator wants to sell for £17million and use the money to pay off 
debts, not to invest in community services. The people of Green-
wich and Bexley should not have to pay with the loss of essential 
services either. Hospitals are not profit-centres and should not be 
closed down as if they are supermarkets.

4 – Travel
Hospital transport on discharge is rare. If you live in Down-

ham and have to visit patients or travel home from hospital, you 
will be at least 2 buses and 1 hour away from your nearest admit-
ting hospital

5 – Broken promises
 from the Coalition: “We will stop the forced closure of A&E 

and maternity wards, so that people have better access to local 
services, and give mothers a real choice over where to have their 
baby, with NHS funding following their decisions.” Conserva-
tive Party Manifesto 2010, page 47. 

“We believe that care would improve if local people had 
more control over how their health services were run… Local 
services – especially maternity wards and accident and emergen-
cy departments – keep being closed, even though local people 
desperately want them to stay open.” Liberal Democrat mani-
festo 2010 page 42

cial Administrator’s statement in his report: “Land dispos-
als – some of the land, specifically at university Hospital 
Lewisham, will become surplus to NHS requirements and 
can therefore be sold.” The report refers to capital receipts 
of £30.8m associated with the sale of “surplus estate” at 
Queen Mary’s Hospital, University Hospital Lewisham 
(part of the Lewisham Healthcare NHS Trust), and Orping-
ton Hospital. If the sale of the vast majority of Lewisham 
Hospital goes ahead, with the buildings demolished, in-
cluding, it appears, the intensive care unit, then this would 
an act of outrageous wrecking and vandalism.

The campaign to safeguard the future of the health ser-
vice will gather strength on the basis that health care is a 
right, and that the popular will must prevail over the as-
sertion of the claims of the monopolies. The campaign is 
also aware that it must be vigilant and combat any move 
to discourage patients from attending Lewisham Hospital, 
women from using the maternity services, and hospital 
workers and clinical staff from staying at the hospital.

The movement to Save Lewisham Hospital has taken an 
important stand to say No! to the whole direction in which the 
government has been taking the NHS. It has released the peo-
ple’s initiative and conscious participation in decision-making. 
It is sure to strengthen its organisation while safeguarding these 
aspects of the movement. Already, a number of initiatives are 
in the making, not least the legal challenge to Hunt’s decisions.

The movement is highlighting crucial aspects of the direc-

tion in which the NHS is being forced, such as the crippling 
PFI debts, the privatisation agenda of the government, and the 
treacherous role of health monopolies and their advisors. It is do-
ing so with the perspective that this direction must be reversed. 
This in itself is providing an invaluable orientation to the thrust 
of the campaign.

The Line of March warmly congratulates the Save Lewisham 
Hospital campaign on its work and its never-say-die attitude. 
Far from melting away, the campaign is gaining national sig-
nificance.



6     The Line of March

Building Resistance and Organisation
in the Health Service is Key 

As thousands of health workers in South London and the 
community of Lewisham hospital go into action to save 
their A&E and indeed their hospital, as well as health 

services across all of south London, health workers all over Brit-
ain are building their resistance against the anti-social offensive 
in the NHS. 

Particularly in England, every hospital and community 
health service is facing massive cuts to their funding, with con-
stant decommissioning of their services and the increasing in-
roads of privatised employers being introduced, cutting wages 
and worsening conditions of work. 

At this time, hospitals up and down the country are full to 
breaking point as result of the cuts in beds, and community ser-
vices. Many hospitals and community services have had to open 
emergency wards for which they are not fully funded sending 
them further into financial crisis as well as facing cuts in com-
munity services which could have relieved some of the pressure. 
Medical staff, and the whole medical team, along with support 
staff and most managers, are working beyond their call of duty 
to ensure that patients’ needs are met whilst themselves suffer-
ing ongoing, increased work pressure, constant reorganisation, 
redundancies, outsourcing of health services and almost daily 
abuse from the Coalition government and in the monopoly-con-
trolled media. This abuse of alleged failings in the performance 
of hospitals, of nurses and doctors and support staff is carried out 
whilst the government cuts the budgets of hospitals and health 
services year by year by massive amounts in so-called “efficien-
cy savings”. As a result, the government, hiding its hand in this, 
is increasingly able to declare hospitals “in debt”, or “bankrupt”, 
and then hand over billions of pounds in “savings” from these 
cuts in health care budgets to the financial oligarchy both in the 
city, indirectly in handouts, and also in directly paying city firms 
millions to “performance manage” hospital trusts. This is all at 
the expense of providing for the needs of all for health care and 
ensuring a stable health economy where the government takes 
responsibility to meet those needs as a first priority. 

Instead, we have the anarchy of a pay the rich system and 
its “health market” being introduced at break-neck speed on the 

back of the 
Health and 
Social Care 
Act 2012. 
This Act 
c h a n g e d 
the respon-
sibility of 
the gov-
e r n m e n t ’s 
s e c r e t a r y 
for state for 
health from 
one of provid-
ing a compre-
hensive and universal health care system to one of promoting 
such a service. The abrogation of this responsibility is merely the 
continued direction of the ruling elite to end the overall respon-
sibility of government on behalf of society to provide for the 
health needs of all and to not only pay the rich but also increas-
ingly make the people pay for their health care. It is a reflection 
of the fact that the ruling elite never accepted, at any time, a 
modern direction for society which would be putting more into 
the economy than is taken out and organising a society for the 
benefit of its members and that guarantees their rights to a liveli-
hood, to health care, housing and the rights of all. The direction 
the ruling elite is taking society is the opposite of such a modern 
direction. It is a programme of paying the financial oligarchy 
and imposing austerity to service their interests.

What has to be recognised, and what is revealed by the pre-
sent situation is that it is the health staff themselves, their union 
organisations, their communities and their own political repre-
sentatives, who are the guardians of the standards of care and ad-
vocates for patients and health services. Keeping the initiative in 
their own hands, it is the people who have launched struggles up 
and down the country to safeguard the right of all to health care. 

The challenge health workers face is to recognise that it is 
building this force for good, building their own resistance and 

organisation and strengthening the quality and 
number of health worker politicians to inter-
vene in the political process that is the only way 
that the present situation can be turned around 
in favour of the working class people. Building 
this resistance and organisation is key to this al-
ternative agenda so that it is placed centre stage 
in the political life of the country and creates 
the conditions for democratic renewal that rec-
ognises the right of the people in their commu-
nities to become the decision-makers.

Demonstrating with the Great Petition outside the 
Department of Health on January 30
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FOR A FUTURE WITHOUT WAR!

10th Anniversary of 
Historic February 15 
Two Million March

February 15 marks the tenth anniversary of the largest ever 
demonstration in Britain when in 2003 two million people 
demonstrated on the streets of London, along with mil-

lions of people worldwide, against the invasion of Iraq.
This was a defining moment because it demonstrated in the 

most graphic terms what the people of the world have been say-
ing, that these wars are not in their name and that another world 
without war is possible. Not only did it create such a popular 
mass movement against war but also it placed at the centre of the 
political life of this movement and of the country the demand for 
an end to pro-war government and for an anti-war government. 
At the same time, when the Blair government carried on after the 
February 15 mass demonstration and joined with the US in its 
bloody and criminal invasion of Iraq it showed not the weakness 
of the anti-war movement but how far the executive power is at 
odds with the will of the people. It demonstrated the predatory 
attitude of the Anglo-US governments, who consider themselves 
above the rule of law, who violate the sovereignty of weak coun-
tries, who flout international norms, who carry out wholesale 
massacres, torture of people and demolition of whole countries 
and their material resources and cultural heritage. 

T e n 
years on, it 
can be seen 
that at every 
stage Brit-
ain, along 
with the US, 
and their 
warmonger-
ing NATO 
alliance, has 
continued to 
in te rvene , 

with “justifications” on “humanitarian grounds”. The revived 
Nazi theory of the so-called R2P (Responsibility to Protect) is 
to force regime change and occupation on peoples with bombs 
and bullets, intervening directly and indirectly to seize the as-
sets and resources of sovereign countries as they have done with 
Libya, Syria and now Mali. Whether the chaos, insecurity and 
bloodshed that they cause is calculated, or just a matter that they 

cannot calculate, because when it comes down to it they have no 
respect for the sovereignty of peoples and countries, neverthe-
less they continue to cause a very dangerous situation every-
where in the Middle East, the Persian Gulf, Asia, the Korean 
peninsula and in Africa. 

There is thus the responsibility of the people, of the anti-war 
movement and all the forces of the working class movement and 
people of Britain, to block these criminals in government who 
put themselves as judge, jury and executioner of the world’s peo-
ple. It is a responsibility to get organised, as we have done over 
these ten years, but now on this tenth anniversary to strengthen 
that conviction, to unite in action. And there is the task to get the 
organised workers movement in all its forms, including the trade 
unions, to be part of this movement for a future without war, 
which means hitting at the source of war, no matter which party 
in Westminster (or Washington) is in power. It is both a matter 
of principle, and a matter of the future of humanity. For us, it is 
not a matter of calculation; it is a matter of organising the people 
to provide the bulwark against war, to be the decision-makers, to 
unite internationally with everyone affirming their right to be in 
a world without war.

For the Peaceful Resolution of International Conflicts! Britain Out of NATO! No Troops 
on Foreign Soil! Fight for an Anti-War Government in Britain! For a Future without War!

Feb 15th marks the tenth anniversary of the largest ever demonstration in Britain when 2 million people marched in 
London against the illegal invasion of Iraq and when the world in their millions said no to war. 10 years on Iraq has been 
left in ruins with 100,000 dead and millions displaced. More than 700 British soldiers have been killed in the wars in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. Yet the Government is threatening more military intervention in Syria and Iran. It is clear that the        
pro-war consensus in Westminster is against the interests of working people and peace loving people of the world. You 
can make a difference by coming to this important rally organised by the Stop the War Movement, Peace organisations 
and the Trade Unions to highlight opposition to war on this 10th anniversary and to campaign for a better world without 
conflict and for a future without war.   

Friday 15 February 2013 
7.00pm Pandon Room, Newcastle Civic Centre 

6.30-7pm Reception and Refreshments  

Newcastle  
Stop the War 

UNISON Northern Region 
140-150 Pilgrim St 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
NE1 6TH 
Tel: 0845 355 0845 
Email: northern@unison.co.uk 

Northumbria & Newcastle  
Universities - Martin Luther 
King Peace Committee 

Honorary Convenor, Stop the War Coalition 
 

 
UNISON Northern Regional Convenor 

 
Former Head Sister for Muslim Students at Northumbria University 
 
Vice President of the International Peace Bureau (Geneva) and 
Honorary General Secretary, Anglican Pacifist Fellowship   

End the occupation of Afghanistan 
No to war against Syria and Iran 

Invest in the social economy not war 
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Exposure of Executive Power Shows 
Need for a Modern Constitution

The archaic character of the Westminster parliamentary 
system has been further exposed by the publication on 
January 15 of a previously confidential Whitehall pam-

phlet entitled “Queen’s or Prince’s Consent”, publically indicat-
ing for the first time the extent to which senior royals are asked 
to given their consent to legislation. The 23-page document, 
now available on the Cabinet Office website, details situations 
where this Royal Consent is required and gives various exam-
ples where it has been sought.

Royal Consent is a separate prerogative power to Assent, and 
is particularly obscure. Assent is the final stage of the legisla-
tive process by which a bill passed in the houses of parliament 
becomes law. By convention, Assent is almost never refused (it 
was last withheld in 1708).

On the other hand, Consent occurs during the progress of a 
bill, and does actually get refused. Via this power, the Crown 
actually vetoes legislation passing through parliament. In addi-
tion to full refusal, bills may also be amended as part of seeking 
Consent. 

The publication of the document is the result of a two-and-
a-half year legal battle that began when doctoral legal student 
John Kirkhope made a Freedom of Information request for the 
pamphlet in August 2011, which was refused by the Cabinet Of-
fice on grounds of “legal privilege”.

When Information Commissioner Christopher Graham over-
ruled this decision, the Cabinet Office appealed in an informa-
tion tribunal, which they lost. The pamphlet has now been finally 
released.

Andrew George MP on January 14 raised questions sur-
rounding the issue of Royal Consent in parliament. The issue 
has been reported in the press, but it has so far been kept in the 
background.

The document specifies that Consent of the Queen, or in cer-
tain cases of the Prince of Wales, is required when proposed leg-
islation affects: the royal prerogative; hereditary revenues; the 
Duchies of Lancaster and Cornwall (from which the royal fam-
ily derives vast incomes); or the personal properties or interests 
of the crown.

What this actually translates into in reality is a wide range of 
bills for which Consent is sought. In recent years, for example, 
Consent was sought for include the Higher Education Act 2004, 
the Work and Families Bill 2005-6, the Energy Bill 2007-8, the 
Fixed Term Parliaments Bill 2012-12 and many others.

The Guardian lists some 28 bills subject to Consent from the 
last ten years alone, a list not claimed to be exhaustive. It is not 
known how many of these were amended as a result. Cabinet 

ROYAL CONSENT:

Office minister Chloe Smith has stated a full ac-
count of bills affected will not be published, on 
grounds of cost.

A number of bills have actually been refused 
Consent. In recent times, these are the reform of 
the House of Lords Bill 1990, the Palace of West-
minster (Removal of Crown Immunity) Bill 1998 
and the Military Action Against Iraq (Parliamentary Approval) 
Bill 1999. 

The last of these was a private member’s bill introduced by 
Tam Dalyell MP, which was intended to transfer the monarch’s 
power to authorise military action against Iraq to parliament. 
As a Bill affecting the royal prerogative, Consent was required. 
Acting on the advice of the government, the Queen refused to 
grant Consent for the introduction of the bill. The bill was then 
dropped and was never debated in parliament.

Commentators have picked up on the exposure of the real 
power of the monarchy, and certainly, this prerogative power 
could theoretically be used by the monarchy directly. However, 
under current arrangements of state power and governance, this 
would have similar connotations to directly invoking any other 
prerogative power.

In actuality, this power of veto is actually only used on the 
advice of the government, by convention. It is really another pre-
rogative power wielded by the executive via the arrangement 
of the monarch-in-parliament, and as such, it further exposes 
the absolutism at the heart of the British parliamentary system, 
a remnant of feudal absolutism in the hands of the executive. 
The occasions where Consent has been refused highlight how 
the monarchy is used as a tool by the executive for self-serving 
ends. It demonstrates that the royal prerogative is concentrated 
in the hands of a few at the heart of the government.

The Need for Democratic Renewal

This exposure further raises the need for democratic renewal 
and a modern constitution. The very manner by which the ex-
posure came about reveals a sharpening of the contradictions in 
society on this issue. People require a modern constitution that 
subordinates the executive to the legislature and that in turn to 
themselves, where sovereignty is vested, as well as new mecha-
nisms through which they hold political power, have a direct and 
informed role in the decision-making process and effect their 
sovereignty. The workers’ opposition must fight to be in a posi-
tion to hold the government to account and challenge the dicta-
torship which the document exposes.
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The Antarctic Bill 2012-13 received its first reading in the 
Lords on January 21 after its passage through the Com-
mons last year. It was introduced into Parliament by Con-

servative MP for Stroud, Neil Carmichael. Under the guise of 
protection of that continent’s unique environment, this Private 
Members’ Bill has to be seen in context of moves to lay claim to 
Antarctica’s resources in contradiction with other powers and to 
consolidate Britain’s strategic presence in the South Polar region 
and wider area, particularly of the South Atlantic.

The Bill itself implements the recently agreed Annex VI to 
the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Trea-
ty, which requires environmental emergency plans to be in place 
whenever activities in Antarctica are carried out, and is similar 
to the Draft Antarctic Bill published in 2009 by Labour.

Jeremy Corbyn, Labour MP for Islington North, welcomed 
the Bill, but expressed concern at the “slight degree of xenopho-
bia and nationalism” in the approach of MPs debating the Bill.

This whole region of the world is increasingly of strategic 
importance. Antarctica is rich in various important resources, 
particularly oil, gas and coal, as well as minerals. Seventy per 
cent of the world’s fresh water is also located on the continent. 
Furthermore, there are sharpening contradictions over strategic 
domination of the South Atlantic as existing and emerging pow-
ers contend with each other.

The aims of the Bill cannot therefore be separated from the 
currently mounting tension with Argentina, not only over the 
Malvinas, but also over South Georgia and the South Sandwich 
Islands and disputed territory in mainland Antarctica itself.

Neil Carmichael made this very clear in a recent parliamen-
tary debate on the Bill. To a question from Christopher Chope, 
Conservative MP for Christchurch, who had asked why the Bill 
makes no reference to Argentina, he replied:

“My hon. Friend asks a useful and important question, 
which, ironically, lies at the heart of the Bill. We have a treaty 
relationship which effectively controls our relationships with 
other nation states and our activities in the Antarctic. By ensur-
ing that the treaty is applied to domestic law and is strengthened, 
we are strengthening our own British presence, and thus issuing 
a challenge to any dispute that we might have with the Argentine 
Government.”

“If we want to retain our presence in the region, including 
the Falklands, we have to do so in a meaningful way, and this 
Bill addresses that point. The British presence in the region mat-
ters to the region as well as to us, and it also matters to the other 
signatories of the various treaties,” he said later.

Further, “The invasion of the Falklands took place three dec-
ades ago. The recent anniversary should serve to remind us of 
the importance of maintaining a strong and robust British pres-
ence not only in the Antarctic, but in the region as a whole.”

However, contradictions are sharpening not only with Argen-
tina, but also with Chile, Russia and Australia and other powers. 
Australia, already claiming the largest Antarctic territory of any 
country, in May last year formally proclaimed exclusive rights to 
explore for oil and other resources in areas of Antarctic seabed.

It is in this connection, for example, that on October 30 last 
year the government began to fly the illegitimate flag of “British 
Antarctic Territory” in Parliament Square for the first time, along 
with those of other colonial possessions and claims. Rather than 
move forward, the British government intent on clinging onto 
Britain’s colonial past. It is also a declaration of the contempt it 
holds for the Antarctic Treaty. It therefore seeks to keep its base 
in Antarctica, using the British Antarctic Survey as cover.

The Bill, then, is ostensibly about “protection” of the Antarc-
tic. Even this aim is tainted by colonial language. The premise 
is that this is Britain’s special responsibility. The issue of the 
Antarctic is an issue for humanity as a whole. Instead, with 19th 
Century arrogance, the British ruling circles assume the posi-
tion that Britain has a noble, civilising role in the face of hostile 
foreigners, and so takes on the burden of protection. As such, 
Britain stakes its claim to what it takes to be rightfully British.

“It is our responsibility to protect Antarctica from those who 
might cause it damage,” said Conservative MP for Romford An-
drew Rosindell. “Indeed, we have a moral duty to ensure that it 
is adequately protected, which is why the Bill is so important.”

The protection and use of the Antarctic is an issue of huge 
importance for humanity as a whole. Which way will it go? Will 
humanity exploit Antarctica in the old way, fought over and di-
vided between competing powers, opening it up for the monopo-
lies and states to plunder? Or in a new way, for the mutual ben-
efit of all? The aims underlying the Antarctic Bill and the kind of 
debate surrounding it firmly place Britain in the camp of the Old.

ANTARCTIC BILL:

Beware Britain’s Claims in South Atlantic 
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On January 14, the government announced that it was 
contributing “logistical military assistance” for the re-
cent armed intervention launched by France in the West 

African country of Mali.
It has subsequently become clear that this support was of-

fered rapidly and with enthusiasm rather than being requested 
by the French government. The government of France, for its 
part, claimed that it had received a request for assistance from 
the government of Mali. According to Foreign Office Minister 
Mark Simmonds, the situation in Mali, in which a civil war has 
been raging throughout the last year, “is a serious concern for 
the UK”. He maintained that “it would not be in our interests 
to allow a terrorist haven to develop in Northern Mali. As a re-
sponsible member of the Security Council, we must support the 
region in limiting the danger of instability in that part of Af-
rica, threatening UK interests.” Other NATO members includ-
ing Canada, Germany, Belgium, Denmark and the US have also 
pledged various forms of military support for France, whose ac-
tions have been approved by the UN.

It might be asked what interests the British government 
could have in Mali, a former French colony and one of the poor-
est countries in the world? Historically Mali has been beset by 
severe economic and political problems, many of them a conse-
quence of the legacy it has inherited from French colonial rule, 
as well as those created by the bi-polar division of the world 
and exacerbated by neo-liberal globalisation. There have been 
several rebellions against the central government in recent years 
but the country has become much more unstable as a result of 
NATO intervention in Libya and the subsequent regime change 
in that country. In the past year the northern part of Mali has 
fallen under the control of a diverse coalition of armed groups, 
including those with legitimate demands that have declared the 
territory “independent” on behalf of the Tourareg, and other 
marginalized people, as well as those that have been designated 
“terrorist’ by the big powers, such as the self-styled Al-Qaeda in 
the Lands of the Islamic Maghreb (AQIM). As has been pointed 
out by many commentators, the AQIM has strong connections 
with those who have been supported by Britain and NATO to 
effect regime change in Libya.

The unstable situation in Mali, including a temporary mili-
tary coup, drought and the displacement of hundreds of thou-
sands of people has been discussed by the UN for several 
months and culminated in three separate Security Council res-
olutions, the most recent adopted in December 2012. The UN 
Security Council dominated by the big powers declared that 
the situation in Mali constituted “a threat to international peace 
and security”, and therefore proposed military intervention. The 
last UN Security Council resolution (UNSC 2085) specifically 

authorised the deployment not of French troops but of an Afri-
can-led stabilisation force, the International Support Mission in 
Mali (AFISMA), tasked with “recovering the areas in the north 
under the control of terrorist, extremist and armed groups and in 
reducing the threat posed by terrorist groups”. Efforts to bring 
stability to Mali had, until recently, been mainly in the hands 
of regional bodies and countries including the members of the 
African Union (AU) and Economic Community of West African 
States (ECOWAS). Although they had not been successful, prior 
to French intervention, peace talks between the government of 
Mali and rebel forces were scheduled for 21 January 2013. 

In recent days the unstable situation in Mali and throughout 
the region, as well as previous and current external intervention 
by the big powers, have created the conditions for further insta-
bility and according to reports the loss of many lives at the Ti-
gantourine gas facility in eastern Algeria. Indeed some commen-
tators were predicting that NATO-led intervention in Mali was 
merely a prelude to intervention in Algeria. It is reported that 
the supporters of AQIM have also been involved in the events in 
eastern Algeria and a pretext has been created for further foreign 
intervention throughout the region. The President of France was 
quick to claim that the events in Algeria provided further justifi-
cation for the intervention in Mali, while there was enthusiastic 
support for the government’s action in Parliament and a gen-
eral consensus that further intervention might well be necessary 
throughout the Sahara-Sahel region, which one leading politi-
cian referred to as the “soft underbelly” of Europe. 

The Designs of the Big Powers

Although France is leading the current military intervention 
in Mali, the British government has been preparing for possible 
intervention for some months and last September even appointed 
a Special Representative for the Sahel. Much is being made of 
the need to bring stability to “fragile states”, counter “terror-
ism” and re-establish democracy but in fact Britain and the other 
big powers have designs on the entire Sahel region stretching 
throughout North and West Africa which is rich in oil, gas and 
mineral reserves. It is a region has its own strategic importance 
in the new scramble for Africa between the big powers, which 
has already been so evident in the conflicts in Libya, DR Congo 
and elsewhere. Great efforts are being made to establish a justi-
fication for further intervention in Africa under the auspices of 
the UN. There should therefore be no illusions about what a new 
“war against terror” nor “humanitarian intervention” in Mali or 
elsewhere in the region means. In this context, those who pose as 
the friends of Africa have demonstrated time and again that they 
are its greatest enemies.

No to Britain’s Intervention in Mali

FOR AN ANTI-WAR GOVERNMENT:
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Britain and the New Scramble for Africa 

Philip Hammond, the Defence Secre-
tary, in reply to an “urgent question”, 
was forced to make a statement in the 

House of Commons on January 29 about the 
numbers of British troops to be deployed in 
Mali and the surrounding region. The ques-
tion came from the Conservative MP John 
Baron, who has long stood out as being a 
critic of British military intervention in Af-
ghanistan, Iraq and Libya.

On January 14, it had been announced 
that the government would only offer “lo-
gistical support” to the French intervention-
ist forces that are deployed in Mali alleg-
edly at the request of the government of that 
country. Hammond has now announced that 
initially up to 300 British troops will be de-
ployed in a “training role”. The troops will 
be sent to Mali, as part of an EU initiative, 
as well as to train troops from Britain’s four former colonies in 
West Africa that are expected to be part of the African-led Inter-
national Support Mission to Mali (AFISMA). Most of AFISMA, 
authorised by a UN Security Council Resolution, has not yet 
been fully mobilised, reportedly because of a lack of finance. 

Although all the major parliamentary parties have voiced 
their support for Britain’s military intervention there were al-
most unprecedented pleas for caution and concern about so-
called “mission creep” from MPs who asked the Defence Sec-
retary additional question. Many cautioned that the people of 
Britain were strongly opposed to such continued warmongering. 
At a time when the British army is again being accused of war 
crimes and the wide-scale use of torture in Iraq, it is very ques-
tionable as to what kind of training it will be usefully providing 
for armies in Africa.

The government’s intervention in Mali is another example 
of Anglo-French military co-operation. It follows the pattern of 
the invasion of Libya, and can be seen both as a continuation of 
policies focused on the African shores of the Mediterranean and 
the Sahel-Saharan region, as well as part of a wider involvement 
in the new “scramble for Africa”, which has intensified in the 
21st century. 

This intensified penetration of Africa has seen British troops 
and special forces deployed in Sierra Leone, Somalia, Libya 
and now Mali and other countries in West Africa. Several other 
countries, including Canada and the US, are also participating in 
the invasion of Mali, as well as the wider scramble for control 
of Africa’s resources and markets, and for strategic and geo-po-
litical advantage in the continent. Even contention between the 
NATO members is increasing, but so too is the contention be-
tween NATO and the emerging economic powers, especially the 
BRIC countries (Brazil, Russia, India and China), which now 
control 20% of Africa’s trade and are projected to control 50% 

by 2030. There is also increasing contention with other Asian 
countries including Japan and Malaysia. Africa has for instance 
become increasingly important as a supplier of oil to both the 
US and China. The latter has already become the dominant eco-
nomic power in Africa, the largest importer and the second larg-
est destination for exports after the US. It is not coincidental 
that China has a particularly strong economic presence in both 
Algeria and Mali. 

For some time the government has signalled its interest in 
the Maghreb. In recent years, Britain has attempted to strengthen 
its relationship with countries such as Algeria, where Cameron 
made the first visit by a British Prime Minister this week, and 
Mauritania, which was visited by a British Foreign Secretary for 
the first time in 2011. Many of these countries have significant 
supplies of oil, gas and other minerals, but they are also seen as 
an extension or the southern flank of Europe. There have there-
fore been several EU initiatives to incorporate these countries 
more closely into a “single market”. The British government has 
been using a variety of means to extend its influence in this re-
gion, which hitherto has been dominated by France and the US, 
as part of what Cameron calls the “global race”. Following the 
so-called Arab Spring, the British government intensified its ef-
forts to interfere in the internal affairs of these countries through 
what it refers to as its “Arab Partnership” funding programme. 

As Cameron’s recent visits to Algeria and Libya demon-
strate, the British government has also made use of the activi-
ties of al-Qaeda In the Maghrib (AQIM) and its offshoots as a 
pretext to encourage and cajole closer military and security co-
operation with countries in North and West Africa. In Algeria, 
for example, Cameron travelled with both the head of MI5 and 
a “special envoy” on trade. Britain’s intervention in Mali is also 
being presented as part of wider campaign against “al-Qaeda” in 
Africa, which necessitates Britain’s strengthening its neo-colo-
nial relationships with countries throughout the region. As many 
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commentators have pointed out, Britain and the US, together 
with their allies, have previously supported and encouraged ele-
ments of those in Afghanistan as well as in Libya and elsewhere.
who are now referred to as a threat. The current situation in the 
Sahel-Saharan region therefore bears all the hallmarks of hav-
ing been created by those who claim to be the greatest warriors 
against terror.

As is well-known, military co-operation and training in 
Africa involving Britain, France and the US Africa Command 
(AFRICOM) is already extensive. Many of the leading officers 
in the army of Mali, including those at the head of last year’s at-
tempted coup, were trained in the US. The US launched its Pan-
Sahel Initiative nearly ten years ago, utilising its Special Forces 
based in the Malian town of Gao to provide training to the ar-
mies of Mali, Niger, Mauritania and Chad to prevent the region 
“from being used by terrorists”. From 2005, the US established 
its Trans-Saharan Counter Terrorism Project and Operation En-
during Freedom Trans Sahara with allegedly similar aims. The 
US is currently engaged in developing its drone warfare capabil-
ity both in Niger and in Mauritania. It is not coincidental that it 
is precisely in the region where particularly the US has been so 
militarily active for so long, and where resource contention is 
so great, that there is now allegedly the greatest threat to Britain 
and Europe.

In the current circumstances, the government appears to have 
resurrected the concept of “failed” and “failing” states to argue 
that it is now concerned about fragile states and areas of “ungov-
erned space” in Africa that might become a “terrorist haven” and 

allegedly a threat to Britain and Europe. The Sahel-Sahara region 
provides ideal conditions for developing the concept of “ungov-
erned space”. This is a term that revives the racist and colonialist 
logic of the imperialists of the 19th century. The Defence Sec-
retary made it clear that wherever “ungoverned space existed”, 
the government would “take action to close it down”. In this 
respect he echoed the recent statements of David Cameron, who 
made fighting “terrorism” in Africa a key concern for the G8. 
Cameron had declared, “I believe we are in the midst of a long 
struggle against murderous terrorists and a poisonous ideology 
that supports them,” which he envisaged might last for decades. 
The Defence Secretary therefore speculated on the need for a 
more permanent AU-EU rapid deployment force, in line with the 
government’s Strategic Defence and Security Review of 2010. 
This proposes developing Britain’s role for the provision of mili-
tary training and advice – “upstream engagement” allegedly pro-
vided to prevent conflict occurring. At the same time, a pretext 
has also been established for longer-term economic and political 
“nation-building” of so-called “fragile states”. In other words, 
the development of proxy, or neo-colonial, states sanctioned by 
UN Security Council resolutions. 

It is clear that the contention between Britain and the other 
big powers is escalating in Africa as well as elsewhere. In what 
Cameron calls “the global race” they are prepared to use any 
means including endless war to advance their predatory inter-
ests. In these circumstances, the workers and all democratic peo-
ple in Britain must hold the government to account, and step up 
their own struggles to constitute an anti-war government.

Historic Turning Point of Second World 
War: 70th Anniversary of Stalingrad

The turning point of the Second World War was the historic 
Soviet victory at the Battle of Stalingrad, which ended 
on February 2, 1943. Four months before the victory, in 

October 1942, the Nazi armies stood barely 75 miles from Mos-
cow, had broken into Stalingrad and had entered the foothills 
of the Caucasus. The Soviet Union faced 257 enemy divisions 
of 10,000-15,000 troops each, of which 207 were German. But 
even in those dire days, the Soviet army and people, led by Sta-
lin, found the strength to check the enemy and deal an answering 
blow. Soon they turned the tide. The Soviet troops went over to 
the offensive and inflicted new, powerful blows on the Germans, 
first at Stalingrad, then at Kursk.

The Battle of Stalingrad began on July 22, 1942, with heavy 
bombing by the Luftwaffe. The German ground attack was led 
by the German 6th Army and the German 4th Panzer (tank) 
Army, backed up by Romanian, Italian, Hungarian, and Croa-

tian troops. Bitter 
fighting raged for 
every inch of eve-
ry street, factory, 
house, basement 
and staircase. The 
Soviets had con-
verted apartment 
blocks, facto-
ries, warehouses, 
homes and office 
buildings into 
strongholds bristling with machine guns, anti-tank rifles, mor-
tars, mines, barbed wire, snipers, and small units of submachine 
gunners and grenadiers prepared for house-to-house combat. Af-
ter three months of slow advance, the Germans finally reached 

Red Army forces at the Battle of Stalingrad.

(based on articles in The Marxist-Leninist Weekly 
Information Project)
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the riverbanks of the ruined city. Nevertheless, the fighting con-
tinued as fiercely as ever. The battles for the Red October Steel 
Factory, the Dzerzhinsky tractor factory and the Barrikady gun 
factory became world-famous.

On November 19, 1942, the Red Army unleashed their coun-
teroffensive, Operation Uranus. The attacking Soviet units shat-
tered the Romanian units which held the northern flank of the 
German 6th Army. On November 20, a second Soviet offensive 
attacked points south of Stalingrad held by Romanian forces, 
overrunning the enemy positions almost immediately. Soviet 
forces then raced west in a pincer movement and met two days 
later near Kalach, sealing the ring around Stalingrad. About 
290,000 German and Romanian troops were now surrounded 
inside the cauldron. Soviet forces consolidated their positions 
around Stalingrad, and fierce fighting to shrink the pocket be-
gan. The Germans suffered huge losses in men and equipment 
but Hitler ordered them not to surrender. Finally, on January 
31, German Field Marshal Friedrich Paulus and his staff sur-
rendered. Three days later, on February 2, 1943, the remaining 
German troops surrendered. After the battle was over, 147,200 
bodies of killed German officers and men and 46,700 bodies of 
killed Soviet officers and men were found and buried.

In a February 23, 1943, 
speech, US General Douglas 
McArthur declared: “[Nev-
er] have I observed such 
effective resistance to the 
heaviest blows of a hitherto 
undefeated enemy, followed 
by a smashing counterattack 
which is driving the enemy 
back to his own land. The 
scale and grandeur of the ef-
fort mark it as the greatest 
military achievement in all 
history.” Hailing the huge 
contribution of the Soviet 
army and people to the de-

feat of fascism, US President 
Franklin Roosevelt stated in 

speech on July 28, 1943: “The world has never seen greater 
devotion, determination, and self-sacrifice, than have been dis-
played by the Russian people and their armies under the leader-
ship of Marshall Joseph Stalin.” The influential US newsmaga-
zine, Time, had already declared Stalin their “Man of the Year” 
for 1939 and 1942 and he appeared on the cover on January 1, 
1940 and January 4, 1943. On January 4, 1943, Time also pub-
lished an article praising the Soviet wartime accomplishments, 
“Joseph Stalin: Die But Do Not Retreat”.

Stalingrad, which signified the decline of the German-fascist 
army, was soon followed by the Battle of Kursk, the largest tank 
battle in history, which ended August 23 with the rout of the 
two main groups of the attacking German-fascist troops, and in 
Soviet troops passing over to a counter-offensive, which subse-
quently turned into the powerful Red Army summer offensive. 
The Battle of Kursk was the last futile attempt of the Germans to 
carry out a big summer offensive and, in the event of its success, 
to recoup their losses. The Red Army not only repulsed the Ger-

man offensive 
at Kursk, but 
itself passed 
over to the of-
fensive and, 
by a series of 
consecutive 
blows, in the 
course of the 
summer peri-
od hurled the 
German-fascist 
troops back beyond the Dnieper. From its victory in the Battle of 
Kursk, the Soviet Red Army went on to liberate most of Ukraine 
in the autumn of 1943, marching into Kiev on November 6.

After Stalingrad and Kursk, the Red Army never let the initi-
ative out of its hands. Throughout the summer of 1943, its blows 
became harder and harder, its military mastery growing with 
every month. The Soviet troops won big victories, and inflicted 
one defeat after another on the German troops. During the last 
six months of the Second World War, the Red Army, on its re-
lentless advance from the borders of the Soviet Union to Berlin, 
fought a series of decisive battles in Poland, Rumania, Bulgaria, 
Yugoslavia, Hungary, Austria, Czechoslovakia and into Ger-
many itself. The Hitlerites were driven steadily backward until 
the final demise of the Third Reich in Berlin on May 9, 1945. 
On that day, the anti-fascist forces of the world with the Soviet 
Union and communists of all lands at the head of the Resistance 
Movement declared victory over the Hitlerite Nazis who had to 
acknowledge defeat, declaring unconditional surrender.

Defence of Rights
The significance of the victory of Stalingrad and the war 

against fascism is found in the defence of rights. It proved that 
in the modern era, the security of the people lies in the organised 
defence of the rights of all. No matter how powerful the usurper 
of rights may appear, conscious acts of organised resistance can 
eventually deprive the antagonist of the power to deprive the 
people of the rights they possess by virtue of being human.

“Not one step back!” in the present demands conscious acts 
of organised resistance in defence of the rights of all. It requires 
a working class organised as one class with one programme to 
defend its rights and the rights of all. The victory in the battle 
for Stalingrad inspires the working class and its allies to mobi-
lise and unite with one programme, determined and organised to 
defend their rights no matter how powerful reaction may appear.

Victory of Stalingrad’s Right to Be
To give US imperialism free rein to deprive the peoples of 

the world their rights tramples on the legacy of Stalingrad and 
the memory and living history of the people’s victory in their 
anti-fascist war for the right to be.

The affirmation of Stalingrad’s right to be in the face of Ger-
man aggression proves that with organisation and resistance a 
new quality can emerge more powerful than the anarchy, vio-
lence and abuse of rights of even the most dominant imperialist. 
For this to occur in the present, the working class and its allies 
must step up their mobilisation and conscious organising work 
to defend the rights of all against the attacks of US imperialism 
and its global sycophants.

Soviet soldier raises a red flag of victory in Stalingrad, 
February 2, 1943 after the German surrender.

Memorial Complex to the Heroes of the 
Stalingrad Battle
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Right to Peaceful Use of Space:
DPRK’s Battle to Defend Sovereignty

The adoption of a UN Security Council “reso-
lution on sanctions” masterminded by the US 
against the DPRK over its successful launch of 

satellite Kwangmyongsong 3-2 must be seen as an as-
sault on the DPRK’s defence of its sovereignty. The 
UNSC resolution is a hostile act against the DPRK 
motivated by animosity to its ideology and its social 
system. In other words, it is an anti-communist act 
which violates proper international norms of friendly 
relations between countries and peoples.

As the Korean Central News Agency makes clear, 
defending the right to the peaceful use of space is not 
just an issue pertaining to the right to develop space 
but an issue related to the destiny of a nation as it de-
fends its sovereignty and fulfils its goal of achieving a 
prosperous country. Sovereignty, KCNA says, is what 
keeps dignified Kim Il Sung’s nation and Kim Jong 
Il’s Korea alive. The army and people of the DPRK 
have never allowed the nation’s sovereignty to be en-
croached upon and the supreme interests of the nation 
infringed on.

The DPRK never forgets that grief that Korea suffered as a 
weak nation, and consequently will never take down its socialist 
banner and the development of satellites and long-range rockets 
in the future will take the defence of its sovereignty to an ever 
higher level.

The British Foreign Office had no justification for summon-
ing the Ambassador from the DPRK to deliver a lecture on so-
called provocative acts. The response of the government is to 

be utterly condemned. It is well-known that it is the big powers 
who wish to have a monopoly on missiles and their testing, not 
to mention the illegal use of drones in pursuit of the politics of 
assassination against undefined imminent threats. It is the US 
which has the largest number of offensive missiles in the world. 
The newspaper Rodong Simun points out that what the US 
wants “is the establishment of a missile-strike network around 
the Eurasian Continent. Now, the US focuses on setting up MD 
systems in East Asia and the Middle East. These systems tend 
to sandwich the potential enemies in Asia-Pacific region. Their 

Joint Celebration Meeting to mark the “Day of the Shining Star” 
(the anniversary of the birth of Kim Jong Il) and to celebrate the continued advances of the people of the 

Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and their contribution to international peace and progress. 

Saturday, February 9, 2013, 7.30 pm
Marchmont Community Centre, 

62 Marchmont Street, London WC1N 1AB
  (nearest tube: Russell Square)   

All friends of Korea and anyone interested in the DPRK are warmly invited to participate.   With a number 
of short presentations highlighting the significance of Kim Jong Il’s life and work and the international 

significance of the just stands of the DPRK. With a film; picture and literature exhibitions; and period for 
discussion and Q&A.  

Organised by the Participating Organisations of Friends of Korea 
friendskorea@yahoo.co.uk 
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FOR A NEW DIRECTION FOR SOCIETY:

Setting the Direction for 2013

A number of socials were organised at the initiative of 
RCPB(ML) to set the direction for 2013.

Socials have been organised in London and the 
Southern region of the Party, as well as in the Northern region.

At the London social on December 29, hosted by the John 
Buckle Centre Collective, Michael Chant, on behalf of the Cen-
tral Committee of RCPB(ML), gave a toast. He pointed out 
some of the fronts of struggle in 2012, and the fronts in which 
the Party had been consolidated.

He said that the Party is is convinced that 2013 will be a very 
significant year for the advance of the people’s movement. “It 
is a time when the anti-social offensive is really being stepped 
up. The Cameron-Clegg government is going all out with its so-
called ‘austerity programme’ to attack the people’s well-being, 
to attack public services and to deny any responsibility of so-
ciety for the wellbeing of its members,” he said. On the other 
hand, it is in the consciousness of the working class and people’s 
movements that there is an alternative.

Michael Chant concluded, 

“We live in one world in which there is a struggle going on 
between two outlooks: the outlook of the capitalists and the out-
look of the working class – which is the human-centred outlook. 
In this coming year, this fight to affirm the rights of the people 
we are sure will take centre stage. One of the most important 
rights in this respect is the right of the people to be involved 
in making all of the decisions which control their lives and as 
everyone involved in the struggle knows, this is one of the major 
things that is denied the people: to have any say in the decisions 
which affect their lives. This goes on in every level of society: 
from the workplace to public services and crucially people are 
denied the right to take decisions on what direction the country 
is taking, what direction the economy is taking and what direc-
tion society is taking. So it is to this new direction that I would 
like to raise a toast as we set our tasks for 2013. For a new direc-
tion for society!”

This is the message which RCPB(ML) has also been taking 
to Scotland, to Wales, to the South-West of England, and to the 
Midlands in this period.

plan is to extend the missile defence network from Alaska, south 
Korea and Japan as far as Australia. Their final aim is to mount 
missile attacks from all corners of the world.” In contrast, it is 
the right of the DPRK, as of any country, to develop the peaceful 
use of space.

Not only that, but it is a notable victory for a relatively small 
country like the DPRK to develop rocket science successfully. 
This is even more remarkable considering the decades-long po-
litical, economic and scientific blockade imposed on it by An-
glo-US imperialism. There is also the commercial potential of 
the DPRK satellite programme, which is obscured by the impe-
rialist hysteria. It is noteworthy that at the same time the DPRK 
launched its satellite into space, a private consortium of Boeing 
and Lockheed Martin through a very lucrative contract with the 
US military launched a military shuttle into space on a top secret 

military mission several months in duration. The new shuttle is 
a drone satellite-type weapon, a smaller version of the original 
shuttle that can return to earth and be re-used.

It should be noted that the sponsors of the UNSC resolution 
raised no fuss about recent missile tests by south Korea, Japan 
or the United States itself. Thus, far from being peaceful, An-
glo-US imperialism and its allies are deliberately escalating the 
situation, with the aim of painting the DPRK as the aggressive 
party and thus attempting to prepare the ground for aggression 
themselves. However, it is the stand of the DPRK and its army, 
government and people which is just, and The Line of March 
calls on all justice-loving forces to combat the hysterical disin-
formation propagated against the DPRK and to strengthen their 
unity with its people against the imperialist attempts to threaten 
its right to be.
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