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in the member countries of the Community support membership of

the Community just as much as the governing parties . . .

Surely we must. consider the consequences of staying out. We
cannotdelude ourselves that an eatly chance would be given us to take
the decision again. We should be denying ourselves and succeeding
generations the opportunities which are available to us in so many
sphetes; opportunities which we ourselves in this country have to
seize. We should be leaving so many aspects of matters affecting our
daily lives to be settled outside our own influence, That surely cannot
be acceptable to us. We should be denying to Europe, also — let us
lock outside these shores for a moment — its full potential, its
© opportunities of developing economically and politically, maintaining
its security, and securing for all its people a higher standard of
prosperity.

All the consequences of that for many millions of people in Europe
must be recognized tonight in the decision the House is taking. In

addition, many projects for the future of Europe have been long - -

delayed. There has been great uncertainty, and tonight all that can
be removed — (Fon. Members: "Ne.") :
Thxoughout my politcal career it is well known that T hnve had
the vision of a Britain in a united Europe; a Britain which would be
united economically to Europe and which would be able to influence
decisions affecting our own future, and which would enjoy 2 better
standard of life and a fuller life. I have worked for a Europe which
will play an increasing part in meeting the needs of those parts of

‘the world which still lie in the shadow of want . . . I want Britain as

a member of a Burope which is united politically, and which will
enjoy lasting peace and the greater security which would ensue,
Nor do I believe that the vision of Europe — and the Right Hon,

Gentleman raised this specific point — is an unworthy vision, or an -

ignoble vision or an unworthy cause for which to have worked ~
(Interruption) 1 have always made it absolutely plain to the British

people that consent to this course would be given by Parliament —

(Hon. Members: ‘Resign.”) Parliament is the Parliament of all the people.
When we came to the end of the negotiations in 1963, after the
veto had been imposed, the negotiator on behalf of India said:
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When you left India some people wept. And when you leave
Europe tonight some will weep. And thete is no other people
‘in the world of whom these things could be said.

That was a tribute from the Indian to the British. But tonight

* when this House endorses this Motion many millions of people right

across the world will rejoice that we have taken our rightful place in
a truly united Europe,

Sixcty-seven Labonr MPs defied the party whip and voted with the Tories. Another
fventy abstained, Acceptance of applying for entty to Snrope was passed by a majority
gf 112. The Enropean Conmnnity Bilf pasred through the Commons in 1972 by
seventeen potes. Britain became a member of the Enrapean Economic Comnrmnity on 1.
Jansary 1973.

RICHARD NIXON
Washington, DC, 9 August 1974

‘An revoir’

The Watergate scandal arose after employees of a Repriblican Parly arganization were
canghy seefing to remove bugeing devices from the Democratic Party canpaign headguiarters
in the Watergate apartment block in 1972. As the scandal grew, nainly becanse of fhe
reporting of the Washington Post, it became clear that Richard Nixon bad secretly
taped all conversations in bis White Flonse gffice. Many alsa becanse convinced that be
was either implicated in illegal activities or so abnormally suspicions that be was not fit
1o be president.

Steps were taken to secnre his removal by impeachment — bt Nixon becanse the first
United States president to resign from offee. Gerald Ford, his successor; gave bint a
comprebensive pardon. -

As be left the White Honse, Nixcon made thiv speech to the staff.

You are here to say goodbye to us, and we don’t have a good word
for it in English — the best is an revoir. We will see you again . . .
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Sure, we have done some things wrong in this Administration,

and the top man always takes the responsibility, and 1 have never

ducked it. But I want to say one thing: We can be proud of it — five
and a half years. No man or no woman came into this Administration
" and left it with more of this world’s goods than when he came in.
No man or no woman ever profited at the public expense or the
public 4ll. ‘That tells something about you.

Mistales, yes. But for personal gain, never. You did what you
believed in. Somedmes right, sometimes wrong. And I only wish

that I were a wealthy man — at the present time, I have got to find

a way to pay my taxes — (Janghter) — and if I were, I would like to
recompense you for the sacnﬁces that all of you have made to serve
in government.

But you are getting somethmg in government — and I want you
to tell this to your children, and I hope the Nation’s children will
hear it, too — something in government service that is far more
important than money. It is a cause bigger than yourself, It is the
cause of making this the greatest nation in the world, the leader of
the world, because without our leadership, the world will know
nothing but war, possibly starvation or worse, in the years ahead.
With our leadership it will know peace, it will know plenty . . .

We think sometimes when things happen that don’t go the right
way; we think that when you don’t pass the bar exam the first time —I
happened to, but I was just lucky; I mean, my writing was so poor the
bar examiner said, “We have just got to let the guy through.” We think
that when someone dear to us dies, we think that when we lose an
election, we think that when we suffer a defeat that all is ended.

Not true. It is only a beginning, always. The young must know it;
the old must know it. It must always sustain us, because the greatness
comes not when things go always good for you, but the greatness
comes and you are really tested, when you take some knocks, some
disappointments, when sadness comes, because only if you have
been in the deepest valley can you ever know how magnificent it is.
to be on the highest mountain.
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*SIR KEITH JOSEPH
Birmingham, 19 October 1974

‘Our bnman stack is threatened’

Sir Keitl) Josoply (191 8—94) was Secretary of State for Sacial Services in Edward Heatl's
Conservative governnent from 1970 to 1974. He was an intellectnal, o fellow of
Al Souls, Oxgford, and a One-Nation Tory who became disillusioned by Heath's
policies which led 1o defeat in 1974, Fle fonnded the Contre for Policy Studier with
Margaret Thatcher and challenged Conservative economic aud sacial philosaphy from the
right.

Joseph was a serions candidate to lead the party i the event of a challenge to Heatl
baut the nproar created by 1bis speech, mostly on the moral or spiritual stafe of the nation,
it wloich be advacated restraint on the breeding capacities of the ﬁaam‘i social classes,
effectively ended any ambition he may have held to fead bis party. ‘Onr human stock is
threateied,' be declared, (Joseph protested that he had been reforring fo children born to
unmiarried or single-parent, feenage bouseholds NOT NOT NOT — as he wrofe in
capital letters in The Times — becanse they were i solo-cconomiic classes 4 and 5, bnt”
the damage war dote and e bad failed to check bis statistics).

Josepl becanie the main supporter of Marparet Thatcher who beat Fleath in the 1975
Tory leadership election. He swar her first Industry Secretary from 1979 to 1981 and
was Secretary of State for Eidneation fron 19871 to 1956.

The facile rhetoric of absolute liberty has become a cover for irrespon-
sibility; instant social protest an excuse for anti-social behaviour.
The old virtues of patriotism and national pride have been deni-
grated in the name of internationalism, love of all our fellow men.
But no one can love mankind if he does notlove his own countrymen.
It was the radical socialist writer and patriot, the late George
Orwell, who described the left-wing intellectuals as men motivated
primarily by hatred of their own country. Socialists who spoke mast
about brotherhood of man could not bear their fellow Englishmen,
he complained. Their well-orchestrated sneers from their strongpaint
in the educational system and media have weakened the national
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will to transmit to future generations those values, standards and '

aspirations which made England admired the world over.

It is just because their message is that self-discipline is out of date
and that the poor cannot be expected to help themselves, that they
want the state to do more. That is why they believe in state ownership
and control of economic life, education, health, Their wish to end
parental choice in where and how their children shall be educated,
in spending their money on better education and health for their
children instead of on a new car, leisure, pleasure, is all part of the
attempt to diminish self and self-discipline and real freedoms in
favour of the state, ruled by socialists ~ the new class, as one

* disillusioned Communist leader called them.

Of course I shall be misrepresented, but let me ward off what
misunderstanding I can. I am not saying that we should not help the
poor, far from it. But the only real lasting help we can give to the
poor is helping them to help themselves; to do the opposite, to create

more dependence, is to destroy them morally while throwing an
unfair burden on society. The populist rulers of Rome thought they
had hit on a foolproof method of achieving a permanent curb on
their patrician rivals when they created a dependent proletariat relying
on them for bread and circuses: but in the end it destroyed the

political stability of Rome, and so Rome itself fell, destroyed from

inside.
Ase we to be destroyed from inside too, a country which success-_-
fully repelled and destroyed Philip of Spain, Napoleon, the Kaiser,

Hitler, are we to be destroyed by ideas, mischievous, wrongheaded, -

debilitating, yet seductive becanse they are fashionable and promise
so much on the cheap?

It is up to us. History is not made by abstract forces, or classes;
it is made by people. If we have the moral courage to say what we
believe to be true, ﬂght and good, the people will be with us.

Let us take inspitation from that admirable woman Mary -

Whitehouse. T do not accept all her ideas, she will not accept all
mine. Yet we can see in her a shining example of what one person
can do singlehandedly when inspired by faith and compassion. An
unknown middle-aged woman, a schoolteacher in the Midlands, set
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out to protect adolescents against the permissiveness of our time.

Lool at the scale of the opposing forces: On the one side, the
whole of the new establishment with their sharp words and sneers
poised; against them stood this one middle-aged woman. Today her
name is a household word, made famous by the very assaults of her

- by her enemies. She has mobilized and given fresh heait to many

who see where this current fashion is leading. Her book, ¥ Does
She Think She I5?, took its title from the outraged cry of an acolyte of
the new hierarchy, who asked how an unknown woman dare speak
up against the BBC, the educators and false shepherds.

We too can take courage from her, and dedicate ourselves to
fighting back on issues which will decide the nation’s future far more
than economics, however important it remains. And I welcome the
oppeortunity to express my admiration for another brave woman with
us tonight, Mrs Jill Knight, who speaks up ‘when others prefer
discretion in public and speak their minds only in private.

What are we to do? Are we to place it all in the lap of the
government, the police, the courts? No, not all.

Gladstone, who entered politics as a field for moral endeavour,
and never forgot the supremacy of the moral over the expedient,
put the matter cogently: he argued that his colleagues were right in
thinking that ‘there are great evils in the state of society, but wrong
when they think them so superficial that they can be cured by
legislation”. How well he understood matters too serious to be left
to government!

We must do more as Tories to make our voices heard and our
influence felt, as a party, as people in public life, high or lowly, in
religious life, oni councils, voluntary bodies, educational institutions.

"The arguments are on our side and we have good friends among the

teachers, the sociologists, the psychologists, if only we will call on
them, give the lead for them to follow.

We must fight the battle of ideas in every school, umverslty
publication, committee, TV studic even if we have to struggle for
our toehold there. We have the truth — if we fail to make it shine
clear, we shall be to blame no less than the exploiters, the casuists,
the commercializers.
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There is much for government to do as well. But we shall need
intellectual as well as moral courage to grapple with the dilemmas
inherent in the remoralization of public life. I shall confine myself
to one example here, because I have been talking longer than you
may have bargained for already.

The balance of our population, our human stock is threatened. A
recentarticle in Porerty, published by the Child Poverty Action Group,
showed that a high and rising proportion of children are being born
to mothers least fitted to bring children into the world and bring
them up. They are born to mothers who were first pregnant in
adolescence in social classes four and five. Many of these girls are
unmarried, many are deserted or divorced or soon will be. Some are
of low intelligenice, most of low educational attainment.

They are unlikely to be able to give children the stable emotional
hackground, the consistent combination of love and firmness which
are more important than riches. They are producing problem children,
the future unmarried mothers, delinquents, denizens of our borstals,
subnormal educational establishments, prisons, hostels for drifters.
Yet, these mothers, the under-twenties in many cases, single parents,
from classes four and five, are now producing a third of all births,
A high proportion of these births are a tragedy for the mother, the
child and for us.

Yet what shall we do? If we do nothing, the nation moves towards
degeneration, however much resources we pour into preventative
work and the over-burdened educational system. It is all the more
serious when we think of the loss of people with talent and initative
through emigration as our semi-socialism deprives them of adequate
opportunities, rewards and satsfaction.

Yet proposals to extend birth control facilities to these classes of
people, particulatly the young unmarried girls, the potential young
unmarried mothers, evokes entirely understandable moral apposition:
Is it not condoning immorality? I suppose it is. But which is the
lesser evil, until we are able to remoralize whole groups of classes
of people, undoing the harm done when already weak restraints on
strong instincts are further weakened by permlsslveness in television,
in films, on bookstalls? . :
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[According to the Press Association, Sir I eith, at this poiat in his
speech, added a passage to the prepared text ‘in view of misunder-
standings’]

The worshjp of instinct, of spontaneity, the rejection of self-
discipline, is not progress: it is degeneration.

It was Freud who argued that repression of instincts is the price
we pay for civilization. He considered the price well paid. So can
we, now. But we must see the dilemmas, we must argue it out among
ourselves to find a way through these moral dilemmas, while we
fight for our ideals in wider form through words and deeds. But you
may ask what can fallible politicians in short-lived governments do
in the face of all these tidal forces? Most of what needs to be done,
I have stressed, is for individuals as themselves, and as members of
all manner of bodies. But some tasks are for government, and to
these T will return on a future occasion.

This could be a watershed in our national existence. Are we to
move towards moral decline, reflected and intensified by economic
decline, by the corrosive effects of inflation? Or can we remoralize
our national life in which the economy is an integral part? It is up
to us, to people like you and me.

MARGARET THATCHER
Brighton, 10 October 1975

Let me give you my vision’

Margaret Thatcher (1923-) became the first woman leader of the Conservative. Party
when she leat Edward Heath in the leadership ballot of February 1973, Her slection
wiarked a sipnificant shift within the party towards a more radical version of Toryism
and away frons the consensnal wentrisns of the Keynesian niixed-economy policies of the
previons thirty years, Monetarism, denationalization, tax cutr and control of the money
supply were the policies that were soon fo be esponsed.

She set ont the new Thatcherite pofitical siall in her first speech as leader fo the
Conservative Party conference and nar greeted by rofling breakers of theers, shants and
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ﬁmf—ﬂ‘amp.ing. The speech bad a dificnit pirth, Sir Rovald Millar, ber principal

speechmwriter, bas described bow it was uof finished antil ten past five on the morning it
was to'be delivervd ay Mrs Thatcher sought a peroraiion that satisfied ber. *Ob nof Na,
that worr't do at all,’ she said at oue stage. ‘Sorry, what's wrong with i#? I¥'s just not
e, dear.” . )

Whenever I visit Communist countries their politicians never hesitate
to boast about their achievements, They know them all by heart;
they reel off the facts and figures, claiming this is the rich harvest of
the Communist system. Yet they are not prosperous as we in the
West are prosperous, and they are not free as we in the West are
tree. :

Our capitalist system produces a far }ngher standard of prosperity
and happmess because it believes in incentive and opportunity, and
because it is founded on human dignity and freedom. Even the
Russians have to go to a capitalist country — America - to buy enough
wheat to feed their people — and that after more than fifty years of
a State-controlled economy. Yet they boast incessantly, while we,
who have so much more to boast about, for ever cdticize and decry.
Is it not time we spoke up for our way of life? After all, no Western
nation has to build a wall round itself to keep its people in.

So let us have no truck with those who say the free-enterprise
system has failed. What we face today is not a crisis of capitalism
but of Socialism. No country can flourish if its economic and social
life is dominated by nationalization and State control.

The cause of our shortcomings does not, therefore, lie in prlvate
enterprise. Our problem is not that we have too little Socialism. It

is that we have too much. If only the Labour Party in this countty
would act like Social Democrats in West Germany. If only they
would stop trylng to prove their Socialist vitlity by relendessly
nationalizing one industry after another. '

Of course, 2 halt to further State control will not on its own

restore our belief in ourselves, because something else is happening

to this country. We are witnessing a deliberate attack on our values,
adeliberate attack on those who wish to promote merit and excellence,

a deliberate attack on our heritage and our great past, and there are
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those who gnaw away at our national self-respect, rewriting British
history as centuries of unrelieved gloom, oppression and failure — as
days of hopelessness, not days of hope. And others, under the shelter
of our education system, are ruthlessly attacking the minds of the
young . . . blatant tactics of intmidation designed to undermine the
fundamental beliefs and values of every student, tacdes pursued by
people who are the first to insist on their own civil rights while
seeking to deny them to the rest of us.

We must not be bullied or brainwashed out of our beliefs. No
wonder so many of our people, some of the best and the brightest,
are depressed and talking of emigrating, Fven so, I think they are
wrong. They are giving up too soon. Many of the things we hold
dear are threatened as never before, but none has yet been lost, so
stay here, stay and help us defeat Socialism so that the Britain you
have known may be the Britain your children will know.

- These are the two great challenges of our dme — the moral and
political challenge, and the economic challenge. They have to be
faced together and we have to master them both.

What are our chances of success? It depends on what kind of
people we are. What kind of people are we? We are the people that
in the past made Great Britain the workshop of the world, the people
who persuaded others to buy British, not by begging them to do so
but because it was hest.

We are a people who have received more Nobel Prizes than any
other nation except America, and head for head we have done better
than America, twice as well in fact. A

We are the people who, among other things, invented the com-
puter, the refrigerator, the electric motor, the stethoscope, rayon,
the steam turbine, stainless steel, the tank, television, penicillin, radar,
the jet engine, hovercraft, float glass and carbon fibres, et cetera —-
and the best half of Concorde.

We export more of what we produce than either West Germany,
France, Japan or the United States, and well over ninety per cent of
these exports come from private enterprise. [t is a triumph for the
private sector and all who work in it, and let us say so loud and clear.

With achievements like that who can doubt that Britain can have
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a great future, and what our friends abroad want to know is whether
that futire is going to happen.

Well, how can we Conservatives make it happen?

"Let me give you my vision: a man’s right to work as he will, to
spend what he earns, to own property, to have the State as servant
and not as master — these are the British inheritance. They are the
essence of a free country and on that freedom all our other freedoms
depend.

But we want a free economy, Aot only becanse it guarantees our
hbertles but also because it is the best way of creating wealth and
prosperity for the whole country, and it is this prosperty alone which
can give us the resources for better services for the community,
better services for those in-need.

By their attack on private enterprise, this Labour Government
has made certain that there will be next to nothing available for
improvements in our social services over the next few years. We
must get private enterprise back on the road to recovery, not merely
to give people more of their own money to spend as they choose,
but to have more money to help the old and the sick and the
handicapped. And the way to recovery is through profits, good
profits today leading to high investment, leading to well-paid jobs,
leading to a better standard of living tomorrow. No profits mean no
- investment and that means a dying industry geared to yesterday’s
world, and that means fewer jobs tomorrow.

Some Socialists seem to believe that people should be numbers
in a State computer. We believe they should be individuals. We are
all unequal. No one, thank heavens, is quite like anyone else, however
much the Socialists may pretend otherwise. We believe that everyone
has the right to be unequal. But to us, every human being is equally
important. Engineers, miners, manual workers, shop assistants, farm-
workers, postmen, housewives — these are the essential foundations
of our society, and without them there would be no nation. But
there are others with special gifts who should also have their chance,
because if the adventurers who strike out in new directions in science,
technology, medicine, commerce and industry are hobbled, there
can be no advance. The spirit of envy can destroy; it can never build.
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Everyone must be allowed to develop the abilities he knows he has
within him, and she knows she has within her, in the way they choose.

Freedom to choose is somethihg we take for granted undl it is in
danger of being taken away. Socialist Governments set out perpetually
to restrict the area of choice, and Conservative Governments to
increase it. We believe that you become a responsible citizen by
making decisions for yourself, not by having them made for you.
Bat they are macde for you by Labour all right!

CHAIM HERZOG
New York, 10 November 1975

‘Hate, ignorance and evif’

1he United Nations offered the state of Israel almost immediate recogrition i 1948.
By the 19705, bowever, the twenty Alralr states, the Soviet Union and o majority of
Third World conntries nnder dictatorships, controlled most of the rotes in the UN
Ceeneral Assenbly, and on 10 November 1975, Resolution 3379, calling on all nations
to combat Zionism ax o forn of raciin, was passed by 72 votes to 35, mith 32 abstentions,

Al Jews becamse vafnerabile to the charge of raciom,

Oue of the most dramatic mopents in the UN'r bivtory scenrred when Chain
7

Herzoy (1918—97), Firael’s ambassador to the UIN, after making this speech opposing

the resolution, ters it in balf and left the podinm.

I do not come to this rostrum to defend the moral and historcal
values of the Jewish people. They do not need to be defended. They
speak for themselves, They have given to mankind much of what is
great and eternal. They have done for the spirit of man more than
can readily be appreciated in a forum such as this one.

I come here to denounce the two great evils which menace society
in general and a society of nations in particular. These two evils are
hatred and ignorance. These two evils are the motivating force behind
the proponents of this draft resolution and their supporters. These
two evils characterize those who would drag this world organization,



414 ' Herzog: ‘Hate, fgnorance-and evil’

“the idea of which was first conceived by the prophets of Israel, to
the depths to which it has been dragged today.

The key to understanding Zionism lies in its name. In the Bible,

the easternmost of the two hills of ancient Jerusalem was called
Zion, The period was the tenth century 8c. In fact, the name “Zion’
appears 152 times in the Old Testament, referring to Jerusalem. The
name is overwhelmingly a poetic and prophetic designation. The
religious and emotional qualities of the name arise from the impor-
tance of Jerusalem as the Royal City and the City of the Temple.
‘Mount Zion’ is the place where God dwells according to the Bible.
Jerusalem or Zion is a place where the Lord s King according to
Isaiah and where he has mstal]ed his King, David, as quoted in the
* Psalms.

King David made Jerusalem the cap1ta.1 of Israel almost 3,000

years ago, and Jerusalem has remained the capital ever since. During
the centuries the term “Zion’ grew and expanded to mean the whole
of Israel. The Israelites in exile could not forget Zion.
* 'The Hebrew psalmist sat by the waters of Babylon and swore Tf
1forget thee, O Jerusalem, let my right hand forget her cunning.’ This
- oath has been repeated for thousands of years by Jews throughout the
world. It is an oath which was made over 700 years before the advent
of Christianity and over 1,200 years before the advent of Islam.

In view of all these connotations, Zion came to mean the Jewish
homeland, symbolic of Judaism, of Jewish national aspirations.

Every Jew, while praying to his God, wherever he is in the world,
faces towards Jerusalem. These prayers have expressed for over 2,000
vears of exile the yearning of the Jewish people to return to its ancient
homeland, Israel. In fact, a continuous Jewish presence, in larger
or smaller numbers, has been maintained in the country over the
centuries,

Zionism is the name of the national movement of the ]ew:tsh
people and is the modern expression of the ancient Jewish heritage.
The Zionist ideal, as set out in the Bible, has been, and is, an integral
part of the Jewish religion.

Zionism is to the Jewish people what the liberation movements
of Africa and Asia have been to their peoples. Zionism is one of the
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most stirring and constructive national movements in human history.
Historically, it is based on a unique and unbroken connection,
extending some 4,000 years, between the People of the Book and
the Land of the Bible.

In modern times, in the late nineteenth century, spurred by the

* twin forces of anti-Semitic persecution and of natonalism, the Jewish

people organized the Zionist movement in order to transform its
dream into reality. Zionism as a political movement was the revolt
of an oppressed nation against the depredations and wicked
discrimination and oppression of the countries in which ant-
Semitism flourished. It is indeed no coincidence at all and not
sutprising that the sponsors and supporters of this draft resolution
include countries which are guilty of the horrible ctime of anti-
Semitism and discrimination to this very day.

Support for the aim of Zionism was written into the League of
Nations Mandate for Palestine, and was again endorsed by the
United Nations in 1947 when the General Assembly voted by an
Dverwhelmmg majority for the restoration of Jewish mdependencc
in our ancient land.

The reestablishment of Jewish independence in Israel after cen-
tutries of struggle to overcome foreign conquest and exile is a vindica-
tion of the fundamental concepts of the equality of nations and
self-determination. T'o question the Jewish people’s right to national
existence and freedom is not only to deny to the Jewish people the
right accorded to every other people on this globe but is also to deny
the central precepts of the United Nations.

For Zionism is nothing more — and nothing less — than the Jewish
people’s sense of origin and destination in the land linked eternally
with its name. It is also the instrument whereby the Jewish nation
seeks an authentic fulfilment of itself. And the drama is enacted in
the region in which the Arab nation has realized its sovereignty in
twenty states compudsing a hundred million people in four and a half
million square miles, with vast resources. The issue therefore is not

~whether the wotld will come to terms with Arab nationalism. The

guestion is at what point Arab nationalism, with its prodigious glut
of advantage, wealth, and opportunity, will come to terms with the
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miodest but equal rights of another Middle Eastern nation to pursue

its life in security and peace .
Over the centuries it has fallen to the lot of my people to be the

testing agent of human decency, the touchstone of civilization, the-

crucible in which enduring human values are to be tested. A nation’s
level of humanity could invariably be judged by its behaviour towards
its Jewish population. It always began with the Jews but never ended
with them. :

The anti-Jewish pogroms in Czarist Russia were but the tip of the
iccberg which revealed the inherent rottenness of the regime which

* was soon to.disappear in the storm of revolution. The anti-Semitic.

excesses of the Nazis merely foreshadowed the catastrophe which
was to befall mankind in Europe.

This wicked resolution must sound the alarm for all decent people
in the world. The Jewish people as a testing agent has unfortunately
never erred. The implications inherent in this shameful move are
terrifying indeed.

On this issue, the world as represented in this hall has divided
itself into good and bad, decent and evil, human and debased. We,
the Jewish people, will recall in history our gratitude to those natons
who stood up and were counted and who refused to support this
wicked proposition. I know that this episode will have strengthened
the forces of freedom and decency in the world and will have fortified
them-in their resolve to strengthen the ideals they so value. T know
that this episode will have strengthened Zionism, as it has weakened
the United Nations,

As 1 stand on this rostrum, the long and proud history of my
people unravels itself before my inward eye. 1 see the oppressors of

our people over the ages as they pass one after another in evil -

procession into oblivion. I stand hete before you as the representative
of a strong and flourishing people which has survived them all and

which will survive this shameful exhibition and the proponents of

this resolution. I stand here as the representative of a people one of
whose prophets gave to this world the sublime prophecy which
animated the founders of this world organization and which graces
the entrance to this building: *. . . nation shall not [ift up sword against
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nation, neither shall they learn war any more’ (Isaiah 2:4). In the
verses before that, the prophet Isaiah proclaimed: ‘And it shall come
to pass in the last days . .. for out of Zion shall go forth the law,

- and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem’ (Isaiah 2:2-3).

As I stand on this rostrum, the great moments of Jewish history
come to mind as I face you, once again outnumbered and the
would-be victim of hate, ignorance and evil. I look back on those
great moments. | recall the greatness of a nation which I have the
honour to represent in this forum. I am mindful at this moment of
the Jewish people throughout the world wherever they may be, be
it in freedom or in slavery, whose prayers and thoughts are with me
at this moment.

I stand not here as a supplicant. Vote as your moral conscience
dictates to you. For the issue is not Israel or Zionism. The issue is
the continued existence of the organization, which has been dragged
to its lowest point of discredit by a coaliion of despotisms and
racists.

The vote of each delegation will record in history its country’s
stand on anti-Semitic racism and anti-Judaism. You yourselves bear
the responsibility for your stand before history, for as such will you
be viewed in history. But we, the Jewish people, will not forget.

For us, the Jewish people, this is but a passing episode in a rich
and an event-filled history. We put our trust in our Providence, in
our faith and beliefs, in our time-hallowed tradition, in our striving
for social advance and human values and in our people, wherever
they may be. For us, the Jewish people, this resolution, based on
hatred, falsehood, and arrogance, is devoid of any moral or legal
value. For us, the Jewish people, this is no more than a plECE of
paper, and we shall treat it as such. '

" The resolntion was reicinded in 1992,
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: MICHAEL FOOT
" Blackpool, 29 September 1976

The red flame of Socialist conrage’

Michae! Foar (1913-) is oue of the great dissenters and romantics of British politicr, a
mean whose herves are Swift, Hazlitt and Byron. He identifies with the Levellers as wefl
as Cromnvell and Whigs as well as nanconfornvists. Aceording fo the British bistorian
Kenneth O. Morgan, be embodies a powerful creative theust of popalar radicalisir that
has been constammt iy British public fife for fwo centurier.

. Foot is also a magnificent orator, at bis best when defying and denonncing Tories
and defending hix heloved Labour Pariy against the sturs and sneers of ifs appponents.
After years as a rebel on the feff wing of the Party, be became Secretary of State ﬁr
Employnent in Harold Wilson's third goveriment in 1974,

Trade unionists were angry mith the Labonr government in 1976. It was dealing

with an iuflation rate of fwenty per cent and the unions were opposing goveriment .

intervention in collective wage bargaining and wanted ntterly fo reject stalniory fcomes
canérol,

On the first day of the Labour Party couference, Foot, for many years the tdof of the
conference as the bitterest critic of offiwial poficies but now a cabivet minfster, made a
dramatic afipeal to the conférence to endorse the Wilson governnwent's ant-inflation policy.

If they failed to support the gorernment’s policy, be said in a passionate speech, they conld

bring about the end of the Labonr government.

No one is less surprised than myself that this Conference has been
dominated, and will continue to be dominated in my judgement,
by the dsing anxieties and fears and anger of our people about
unemployment up and down this country . : Unemployment on
this level is totally unacceptable to the Labour Movernent. Of course,
our unemployment is part of an afflicion affecting the whole Western
world; the Western world is gripped by the most complex and
perilous recession which we have seen since 1945. It is indeed, in
my judgement, a crisis of Capitalism of 2 most formidable chatacter,
and we have to muster all our energies, all our skill, to deal with it.
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Let me start therefore by telling you what is my deepest instinct
about the whole of this situation; it is of first importance for our
country, and no less for our Labour Movement, that this crisis should
be faced and surmounted by a Labour Government acting in the
closest alliance and good faith with the trade-union movement of

“this country. (Applanse) 1f we were to fall apart, I shudder to think

what would be the consequences for our people, for our young
people and old alike, in unemployment and in all the other associated
consequences. I shudder to think also what would be the consequence
for our democratic instimations themselves. It is only three or four
years ago that a Conservative Government used the opportunity
which we gave them after 1970 to introduce the most insidious attack
on trade unionism in this country which we have seen in this century.

If we were ever fools enough to allow them to get the levers of
power again, the whips would be changed to scorpions for our
chastisement. Let us not make any mistake about that . . .

People sometimes say: we will agree to some arrangement between
the Government and the trade unions about wages, but only when
you have the full panoply of Socialist measures actually pat into full
operation. I understand the argument, but I say it is unworkable.
There is not a single Government in the wotld aspiring to change
society that could work upon that system of transition, whether it is
Communist, Maoist, Yugoslav, anything. Of course you could not
work on that basis, and so I say, for anyone to argue that there shall
be no concession to a Labour Government on these measures unil
all the other measures are in operation, that is not merely a recipe
for the destrucidon of this Labour Goverament, it is a recipe for the

- destruction of any Labour Government. That has to be faced, too.

I am very glad that this Conference is going to be dominated also
by the demand for new systems of investment, in the National
Enterprise Board and the planning agreements and all the other
matters that we have discussed and which we have had in our Party
programmes. OFf course, that is of paramount importance. But do
not let anybody imagine that investment is a soft option. Investment
is not a soft option. You can learn it from Das Kapital as well as
from anywhere else, and I hope I will not he convicted for that. You



420 Foot: "The red flame of Socialist conrage’

can read it all there. Investment means very often, almost always,
forgoing present claims in order to have future benefits. And you
can do it by not so many methods. You can do it by the brutal
capitalist methods of the nineteenth century, or you can do it by

the equally brutal, or maybe even more outrageous, methods of -

twentieth-centufy Stalinism, or you can do it by the politics of
persuasion, by the Social Contract. You can do it that way. You can
do it the democratic way, which is the heart and soul of our Labour
Movement, and always has been. And it is that method by which we
are going to seek for our success.

We must face the crisis, beat the inflation, start the regeneration
of British lndustry, lift this scourge of wnemployment from our
people. This is what we must do. It is the greatest summons that
has come to our Labour Party in the seventy-five years of its
existence. _

We face an economic typhoon of unparalleled ferocity, the worst
the world has seen since the 1930s. Joseph Conrad wrote a book
called Typheon, and at the end he told people how to deal with it. He
said, “Always facing it, Captain McWhirr: that’s the way to get
through.” Always facing it, that is the way we have got to solve this

problem. We do not want a Labour Movement that tries to dodge .

it; we do not want people in a Labour Cabinet to try to dodge it.

We want people who are prepared to show how they are going to

face it, and we need the united support of the Labour Movement to
achieve it.

I believe that we can make this Conference one of the greatest in

our history, not by stifling dissent or criticism or debate, however
ferociously the criticisms may be put: of course not. Indeed, there
would not be any life left in this Party if it had not been for those
prepared to come atong and advocate sometimes unpopular opinions
and stand up for them, and discover that those unpopular opinions
sometimes became accepted. So I am notasking for any dull uniform-

ity or anything of the sort. I am asking this Movement to exert itself -

as it has never done before, to show the qualities which we have,
the Socialist imagination that exists in our Movement, the readiness
to re-forge the alliance, stronger than ever, between the Government
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and the trade unions, and above all to show the supreme quality in
politics, the red flame of Socialist courage. That is what we have got
to do to save our country, and that is what can come from this
Conference. (Applanse. A standing ovation.)

Phen Harold Wilson resigned in 1976, James Callaghan defeated Michae! Foot for
the leadership of the Labour Party aud became prime minister. Foot became leader of
the House of Commons and siceeeded Callaghan in 1980 as leader of the party which
bad been defeated in the 1979 gencral election by Margaret Thatcher. Foot was beaten
by Margaret Thatcher in the eleciion of 1983. He retired from the Honse of Commions
in 1992,

- ALEXANDER SOLZHENITSYN
Cambridge, Massachusetis, 8 June 1978

“What is the joy abont?’

After serving in the Red Army and being decorated Jor bravery during the Second 1Forld
War, Alexander Solshenitsyn (1919-) war seut fo g labanr cappy from 1945 to 1953
after making critical remarks abait Stalin iy fetters to a friend. He was then sent info
exile in Stheria nutil 1956,

One Day in the Life of Ivan Deaisovich, bir novel exposing ibe misery of

 Stalin's ‘gulags’, was published i 1962 and approved by Kbrushehen. His experience

of the gilags alse inspired Cancer Ward, The First Circle and The Gulag
Archipelago, all of which were banned,

Althongh Solzhenitsyn was awarded the Nobel Prige for Literature in 1970, be was
Darangied in the Soviet precy, charged with treason and sent into exile in 1974 after
The Gulag Archipelago mwar published in the West,

A this speech at Harvard University's annnal comumencenrent ceremony deffmnﬂmfed '
Solzhenitsyn did not trimpet bis gratitnde to the West. Instead be denonnced a Western
way of fife that be saw as sporlt, silly and empty of spiritual values.

A decline in courage may be the most striking feature which an

_outside observer notices in the West today. The Western world has
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lost its civic courage, both as a whole and separately, in each country,
in each government, in each political party and, of course, in the
United Nations. Such a decline in courage is particularly noticeable
among the ruling and intellectual élites, causing an impression of a
loss of courage by the entre society. There remain many courageous
individuals, but they have no determining influence on public life.
Political and intellectual functionaties exhibit this depression, pass-
ivity and perplexity in their actions and in their statements, and even
more 5o in their self-serving rationales as to how realistic, reasonable
and intellectually and even morally justified it is to base state policies
on weakness and cowardice . . . S

Must one point out that from ancient times a decline in courage
has been considered the beginning of the end?- ..

When the modern Western states were being formed, it was
proclaimed as a principle that governments are meant to serve man
and that man lives in order to be free and pursue happiness. (See,
for example, the American Declaration of Independence.) Now at
. last during past decades technical and social progress has permitted
the realization of such aspirations: the welfare state. Every citizen
has been granted the desired freedom and material goods in such
quantity and of such quality as to guarantee in theory the achievement
of happiness, in the debased sense of the word which has come into
being during those same decades. (In the process, however, one
psychological detail has been overlooked: the constant desire to
have stll more things and a still better life, and the struggle to this
end imprints many Western faces with worry and even depression,
though it is customary to carefully conceal such feelings. This
active and tense competition comes to dominate all human
thought and does not in the least open 2 way to free spiritual
development.) The individual’s independence from many types.of
state pressure has been guaranteed; the majority of the people have
been granted well-being to an extent their fathers and prandfathers
could not even dream about; it has become possible to raise young
people according to these ideals, preparing them for and summoning
them towards physical bloom, happiness, possession of material
goods, money and leisure, towards an almost unlimited freedom in
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the choice of pleasures. Se who should now renounce alt this, why
and for the sake of what should one risk one’s precious life in defence
of the common good, and particulagly in the nebulous case when
the security of one’s nation must be defended in an as yet distant
land? :

Even biology tells us that a high degree of habitual well-being is
not advantageous to a living organism. Today, well-being in the life
of Western society has begun to reveal its pernicious mask . . .

Should I be asked whether I would propose the West, such as
it is today, as-a model to my country, I would frankly have to
answer negatively. No, I could not recommend your society as an
ideal for the transformation of ours. Through deep suffering,
people in our country have now achieved a spiritual development
of such intensity that the Western system in its present state of
spiritual exhaustion does not look attractive. Even those character-
istics of your life which 1 have just enumerated are extremely sad-
dening. '

A fact which cannot be disputed is the weakening of human
personality in the West, while in the East it has become firmer and
stronger. Six decades for our people and three decades for the people
of Eastern Europe; during that time we have been through a spiritual
training far in advance of Western experience. The complex and
deadly crush of life has produced stronger, deeper and more interest-
ing personalities than those generated by standardized Western well-

“being, Therefore, if our society were to be transformed into yours,

it would mean an improvement in certain aspects, but also a change
for the worse on some particularly significant points, Of course, a
society cannot remain in an abyss of lawlessness as is the case in our
country. But it is also demeaning for it to stay on such a soulless
and smooth plane of legalism as is the case in yours. After the
suffering of decades of violence and oppression, the human soul
longs for things higher, warmer and purer than those offered by
‘today’s mass living habits, introduced as by 2 calling card by the
revolting invasion of commercial advertising; by Tv stupor and by
intolerable music,

All this is visible to numerous observers from all the worlds of
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. our planet. The Western way of life is less and less likely to become
the leading model.

There are telltale symptoms by which hlstory gives warning to a
threatened or perishing society. Such are, for instance, a decline of
the arts or a lack of great statesmen. Indeed, sometimes the warnings
are quite explicit and concrete. The centre of your democracy and
of your culture is left without electric power for a few hours only,
and all of a sudden crowds of American citizens start looting and
creating havoc. The smooth surface film must be very thin, then,
the social systemn quite unstable and unhealthy.

But the fight for our planet, physical and spiritual, a fight of cosmic
proportions, is not a vague matter of the future; it has already started.
The forces of Evil have begun their decisive offensive; you can feel
their pressure, yet your screens and publications are full of preserbed
smiles and raised glasses What is the joy about?

Solchenitsyn was pardoned in 1991, after the collapse of the Soviet Union,

ROY JENKINS
London, 22 November 1979

‘Home Thoughts from Abroad’

The 1879 Dinbleby Lecture, broadeast annnally by the BBC in memory of the great
broadeaster Richard Dintblely, helped to change the conrse of Brifish politics.

Ray Jenkins had resigned as the Labonr government's Home Secretary in 1976 1o
prepare for bis appointment as president of the Enropean Economic Community
comumission and bad left the Labour Pargy. He nsed the apportunity of the Dinbleby

Ledure to voice bis disenchanturent with the warring ideologies of the two main Britivh

pwlitical parties and affered the /Jgpe of a new parly of the centre based on Enropean

nrodels.

Jenkins offers in bis menvoirs a fascinating insight into the hard work of writing such
a speech. Flis first attempt at conpasition occurred on 14 Angnst and by 15 October
he bad a texct, nearly sufficient 1o fil the forty-eight minntes requived, But it was not
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right. "It was far too long and leisnrely on bistorical mm_/yfij and ua? ueardy strony enongh
on prescription.” On 1 Novensher be wrofe from 9.15 a.m. to 1.00 and then from 3.15
to 8.15 pum. and had a comprebensive texct, abant fiffeen bundred words too long.
- Sixc days later by read a fantened and typed version throngh during a frain journcy
and did a run-thraugh of the full fext at a BBC sindio on 12 Novewber. He then
continsied fo titivate the leciure in Brusselr sntil he had fo seal it np for the release of
eapies Io the prers, -

On the day of the lecture, be also made three speeches i Brussels ufore departing for

Londan,

A few decades ago there were quite a lot of people who believed
thata singfe election victory could be the beginning of the millennium.
It was a view pethaps more prevalent, because of greater opti-
mism or utopianism, on the Left than on the Right. It was certainly
held by many Labour supporters in 1945. More recently, however,
I have the impression that it applies equally or more strongly on the
Right.

A governing party must have the self-confidence to want power
and to believe that its exercise of it can dlt the country in the right
direction. But it should also have the humility to recognize on any
likely projection of the past, its power will come to an end, probably
in about six years, mayhe less, only exceptionally more, The test of
its statesmanship in the context of history will not therefore be how
many trees it pulls up by the roots but how it fits into a continuous
process of adaptation in which leadership is combined with sensitivity
to national mood . . .

This is not a recipe forinaction or for the avoidance of controversy.
Some of the most bitterly contested measures of the past 150 years
— the electoral reform bills, the repeal of the Corn Laws, the curbing
of the powers of the House of Lords, the initiation of social security,
of, to take an example from the Right, the setting up of independent
television — have been inviolate once they were on the statute book

because they quickly became part of the social fabric and could only

have been undone at the cost of unacceptible electoml damage to

the opposing party.
All this implies a certain respect by politicians for the opinions
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of their opponents. But thar is surely both possible and desirable.,
In their memoirs, written with the benignity of old age, it gener-
ally. comes through. Indeed, where bitterness remains, it is more
often dLrected against previous co]leagues than against prcv"lous
opponents.

Yet when they are seeking ot exercising power there is only too
often 2 shrill and unconvincing attempt to portray almost everyone
on the other side as cither a fool or a knave. Each successive Tory
government.is the most reactionary since that of Lord Liverpool, or
some other hobgoblin figure shrouded in the past. Each successive
Labour government has been the most rapacious, doctrinaire and
unpatriotic conspiracy to be seen this side of the Iron Curtain. Either
might, I suppose, be true in the future, but it cannot all have been
true in the past, and I do not believe that it either convinces or
pleases the electorate.

One major disadvantage of excessive political partisanship is that
it fosters precisely the sort of industrial mood which is rapidly turning
Britain into a manufacturing desert. If, on the House of Commons
floor, it is always the fault of the other side, how can politicians
preach convincingly against the prevalence of such a mood on the
shop-floor? :

This, some people will say with horror, is an unashamed plea for
the strengthening of the political centre. Why not? The vocation of
politicians ought to be to represent, to channel, to lead the aspirations
of the electorate. These aspirations, not on every issue, butin essential
direction, pull far more towards the centre than towards the extremes.
The general mood is not that of reaction or of putting the clock
back. Butnorisitone of support for class selfishness or for revolution,
whether it be utopian or malevolent. -

Ohur great failure, now for decades past, has been lack of adaptabil-
ity. Sometimes this rigidity is a source of strength. It was very good

not to be too adaptable in 1940. But overall it is a source of weakness.
Some societies — France in the second half of the Third Republic, -

pre-revolutionary Russia, the Austro-Hungarian Empire — have been
still less adaptable than our own. But they hardly provide grounds

for comfort. Compared with post-war Germany, post-war Japan, -
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Fifth Republican France (industrially at least), the United States for
virtually the whole of its history, compared for that matter with early
Victorian Britain — miodérn Britain has been slugpish, uninventive
and resistant to voluntary change, not merely economically but
socially and po[mcally as well. We cannot successfully survive unless
we can make our society more adaptable; and an unadaptable political
system works heavily against this. Politicians cannot cling defensively
to their present somewhat ossified party and political system while
convincingly advocating the acceptance of change everywhere else
in industry and society. ‘Everybody change but us’ is never a good
slogan.

The paradox is that we need more change accompanied by more
stability of direction. It is a paradox but not a contradiction, Too
often we have superficial and quickly reversed political change without
much purpose or underlying effect. This is net the only paradox. We
need the innovating stimulus of the free-market economy without
either the unacceptable brutality of its uatrammelled distribution of
rewards or its indifference to unemployment. This is by no means
an impossible combination. It works well in a number of countries.
It means that you accept the broad line of division between the
public and the private sectors and do not consiantly threaten those
in the private sector with nationalization or expropriation.

You encourage them without too much interference to create as
much wealth as possible, but use the wealth so created both to give
a return for enterprise and to spread the benefits throughout society
in a way that avoids the disAgurement of poverty, gives a full priority
to public education and health services, and encourages cooperation
and not conflict in industry and throughout society. You use taxation
for this purpose, but not just to lop off rewards. The state must
know its place, which should be an important but far from an
omnipotent one. You recognize that there are certain major economic
objectives, well beyond merely regulatory ones like the control of
the money supply, which can only be achieved by public action,
often on an internatdonal scale. Two clear contemporary examples
are first the breaking of the link, now fairly long-standing, but by no
means inevitable, between economic growth and the consumption
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of oil; and second, by coordinated government purchasing policy,
- ensuring that this country and Europe as a whole is a major producer
and not merely a passive purchaser of the products of the electronic/
telecommunications revolution. Success or failure on these two points

will largely determine whether we with our partners are a leading or

second-rate industrial group in the world of the 1990s, You use
market forces to help achieve such objectives but do nat for a
moment pretend that they, unguided and unaided, can do the whole
job.

You also make sure that the state knows its place, not only in
relation to the economy, but in relation to the citizen. You are in
favour of the right of dissent and the liberty of private conduct. You
are against unnecessary centralization and bureaucracy. You want to
devolve decision-making wherever you sensibly can. You want
parents in the school system, patients in the health service, residents
in the neighbourhood, customers in both nationalized and private
industry, to have as much say as possible. You want the nation
to be self-confident and outward-looking, rather than insular, xeno-

phobic and suspicious. You want the class system to fade without

being replaced either by an aggressive and intolerant proletarianism
or by the dominance of the brash and selfish values of a ‘get rich
quick’ society. You want the nation, without eschewing necessary
controversy, to achieve a renewed sense of cohesion and common
purpose.

These are some of the objectives which I believe could be assisted
by a streagthening of the radical centre. I believe thatsuch a develop-
ment could bring into political commitment the energies of many
people of talent and goodwill who, although perhaps active in many
other voluntary ways, are at present alienated from the business of
government, whether national or local, by the sterility and formalism
of much of the political game. I am sure this would improve our
politics. I think the results might also help to improve our national
performance. But of that T cannot be certain. I am against too much
dogmatism here. We have had more than enough of it. But at least

we could escape from the pessimism of Yeats’s “Second Coming’,

where
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The best lack all conviction, while the worst
Are full of passionate intensity

. and

Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold.

Tiwo Saturdays later both Shivley Witliams and Bill Rodgers, whe with Jenkins were to
bu three of the Gang of Four niho founded the Social Democratic Party in 1981, visited
Jenkins. Neither had been frightened off by the lecture and bath were prepared i cerfain
circrimstances to break with the Labonr Party. :

Jenkins's lecture proved to be the single most important event in placing on the agenda

Jor serions discussion the idea of a new party in the nriddie gronnd of Britich politics; it
was a seminal fect of what a new party conld stand for. :

After the SDP was formed, initially with Jenkins ar feader, it snbsequently _eufemd
an afliance with the Liberal Party — aud the alliance briefly threatencd to overtafe the
Labour Party and become the dominant party of opposition to the Tories. After the
1987 general election, the SDP faded anay aud many members joined a new Liberal
Demecrat Party. But the threat from the alliance transfornsed the Labonr Party, nhose
policies becamie similar fo those that Jenkins espoused in biv Dinbleby Lectnre.

EDWARD KENNEDY
New York, 12 August 1980

*The dream shall never die’

 Senator Edward Kennedy's campaign for president i 1980 ended when he was dedisively

beaten by President finmy Corter at the Devwocrat convention. Yet althongh Carter
won the nomination, it was Keunedy (1932-) who miade the best speech and who got
the londest cheers when be and Carter appeared together on the platform,

On the day affer bis defeat, Kennedy bronght the convention afive with a brilliant
defence of the Dengerats’ traditional policies, a rcathing attack on Ronald Reagan, and
a moving and defiant statenent of the Kennedys’ faith,
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There were hard hours on our ]ourney, and often we sailed against
the wind. But always we kept our rudder true, and there were so
many of you who stayed the course and shared our hope. You gave
your help; but even more, you gave your hearts.

Because of you, this has been a happy campaign. You welcorned
Joan, me and cur family into your homes and neighbourhoods,
your churches, your campuses, your union halls, When I think
back of ali the miles and all the months and all the memories, 1 think
of you. I récall the poet’s words, and I say: What golden frdends T
have.

Among you, my golden friends across thls land, I have listened
and learned.

I have listened to Kenny Dubois, a plassblower in Chatleston,
West Virginia, who has ten children to support but has lost his job
after thirty-five years, just three years short of qualifying for l-us
pension .

Thave hstened to the grandmother in East Oakland who no longer
has a phone to call her grandchildren because she gave it up to pay
the rent on her small apartment.

I have listened to young workers out of work, to students \mth-
out the tuition for college, and to families without the chance to

own 2 home. T have seen the closed factories and the stalled

assembly lines of Anderson, Indiana and South Gate, Califoraia, and
I'have seen too many, far too many idle men and women desperate
to work. I have seen too many, far too many working families
desperate to protect the value of their wages from the ravages of
inflation.

Yet I have also sensed a yearning for new hope among the people
in every state where | have been. And I have feltitin their handshakes,
I saw it in their faces, and I shall never forget the mothers who
carried children to our rallies. I shall always remember the elderly
who have lived in an America of high purpose and who believe that
it can all happen again.

Tonight, in their name, I have come here to speak for them. And
for their sake, I ask you to stand with them. On their behalf T ask
you to restate and reaffirm the timeless truth of our party.

Heseltine: ‘e are reaping the whirtwind of all onr yesterdays’ 431

I congratulare President Carter on his victory here. (“Applanse.)

I am confident that the Democratic Party will reunite on the basis
of Democratic principles, and that together we will march towards
2 Democratic victory in 1980, (pplonse.)

And someday, long after this convention, long after the signs

 come down, and the crowds stop cheering; and the bands stop

playing, may it be said of our campaign that we kept the faith. May
it be said of our party in 1980 that we found our faith again. :

And may it be said of us, both in dark passages and in bright days,
in the words of Tennyson that my brothers quoted and loved, and
that have special meaning for me now: ‘T am a part of all that I have
met/Tho’ much is taken, much abides/That which we are, we are
~/One equal temper of heroic hearts/strong in will/To strive, to
seek, to find, and not to yield.’

For me, a few hours ago, this campaign came to an end. For all

~ those whose cares have been our concern, the work goes on, the

cause endures, the hope stll lives, and the dream shall never die.

MICHAEL HESELTINE
Blackpool, 15 October 1981

‘We are reaping the whirhwind of all our yesterdays’

As Seeretary of State for the Environment i Margaret Thatcher's first government,
Michael Heseltine (1933=), ane of the ontstanding oratars of the contenporary British
Tory Party, was charged with studying the problems of Merszyside, the region areund the
declining seaport af Liverpoal, after the sunmuer riots of 1980. Heseltine always sat
uncomfortably in -Thatcher povernments: be still believed in what bad Decomse rhe
atfashionable view that state intervention conld belp fo reverse decades of decling in
Britain's inner citjes.

Speaking fo the Conservative conference a_year later, be maa’e an impassioned call
that Conservative politics nust deny rioters and wreckers any fertile gronnd fo sow the
seeds of discantent, Fle appealed to the one-nation doctriner of Disraeli and Iain Macleod
that had fezpi the Tory Party in the farefront of British polivics, Seff-belp (the Thatcherite
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m-ad) bad a lrmited meaning in an futer- ng connitity where forty per cent of young

kids were without work, be declared,
Then fe moved inta the main thrust of his speech.

" I come from South Wales. This nation is still suffering from the
legacies, from the folklore and from the memories of those bitter
inter-war years. They have fuelled a venom in the Labour Party and
in the trade unions that has set back our industrial society almost
beyond redemption.

This is the great challenge for our party, for we alone believe in
politics as a process of healing, of drawing together and of building
together on common strengths. There is not a person here who has
not cheered to the echo the great names, the great phrases that
secured for our party a well-nigh incredible record of goverrung
Britain over so loag a period.

It required great courage when Disraeli first talked of one nation.

- It did not represent a conventional view of the fime. It flew in the

teeth of much that was contemporary experience, But he led the

Tory Party through the great traumas of his day because he, in

advance of his time, had the vision to lead in his time. Today we

cheer the memory of that man. When 1 joined this party Iain Madeod
was a deeply controversial politician, fighting against bitter criticism
to keep us close to those same traditions of compassion and tolerance.

Those traditions are not ours to squander or abuse. For a brief time

they are entrusted to us to make relevant in today’s world. They are

the traditions that have kept our party in the forefront of British
politics in the centre of power.

In our generation we must show the same courage and vision as
the leaders whose memories we so frequently applaud. What talk of
equality of opportunity? What do those words actually mean in the
inper cities today? What do they mean to the black communities?
We now have large immigrant communities in British cities. Let this
party’s position be absolutely clear. They are Britsh. They live here.
They vote here. However tight the immigration legislation — and in
everyone’s interests it should be tight — there will be a large black
community in this country tomorrow, just as there is today. There
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are no schemes of significant repatriation that have any moral, social
or political credibility.

1 will and I do condemn the handful of blacks who rioted. But 1
condemn just as strongly the whites who rioted alongside them. I
totally support the police in their brave and unenviable tisk of

“restoring stability in our society.

But the doters were a tiny section of the bl'lck and white popu-
lations, the overwhelming majority of whom deplore the tiots
as vehemently as we do. But the fact remains that of those
black communities, who stand for the same values that I have

- deseribed, far too many — our people — know that the education they

obtain, the jobs they are offered and the careers that are opened to
them do not match up to the finest traditions upon which we pride
ourselves.

There is 2 challenge here in the conditions that we took on from
the Labour Party — because it totally failed to match the scale of the
challenge to be found in the inner cities . . .

Few of us can remember such testing times for this nation . . . we
ate reaping the whirlwind of all our yesterdays. Decade after decade
we have denied our industry the climate for sufficient innovadon and
investment, Too often we have slaughtered the capital programmes to
pay for the over-burgeoning consumption of the public sector. We
have extracted as wages today what we should have left as investment
for tomorrow. We have, too often, squandered our inheritance, and
our inner cities are just a signpost of a journey of despair.

There will he no recovery without more resources. Preferably
those resources will be in the form of investment from the private
sector or from the better use of existing public programmes. But if
the case can be made it may also be from extra public expenditure.
From wherever it comes itwill require an effort of will bya comrnumty
of people for a common purpose.

. You will say to me, “What of the wreckers? What of those who
wﬂl not wask, those who strike without cause, those who thump the
elderly, smash in the windows and thrive on a life of crimer” Every
generation. has its wreckers. There have been riots in other times,
but our faith has always told vs that one cannot sow the seeds of
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discontent on a stable society. They can Aourish only if they find
fertile ground. Our politics and policies must deny that fertile ground.
Yes, of course, our political opponents will fight us — as soon as they
stop fighting each other. But we have the mettle for that fight.

Heseltine won a standing ovation. He resigued from Margaret Thatcher's goverument i
1986 and challenged her for the leadership of the Tury Party in 1990. On the first
ballor be won more votes than Mrs Thatcher and precipitated ber downfall, but lost ta
Jobn Major, whose Cabinet be subsequently joined.

MARGARET THATCHER -
Cheltenham, 3 July 1982

“The Falklands Factor'

1When Margaret Thatcher decided to seud a task force of 10,000 men to recapture the
Fatkland Isiands after they had been invaded by Argentina, she played for the bighest
stakes aud won triwmphantly. The British snocess was atfributed t5 Mrs Thatcher's
nerve and desermination. The ‘Iron Lady’ of Soviet propagarnda proved iron indeed. From
being the Jeast popular Britizh prime minitter of moderu times, Mrs Thatcher became
ihe new Boadicea, the enbodinent of tonghress and resolve.

The ‘Falklands Factor', noted in this nationafistic speech to a ralfy of Conservative
wostent, ensured that she won the general election of 1983, ber second election victory.

Today we meet in the aftermath of the Falklands Battle. Qur countty
has won a great victory and we are entitled to be proud. This nation
had the resolution to do what it knew had to be done ~ to do what
it knew was right.

We fought to show that agpression does not pay, and that the

robber cannot be allowed to get away with his swag. We fought with - E

the support of so many throughout the world: the Security Council,
the Commonwealth, the European Community, and the United
States. Yet we also fought alone — for we fought for our own people
and for our own sovereign territory.
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Now that it is all over, things cannot be the same again, for we
have learnt something about ourselves—a lesson which we desperately
needed to learn. When we started out, there were the waverers and
the faint-hearts: the people who thought that Britain could no longer
seize the initiative for herself; the people who thought we could

no longer do the great things which we once did; and those who

believed that our decline was irreversible — that we could never again
be what we were. There were those who would not admit it — even
perhaps some here today — people who would have strenuously
denied the suggestion but — in their heart of hearts — they too
had their secret fears that it was true: that Britain was no longer
the nation that had buﬂt an Empire and ruled a quarter of the
world.

Well, they were wrong. The lesson of the Falklands is that Britain
has not changed and that this nation still has those sterling qualities
which shine through our history. This generation can match their
fathers and grandfathers in ability, in courage, and in resolution. We
have not changed. When the demands of war and the dangers to
our own people call us to arms — then we British are as we have

- always been — competent, courageous and resolute,

When called to arms — ah, that’s the problem. It took the battle
in the South Atlantic for the shipyards to adapt ships way ahead of
time; for dockyards to refit merchantmen and cruise liners, to fix
helicopter platforms, to convert hospital ships — all faster than was
thought possible; it took the demands of war for every stop to be
pulled out and every man and woman to de their best.

British people had to be threatened by foreign seldiers and British
territory invaded and then — why then = the response was incompar-
able. .Yet why does it need a war to bring out our qualities and
reassert our pride? Why do we have to be invaded before we throw
aside our selfish aims and begin to work together as only we can
work, and achiéve as only we can achieve?

That really is the challenge we as a nation face today. We have to
see that the spirt of the South Atlantic — the real spirit of Britain ~ .
is kindled not only by war but can now be fired by peace. :

We have the first prerequisite. We know we can do it — we haven’t
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lost the ability. Thatis the Fallkdands Factor. We have proved ourselves
to ourselves, It is a lesson we must not now forget. Indeed, it is a
lesson which we must apply to peace just as we have learnt it in war.
The faltering and the self-doubt has given way to achievement and
pride. We have the confidence and we must use it.
Just look at the Task Force as an object lesson. Every man had
his own task to-do and did it superbly. Officers and men, senior
- NCO and newest recruit — every one realized that his contribution
was essential for the success of the whole. All were equally valu-
able — each was differently qualified. By working together, each
was able to do more than'his best. As a team they raised the average
to the level of the best and by each doing his utmost together
they achieved the impossible. That’s an accurate picture of Britain
at war — not yet of Britain at peace. But the spirit has stirred and the
nati‘on has begun to assert itself. Things are not going to be the same
again.

ROBERT RUNCIE
London, 26 July 1982

‘Our nejghbonrs are indeed like s’

Although it continned to lose members during the 19705 and 1980s, the Church o
England remained a powerful source of social criticion and often wpset Conservative
mfisiers,

Dr Robert Ruudie- (1921-), who won the Military Cross dﬂﬁqg, the Second
World War, was appointed Archbishop of Canterbury by Margaret Thatcher but their
relationship was nneagy. After her awn trinmphalisnr over victory in the Falklands war,
she s said o be particularly spset by this mnted and woderate sermion from Dr Rumeie
at a service of thanksgiving in St Panl's Cathedral, although she never commented

preblicly on ber views of the sermon. Runcie dared to suggest that people were PIBRTIING
Argenting as well as Britain — and that they should also be remembered in the nation's
prayers, .
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Qur hope as Christians is not fundamentally in man’s naked goodwill
and rationality. We believe thathe can overcome the deadly selfishness
of class or sect or race by discovering himself as a child of the
universal God of love, When a man realizes that he is a beloved
child of the Creator of all, then he is ready to see his neighbours in

" the world as brothers and sisters. That is one reason why those who

dare to interpret God’s will must never claim him as an asset for
one nation or group rather than another, War springs from the love
and loyalty which should be offered to God being applied to some
God-substitute, one.of the most dangerous being nationalism.

This is a dangerous world where evil is at work nourishing the
mindless brutality which killed and maimed so many in this city
last week. Sometimes, with the greatest reluctance, force is necessary
to hold back the chaos which injustice and the itrational element
in man threaten to make of the world. But having said that, all is
not lost and there is hope. Even in the failure of war there are springs
of hope. In that great war play by Shakespeare, Henry V says: “There
is some soul of goodness in things evil, would men observingly
distill it out.” People are mourning on both sides of this conflict. In
our prayers we shall quite rightly remember those who are bereaved
in our own counery and the relations of the young Argentinian
soldiers who were killed. Common sorrow could do something to
reunite those who were engaged in this struggle. A shared anguish
can be a bridge of reconciliation. Our neighbours are indeed like
us.

I have had an avalanche of letters and advice about this service.
Some correspondents have asked ‘why drag God in? as if the
intention was to wheel up God to endorse some particular policy or
attitude rather than another. The purpose of prayer and of services
like this is very different and there is hope for the world in the
difference. In our prayers we come into the presence of the living
God. We come with our very human emotions, pride in achievement
and courage, grief at loss and waste. We come as we are and not
just mouthing opinions and thanksgiving which the fashion of the
moment judges acceptable. As we pour into our prayer our moutning,
our pride, our shame and our convictions, which will inevitably differ
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from person to person, if we are really present and really reaching
out to God and not just demanding his endorsement, then God is
able to work upon us. Heis able to deepen and enlarge our compassion
and to purify our thanksgiving. The parent who comes mourning
the loss of a son may find here consolation, but also a spirit which
enlarges our compassion to include all those Argentinian parents
who have lost sons. :

Man without God finds it difficult to achieve this revolution
inside himself. But talk of peace and reconciliation is just fanciful
and theoretical unless we are prepared to undergo such a revolution.
Many of the reports I have heard about the troops engaged in
this war refer to moments when soldiers have been brought face to
face with what is fundamental in life and have found new sources
of strength and compassion even in the midst of conflict. Ironicaily,
it has sometimes been those spectators who remained at home,
whether supporters or opponents of the conflict, who continue to
be most violent in their attitudes and untouched in their deepest
selves. :

Man without God is less than man. In meeting God, 2 man is
shown his failures and his lack of inteprity, but he is also given

strength to turn more and more of his life and actions into love

and compassion for other men like himself. It is necessary to the
continuance of life on this planet that more and more people make
this discovery. We have been given the choice. Man possesses the
power to obliterate himself, sacrificing the whole race on the altar
of some God-substitute. Or he can choose life in partnership with
God the Father of all. I believe that there is evidence that more and
more people are waking up to the realization that this crucial decision
peers us in the face here and now,

Cathedrals and churches are always places into which we bring
human experiences — birth, marriage, death, our flickering com-
munion with God, our fragile relationships with each other, so that
they may be deepened and directed by the spirit of Christ. Today
we bring our mixture of thanksgiving, sorrows and aspirations for a
better ordering of this world. Pray God that he may purify, enlarge
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'md redirect these in the wﬁys of his kingdom of love and peace.
Amen.

Dr Runcie retived fir 1991,

NEIL KINNOCK
Bridgend, 7 June 1983

T warn_yon'

The Labonr Party, led by Michael Foot, swas in decp disarray during the British general
election of 1983 and its manifsto mas described as the fongest suicide note in history.
Oue of Foot's most devosed lientenanis war Neil Kinnoek (19423, a Welsh Labonr
MP on the left wing of the party and a riving star.

Kinnock showed in this speech, delivered an the eve of the election, that he is a natural
arater. It was clear, be declared, that a new Thatcher governnient wonld cut spending on
. . N . 1

health, education, and pensions and increase uneniployment, taxes and juterest rates. T

warn you,’ be went ont . . .
If Margaret Thatcher is re-elected as Prime Minister, 7 war _yon

I warn you that You will have pain -
When healing and relief depend upon payment.

T warn you that you will have ignorance - o
When talents are untended and wits are wasted, when learning is a
privilege and not a right.

I warn you that you will have poverty —
When pensions slip and benefits are whittled away by 2 Government

that won’t pay in an economy that can’t pay.

1 warn you that you will be cold —
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When fael charges are used as a tax system that the rich don’t notice o

and the poor can’t afford.

I warn you that you must not expect work — ‘
When many cannot spend, more will not be able to earn. When they
don’t earn, they don’t spend. When they don’t spend, work dies.

I warn you not to go into the streets alone after dark or into the
streets in large crowds of protest in the light. :

I warn you that you will be quiet — X
When the curfew of fear and the gibbet of unemployment make you
obedient. '

I warn you that you will have defence of a sort —
With a risk and at a price that passes all understanding.

I'warn you that you will be home-bound —
When fares and transport bills kill leisure and lock you up.

I warn you that you will borrow less —
When credit, loans, mortgages and easy payments are refused to
people on your melting income.

If Margaret Thatcher wins, she will be more a Leader than a Prime
Minister. That power produces arrogance and when it is toughened
by Tebbitry and flattered and fawned upon by spineless sycophants,
the boot-licking tabloid Knights of Fleet Street and placemen in the
Quangos, the arrogance corrupts absolutely.

If Margaret Thatcher wins —

I warn you not to be ordinary.

I warn you not to be young,
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I warn you not to fall ill.

I warn you not to get old.

The succesgfid resolutian of the Falklands conflict was still pivid in the British menmory
and Margaret Thatcher wou an eagy election victory.
Fonr ponths later Neil Kinnock was elected leader of the Labonr Party.

POPE JOHN PAUL II
Czestochowa, Peland, 18 June 1983

‘We do not want a Poland which costs ns nothing'

Jobn Panl II, the Polish pope, made fhree visits fo bis native land, The third of these,
in 1983, when Solidaripy, the Polish workers' union, had been banned, was the wiost
significant. On this visit, John Panl 1] said be bad come ta cry ot before Enrape and
the world jor the forgetten pegple of Eastern Enrope.

On Saturday, 18 June, the Fope's belicapter took hint fo Crpstochowa where be
spoke, affen in code, to what the Loudon Uimes deseribed as a ragamuyfin army of a
wilfion young pilgrims’ from the weather-worn battlement of the Jasna Gira monastery.

Dagens of Solidarity banners sprouted in the crowd as the Pope nttered certain rigger
words — ‘warkers's or ‘solidarity’ (with @ small '’y — or made any reference fo fruth or
appression or human rights. : :

He was grested by buge applanse, applanse that was alwost frightening, according to
The Times, nben voiced by so many peaple in such a confined space.

Our Lady of Jasna Géra is the teacher of true love for all. A_Fld this
is particularly important for you, dear young people. In you, in fact,
is decided that form of love which all of your life will have aqd,
through you, human life on Polish soil: the matrimonial, faf'nily, social
and national form —butalso the priestly, religious and missionary one.
Every life is determined and evaluated by the interior form of love.
Tell me what you love, and I will tell you who you are.
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T watch! How beaudful it is that this word is found in the call of
Jasna Gara. It possesses a profound evangelical ancestry: Christ says
many times: “Watch’ (Matt. 26: 41), Perhaps also from the Gospel it
passed into the tradition of scouting. In the call of Jasna Géra it is
the essential element of the reply that we wish to give to the love by
which we are surrounded in the sign of the Sacred Icon.

The response to this love must be precisely the fact that [ watch!

What does it mean, ‘T watch’?

It means that T make an effort to be a person with a conscience,
I do not stifle this conscience and I do not deform it; I call good
and cvil by name, and I do not blur them; I develop in myself what-
is good, and I seek to correct what is evil, by overcoming it in myself..
. This is 2 fundamental problem which can never be minimized or

put on a secondary level. Nol It is everywhere and always a matter
of the first importance. Tts importance is all the greater in proportion
to the increase of circumstances which seem to favour our tolerance
of evil and the fact that we easily excuse ourselves from this, especially
if adults do so.

My dear friends! It is up to you to put up a firm barrier against
immorality, a barrier — I say — to those social vices which I will not
here call by name but which you yourselves are perfectly aware of,
You must demand this of yourselves, even if others do not demand
it of you. Historical experiences tell us how much the immorality of

‘certain periods cost the whole nation. Today when we are fighting
for the future form of our social life, remember that this form
depends on what people will be like. Therefore: watch!

Christ said to the apostles, during his prayer in Gethsemane:
“Watch and pray that you may not enter into temptation” (Matt. 26:
41). '

I watch’ also means: I see another. 1 do not close in on myself,
in a narrow search for my own interests, my own judgements. T

watch’ means: love of neighbous; it means: fundamental interhuman
solidarity. - :

Before the Mother of Jasna Géra I wish to give thanks for all the
proofs of this solidarity which have been given by my compatriots,
including Polish youth, in the difficult period of not many months
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ago. It would be difficult for me to enumerate here all the forms of this
solicitude which surrounded those who were interned, imprisoned,
dismissed from work, and alse their families. You know this better
than 1 I received only sporadic news about it.

May this good thing, which appeared in so many places and so
many ways, never cease on Polish soil. May there be a constant
confirmation of that ‘T watch’ of the call of Jasna Géra, which is a

" response to the presence of the Mother of Chuist in the great family

of the Poles.

‘I watch’ also means: I feel responsible for this great common
inheritance whose name is Poland. This name defines us all. This
name obliges us all. This name costs us all. .

Perhaps at imes we envy the French, the Germans or the Ameri-

cans because their name is not tied to such a historical price and

because they are so easily free: while our Polish freedom costs 50
much.

My dear ones, I will not make a comparative analysis. I will only say
that it is what costs that constitutes value. It is not, in fact, possible to
be truly free withoutan honest and profound relationship with values.
We do not want a Poland which costs us nothing. We watch, instead,
beside all that makes up the authentic inheritance of the generatio'ns,
seeking to enrich it. A nation, then, is first of all rich in its people. Rich
in man. Rich in youth. Rich in every individual who watches in the
name of truth: it is truth, in fact, that gives form to love.

My dear young friendsl Before our common Mother and the

- Queen of our hearts, I desire finally to say to you that she knows

your sufferings, your difficult youth, your sense of injustice and
humiliation, the lack of prospects for the future that is so often felt,
perhaps the temptations to flee to some other world.

Even if I am not among you every day, as was the case for many
years in the past, nevertheless I carry in my heart a great solicitude.
A great, enormous solicitude. A solicitude for you. Precisely because
‘on you depends tomorrow’.

I pray for you every day. 7 : ,

It is good that we are here together at the hour of the call of Jasna
Goéra. In the midst of the trials of the present time, in the midst of
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the trdal through which your generation is passing, this cafl of the
millennium continues to be a programme. '

In itis contained a fundamental way out. Because the way out in B

whatever dimension — economic, social, political — must happen first
in man. Man cannot remain with no way out.

Mother of Jasna Gora, you who have been given to us by Provi-_ o
dence for the defence of the Polish nation, accept this evening this

call of the Polish youth together with the Palish Pope, and help us
to persevere in hope! Amen,

1Phen freedons canse to Eastern Enrope in 1989, the Pope’s speeches in Poland i 1983
were considered as one of the main contributions in bolstering the defiant human spirit
that brought the walls of oppression tuntbling down,

DENIS HEALEY
_ London, 27 February 1984

The great she-elephant, she who minst be obeyed’
Ouie of the carliest and nost niemorable attacks on the prine pinisterial style of Margaret
Thatcher was made by Denis Healey (1917-), one of the most combative and bruising
speakers in the House of Conmions. Healey, a former Labour Defence Secretary and
Chancellor of the Excheguer, was speaking during a debate on a propasal by the

Thatcher government to abolish the right of warkers at GCH. 0, the British intelligence -

eaverdropping station at Chelfenbary, to belong fo a nnion.

Every trade unionist in Britain feels threatened by what the Govern- -

ment have done. The anger felt by trade unionists was felt deeply
by everyone, not least Mr Murray [Lionel Len” Murray, leader of the
Trades Union Congress], who attended the meeting with the Prime
Minister last week, because she was felt to be accusing trade unions
of lack of patriotism, of being prepared to risk people’s lives and to
break their promises. The Foreign Secretary made it crystal clear in
his speech that that, in his view, is what trade union membership at
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G CHQ must imply. [ ask the Government to recognize that they
really cannot talk in those terms to people such as Terry Dufly
and Kate Losinska, who are now leading the campaign against the
Government. What a miracle the Government have achieved in the
trade union movement. :

" 1 have not wasted time on the Foreign Secretary this afternoon,
although I am bound to say thae T feel that some of his colleagues
must be a bit tired by now of his hobbling around from one of the
doorsteps to another, with a bleeding hole in his foot and a smoking
gun in his hand, telling them that he did not know it was loaded.

The Foreign Secretary, however, is not the real villain in this case;

_ he is the fall guy. Those of us with long memories will feel that he

is rather like poor van der Lubbe in the Reichstag fire trial. W/_e are
asking ourselves the guestion that was asked at the trial: who is th.e
Mephistopheles behind this shabby Faust? The answer to that is
clear. The handling of this decision by — I quote her own Back

‘Benchers — the great she-elephant, she who must be obeyed, the

Catherine the Great of Finchley, the Prime Minister herself, has
drawn sympathetc trade unionists, such as Len Murray, into open
revolt. Her pig-headed bigotry has prevented her closest colleagflcs
and Sir Robert Armstrong from offering and acceptinga compromise.

The Right Hon. Lady, for whom I have a great personal affection,
has formidable qualities, a powerful intelligence and immense cour-
age, but those qualities can turn into horrendous vices, unless they
are moderated by colleagues who have more experience, understand-
ing and sensitivity. As she has got rid of all those co]lengges, no one
is left in the Cabinet with both the courage and the ability to argue
with her. :

I puticto all Conservative Members, but mainly to the Government
Front Bench, that to allow the Right Hon. Lady to commit Britain
to another four years of capricious autocracy would be to do fearful
damage not just to the Conservative Party but to the state. She has

" faced them with the most damaging of all conflicts of loyalty. They

must choose between the interests of their country, our nation’s
security and our cohesion as a people and the obstinacy of an
individual. I hope that they resolve this conflict in the interests of
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the nation. If not, they will carry a heavy responsibility for the

tragedies that are bound to follow.

PRINCE CHARLES
London, 30 May 1984

A monstrons carbundle’ .

It war the 150th antiversary of the Royal Iustitnte of British Architects and the
anuiversary diuner was being beld jn the bivtori; Ifl‘fil.iig of Hampion Conrs, a o miles
Jrom eentral Loudon. The ball nas lit by candles, the evening was pgraced by the first
masgue conmissioned siuce the eighlesinth century — and the anual gold meddal was being
presented by Britain's futire King, Chardes, Prince of Poles.

The 700 architects were in for a shock if they were exPECIig princely platitiedes from
their hononred guest. Tnstead the prince lannched into a Jorthright attack on archifacts
nfbn designed honses for the approval of fellow architects instead of the fenants. FEver
siucey bowerer, the speech has been remenbered  for bis damning indictnent of a proposed

extzﬁ.rmn fo the National Gallery in London's T rafalpar Sqrare as o ‘moustrons
carbncle’.

f‘\t last people are beginning to see thar it is possible, and important
in human terms, to respect old buildings, street plans and traditional
scales and ar the same time not to feel guilty about a preference for
facades, ornaments ‘and soft matetials. At last, affer witnessing the
whcnlesa‘le destruction of Georgian and Victorian housing in most

of our cities, people have begun to realize that it /s possible to restore

old buildings and, what is more, that there are architects willing to

undertake such projects. .

For far too long, it seems to me, some planners and architects
hav.e consistently ignored the feelings and wishes of the mass of
.m:dmary people in this country. Perhaps, when you think about it
it is h?rdly surprising as architects tend to have been trained to design
buildings from scratch — to tear down and rebuild . . . A large number
of us have developed a feeling that architects tend to design houses
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for the approval of fellow architects and critics, not for the tenants.

To be concerned about the way people live, about the environment
they inhabit and the kind of community that is created by that
environment should surely be one of the prime requirements of a
really good architect. It has been most encouraging to see the
development of community architecture as a natural reaction to the
policy of decanting people to new towns and overspill estates where
the extended family patterns of support were destroyed and the
community life was lost. Now, moreover, we are seeing the gradual
expansion of housing cooperatives, particularly in the inner-city areas
of Liverpool, where the tenants are able to work with an architect
of theit own who listens to their comments and their ideas and tries
to design the kind of environment they want, rather than the kind
which tends to be imposed upon them without any degree of
choice . ..

What I believe is important about community architecture is that
it has shown ordinary people that their views are worth having; that
architects and planners do not necessarily have the monopoly of
knowing best about taste, style and planning; that they need not be
made to feel guilty or ignorant if their natural preference is for the
more traditional designs — for a small garden, for courtyards, arches
and porches — and that there is a growing number of architects
prepared to listen and to offer imaginative ideas . ..

Tt would be a tragedy if the character and skyline of our capital
city were to be further ruined and St Paul’s dwarfed by yet another
giant glass stump, better suited to downtown Chicago than the City
of London. Tt is hard to imagine that London before the last war
must have had one of the most beautiful skylines of any great city,
if those who recall it are to be believed. Those who do, say that the
affinity between buildings and the earth, in spite of the city’s immense
size, was so close and organic that the houses locked almost as
though they had grown out of the earth and had not been imposed
upon it — grown, moreover, in such a way that as few trees as possible

~were thrust out of the way. Those who knew it then and loved it, as

so many British love Venice without concrete stumps and glass
towers, and those who can imagine what it was like, must associate
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with the sentiments in one of Aldous Huxley’s earliest and most
successful novels, Auric Hay, where the main character, an unsuccess-
ful drchitect; reveals a model of London as Christopher Wren wanted
to rebuild it after the Great Fire and describes how Wren was so
F)bsessed with the opportusity the fire gave the city to rebuild itself
into 4 greater and more glorious vision. What, then, are we doing to
our capital city now? What have we done to it since the bombing
during the war? What are we shortly going to do to one of its most
famous areas — Trafalgar Square? Instead of designing an extension
to the elegant facade of the National Gallery which complements it

and continues the concept of columns and domes, it looks as if we

- may be presented with a kind of vast municipal fire station, complete
with the sort of tower that contains the siren.

Twould understand better this type of High Tech approach if yon
d.emoijshed the whole of Trafalgar Square and started again with a
Fmgle architect responsible for the entire layout, but what is proposed
is _hke 2 monstrous carbuncle on the face of a much loved and elegant
&1&11}:1. Apart from anything else, it defeats me why anyone wishing
to display the early Renaissance pictures belonging to the gallery
shf)uld do 50 in a new gallery so manifestly at odds with the whole
spirit of that age of astonishing proportion. Why can’t we have those
curves and arches that express feeling in design? What is wrong with
them? Why has everything got to be vertical, straight, unbending
only at right angles — and functional? ’

ke ‘monstrons carbuncle’ was wever buslt. The plan by Peter Abrends war serapped
and Robert Ver{tm;", an American architedd, wan a comipretition to design the gallery’s
new Sansbury wing. In 1988 Prince Charles wrote and produced A Vision of Britain,
a television docrmentary abont bis views on architectire which was lafer prblished asa

book.
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RONALD REAGAN
Pointe du Hoc, Normandy, 6 June 1984

T et us make a vow 1o the dead’

According to bis speech-writer Pegey Noowan, Ronald Reagan wonld and did read ont
anything she put in front of bins. Even so, there was a guality to Reagan's speeches,
wihatever their cory falksiness or the showbiz schmalty that so infuriated bis deiraciors,
that tesched hearts and made people weep gennine lears — as they did en this secasion
commemorating the Normandy invasion of the Second Warld War. :

It was an emotional day which became a celebration of beroism and sacrifice, Reagan
wirote in bis retirensent. I stood there on that windswept poing with the ovean’ bebind me.
Befare me were the bays who forty years before had fonght their way up fron the ocean.
Sonte rested under the white crosses and Stars of David that stretched ont across the
ladscape. Others sat right in frons of me. They looked like elderly businessmen, yet
these were the kids wha dlimbed the diffs”

We're here to mark that day in history when the Allied peoples joined
in battle to reclaim this continent to liberty. For four long years,
much of Europe had been under a terrible shadow. Free nations had
fallen, Jews cried out in the camps, millions cried out for liberadon.
Europe was enslaved, and the world prayed for its rescue. Here in
Normandy the rescue began. Here the Allies stood and fought against
tyranny in a giant undertaking unparalleled in human history.
We stand on a lonely, windswept point on the northern shore of
France. The air is soft, but forty years ago at this moment, the air
was dense with smoke and the cties of men, and the air was filled
with the crack of rifle fire and the roar of cannon. At dawn, an the
morning of the 6th of June 1944, 225 Rangers jumped off the British
landing craft and ran to the bottom of these cliffs. Their mission was
one of the most difficult and daring of the invasion: to climb these
sheer and desolate cliffs and take out the enemy guns. The Allies
had been told that some of the mightiest of these guns wete here
and they would be trained on the beaches to stop the Allied advance.
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~ The Rangers looked up and saw the enemy soldiers — at the edge
of the cliffs shooting down at them with machine-guns and throwing
grenades. And the American Rangers began to climb, They shot rope
ladders over the face of these cliffs and began to pull themselves up.
When one Ranger fell, another would take his place. When one rope
was cut, 2 Ranger would grab another and begin his climb again.
They climbed, shot back, and held their footing, Soon, one by one,
the Rangers pulled themselves over the top, and in seizing the firm
land at the top of these cliffs, they began to seize back the continent
of Europe. Two hundred and twenty-five came here. After two days
of fighting only ninety could still bear arms.
Behind me is 2 memorial that symbolizes the Ranger daggers that
were thrust into the top of these cliffs. And before me are the men
who put them there.

These are the boys of Pointe du Hoc. These are the men who

took the cliffs. These are the champions who helped free a continent.
These ate the heroes who helped end a war.

Gentlemen, I look at you and 1 think of the words of Stephen
Spender’s poem. You are men who in your Jives fought for life . . .
and left the vivid air signed with your honor’ . . .

Forty summers have passed since the battle that you fought here.
You were young the day you took these cliffs; some of you were
hardly more-than boys, with the deepest joys of life before you. Yet
you risked everything here. Why? Why did you do it? What impelled
you to put aside the instinct for self-preservation and risk your lives
to take these cliffs? What inspired all the men of the armies that met
here? We look at you, and somehow we know the answer. It was
faith, and belief; it was loyalty and love. |

The men of Normandy had faith that what they were doing was
right, faith that they fought for all humanity, faith that a just God
would grant them mercy on this beachhead or on the next. It was
the deep knowledge — and pray God we have not lost it — that there
is a profound moral difference between the use of force for liberation
and the use of force for conquest. You were here to liberate, not to
conquer, 2nd so you and those others did not doubt your cause. And
you were fight not to doubt.

| Yoﬁ all knew that some things are worth dying for. One’s country

s worth dying for, and democracy is worth dying for, because it’s

the most deeply honorable form of government ever devised by
man, All of you loved liberty. All of you were willing o fight tyranny,
and you knew the people of your countries were behind you.

NEIL KINNOCK
Bournemouth, 1 October 1985

You can’t play politics with people’s jobs’

As Labonr leader from 1983, Neil Kinnock, by insisting on i/:ve mn{{emt’{fzfiau of the
party, prepared the ground which led to New Labonr's bi.‘rmmj election viciory ):ﬂ.'t:f:?r
Tony Blair in 1997. Kinnock made bis reputation as leader in this scorufil densnciation
of the ilitants of Merseyside in bis address to the pardy con breic. _

Forty-eight bonrs before the conference the Militans Tendency, which ﬁmwﬁﬂ wntmllez-i
Liverpoo! City Conndil, bired a fleet of tascis to send redundancy ttoz‘zce:f o all mr{:{nl
engployees. For Mifitant, led by Derek Flatton, the tactic was a mn:aaﬂ.n.re:.r-m{.rmg
elersent of s strategy of confromting the Thatcher government, but Kinnock saw it as
gyical exctremism that wonld give Labonr a bad nante. N

When the conference met, with Flatton sitting only twenty feet away, .Rn:'ﬂa‘né zf.ta(z"e
a searing densnciation of Militant tactics. Hatton rose to bis feet, shonting ‘Liar, -/;ar,
which only beightened the drama of the leader’s declaration of war on the Trotskyists.

If socialism is to be successful in this country, it must relate to the
practical needs and the mental 2nd moral traditions of the men and
women of this country. We must emphasize what we have in common
with those people who are our neighbours, Wt?rk.n':lates and fellt?w
countrymen and women — and we have everything in common with
them — in a way we could not do if we were remote, .1f, hl.ce t:_be
Tories, we werte in orbit around the realides of our society, if, lile
the Social Democrats and the Liberals, we stood off from those
realities, retreated from them, deserted them. But we are of, ﬁ:orr.l,
for the people. That is our identity, that is our commitment, that is
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how miuch we have in common with' the people. Let us emphasize .

that, letus demonstrate it, let us not hide it away as if it was something
extraordinary or evidence of reaction. Let us emphasize what we
have in common with the people of this country.

We must not dogmatize or browbeat. We have got to reason with
people; we have got to persuade people. That is their due. We have
voluntasily, every one of us, joined a political party. We wish a lot
more people would come and join us, help us, give us their counsel,
their energies, their advice, broaden our participation. But in making

the choice to join a political party we took a decision, and it

was that, by persuasion, we hoped that we could bring more people

with us. So that is the basis on which we have got to act, want to
act. ..

[There is] something else you know. There is anger in this country
at the devastation brought about by these last six years of Tory
government, but strangely that anger is mixed with despair, a feeling
that the problems are just too great, too complex, to be dealt with
by any government or any policy. That feeling is abroad. We disagree
with it, we contend it, we try to give people the rational alternatives,
but it exists. If our response to that despair, anger and confusion
amounts to little more than slogans, if we give the impression to the
British people that we believe that we can just make a loud noise
and the Tory walls of Jericho will fall down, they are not going to
treat us very seriously at all ~ and we won’t deserve to be treated
very seriously . ..

I'shall tell you again what you know. Because you are from the
people, because you are of the. people, because you live with the
same realities as everybody else lives with, implausible promises don’t
win victories. I'll tell you what happens with impossible promises.
You start with far-fetched resolutions. ‘They are then pickled into a
rigid dogma, a code, and you go through the years sticking to that,
out-dated, misplaced, irrelevant to the real needs, and you end in the
grotesque chaos of a Labour council — a Labour conncil — hiring taxis
to scuttle round a city handing out redundancy notices to its own
workers. I am telling you, no matter how entertaining, how fulfilling
to short-term egos — I'm telling you, and you'll listen — you can’t
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pl.ay politics with people’s jobs and with people’s services or with
their homes. Comrades, the voice of the people — not the people
here; the voice of the real people with real needs - is louder than all
the boos that can be assembled. Understand that, please, comrades.
In your socialism, in your commitment to t!wse people, understand
it. The people will not, cannot, abide postuting. They cannot respect
the gesture-generals or the tendency-tacticians, _

Comrades, it seems to me lately that some of our‘number have

become like latter-day public school-boys. It seems it matters not
whether you won or lost, but how you P!ayed the game. We cannot
take that inspiration from Rudyard Kipling. Those game players get
isolated, hammered, blocked off. They might try to !31211‘[1& others_ -
workers, trade unions, some other leadership, the people of the city
— for not showing sufficient revolutionary consciousness, -alwayi
somebody else, and then they claim 2 rampant victory. Whose victory:
Not victory for the people, not victory for them. I'see the casualties;
we all see the casualties. They are not to be found amongst the
leaders and some of the enthusiasts; they are to b(.: found amongst
the people whose jobs are destroyed, whose services are c.rushed,
whose living standards are pushed down to dc-:f:per depths of insecur-
ity and misery. Comrades, these are vile times under this Tory
government for local democracy, and we have got to secure power
to restore real Jocal democracy. ‘

But I look around this country and I see Labour councils, I see
socialists, as good as any other socialists, who fough_t. the good Hgl1t
and who, at the point when they thought‘ thc]zf might jeopardize
people’s jobs and people’s services, had the mtelhge:nce, yes, ;md-thc
courage to adopt a different course. They truly put jobs @d services
first before other considerations. They had to make he%hsh choices.
1 understand it. You must agonize with them in the cholce.s tl_'ney had
to make — very unpalatable, totally undesirable, but they did it. They
found ways. They used all their creativity to find ways that would
best protect those whom they employed and those whom thcy were
elected to defend. Those people are leaders prepared to tz.lke deczs.lon:s,
to meet obligations, to give service. They know life is real, hﬁ? is
earnest — too real, oo eamnest to mistake a Conference Resolution
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for an accornpi_ishcd fact; too real; too earnest to mistake a slogan
for a strategy; too real, too earnest to allow them to mistake their
own individual enthusiasms for mass movement; too real, too earmest
to mistake barking for biting. I hope that becomes universal too.

Comrades, I offer you this counsel. The victory of socialism, said
a great socialist, does not have to be complete to be convincing. T
have no tme, he went on, for those who appear to threaten the
whole of private property but who in practice would threaten nothing;
they are purists and therefore barren. Not the words of some hypno-
tized moderate, not some petrified pragmatist, but Aneurin Bevan
in 1950 at the height of his socialist vision and his radical power and
conviction. There are some who will say that power and principle
are somehow in conflict. Those people who think that power and
principle are in conflict only demonstrate the superficiality, the
shallowness, of their own socialist convictions; for whilst they are
bold enough to preach those convictions in little coteries, they do
not have the depth of conviction to subject those convicdons, those
!:n:liefs, that analysis, to the real test of putting them into operation
in power.

[ .
Maost delegates were delighted by the speech. Kinuock’s rating in a Farris polf two days
tater climbed fonrieen poinss and be overfosk Thatcher.

RONALD REAGAN
‘Oval Office of the White House, 28 January 1986

U he future. doesn’t belong to fbe.ﬁzim‘bearfed'

. A few bhonrs after the spectacuiar Challenger ppace shuttle disaster, President Reapan
defivered this arddress 1o the nation. If was a characteristic excaniple of the Reagan sivle
— bomely, alnrost conversational but achieving exactly the right emation. The speech was
aemorable for fix closing Lines, wibich were frowe the poesy ‘High Flight', a sonnet writfen
by Johu Gillespie Magee, a Canadian pifot who flew Spétfires from Brituin during the
Second World WWar and who mas killed af the age of niveteen i December 1941,
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This was a classic case of a speveh-writer — Pepgy Noanan, wha learned the poenr at

.JT).'H{H/ — remembering the appropriate quotation at the righi nonent. Reagan was present

mhen the actar Tyrone Power retnmmed fronr the war and recited ‘High Fiight' from
mertory af o homecowing pardy. The poews was wsed for years as the close-down reading

of a WWashington television station.

Nineteen years ago, almost to the day, we lost three astronauts in a
terrible accident on the ground. But we've never lost an astronaut
in flight; we've never had a tragedy like this. And perhaps we've
forgotten the courage it took for the crew of the shuttle; but they,
the Challenger Seven, were aware of the dangers, but overcame them
and did their jobs brilliantly. We mourn seven heroes: Michael
Smith, Dick Scobee, Judith Resnik, Ronald McNair, Ellison Onizuka,
Gregory Jarvis, and Christa McAulifle. We mourn their loss as 2
nation together.

For the families of the seven, we cannot bear, as you do, the full
impact of this tragedy. But we feel the loss, and we’re thinking about
you so very much. Your loved ones were daring and brave, and they
had that special grace, that special spirit that says, ‘Give me a challenge
and 'l meet it with joy.” They had a hunger to explore the universe

“and discover its truths. They wished to serve, and they did. They

served all of us,

We've grown used to wondets in this century. It’s hard to dazzle
us. But for twenty-five years the United States space programme has
been doing just that. We've grown used to the idea of space, and
perhaps we forget that we’ve only just begun. We’re still pioneers.
They, the members of the Challenger crew, were pioneers.

And Twant to say something to the schoolchildren of America who
were watching the live coverage of the shuttle’s takeoff. I know it is
hard to understand, butsometimes painful things like this happen. It’s
all partof the process of exploraton and discovery. It's all partof taking
.a chance and expanding man’s horizons. The future doesn’t belong to
the fainthearted; it belongs to the brave. The Challenger crew was
pulling us into the future, and we'll continue to follow them . . .

There’s a coincidence today. On this day 390 years ago, the great
explorer Sir Francis Drake died aboard ship off the coast of Panama.
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In his lifetime the great frontiers were the oceans, and a historian

later said, ‘He lived by the sea, died on it, and was buried in it.” Well,
today we can say of the Challenger crew: Their dedication was, like
Drake’s, complete.

The crew of the space shuttle Chalkngerhonoured us by the manner
in which they lived their lives. We will never forget them, nor the

last time we saw them, this morning, as they prepared for the j journey

and waved goodbye and ‘slipped the surly bonds of earth’ to ‘touch
the face of God.’ -

NEIL KINNOCK
Llandudno, 15 May 1987

Why am I the first Kinnock in a thousand generations to be able
to get fo nniversify?’

Even bix rivals acknoniedged that Neil Kimnnck, in bis first election as leatder of the
Labonr Pardy in 1987, fought an energetic and effective canpatgn, That was particutarly
irne on telpvision where bis party pofitical broadrasts were mads by Hngh Hidson, the
celebrated director of the Oscar-wiuning Chariots of Fire,

The most menorable of the television broadeasts showed Kinnock and Glenys, bis
wife, strolling in the bills above Lisndudno on the North Wales coast, and incinded
extracis frons this speech to the Welsh Labour Party,

The ronsing passion of bis speech and the emotional atmosphere in the packed
conference hall becanse a hallmark of Kinnock’s election rallies and demonstrated that,
when le spofe from the sond rather than a sanitiged script prepared so as not io frighten

aivay patential voters with the bqu of a socialist govermumnt, he was the greatest Brifish
orafor of bis generation,

We are democratic socialists. We care all the time. We don’t think
it’s a soft sentiment, we don’t think it’s ‘wet’,

We think that care is the essence of strength. :

And we believe that because we know that strength \mthout care
is savage and brutal and selfish.
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Strength with care is compassion — the practical action that is

needed to help people lifi themselves to their full stature.

That's real care — It is not soft or weak. It is tough and strong.

But where do we get that strength to provide that care?

Do we wait for some stroke of good fortune, some benign giant,
some socially conscious Samson to come along and pick up the
wretched of the earth?

Of course we don't.

We cooperate, we collect together, we coordinate so that everyone
can contribute and everyone can benefit, everyone has responsibili-
ties, everyone has rights. That is how we put care into action. That
is how we make the weak strong, that is how we lift the needy, that
is how we make the sick whole, that is how we give talent the chance
to Aourish, that is how we turn the utemployed claimant into the
working contributor.

We do it together. It is called collective strength collective care.
And its whole purpose is individual freedom.

Whenwespeakofcollectivestrength and collective freedom, collec-
tively achieved, we are not fulfilling that nightmare that Mrs Thatcher
tries to paint, and all her predecessors have tried to saddle us with.

We're not talking about uniformity; we’re not talking about regi-
mentation; we’re not talking about conformify — that's their creed. The
uniformity of the dole quene; the regimentation of the unemployed
young and their compulsary work schemes. The conformity of people
who will work in conditions, and take orders, and accept pay becanse
gf mass unemployment that they would laugh at in a free society with
full employment.

That kind of freedom for the mdnrldual, that kind of liberty can’t
be secured by most of the people for most of the tme if they’re just
left to themselves, isolated, stranded, with their whole life chances
dependent upon luck!

Why am I the first Kinnock in a thousand generations to be able
to get to university? Why is Glenys the first woman in her family in
a thousand generations to be able to get to university?

Was it because a/ our predecessors were ‘thick’? Did they lack
talent — those people who could sing, and play, and recite and write
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poetry; those: people who could make wonderful, beautiful things

with their hands; those people who could dream dreams, see visions;
those people who had such a sense of perception as to know in
times 50 brutal, so oppressive, that they could win their way out of
* that by coming topether? '

Were those people not university material? Couldn’t they have
knocked off all their A-levels in an afternoon? :

But why didn’t they get it? : :

Was it because they were weak? — those people who could work
eight hours underground and then come up and play football?

Weak? Those women who could survive eleven childbearings,
were they wealk? Those people who could stand with their backs and
their legs straight and face the people who had control over their
lives, the ones who owned their workplaces and tried to own them,
and tell them, No. T won’t take your orders.” Were they weak?

Does anybody really think that they didn’t get what we had because
they didn’t have the talent, or the strength, or the endurance, or the
commitment? :

Of course not. It was because there was no platform upon which
they could stand; no arrangement for their neighbours to subseribe
to their welfare; no method by which the communities could translate
their desires for those individuals into provision for those individuals.

And now, Mrs Thatcher, by dint of privatization, and means test,
and deprivaton, and division, wants to nudge us back into the
situation where everybody can either stand on their own feet, or live
an their knees.

The 1987 British general election marked the bigh woon of Margaret Thatcher's three
Lovernmienss and she won her third viciory — but Kinnock destroyed the Alliance of the
Liberals and the Social Democrals as the main alternative to the Torier, The American
politician, Joe Biden, was luter to pinch a thewe from Kinnack's speech and ask: "y
any 1 the fourteenth foe Biden . . . ?' Kinnock lost bis second ge}zem/ election in 1992
and subsequently resigned as leader of the Labonr Party.
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EDWARD KENNEDY
Atlanta, 19 July 1988

‘Now is the time’

_t the Densacrat convention in Atlanta in 1988, Senator Edward Rennedy introdiced
by bis nepbew John Firggerald Kennedy Jr, spoke in support of Michael Dikakis, who
Dad been chosen to fight George Bush.

Ar his speech ended, be pledued ‘every resonree’ of bis mind and spirit to the Dewmaerat
canse — and then movingly recalled the dreaw, and the dreamers, whe bad inspired

Denugerais since the 19601,

You and 1 have stood together many times, but no time has been
more important than this. .

The campaign that stretches before us now is a strugple f0¥ -the
souls and the future of America. For we are more than a political
coalition, more than a collection of programmes, more than the sum
of our prospects and our strategy. Most of all, we are the trustees of
a dream.

Twenty years ago, in 1968, we lost two of the most powerful
voices of that dream. But they left us their vision, their values, and
the hopes they awakened.

In the countless millions of people whose hearts they touched,
we remember them now to remind ourselves that the Amercan
journey is unfinished, that we stand for change in orde; ta mz}rch
again towards enduring ideals, that we do not have to settle for things
as they are. ) '

Mazrtin Luather King Jr told us something we need to he‘ar anew,
He said, “We are now faced with the fact that tomorrow is today.
We are confronted with the fierce urgency of now, in the unfolding
life and history. There is such a thing as being too l‘ate:.’ (App'lame.)

And Dr King also said, “We must work unceasmgly‘to lift this
Nation to a higher destiny, to a new plateau of compassion.”

And in that time there was another voice, only brefly heard, but
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whose words too have outlasted all the loss in years. Robert Kennedy

said, ‘Each time 2 man stands up for an ideal, or acts to improve the
.lot of others, or strikes out against injustice, he sends forth a tiny ripple
of hope. And crossing each other from a million different centres of
energy dnd daring, those ripples build a current that can sweep down
the mightiest walls of oppression and resistance.’ (“Applanse.)

He was my brother. But he and Dr King were also in the deepest
sense brothers to us all. These two, these valiant two, lived for the
same dream and were gone only months apart.

And if they were hete with us, two decades later, I think I know
what they would say: ‘Now is the time. Some men see things as they
are and say, why? We dream things that never were and say, why
not? Now is the time.” (Spowtancons demonstration.)

JESSE JACKSON
Adanta, 19 July 1988

‘Keep bope alive’

As a charismatic preacher and black activist, Jesse Jackion (1941-) norked with
Martin Luther King and was ordained a Baptist minister in 1968, the  year King was
astassinated. He snbsequently assumed King's mantle as America's most arficnlate
spokesman for black rights and established PUSH (Peaple United to Save Humanity)
i 1971 to promote the economic advancement of blick people. :
* He was the first black Ameritan ta mount a serions camipaign for the presidency
when in 1984 b constructed a ‘rainbow coalition’ of mirmﬁﬁ! Lronps. He fost ta Wadter
Mondale, ‘ -
Four years later be came second to Michael Dukakis. He made this memorable
speech, of which this is the peroration, as he accepted the nomination as pice-president,

Pm often asked, Jesse, why do you take on these tough 'issues?
They’re not very political. We can’t win that way.’

If an issue is morally right, it will eventually be political. It may
be political and never be right. Fannie Lou Hamer didn’t have the
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most votes in Atlantic City, but her principles have oudasted every
delegate who voted to lock her out. Rosa Parks did not have the
most votes, but she was morally righe. Dr King didn’t have the most
votes about the Vietnam war, but he was morally right. If we're
principled first, our politics will fall in place. :

‘Jesse, why did you take these big bold initiatives?” A poem by an
unknown author went something like this: We mastered the air,
we've conquered the sea, and annihilated distance and prolonged
life, we were not wise enough to live on this earth without war and
without hate, i

- As for Jesse Jackson, I'm tired of sailing my little boat, far inside
the harbor bar, T want to go out where the big ships float, out on
the deep where the great ones are. And should my frail craft prove
too slight, the waves that sweep those billows o’er, I'd rather go
down in a stirring fight than drown to death in the sheltered shore.

We've got to go out, my friends, where the big boats are.

And then, for our children, young America, hold your head high
now. We can win. We must not lose you to drugs and violence,
premature pregnancy, suicide, cynicism, pessimism and despair. We
can win. :

Wherever you are tonight, I challenge you to hope and to dream.
Don’t submerge your dreams. Exercise above all else, even on drugs, -
dream of the day you're drug-free. Even in the gutter, dream of the
day that you'll be upon your feet again. You must never stop dreaming.
Face reality, yes. But don’t stop with the way things are; dream of

+ . things as they onght to be. Dream. Face pain, but love, hope, faith,

and dreams will help you rise above the pain.

Use hope and imagination as weapons of survival and progress,
but you keep on dreaming, young America. Dream of peace. Peace
is rational and reasonable. War is irrational in this age and unwinnable.

Dream of teachers who teach for life and not for living. Dream
of doctors who are concerned more about public health than private
wealth. Drearn of lawyers more concerned about justice than a
judgeship. Dream of preachers who are concerned more about
prophecy than profiteering. Dream on the high road of sound values.

And in Amierica, as we go forth to September, October and
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November and then beyond, Amerjca must never surrender to a-

high moral challenge.

Do not surrender to drugs. The best drg pohcy is a no first use,
Don’t surrender with needles and cynicism, Let’s have no first use
on the one hzmd or clinics on the other. Never surrender, young
America,

Go forward. America must never surrender to malnutrition. We
can feed the hungry and clothe the naked. We must never surrender.
We must go forward. We must never surrender to illiteracy. Invest
in our children. Never surrender; and go forward.

We must never surrender to inequality. Women cannot compro-
mise ER A [Equal Rights Amendment] or comparable worth. Women

are making 60 cents on the dollar to what a man makes., Women

cannot buy milk cheaper. Women deserve to get paid for the work
that you do. It’s right and it’s fair.

Don’t surrender, my friends. Those who have AIDS tonight, you
deserve our compassion. Even with ATDS you must not surrender
inyour wheelchairs. I see you sitting here tonight in those wheelchairs.
T've stayed with you. I've reached out to you across our nation. Don’t
you give up. I know it’s tough sometimes. People look down on you.
It took you a little more effort to get here tonight.

And no one should look down on you, but sometimes mean
people do. The only justification we have for looking down on
someone is that we’re going to stop and pick them up. But even in
your wheelchairs, don’t you give up. We cannot forget fifty years
ago when our backs were against the wall, [Franklin D] Roosevelt

was in a wheelchair. I would rather have Roosevelt in a wheelchair -

than Reagan and [George] Bush on a horse. Don’t you surrender
and don’t give up. -

Don’t surrender and don’t give up. Why can I challenge you this
way? Jesse Jackson, you don’t understand my situation. You be on
television. You don’t understand. I see you with the big people You
don’t understand my sitnation.” I understand. You're seeing me on
TV but you don’t know the me that makes me, me. They wonder
why does Jesse run, because they see me running for the White
House. They don’t see the house I'm running from.
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I have a story. I wasn't always on television. Writers were not
always outside my door. When I was born late one afternoon, October
8th, in Greenville, SC, no writers asked my mother her name.
Nobody chose to write down her address. My mama was not supposed
to make it. And I was not supposed to make it. You see, I was born
to a teenage mother who was born to a teenage mother.

I understand. I know abandonment and people being mean to
you, and saying you're nothing and nobody, and can never be
anything. ] understand. Jesse Jackson is my third name. I'm adopted.
When I had no name, my grandmother gave me her name. My name
was Jesse Burns until I was twelve. So I wouldn’t have a blank space,
she gave me 2 name to hold me over. T understand when nobody
knows your name. I understand when you have no name. I
understand.

1 wasn’t born in the hospital. Mama didn’t have insurance. I was
born in the bed at the house. I really do understand. Born in 2~
three-room house, bathroom in the backyard, slop jar by the bed,
no hot and cold running water. 1 understand. Wallpaper used for
decoration? No. For a windbreaker. 1 understand. I'm a working
person’s person, that's why I understand you whether you're black
or white.

1 understand work. I was not born with a silver spoon in my
mouth. I had a shovel programmed for my hand. My mother, a
working woman. So many days she went to work with runs in her
stockings. She knew better, but she wore runs in her stockings so
that iny brother and I could have matching socks and not be laughed
at at school.

T understand. At three o’clock on Thanksgiving Day we couldn’t
eat turkey because mama was prepating someone else’s- turkey at
three o’clock. We had to play football to entertain ourselves and
then around six o’clock she would get off the Alta Vista bus when
we would bring up the leftovers and eat our turkey — leftovers, the
carcass, the cranberries around eight o’clock at night. 1 really do
understand.

Every one of these funny labels they put on you, those of you
who are watching this broadcast tonight in the projects, on the
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corners, I understand. Call you outc'tst low down, you can t make

it, you’re nothing, you’re from nobody, subclass, underclass — when
you see Jesse Jackson, when my name goes in nomination, your
name goes in nomination.

I was'born in the slum, but the slum was not born in me. And it
wasn’t born in you, and you can make it. Wherever you are tonight
you can make it. Hold your head high, stick your chest out. You can
make it. It gets dark sometimes, but the morning comes. Don’t you
surrender. Suffering breeds character. Character breeds faith. In the
end faith will not disappoint. ‘

You must not surrender. You may or may not get there, but just
know that you’re qualified and you hold on and hold out. We must
never surrender. America will get better and better. Keep hope alive.
Keep hope alive. Keep hope alive. On tomorrow night and beyond,
keep hope alive.

I'love you very much. I love you very much.

The presidential election was won by George Bush, the Republican candidate.

MARGARET THATCHER
Bruges, 20 September 1988

The frontiers of the State’

Margaret Thatcher's attitude to the Enropean Commmnity, which coustantly made.
Britain appear the odd nation out, split ber Cabiner, led to the resignation of both Nipel
Lawson, Chancellor of the Excheguer, and Sir Geoffrey Flowe, Foreign Secretary, and
was one of the main reasons for ber dowufall in 1990. Thatcher was snspicions that the.
Enropean Community was a recipe for the cregping state socialisnr and trade-nmion pomer
that she bad seen off fn Britain,

No speech by Mrs Thatcher provoked miore ca.u."muerg' dnring ber eleven years as
prime minister of Britain than ber address — drafied by Sir Chardes Ponell, her adviser
ant foreign affairs — to the College of Enrope in Bruges. The Bruges speech set ont fu the
sharpest focns ber appasition to any form of Enropean federalisn that wonld nndermine
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the sovercipniy af the nation siate — the Fuword issue that has since been a donsivant
theme of privciple in British politics.

Furope is not the creadon of the Treaty of Rome. Nor is‘t‘he
-European idea the property of any group or institution. We British

are as much heirs to the legacy of European culture as any other
nation. Qur links to the rest of Europe, the continent of Europe,
have been the dominans factor in our history. For 300 years we were
part of the Roman Empire and our maps still trace the straight lines
of the roads the Romans built. Qur ancestors — Celts, Saxons and
Danes — came from the continent.

Qur nation was — in that favourite Community word — ‘restruc-
tured’ under Norman and Angevin rule in the eleventh and twelfth
centuries.

This year we celebrate the three-hundredth anniversary of the
Glorious Revolution in which the British crown passed to Prince
William of Orange and Queen Mary. _

Visit the great churches and cathedrals of Britain, read our hterflture
and listen to our language: all bear witness to the cultural riches
which we have drawn from Europe — and other Europeans from
us.

We in Britain are rightly proud of the way in which, since Niagna
Carta in 1215, we have pioneered and developed representative
insdtutions to stand as bastions of freedom. And proud too of the
way in which for centuries Britain was a home for people from the
rest of Europe who sought sanctuary from tyranny. .

. But we know that without the European legacy of political ideas
we could not have achieved as much as we did. From classical and
medieval thought we have borrowed that concept of the rule of law
which marks out a civilized society from barbarism. And on that
idez of Christendom — for long synonymous with Europe — with its
recognition of the unique and spiritual nature of the individual, we
still base our belief in personal liberty and other human rights.

Too often the history of Europe is described as a seres of
interminable wars and quarrels. Yet from dur perspective today surely
what strikes us most is our common experience. For instance, the
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sfory of how Europeans explored and colonized and — yes, mthouf '

apology — civilized much of the world is an extraordinary tale of
_talent, skill and courage.
- We British have in a special way contnbuted to Burope. Over the

centuries we have fought to prevent Europe from falling under the -

dominance of a single power. We have fought and we have died for

her ‘freedom. Only miles from here in Belgium lie the bodies of

120,000 British soldiers who died in the First World War. Had it not
been for that willingness to fight and to die, Europe won/d have been
. united long before now — but not in liberty, not in justice. It was

British support to resistance movements throughout the last war
that helped to keep alive the flame of liberty in so many countries

until the day of liberation.

All these things alone are proof of our commitment to Europe’s

future.
The Europenn Community is ane manifestation of that European

identity. But it is not the only one. We must never forget that east -

ofthe Iron Curtain peoples who once enjoyed a full share of European
culture, freedom and identity have been cut off from their roots. We

shall always look on Warsaw, Prague and Budapest as preat European __

cities. :

Nor should we forget that European values have helped to make
the United States of America into the valiant defender of freedom
which she has become. .

This is no arid chronicle of obscure facts from the dust-filled
libraries of history. It is the record of neatly two thousand years
of British involvement /# Europe, cooperation with Europe and
contribution % Europe, a contribution which today is as valid and
as strong-as evet. Yes, we have looked also to wider horizons — as
have others — and thank goodness for that, because Europe never
would have prospered and never will prosper as a narrow-minded,
inward-looking club.

The European Community belongs to a/ its members. Tt must
reflect the traditions and aspitations of a/ its members.

And let me be quite clear. Britain does not dream of some cosy,
isolated existence on the fringes of the European Community, Qur
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destiny is in Europe, as part of the Community. That is not to say
that our future lies osy in Europe. But nor does that of France or
Spain, or indeed any other member. :

The Community is not an end in itself. Nor i is.it an institutional
device to be constantly modified according to the dictates of some
abstract intellectual concept. Nor must it be ossified by endless
regulation. ‘

The Furopean Community is the practical means by which Europe
can ensure the future prosperity and security of its people in a world
in which there are many other powerful nations and groups of
nations . ..

To try to suppress nationhood and concentrate power at the centre
of a European conglomerate would be highly damaging and would
jeopardize the objectives we seek to achieve.

Europe will be stronger precisely because it has France as Fr-a.ncc,
Spain as Spain, Britain as Britain, cach with its own customs, traditions
and identity. It would be folly to try to fit them into some sort of
identikit European personality. :

Some of the founding fathers of the Community thought that the
United States of America might be its model.

But the whole history of America is quite different from Europe.
People went there to get away from the intolerance an.d constraints
of life in Europe. They sought liberty and opportunity; and their
strong sense of purpose has, over two centuries, helped create a new
unity and pride in being American — just as our pride lies in being
British or Belgian or Dutch or German. -

I am the first to say that on many great issues the countries of
Europe should try to speak with a single voice. I want to see us work
more closely on the things we can do better together than alone.
Europe is stronger when we do so, whether it be in trade, in defence,
or in our reladons with the rest of the world.

But working more closely together does mo# require power to be
centralized in Brussels or decisions to be taken by an appointed
bureaucracy. -

Indeed, it is ironic that just when those countries such as the
Soviet Union, which have tred to run everything from the centre,
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are learning that success depends on dispersing power and decisions

away from the centre, some in the Community seem to want to
“move in the opposite direction.

We have not successfully rolled back the frontiers of the State in
Britain only to see them reimposed at a European level, with a
European super-State exercising a new dominance from Brussels.

Certainly we wint to see Europe more united and with a greater

sense of common purpose. But it must be in a way which preserves

the different traditions, parliamentary powers and sease of national

pride in one’s own country; for these have been the source of

Europe’s vitality through the cenruries.

VACLAV HAVEL
Prague, 1 January 1990

A contaminated moral environment’

Conmnnisn in Eastern Enrope died in 1989 as one by one the Compmninist regines

int Poland, C: wechoshvatia, Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria collapsed. The year ended
with the crimibling of the Berlin Wall, It was the springtine of nations, the most exceiiing
Jyear in Enrgpean history since 1848.

The motto of the year was ‘Truth shall prevail’ and it was a_year of truth Jor

Communism. As Timothy Garton Ash, an eyewitness to the events, pais it There is a
real sense in which these regimes Gved by the word and ﬁérix/;ed by the word. For whai,
afser all, bappened? A few thonsands, then tfens of thansands, then hundreds of thousands

“weut on o the sirects. They spoke a few words. “Resign,” they said. “Na more shall we
be slaves!” “Free eloctions.” “Freedon!™ And the walls of Jericha fell, And with the
walls, the communnist parties simply crumbled.’

That sense that truth will prevail iv what made the Sirst speech by Vaclay Havel,
the playwright who was elected Crech president on 29 December 1989, so nioving and
uplifting in its expression of the defiaut hunian spirit that conguered Commiunisnr a'ﬂm.;g
that memorable year.

Oue theme of Havel's work was that nnder Communism alwost everybody fived a
double ife, saying one thing in public and another in private. Tt was a theme to which
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Dbe returned in this speech on New Year's Day, broadcast ou radio and tefevision, with
bis comments on the ‘contaminated moral envirenment' nnder the Commmnist reginee.

My dear fellow citizens, for forty years you heard from my prede-
cessors on this day different variations of the same theme: how our
country flourished, how many million tons of steel we produced,
how happy we all were, how we trusted our government, and what
bright perspectives were unfolding in front of us.

1 assume you did not propose me for this office so that I, too,
would lie to you. _

Our country is not flourishing, The enormous creative and spiritual
potential of our naton is not being used sensibly. Entire branches
of industry are producing goods which are of no interest to anyone,
while we are lacking the things we need. A state which calls itself a
workers’ state humiliates and exploits workers. Our obsolete econ-

‘omy is wasting the little energy we have available. A country that

once could be proud of the educational level of its citizens spends
so little on education that it ranks today as seventy-second in the
wortld. We have polluted our soil, our rivers and forests, bequeathed
to us by our ancestors, and we have today the most contaminated
environment in Europe. Adult people in our country die earlier than
in most other European countries ...

But all this is still not the main problem. The warst thing is that
we live in 2 contaminated moral environment. We fell morally {ll
because we became used to saying something different from what
we thought. We learned not to believe in anything, to ignore each
other, to care only about ourselves. Concepts such as love, friendship,
compassion, humility, or forgiveness lost their depth and dimensions,
and for many of us they represented only psychological peculiarities,
or they resembled gone-astray greetings from ancient times, a little
ridiculous in the era of computers and spaceships. Only a few of us
were able to cry out loud that the powers that be should not be
all-powerful, and that special farms, which produce ecologically pure
and top-quality food just for them, should send their produce to
schools; children’s homes, and hospitals if our agriculture was unable
to offer them to all. The previous regime — armed with its arrogant
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and intolerant ideology — reduced man to a force of production and

nature to a tool of production. In this it attacked both their very

substance and their mutual relationship. It reduced gifted and auton- -

omous people, skillfully working in their own country, to nuts and
bolts of some monstrously huge, noisy, and stinking machine, whose
real meaning is not clear to anyone. It cannot do more than slowly
but inexorably wear down itself and all its nuts and bolts..

When T talk about contaminated moral atmosphere, [ am not
talking just about the gentlemen who eat organic vegetables and do
not look out of the plane windows. I am talking about all of us. We
had all become used to the totalitarian system and accepted it as an
unchangeable fact and thus helped to perpetuate it. In other words,
we are all — though naturally to differing extents — responsible for
the operation of the totalitarian machinery; none of us s just its
victim: we are all also its co-creators.

Why do I say this? It would be very unreasonable to- understand
the sad legacy of the last forty years as something alien, which some
distant reladve bequeathed us. On. the contrary, we have to accept
this legacy as a sin we committed against ourselves. If we accept it
as such, we will understand that it is up to us all, and up to us only,
to do something about it. We cannot blame the previous rulers for
everything, not only because it would be untrue but also because it
could blunt the duty that each of us faces" today, namely, the obligatdon

to act independently, freely, reasonably, and quickly. Let us not be |

mistaken: the best government in the world, the best parliament and
the best president, cannot achieve much on their own. And it would
also be wrong to expect a general remedy from them only. Freedom
and democracy include participation and therefore responsibility
from us all.

1f we realize this, then all the horrors that the new Czechoslovalk

democracy inherited will cease to appear so terrible. If we realize
this, hope will return to our hearts,

In the effort to recify matters of common concern, we have
somethmg to lean on. The recent period — and in particular, the last
six weeks of our peaceful revolution — has shown the enormous

human, moral, and spiritual potential and civic culture that slumbered
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in our society under the enforced mask of apathy, Whenever someone

- categorically claimed that we were this or that, I always objected that

society is a very mysterious creature and that it is not wise to trust
only the facc it presents to you. I am happy that I was not mistaken.
Everywhere in the world people wonder where those meek, humili-
ated, sceptical, and seemingly cynical citizens of Czechoslovalkia
found the marvellous strength to shake from their shoulders in
several weeks and in a decent and peaceful way the totalitarian yoke.
And let us ask: from where did the young people who never knew
another system take their desire for truth, their love of free thought,
their political ideas, their civic courage and civic prudence? How did
it happen that their parents — the very generation that had been
considered as lost — joined them? How is it possible that so many
people immediately knew what to do and none of them needed any
advice or instruction? .

Masaryl* based his pO]ltlcs on morality. Let us try in 2 new time
and in a new way to restore this concept of politics. Let us teach
ourseclves and others that politics should be an expression of a desire
to contribute to the happiness of the community rather than of a
need to cheat or rape the community. Let us teach outselves and
others that politics can be not only the art of the possible, especially
if this means the art of speculation, calculation, intrigue, secret deals,
and pragmatic maneuvering, but that it can even be the art of the
impossible, namely, the art of improving curselves and the world . . .

There are free elections and an election campaign ahead of us.
Let us not allow this struggle to ditty the so far clean face of our
gentle revolution. Let us not allow the sympathies of the world which

~ we have won so fast to be equally rapidly lost through our becoming

entangled in the jungle of skirmishes for power. Let us nat allow the
desire to serve oneself to bloom once again under the fair mask of
the desire to serve the common good. It is not really important now
which party, club, or group will prevail in the elections. The important
thing is that the winners will be the best of us; in the moral,

* Thamas Masaryk {1850—1937) was the first president of Czechoslovakia after it
won independence in 1918, The name was anathema to the Communist regime.
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 civie, political, and professional sense, regardless of their political

affiliations. The future policies and prestige of our state will depend

on the personahtles we select and later elect to our representative .

bodies .

In conclusmn I would like to say that I want to be a president
who will speak less and work more. To be a president who will not

only look out of the windows of his airplane but who, first and

foremost, will always be present among his fellow citizens and listen
_to them well.

You may ask what kind of republic I dream of. Let me reply: 1

- dream of a republic independent, free, and democratic, of a republic

economically prosperous and yet socially just, in short, of a humane
republic which serves the individual and which therefore holds the
hope that the individual will serve it in turn, Of a republic of
well-rounded people, because without such it is impossible to solve
any of our problems, human, economic, ecological, social, or political.

The most dlstmgmshed of my predecessors opened his first speech
with a quotation from the great Czech educator Comenius. Allow
me to round off my first speech with my own paraphrase of the
same statement:

People, your government has returned to you!

NELSON MANDELA
Cape Town, 11 February 1990

‘Onr prarch fo freedom is irreversible’

Tiventy-severt years after be was first inprisoned, Nelson Mandela, a worldwide synbol c_y“"
resistance i apartheld, now seveniy-one and white-haired, walked ong of prison with a smile
on Bis face, ratsed bis band in the cleniched-fist salute of the African National Congress,

and madé bis first speech since be stood in the dock acensed of freason. Speaking to a crowd
of 30,000 sder the majestic shadow of Table Monntain, and watched by o global andience

of mitlions an television, he placed the remaining years of bis fife in the hands of his Deaple

and ended bis speecl with the words be had nttered from the dock in 1964,
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Fnends Comrades and fellow South Africans. 1 greet you all in the

* name of peace, democracy and freedom for all. T stand here before

you not as a prophet but as a humble servant of you, the people.
Your tireless and heroic sacrifices have made it possible for me to
be here today. T therefore place the remaining years of my life in
your hands . . .

Today the majority of South Africans, black and white, recognize
that apartheid has no future. It has to be ended by our own decisive
mass action in order to build peace and security. The mass campaign
of defiance and other actions of our organization and people can
only culminate in the establishment of democracy.

The apartheid destruction on our subcontinent is incalculable,
The fabric of family life of millions of my people has been shattered.
Millions are homeless and unemployed. Our economy lies in ruins
and our people are embroiled in political strife.

Our resort to the armed struggle in 1960 with the formation of
the military wing of the ANC, Umkhonto we Sizwe (Spear of
the Nation), was a purely defensive action against the violence of
apartheid. The factor which necessitated the armed struggle still
exists today. We have no option but to continue . . .

Negotiadons on the dismantling of apartheid will have to address
the overwhelming demand of our people for a democratic, non-racial
and unitary South Africa.

There must be an end to white monopoly on pohncal power, and
a fundamental restructuring of our political and economic systems
to ensure that the inequalities of apartheid are addressed and our
society thoroughly democratized.

It must be added that Mr de Klerk himself is a man of integrity,
who is acutely aware of the dangers of a public figure not honouring
his undertakings. But as an organization, we base our policy and
strategy on the harsh reality we are faced with. And this reality
is that we are still suffering under the policies of the Nationalist
government. ’

QOur struggle has reached a decisive moment. We call on our
people to seize this moment, so that the process towards democracy
is rapid and uninterrupted.
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We have waited too long for our freedom! We can no longer wait.
Now is the time to intensify the struggle on all fronts. To relax our
efforts now would be a mistake which generations to come will not
be able to forgive. The sight of freedom looming on the horizon
should encourage us to redouble our efforts. Tt is only through
disciplined mass action that our victory can be assured.

We call on our white compatriots to join us in the shaping of a

new South Africa. The freedom movement is a political home for
you, too. We call on the international community to continue the
campaign to isolate the apartheid regime. To lift sanctions now would
be to run the risk of aborting the process towards the complete
eradication of apartheid. :

Our march to freedom is irreversible. We must not allow fear to
stand in our way. Universal suffrage on a common voters” roll in a
united, democratic and non-racial South Africa is the only way to
peace and racial harmony. :

In conclusion I wish to go to my own words during my trial in
1964, They are as true today as they were then. [ quote:

T have fought against white domination and I have fought against
black domination. T have cherished the ideal of a democratic and
free society in which all persons live together in harmony and with
equal opportunity. It is an ideal which I hope to live for and to

at’:hjeve. But if needs be, it is an ideal for which I am prepared to
die. Amandla (power) '

A year later President de Klerke of Sonth Africa aniosneed proposals to dismantle the
Stritcture of apartheid. Mandela and de Klerk were awarded the Nabel Peace Prize in

1993, and Nelson Maridela became South Africa’s first black president in May 1994,
He retired in 1999. - ‘
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SIR GEOFFREY HOWE
London, 13 November 1990

‘A conflict éf loyalty’

Sir Geoffrey Flowe (1927-) served thronghont the eleven yeurs of Margaret Thatcher's
three administrations, first av Chancellor of the Exchequer, then as Foreign Secretary
and fiirally as Leader of the Commons. By 1990 he nas the sofe strvivor from ber first
Cabinet. Yot their relationship, which bad never been fornded on mintnal admiration,
had sharply deteriorated, mainly becanse of Mrs Thatcher's distrust of the instincs of
the Forignr Office, and ber frequent buniiliations of Fowe, who was alse ber deputy.
The apparently faithful and imperturbable Howe finally suapped and be resigned on 1
Novenrher, saying be conld no longer rerve her with bononr. :

Howe's pedestrian style was ouce menorably summned up. Being aftacked by bin was
litee being savaged by a dead shegp, said bis opponent Denis Healey. Yet in bis resignation
speech the dead sheep becamse a liow, drawing audible gasps of surprise fronr fellow
Consernatives (wha included Mrs Thatcher). It was ‘an act of brilliantly executed
matricide’, says Sir Ronald Miflar, Mrs Thatcher's principal speechiwriter, ‘each word
honed with Aesculapian skill for mascimnn effect’.

It has been suggested — even, indeed, by some of my Right Hon.
and Hon. Friends - that { decided to resign solely because of questions
of style and not on matters of substance at all. Indeed, if some of
my former colleagues are to be believed, I must be the first minister
in history who has resigned because he was in-full agreement with
government policy. The truth is that, in many aspects of politics,
style and substance complement cach other. Very often, they are
two sides of the same coin . . . _

It was a great honour to serve for six years as Foreign and
Commonwealth Secretary and to share with my Right Mon. Friend
[Margaret Thatcher] in some notable achievements in the Furopean
Community. But it was as we moved on to consider the cracial
monetary issues in the European context that T came to feel increasing
concern. Some of the reasons for that anxiety were made very clear
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by.ﬁy Right Hon. Friend the Member for Blaby [Nigel Lawson] in

~ his resignation speech just over twelve months ago. Like him, I
concluded at least five years ago that the conduct of our policy
against inflation could no longer rest solely on attempts to measure
and control the domestic money supply. We had no doubt that we
should be helped in that battle, and, indeed, in other respects, by
joining the exchange rate mechanism of the European monetary
system. , :

There was, or should have been, nothing novel about joining the
ERM; it has been a long-standing commitment. For a quarter of a
century after the Second World War, we found that the very similar

Bretton Woods regime did serve as.a useful discipline. Now, as my -

Right Hon. Friend the Prime Minister acknowledged two weeks ago,
our entry into the ERM can be seen as an ‘extra discipline for
keeping down inflation’. However, it must be said that the practical
conclusion has been achieved only at the cost of substantial damage
to her Administration and, more serious stll, to its inflation
achievements.

It was the late Lord Stockton, formerly Harold Macmillan, who
first put the central point clearly. As long ago as 1962, he argued
that we had to place and keep ourselves within the Community. He
saw it as essential then as it is today not to cut ourselves off from
the realities of power, not to retreat into a ghetto of sentimentality
about our past and so diminish our control over our own destiny in
the future,

The pity is that the Macmillan view had not been perceived more _

clearly a decade before in the fiftes. It would have spared so many
of the struggles of the past twenty years had we been in the Com-

munity from the outset, had we been ready, in the much too simple

phrase, to ‘surrender some sovereignty’ at a much earlier stage.
Had we been in from the start we should have had more not less
influence over the Europe in which we live today. We should never
forget the lesson of that isolation, of being on the outside looking
in, for the conduct of today’s afairs.
-We have done best when we have seen the Community not as 2
static entity to be resisted and contained, but as an active process
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which we can shape often decisively provided we allow ourselves to
be fully engaged in it with confidence and enthusiasm and in good
faith.

We must at all costs avoid presenting ourselves yet again with an
over-simplified choice, a false antithesis, 1 bogus dilemma, between
one alternative starkly labelled ‘cooperation between independent
sovereign states’ and a second equally crudely labelled alternative *a
centralized federal super-state’ as if there were no middle way in
between. ' .

We commit a serious error if we think always in terms of ‘surren-

* dering’ sovereignty and seek to stand pat for all ime on a given deal

by proclaiming, as the prime minister did two weeks ago,.that we
have ‘surrendered enough’. The European eaterprise is not and
should not be seen like that, as some kind of zero sum gain.

-Sir Winston Churchill put it much more positively forty years ago
when he said: ‘It is also possible and not less agreeable to regard
[this sacrifice or merger of nadonal sovereipnty] as the gr:}dual
assumption by all the nations concerned of that larger sovereignty
which can alone protect their diverse and distinctive customs and
characteristics and their nadonal traditions?”

I find Winston Churchill’s perception a good deal more convincing
and encouraging for the interests of our nation than the nightr.na.re
image sometimes conjured up by the Prime Minister who sometimes
seems to look out on a Continent that is posidvely teeming with
ill-intentioned people scheming, in her words, to ‘extinguish democ-
racy’, to ‘dissolve our national identities’, to lead us ‘through the back
door into a federal Europe’. :

What kind of vision is that for our business people who trade
there each day, for our financiers who seek to make London the
money capital of Europe, or for all the young people of toc']ay?
These concerns are especially important as we approach the crucially
important topic of EMU. We must be positively and centrally
involved in this debate and not fearfully and negatively detached.
The cost of disengagement here could be very serious indeed . . .

The tragedy is — and it is for me personally, for my party, for our
whole people, for the Prime Minister herself a very real tragedy — that
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the Prime Minister’s perceived attitude towards Europe is running

increasingly serious risks for the future of our nation. It risks minirmiz-
ing our influence and maximizing our chances of being once again
shut out.

We have paid heavily in the past for late starts and squandered -

opportunities in Europe. We dare not let thar happen again. If we
detach ourselves completely as a party or as a nation from the middle

ground of Europe, the effects will be incalculable and very hard ever

Lo correct.

In my letter of resignation, which I tendered with the utmost
sadness and dismay, I said: ‘Cabinet government is about trying to
persuade one another from within.’ That was my commitment to
government by persuasion, persuading colleagues and the nation.

T have tried to do that as Foreign Secretary and since, but 1 realize
now that the task has become futile, of trying to stretch the meaning
of words beyond what was credible, and trying to pretend there was
a common policy when every step forward risked being subverted
by some casual comment or impulsive answer. .

- The conflict of loyalty, of loyalty to my Right Hon. Friend th
Prime Minister — and, after all, in two decades together that instinct
of loyalty is still very real — and of loyalty to what I petceive to be
the true interests of the nation, has become all too great. I no
longer believe it possible to resolve that conflict from within this
government. That is why I have resigned. In doing so, 1 have done
what I believe to be right for my party and my country. The tme
has come for others to consider their own response to the tragic
conflict of loyalties with which I have myself wrestled for perhaps
too long, *

Howe's speech led 7o the downfall of Margaret Thatcher. Shortly aftermards, Michas!
Heselting annonnced that be wonld stand against her in the annnal Jeadership efection,
Mrs Thatcher failed to muster enongh votes to win on the first conns, snbsequently
withdrem, and Johu Major won on the second batlot, .
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TONY BENN
London, 20 November 1991

I cannot band away powers lent to ne’

Albthongh be is oue of the most controversial politicians i Britain, described by one
historian as a populist guri of the leff, a dissident, an individualisi, almost an anarchist,
even bis most dedicated political opponents acknowledge the power and persiasiveners of
Tony Benn's oratory. ,

That is particularly true of bis speeches on Europe. Benp (1925-) canpaigned
against joining the Enrapean Conunutly fram ihe outvet of the Britich debate and bas
consistently warned agatust what be sees as the perily of federalism.

s the delate in Britaiu over a federal Enrope intensified towards the end of 1991,
wich the sipning of the Maastricht ireaty imminent, Benn, Labonr MP for Chesterfield,
made this speech to the Honse of Commions. It was adwired by many Couservatives,
some bis fiercest eritics, who believed that on this occasion be spoke for England. Norman
Tebbir, a stasmch ally of Margaret Thateher, said it was the best speech he bad ever
beard i the House.

Some people genuinely believe that we shall never get social justice
from the British Government, but we shall getit from Jacques Delors.
They believe that a good king is better than a bad Parliament. I have
never taken that view, Others believe that the change is inevitable,
and that the common currency will protect us from inflation and
will provide a wage policy. They believe that it will control speculation
and that Britain cannot survive alone. None of those arguments
persuade me because the argument has never been about sovereignty.

"I do not know what a sovereign is, apart from the one that used
to be in gold and the Pope who is a sovereign in the Vatican. We
are talking about democracy. No nation — not even the great Unifed
States which could, for all I know, be destroyed by a nuclear weapon
from a third-wotld country — has the power to impose its will on
other countries. We are discussing whether the British people are to
be allowed to elect those who make the laws under which they are
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governed. The argument is nothing to do with whether we should

. get more matetnity leave from Madame Papandreou than from
Madame Thatcher. That is not the issue,

Lrecognize thatwhen the members of the three Front Benches agree,
I'am in a minority. My next job therefore is to explain to the people of
Chesterfield whatwe have decided. I will say first, ‘My dear constituents,
in future you will be governed by people whom you do not elect and
cannot remove, I am sorry about it. They may give you better créches
and shorter working hours but you cannot remove them.”

I know that it sounds negative but I have always thought it positive
to say that the important thing about democracy is that we can
remove without bloodshed the people who govern us. We can get
rid of a Callaghan, a Wilson or even a Right Hon. Lady by internal
processes. We can get rid of the Right Hon. Member for Huntingdon
[Mr Major]. But that cannot be done in the structure that is proposed.
Even if one likes the policies of the people in Europe one cannot
get rid of them.

Secondly, wesay to my favourite friends, the Chartists and suffra—
gettes, “All your strugples to get control of the ballot box were a
waste of time. We shall be run in future by a few white persons, as
in 1832 The instrument, I might add, is the Royal Preropative of
treaty making. For the first dme since 1649 the Crown makes the
laws ~ advised, I admit, by the Prime Minister.

We must ask what will happen when people realize what we have
done. We have had a marvellous debate about Europe, but none of
us has discussed our relationship with the people who sentus here . . .
~ If people lose the power to sack their Government one of several
things happens. First, people may justslope off. Apathy could destroy
democracy. When the turnout drops below 50 per cent, we are in
danger. ..

The second thing that people can do is to rot. Riot is an old-
fashioned method for drawing the attention of the Government to
what is wrong, It is difficult for an elected person to admit it, but
the riot at Strangeways produced some prison reforms. Riot has
historically played a much larger part in British politics than we are
ever allowed to know.
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Thirdly, nationalism can arise. Instead of blaming the Treaty of
Rome, people say, Ttis those Germans’ or “Itis the French’. National-
ism is built out of frustration that people feel when they cannot get
their way through the ballot box. With nationalism comes reptession.
I hope that it is not pessimistic — in my view it is not — to say that
democracy hangs by a thread in every country of the world. Unless
we can offer people a peaceful route to the resolution of injustices
through the ballot box they wﬂl not listen to a House that has blocked
off that route.

There are many alternatives open to us, One Hon, Member said
that he was young and had not fought in the war. He looked ata
new Furope. But there have been five Europes this century. There
was one run by the King, the Kaiser and the Tsar ~ they were all
cousins 5o that was very comfortable. They were all Queen Victoria’s

-grandsons. And there was no nonsense about human rights when

Queen Victoria’s grandsons repressed people. Then there was the
Russian revolution. Then there was the inter-war period. Then there
was the Anglo-Soviet alliance. Then there was the cold war. Now
we have a Boris Yeltsin who has joined the Monday Club. There
have been many Europes. This is not the only Europe on offer . .
Another way would be to have a looser, wider Europe. I have an
idea for a Commonwealth of Europe. I am introducing a bill on the
subject. Europe would be rather like the British Commonwealth.
We would work by consent with people. Or we could accept this
ghastly proposal, which is clumsy, secretive, centralized, bureaucratic
and divisive. That is how I regard the Treaty of Rome. I was born
a European and I will die one. But I have never put my alliance
behind the Treaty of Rome. I object to it. I hate being called an
anti-European. How can one be anti-European when one is born in
Europe? It is like saying that one is anti-British if one does not agree
with the Chancellor of the Exchequer. What a lot of nonsense it is.
I ask myself why the House is ready to contemplate abandoning
its duties, as I fear that it is. I was elected forty-one years ago this
month. This'Chamber has lost confidence in democracy. It believes
that it must be governed by someone else. It is afraid to use the
powers entrusted to it by its constituents. It has traded power for



482 Rushdie: ‘1Fhat is my single life worth?’

status, One gets asked to go on the telly if one is a Member of

Parliament. The Chamber does not want to use its power. It has
accepted the role of a spectator and joined what Bagehot called the
dignified part of the constitution, leaving the Crown, under the
control of the Prime Minister, to be the Executive part.

If demaocracy is destroyed in Britain it will be not the communists,

Trotskyists or subversives but this House which threw it away. The

rights that are entrusted to us are not for us to give away. Even if
agree with everything that is proposed, I cannot hand away powers
lent to me for five years by the people of Chesterfield. T just could
not do it. It would be theft of public rights.

Therefore, there is only one answer. If people are determined to

submit themselves to Jacques Delors, Madame Papandreou and the |

Council of Ministers, we must tell the people what is planned. If
people vote for that, they will all have capitulated. Julius Caesar
said, “We are just merging our sovereignty.” So did William the
Conqueror.

It is not possible to support the Government’s motion. I have
told the Chief Whip that I cannot suppert the Labour motion. I
invite the House to vote against the Government’s motion and not to
support 4 motion which purports to take us faster into 2 Community

_ which cannot reflect the aspirations of those who put us here. That
is not a pationalist argument nor is it about sovereignty. It is a

democratic argument and it should be decisive in a democratic
© Chamber,

SALMAN RUSHDIE
New York, December 1991

‘What is iy single fife worth?’
Afier publication of bir nove! The Satanic Verses Salman Rushdse became the first

Western swriter fo becomse the victin of a fatwa, a death sentence isswed by Ayatollah.
Khonseini of Iran, who decreed that bis book war a blasphenty on the Musiins faith, For
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sereral years after 1989 be lived in biding under 24-hoyr-a-day protection by British

Special Branch bodyguards.

Rushdie spent the day of this speech, honouring the 200th anniversary of the First

Amendment, in a forrteenth-floor suite with twenty arnied bodygnards. The windows

were blocked by brller-proaf mattresser. At the Colunliia Gradnate School of Jonrmalisn
the audience were frisked before entry and the bomb squad was ontside the ball. At the
end three plain-clothed polivensen escorted Rushdie back into hiding.

A hot-air balloon drifts slowly over a bottomless chasm, carrying
several passengers. A leak develops; the balloon starts losing height.
The pit, a dark yawn, comes closer. Good grief! The wounded
balloon can bear just one passenger to safety; the many must be
sacrificed to save the one! But who should live, who. should die?
And who could make such a choice?

In point of fact, debating sociedes everywhere regularly make such
choices without qualms, for of course what I've described is the
given situation of that evergreen favourite, the Balloon Debate, in
which, as the speakers argue over the relative merits and demerits

of the well-known figures they have placed in disaster’s mouth, the

assembled company blithely accepts the faintly unpleasant idea that
a human being’s right to life is increased or diminished by his or her
virtues or vices — that we may be bora equal but thereafter our lives
weigh differently in the scales.

1It’s only make-believe, after all. And while it may not be very nice,
it does reflect how people actually think.

I have now spent over a thousand days in just such a balloon;
but, alas, this isn’t a game. For most of these thousand days, my
fellow-travellers included the Western hostages in the Lebanon, and
the British businessmen imprisoned in Iran and Iraq, Roger Cooper
and Tan Richter. And 1 had to accept, and did accept, that for most
of my countrymen and countrywomen, my plight counted for less
than the others”. In any choice between us, I'd-have been the first
to be pitched out of the basket and into the abyss. “Our lives teach
us who we are,” T wrote at the end of my essay ‘In Good Faith’.
Some of the lessons have been harsh, and difficult to learn.

Trapped inside a metaphor, I've often felt the need to redescribe
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it, to cha.nge the terms. This isn’t so much a balloon, I've wanted to
say, as a bubble, within which 'm simultaneously exposed and sealed

off. The bubble floats above and through the world, depriving me "

of reality, reducing me to an abstraction. For many people, I've
ceased to be a human being, I've become an issue, a bother, an
‘affair’”, Bullet-proofed bubbles, like this one, are reality-proof, too.
Those who travel in them, like those who wear Tolkien’s rings of
invisibility, become wraith-like if they’re not careful. They get lost.
In this phantom space a man may become the bubble that encases
him, and then one day — pop! — he’s gone forever. :

It's ddiculous — isn’t it? — to have to say, but I 27 a human being
unjustly accused, unjustly embubbled. Or is it I who am being

tidiculous, as I call out from my bubble, P sill trapped in here, ﬁ;/zér;‘

somsehody, please, get me ont?

. Out there where you are, in the rich and powerful and lucky West,
has it really been so long since religions persecuted people, burning
them as heretics, drowning them as witches, that you can’t recognize
religious persecution when you see it? . . . The original metaphor has
reasserted itself. I’'m back in the balloon, asking for the right to live.

What is my single life worth? Despair whispers in my ear: Not a
lot” But I refuse to give in to despair.

. lrefuse to give in to despair because I've been shown lave as well

as hatred. I know that many people do care, and are appalled by the
crazy, upside-down logic of the post-fatwa world, in which a single
novelist can be accused of having savaged or ‘mugged’ 2 whole
community, becoming its tormentor (instead of its tarred and feath-
ered victim) and the scapegoat for all its discontents. Many people
do ask, for example: When a white pop-star-turned-Islamic-fanatic
speaks approvingly about kdlling an Indian immigrant, how does the

Indian immigrant end up being called the racist? :

Or, again: What minority is smaller and weaker than a minority
of one? :

I refuse to give in to despair even though, for a thousand days
and more, I've been put through a degree course in worthlessness,
my own personal and specific worthlessness. My frst teachers were
. the mobs marching down distant boulevards, baying for my blood,
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and fAnding, soon enough, their echoes on English streets. T could

not understand the force that makes parents hang murderous slogans

around their children’s necks. I have learned to understand it. Tt
burns books and effigies and thinks itself holy. But at first, as |
watched the marchers, I felt them trampling on my heart.

Once again, however, [ have been saved by instances of fair-
mindedness, of goodness. Every ime I learn that a reader somewhere
has been touched by The Satanic I-erses, moved and entertained and
stimulated by it, it arouses deep feelings in me. And there are more
and mote such readers nowadays, my postbag tells’ me, readers
(including Muslims) who are willing to give my burned, spurned
child a fair hearing at long last.

Sometimes I think that, one day, Muslims will be ashamed of what
Muslims did in these times, will find the ‘Rushdie affair” as improbable
as the West now finds martyr-burning, One day they may agree
that — as the European Enlightenment demonstrated — freedom of

~ thought is precisely freedom from religious control, freedom from

accusations of blasphemy.

Maybe they’ll agree, too, that the row over The Satanic 1-erses was
at bottom an argument about who should have power over the grand
narrative, the Story of Islam, and that that power must belong equally
to everyone. That even if my novel were incompetent, its attempt
to retell the story would still be important. That if I've failed, others
must succeed, because those who do not have power over the story
that dominates their lives, power to retell it, rethink it, deconstruct
it, joke about it, and change it as times change, truly are powerless,
because they cannot think new thoughts. '

One day. Maybe. But not today. o

Today, my education in worthlessness continues, and what Saul
Bellow would call my ‘reality instructors’ include: the media pundit
-who suggests that 2 manly death would be better for me than hiding
like a rat; the letter-writer who points out that of course the trouble
is that I /ook like the Devil, and wonders if 1 have hairy shanks and
cloven hooves; the ‘moderate’ Muslim who writes to say that Muslims
find it ‘revolting’ when I speak about the Iranian death threats (it's
not the fatwa that’s revolting, you understand, but my mention of it);
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the rather more immoderate Muslim who tells me to ‘shut up’,
explaining that if a fly is caught in a spider’s web, it should not attract
the attention of the spider. I ask the reader to imagine how it might
feel to be intellectually and emotionally bludgeoned, from a thousand
different directions, every day for a thousand days and more.

Back in the balloon, something longed-for and heartening has
happened. On this oceasion, mirabile dictn, the many have not been
sactificed, but saved. That is to say, my companions, the Western
hostages and the gaoled businessmen, have by good fortune and the
efforts of others managed to descend safely to earth, and have been
reunited with their families and friends, with their own, free lives. [

rejoice for them, and admire their courage, their resilience. And now

I’m alone in the balloon.
Surely LIl be safe now? Surely, now, the balloon will drop safely

towards some nearby haven, and I, too, will be reunited with my

life? Surely it’s my turn now?

But the balloon is over the chasm again; and it’s still sinking, I
realize that it's carrying a great deal of valuable freight. Trading
relations, armaments deals, the balance of power in the Gulf — these
and other matters of great moment are weighing down the balloon.
L hear voices suggesting that if I stay aboard, this precious cargo will
be endangered: The national interest is being redefined; am I being
redefined out of it? Am I to be jettisoned, after all?

When Britain renewed relations with Iran at the United Nations
in 1990, the senior British official in charge of the negotiations
assured me in unambiguous language that something very substantial
had been achieved on my behalf. The Iranians, laughing merrily, had
secretly agreed to forget the fatwa. (The diplomat put great stress on
this cheery Iranian laughter) They would “neither encourage not
allow’ their citizens, surrogates or proxies to act against me.

Oh, how I wanted to believe that. But in the year-and-a-bit that
followed, we saw the fafws restated in Iran, the bounty money
doubled, the book®s Italian translator severely wounded, its Japanese
translator stabbed to death; there was news of an attempt to find
and kill me by contract killers working directly for the Iranian
government through its Buropean embassies. Another such contract
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was successfully carried out in Paris, the victim being the harmless
and aged ex-Prime Minister of Iran, Shapour Bakhtiar.

It seems reasonable to deduce that the secret deal made at the
United Nations hasn’t worked. Dismayingly, however, the talk as 1
write is all of improving reladons with Iran still further, while the

‘“Rushdie case’ is described as a side-issue.

Is this a balloon I'm in, or the dustbin of history?

At the end of 1990, dispirited and demoralized, feeling abzu'ld’oned,
even then, in consequence of the British government’s decision to
patch things up with Iran, and with my marriagc‘ at an end, 1 faced
my deepest grief, my unquenchable sorrow at having bfeen torn away
from, cast out of, the cultures and societies from which 1I’d always
drawn my strength and inspiration — that is, the broad comn"nmjty
of British Asians, and the broader community of Indian Muslims. I
determined to make my peace with Islam, even at the cost of my
pride. Those who were surprised and displeased by what1 did perhaps
failed to see that I was not some deracinated Uncle Tom Wog.

To these people it was appatently incomprehensible that I shor:lld
seek to make peace between the warring halves of the world, which
were also the warring halves of my soul — and that I should seek to
do so in a spirit of humility, instead of the arrogance so often
attributed to me.

In ‘In Good Faith’ I wrote: ‘Perhaps a way forward might be
found through the mutual recognition of {our] mutual pai.n’, but
even moderate Muslims had trouble with this notion: what pain, they
asked, could I possibly have suffered? 1What was I falkf:{g abfwt? Asa
result, the really important conversations 1 had in this period were
with myself.

I said: Salman, you must send a message loud enough to be heard
all over the world. You must make ordinary Muskims see that you
aren’t their enemy, and make the West understand a little more of_ the
complexity of Muslim culture. It was my hope that Westerners might
say, well, if he’s the one in danger, and yet he’s willing to acknowledge
the importance of his Muslim roots, then perhaps-we ought to start
thinking a little less stereotypically ourselves. (No suc.h luck, though.
The message you send isn’t always the one that’s received.) :
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1 reminded myself that I had -always argued that it was necessdry g

to develop the nascent concept of the ‘secular Muslim’, who, like
the secular Jews, affirmed his membership of the culture while being
separate from the theology. I had recently read the contemporary
Muslim philosopher Fouad Zakariya’s Laitité on Islamisme, and been
encouraged by Zakarya’s attempt to ‘modernize Islamic thought:
But, Salman, 1 told myself, you can’t argue from outside the debating
_ chamber. You've got to cross the threshold, go inside the room, and

fhen fight for your humanized, historicized, secularized way of being

a Muslim. : . : -

1 recalled my near-namesake, the twelfth-century philosopher Ibn
Rushd (Averrogs), who argued that (to quote the great Arab historian
Albert Hourani), ‘not all the words of the Qu'ran should be taken
literally. When the literal meaning of Qu'ranic verses appeared to
contradict the truths to which philosophers arrived by the exercise

- of reason, those verses needed to be interpreted metaphorically.’

But Ibn Rushd was a snob. Having propounded an idea far in
advance of its time, he qualified it by saying that such sophistication
was only suitable for the élite; literalism would do for the masses,
Salman, I asked myself, is it dime to pick up Ibn Rushd’s banner and
carry it forward; to say, nowadays such ideas are fit for everybody,
for the beggar as well as the prince?

It was with such things in mind — and with my thoughts in a state
of some confusion and torment — that I spoke the Muslim creed
before witnesses. But my fantasy of joining the fight for the moderniz-
ation of Muslim thought, for freedom from the shackles of the.
Thought Police, was sdllborn. It never really had a chance. Too many
people had spent too long demonizing or totemizing me to listen
serjously to what [ had to say. In the West, some “friends’ turned
against me, called me by yet another set of insulting names. Now I
was spideless, pathetic, debased; I had betrayed myself, my Cause;
above all, I had betrayed #hew. '

I also found myself up against the granite, heartless certainties of
Actually Existing Islam, by which I mean the political and pdestly
power structure that presently dominates and stifles Muslim societies.
Actually Existing Islam has failed to create a free society anywhere
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on earth, and it wasn’t about to let me, of all people, argue in favour
of ane. _ ‘ .

Suddenly I was (metaphorically} among people whose social atti-
tades T'd fought all my life — for example, their attitudes about
women (one Islamicist boasted to me that his wife would cut his
toenails while he made telephone calls, and suggested 1 found such
a spouse) or about gays (one of the Imams I met in Deceml?er
1990 was on TV soon afterwards, denouncing Muslim gays as sick
creatures who brought shame on their families and who ought to
seek medical and psychiatric help). Had { truly fallen in among such
people? That was net what 1 meant at all.

Facing the intransigence, the philistine scorn of so much of Actually
Existing Islam, I reluctantly concluded that there was no way for.rne '
to help bring into the Muslim culture I'd dreamed of, the progressive,
irreverent, sceptical, argumentative, playful and #nafraid cult.urfe wl‘nch
is what I’ve always understood as freedon. Not me, not in this l_1fet1n'fc,
no chance. Actually Existing Islam, which has all but deified its
Prophet, a man who always fought passionately against §uch Idetﬁ—
cation; which has supplanted a priest-free religion by a pﬁest—nd'den
one; which makes literalism a weapon and redescriptions a crime,
will never let the likes of me in.

Tbn Rushd’s ideas were silenced in their time. And throughout Fhe
Muslim world today, progressive ideas are in retreat. Acrually Existing
Islam reipns supreme, and just as the recently destroyed ‘At?tuzflly
Existing Socialism’ of the Soviet terror-state was h'ornﬁ(?al!y unlike
the utopia of peace and equality of which democratic soathsts have
dreamed, so also is Actually Existing Islam a force to which I have
never given in, to which I cannot submit. . o

There is a point beyond which conciliation looks like capltulatlpn.
1 donotbelieve I passed the point, but others have thought c.)therwllse.

I have never disowned my book, nor regretted writing it. I said I
was sotry to have offended people, because I had not set out to do
50, and so I am. | explained that writers do not agree with every
word spoken by every character they create — a truism in the world
of books, but a continuing mystery to The Satanic 1/erses’ opponents.
1 have always said that this novel has been traduced._ :



490 Rushdie: ‘1Fhat is my single life worth?’

It has now heen mote than three years since The Satanic Verse.r was
pubhshed that’s a long, long “space for reconciliation’. Long enough.

I accept that I was wrong to have given way on this point. The Satanic

I7erses must be freely available and easily affordable, if only because
if it is not read and studied, then these years will have no meaning.
Those who forget the past are condemned to repeat it.

‘Our lives teach us who we are.” I have learned the hard way that |
when you permit anyone else’s description of reality to supplant your
own — and such descriptions have been raining down on me, from -

security advisers, governments, journalists, archbishops, friends,
enemies, mullahs — then you might as well be dead. Obviously, a

rigid, blinkered, absolutist world-view is the easiest to keep hold of;

whereas the fluid, uncertain, metamorphic picture I've always carried
about is rather more vulnerable.

Yet I must cling with all my might to that chameleon, that chimera, -

that shape-shifter, my own soul; must hold on to its mischievous,
iconoclastic, out-of-step clown-instincts, no matter how great the
storm. And if that plunges me into contradiction and paradox, so
be it; I've lived in that messy ocean all my life. I've fished in it for
my art. This turbulent sea was the sea outside my bedroom window
in Bombay. It is the sea by which I was born, and which I carry
within me wherever I go.

‘TFree speech is a non-starter,” says one of my Islamic extremist
opponents. No, sir, it is not. Free speech is the whole thing, the
whole ball game. Free speech is life itself. :

That’s the end of my speech from this ailing balloon. Now it’s
time to answer the question. What is my single life worth?

Is it worth more or less than the fat contracts and political treaties
that are in here with me? Is it worth more or less than good relations
with a country which, in April 1991, gave 800 women seventy-four
lashes each fornot wezu:mg a veil; in which the eighty-year-old writer
Mariam Pirouz is still in gaol, and has been tortured; and whose
Foreign Minister says, in response to criticism of his country’s
lamentable humau—nghts record, “International monitoring of the
human rghts situation in Tran should not continue indefinitely . .
Iran could not tolerate such monitoring for long’?

Elizabeth II: Sdumns Hordbilis’ 491

You must decide what you think a friend is worth to his friends,
what you think a son is worth to his mother, or a father to his son.

You must decide what 2 man’s conscience and heart and soul are
worth. You must decide what you think a writer is worth, what value
you place on a maker of stories, and an arguer with the world.

Ladies and gentlemen, the balloon is sinking into the abyss.

QUEEN ELIZABETH 11
London, 24 November 1992

Annus Horribilis’

s Oneen Elizabeth L1 celebrated ber fortierh year on fhe throne in 1992, rbe British
wonarchy was in nuprecedented disarray and nnder nuprecedented attack. 1he Princess
Royal had diverced, the Duke and Duchers of York bad separated, m:jn’ the prarriage
of the Prince and Princess of Wales bad been exposed as a sham. Meanwbile, erifics of
the monarchy acensed the Queen of being aloof and ont of tosich. The bill for the monarchy
was too bigh, they said. The Oneen shonld pay tax.

On 20 Noveuther Winesor Casile, one of the Oneen's npain homes, canght fire.
Photagraphs of the blazing castle had a ring of the apacalypse. Sympathy for the Oueen
was dissipated, howener, when the government said that she wonld not have fo foot any
af the bifl to restore the castle.

Fonr days fater the Lord Mayar of Loudon, dlad in brilfiant ermine, was tbe Oneen's
host at a City of London luach to celebrate the Oneen's anniversary. The Oneen swas
dressed in darkest nawy, as i in monruing, and was suffering from a cold. She was almost
croaking as she defivered the first nuforgettable speech of ber reign in which she accepted
criticism but nrged that it shonld be tempered with gentleness, good humonr and

nudersianding,

Nineteen ninety-two is not a year I shall look back on with undiluted
pleasure In the words of one of my more sympathetic correspon-
dents, it has turned out to be an ‘Annus Horribilis®,

I suspect that I am not alone in’ thinking it so. Indeed, I suspect
that there are very few people or institutions unaffected by these last
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months of worldwide turmoil and uncertainty. This generosity and

wholehearted kindness of the Corporation of the City to Prince
_Philip and me would be welcome at any time, but at this particular
moment, in the aftermath of Friday’s tragic fire at Windsor, it is
especially so. And, after this last weekend, we appreciate all the more
what has been set before us today. Years of experience, however,
have made us 2 bit more canny than the lady, less well versed than
us in the splendours of City hospitality, who, when she was offered
a balloon glass for her brandy, asked for ‘only half a glass, please’,
It is possible to have too much of a good thing. A well-meaning
Bishap was obviously doing his best when he told Queen Victoria,
‘Ma’am, we cannot pray too often, nor too fervently, for the Royal
Family.” The Queen’s reply was, “Too fervently, no; too eften, yes.’

L like Queen Victoria, have always been a believer in that old
maxim ‘moderation in all things’. 1 sometimes wonder how future
generations will judge the events of this tumultuous year. I dare say
that history will take a slightly more moderate view than that of
some contemporary commentators. Distance is well known to lend
enchantment, even to the less attractive views. After all, it has the
inestimable advantage of hindsight. But it can also lend an extra
dimension to judgement, giving it a leavening of moderation and
compassion — even of wisdom — that is sometimes lacking in the
reactions of those whose task it is in life to offer instant opinions on
all things preat and small, :

No section of the community has all the virtues, neither does any
have all the vices. I am quite sure that most people try to do their-
jobs as best they can, even if the result is not always entirely successful.
He who has never failed to reach perfection has a right to be the
harshest critic. There can be no doubt, of course, that criticism is
good for people and institutions that are part of public life. No
institution — City, Monarchy, whatever — should expect to be free
from the scrutiny of those who give it their loyalty and support, not
to mention those who don’t. But we are all part of the same fabric
of our national society and that scrutiny, by one part of another, can
be just as effective if it is made with a touch of gentleness, good
humour and understanding. This sort of questioning, can also act,
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and it should do 5o, as an effective engine for change. tl“he Cityisa

good example of the way the process of change can be incorE)Drated ‘
into the stability and continuity of a great institution. I particularly

admire, my Lord Mayor, the way in which the City has adapted so .
nimbly to what the Prayer Book calls ‘the changes and Fhmce§ of

this mortal life’. You have set an example of how it is possible

to remain effective and dynamic without losing those 'mde‘ﬁnable

qualities, style and character. We only have to look around this great

hall to see the truth of that.

Forty years is quite a long time. I am glad to have h:u_:l tl}e c.han_c.e
to witness, and to take part in, many dramatic changes in life in this
country. But I am glad to say that the magniﬁcept standard of
hospitality given on so many occasions to the L_'Soverelgn by the Lord
Mayor of London has not changed at all. It is an outward symbol
of one other unchanging factor which I value ab‘ove all — the loyalty
given to me and my family by so many people in this country, and
the Commonwealth, throughout my reign. You, my Lord Mayor,
and all those whose prayers — fervent, I hope, but not too frequ'tent
— have sustained me through all these years, are friends indeed. Prince
"Philip and I give you all, wherever you may be, our most humble
thanks. _ :

1t was as if the Queen war begg}';fg Sfor symparby and baring her sonl fu 'p.ﬂblic abant
the most horrible year of ber reign, said the commentators. Annus horribilis, 2 phrase

probably suggested by Sir Robert Felfowes, ber private secretary, cnfer.ed the langriage

and was a gift to beadline writers, even though the sceptical beadling writers of the S:mi

Britain's biggest-selling daily newspaper, rendered ber message as ‘One’s Bum ?’Eﬂf.

TWithin weekes it was annonnced that the Oneen wonld pay tax and that the Prince of
Wales, heir fo the throne, and the Princess of Waler were to separafe.
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BILL CLINTON
Memphis, 13 November 1993

"Yf Martin Luther King were to reappear’

William Jefferson (Billy Clintan (1946=) was born in Haope, _—’Irféar;JaL eddncaled at
Georgetonn, Yale and Osford and became the yonngest ever gorernar of Arkansar in
1978, He served five termis as governor before be defeated George Bush on a platforn
of bope and change in the presidential election of 1992,
Clinton nas reared in a religions bame, He made thir speech fo 5,000 ministers ten
months after bis inaugnration at the Church of Gad in Christ in Menphir from the
pripit where Martin Luther King preached bis last sermon before his assassination.

Clinton started the speech by describing some of the achievensents af bis presidengy, Then

he turued to what be really wanted 1o say, speaking JpronpiL..

William Safire, the distinguivhed A merican colummiss, hinself a former 1White Flouse
speech-writer, descrilies if ar guintessential Clinton: Perronal, impassioned, anecdotal,
self-questioning, collognial and, with Bible-guoting Southern Baptist cadences, :gt)/ﬁ?z};g’i

What I really want to say to you today, my fellow Americans, is that
we can do all of this and still fail unless we meet the great crisis of
the spirit that is gripping America today . . .

I tell you, unless we do something about crime and violence and
dr}lgs that is ravaging the community, we will not be able to repair
this country.

If Mfu-tin Luther King, who said, ‘Like Moses, I am on the
mountaintop, and I can see the promised land, but I'm not going to
be able to get there with you, but we will get there’ — if he were to
reappear by my side today and give us a report card on the last
twenty—f.ive years, what would he say? You did 2 good job, he would
say, voting and electing people who formerly were not electable
because of the color of their skin, You have more political power,

‘and that is good. You did a good job, he would say, letting people,
who have the ability to do so live wheréver they want to live go
wherever they want to go in this great country. You did 2 good ’job,
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he would say, elevating people of color into the ranks of the United
States Armed Forces to the very top or into the very top of our
Government. You did a very good job, he would say. He would say,
you did a pood job creating a black middle class of people who
really are doing well, and the middle class is growing'more among
African-Americans than among non-African-Americans. You did a
good job: you did a good job in opening opportunity.

But he would say. I did not live and die to see the American family
destroyed. I did not live and die to see thirteen-year-old boys get
automatic weapons and gun down nine-year-olds just for the kick
of it. I did not live and die to see young people destroy their own
lives with drugs and then build fortunes destroying the lives of others.
That is not what I came here to do. I fought for freedom, he would
say, but not for the freedom of people to kill each other with reckless

_abandon, not for the freedom of children to have children and the

fathers of the children walk away from them and abandon them as
if they don’t amount to anything. I fought for people to have
the right-to work but not to have whole communities and people
abandoned. This is not what 1 lived and died for.

My fellow Americans, he would say, I fought to stop white people
from being so filled with hate that they would wreak violence on
black people. 1 did not fight for the right of black people to murder
other black people with reckless abandon.

The other day the Mayor of Baltimore, a dear friend of mine, told
me a story of visiting the family of a young man who had been killed
— eighteen years old - on Halloween. He always went out with little
bitty kids so they could trick-or-treat safely. And across the street
from where they were walking on Halloween, a fourteen-year-old
boy gave a thirteen-year-old boy a gun and dared him to shoot the
eighteen-year-ald boy, and he shot him dead. And the Mayor had to
visit the family. : '

In Washington, D C, where I live, your nation’s Capital, the symbol
of freedom throughout the world, look how chat freedom is being
exercised. The other night 4 man came along the street and grabbed
a one-year-old child and put the child in his car. The child may have
been the child of the man. Angd two people were after him, and they
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chased him in the car, and they just kept shooting with reckless
abandon, knowing that baby was in the car. And they shot the man
dead, and a bullet went through his body into the baby’s body, and
blew the little bootie off the child’s foot.

- The other day on the front page of our paper, the nation’s Capital,
are we talking about world peace or world conflict? No, big article
on the front page of the [Washington Post about an eleven-year-old

child planning her funeral: “These are the hymns I want sung. This

is the dress I want to wear. I know I’m not going to live very long.’
That is not the freedom, the freedom to die before you're a teenager
is not what Martin Luther King lived and died for.

More than 37,000 people die from gunshot wounds in this country
every year. Guafire is the leading cause of death in young men.

And now that we’ve all gotten so cool that everybody can geta |

semiautomatic weapon, a person shot now is three times more likely
to die than fifteen years ago, because they’re likely to have three
bullets in them. A hundred and sixty thousand children stay home
from school every day because they are scared they will be hurt in
their schools.

The other day I was in California at 2 town meeting, and a
handsome young man stood up and said: ‘Mr President, my brother
and I, we don’t belong to gangs. We don’t have guns. We don’t do
drugs. We want to go to school. We want to be professionals. We
want to work hard. We want to do well. We want to have families.
And we changed our school because the school we were in was so
dangerous. So when we stowed up to the new school to register, my
brother and I were standing in line and somebody ran into the school
:J.nd started shooting a gun. My brother was shot down standing right
m‘front of me at the safer school.” The freedom to do that kind of
thing is not what Martin Luther King lived and died for, not what
people gathered in this hallowed church for the night before he was
flssassinated in April of 1968. If you had told anybody who was here
in that church on that night that we would abuse our freedom in
that way, they would have found it hard to believe. And T tell your,
it is our moral duty to turn it around . . . '

I'read a wonderful speech the other day given at Howard University

Clinton: If Martin Luther King were fo reappear’ 497

in a lecture series funded by Bill and Camille Cosby, in which the
speaker said, T grew up in Anacostia years ago. Even then it was all
black, and itwas a very poor neighborhood. But you know, when I'was
a child in Anacostia, a 100 percent African-American neighborhood, 2
very poor neighborhood, we had a crime rate that was lower than
the average of the crime rate of our city. Why? Because we had
coherent families. We had coherent communities. The people who
filled the church on Sunday lived in the same place they went to
church. The guy that owned the drugstore lived down the street.
The person that owned the grocery store lived in our community.
We were whole.” And T say to you, we have to make our people
whole again.

This church has stood for that. Why do you think you have 5
million members in this country? Because people know you are filled
with the spirit of God to do the right thing in this life by them. So
T say to you, we have to make a partnership, all the Government
agencies, all the business folks; but where there are no families, where
there is no order, where there is no hope, where we are reducing the
size of our armed services hecause we have won the cold war, who
will be there to give strucrure, discipline, and love to these children?
You must do that. And we must help you. Scripture says, you are
the salt of the Earth and the light of the world, that if your light
shines before men they will give glory to the Father in heaven. That
is what we must do. :

That is what we must do. How would we explain it to Martin

Luther King if he showed up today and said, yes, we won the cold

war. Yes, the biggest threat that all of us grew up under, Communism
and nucléar war, Communism gone, nuclear war receding. Yes, we
developed all these miraculous technologies. Yes, we all have got a
VCR in our home; it’s interesting, Yes, we get fifty channels on the
cable. Yes, without regard to race, if you work hard and play by the
rules, you can get into a service academy or a good college, you'll
do just great. How would we explain to him all these kids getting
killed and killing each other? How would we justify the things that
we permit that no other country in the wotld would permit? How
could we explain that we gave people the freedom to succeed, and
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. we created conditions in which millions abuse that freedom to destroy
the things that make life worth living and life itself? We cannot.
. And so I say to you today, my fellow Americans, you gave me
this job, and we’re making progress on the things you hired me to
do. But unless we deal with the ravages of crime and drugs and
violence and unless we recognize that it’s due to the breakdown of

the family, the community, and the disappearance of jobs, and unless’

. we say some of this cannot be done by Government, because we
have to reach deep inside to the values, the spirit, the soul, and the
truth of human nature, none of the other things we seck to do will
ever take us where wé need to go.

So in this pulpit, on this day, let me ask all of you in your heart
to say: We will honor the life and the wotk of Martin Luther King,
We will honor the meaning of our church. We will, somehow, by
God’s grace, we will turn this around. We will give these children a
future. We will take away their guns and give them books. We will
take away their despair and give them hope. We will rebuild the
families and the neighborhoods and the communities. We won'’t
make all the work that has gone on here benefit just a few. We will
do it together by the grace of God.

NELSON MANDELA
Johannesburg, 10 May 1994

Let freedom rejgn’

Nelon Mandela was released twenty-seven years after be was imprisoned, in February -

1990. Four years later, after President William de Kierk initiated a bittoric peace
aceord with the black majority of Sonth Afvicans, led by Mandela, be was efected  president
in Soutl A {frica’s first densocratic elections. This was bis inaugnral address.

Today all of us do, by our presence here, and by our celebrations in

other parts of our country and the world, confer glory and hope to
‘newborn liberty. '
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Out of the experience of an extraordinary human disaster that

'lasted too long must be born a society of which all humanity will be

proud.

- Qur daily deeds as ordinary South Africans must produce an actual
South African reality that will reinforee humanity’s belief in justice,
strengthen its confidence in the nobility of the human soul and
sustain all our hopes for a glorious life for all. :

All this we owe both to ourselves and to the peoples of the world
who are so well represented here today.

To my compatriots, I have no hesitation in saying that each one
of us is as intimately attached to the soil of this beautiful country as
are the famous jacaranda trees of Pretoria and the mimosa trees of
the hushveld.

Each time one of us touches the soil of this land, we feel a sense
of personal renewal. The natdonal mood changes as the seasons
change. : : :

We are moved by a sense of joy and exhilaration when the grass
turns green and the flowers bloom. ,

That spiritual and physical oneness we all share with this common
homeland explains the depth of the pain we all carried in our hearts
as we saw our country tear itself apart in a terrible conflict, and as
we saw it spurned, outlawed and isolated by the peoples of the world,
precisely because it has become the universal base of the pernicious
ideclogy and practice of racism and racial oppression. ,

We, the people of South Afiica, feel fulfilled that humanity has
taken us back into its bosom; that we, who wete outlaws not so long
ago, have today been given the rare privilege to be host to the
nations of the world on our own soil. We thank all our distingnished
international guests for having come to take possession with the
people of our country of what is, after all, 2 common victory for
justice, for peace, for human dignity. : :

We trust that you will continue to stand by us as we tackle the
challenges of building peace, prosperity, non-sexism, non-racialism
and democracy. ' .

We deeply appreciate the role that the masses of our people and
their political mass democratic, religious, women, youth, business,
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traditional and other leaders have played to bring about this con-
clusion. Not least among them is my sccond deputy president, the
honourable F. W. de Klerk.

We would also like to pay tribute to our security forces, in all their
ranks, for the distinguished role they have played in securing our
first democratic. elections and the transition to democracy, from
bloodthirsty forces which still refuse to see the light.

The time for the healing of the wounds has come. The moment

to bridge the chasms that divide us has come. The time to build is
upon us. We have, at last, achieved our political emancipation. We
pledge ourselves to liberate all our people from the continuing
bondage of poverty, deprivation, suffering, gender and other discrimi-
nation.

We succeeded to take our last steps to freedom in'conditions of
relative peace. We commit ourselves to the construction of a com-
plete, just and lasting peace. 7

We have triumphed in the effort to implant hope in the breasts
of the millions of our peaple. We enter into a covenant that we shall
build the society in which all South Africans, both black and white,
will be able to walk tall, without any fear in their hearts, assured of
their inalienable right to human dignity — a rainbow nation at peace
with itself and the world.

As a token of its commitment to the renewal of our country, the
new interim Government of Natonal Umty will, as 2 matter of
urgency, address the issue of amnesty for various categories of our
‘people who are currently serving terms of imprisonment,

We dedicate this day to all the heroes and heroines in this country

" and the rest of the world who sacrificed in many ways and surrendered
. theirlives so thatwe could be free. Their dreams have become reality.
Freedom is their reward.

We are both humbled and elevated by the honour and privilege
that you, the people of South Africa, have bestowed on us, as the
first president of a united, democratic, non-racial and non-sexist
South Africa, to lead our country out of the valley of darkness.

We understand it still that there is no easy road to freedom. We
know it well that none of us acting alone can achieve success.
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We must therefore act together as a united people, for national
reconciliation, for nation building, for the birth of 2 new world. Let
there be justice for all. Let there be peace for all. Let there be worlk,
bread, water and sale for all.

Let each know that for each the body, the mind and the soul have
been freed to fulfil themselves.

Never, never and never again shall it be that this beautiful land
will again experience the oppression of one by another and suffer
the indignity of being the skunk of the world.

Let freedom reign. The sun shall never set on so glodous a human
achievement. God bless Africa. Thank you.

TONY BLAIR
Blackpool, 4 October 1994

‘A wodern constifution’

After keaving Oxford and starting bis career as a barvisier specialiging in trade union
and ensplgyment fay, Tony Blair (1953=) ewtered parfiament as Labour MP for
Sedgefield in 1983, He became prominent as shadon Fome Affaivs spokesman nnder
Neil Kinnock by provting lan and erder and saying that govermments shautd be “fough
ou crinie, torgh on the canses of crime’. After the death) of John Smith, be becanse feader
of the Labour Party in 1994 and swiftly speeded np the strateqy of modernizarion of
the party which bad been iustituted by Neil Kinunock.

His determination to sncceed was shown in bis first speech as leader fo the party
conference. Nearly forty years affer Huph Gaitskell had failed to reforar the party’s
constittion, Blair signalled, alleit in code, that Clanse 4, dealing with public onmership
and incorparated in 1918, had fo be rewritten i Labonr was fo be a modern pary and
beat the Tories after fonr successive election defeats. A ‘new politics’ was required.

A belief in society. Working together. Solidarity. Cooperation. Part-
nership. These are our words.

This is my socsahsrn And we should stop apologizing for using
the word.
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It is not the socialism of Marx or state control. It is rooted in a
straightforward view of society. In the understanding that the indi-
vidual does best in 2 strong and decent community of people with
principles and standards and common aims and values.

We are the party of the individual because we are the party of
community.

It is social-ism.

Our task is to apply those values to the modern world. It will |

change the traditional dividing lines between right and left. And it
calls for a new politics. Without dogma and without swapping our
prejudices for theirs.

It is time to break out of the past and break through with a clear
and radical and modern vision for Britzin.

Today’s politics is about the search for security in a changing
world. We must build the strong and active society that can provide
it.

That is our project for Britain.

Market forces cannot educate us or equip us for this world of
rapid technelogical and economic change.

We must do it together.

We cannot buy our way to a safe society. We must work for ir
together.

We cannot purchase an option on whether we grow old. We must
plan for it together.

We can’t protect the otdinary apainst the abuse of power by leaving
them to it; we must protect each other.

That is our insight.

The people of this country aré not loolqng to us for a revolution,
They want us to make a start.

I want you with me in that task. I want you with me. Head and
heart.

Because this can only be done together.

Leaders lead, but in the end the people govern.

Some of you will think we are too modest in our aims, too
cautious.

Some of you support me because you think I can win. But it is
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not enough. We are not poing to win despite our beliefs. We will
only win hecause of them,

I want to win not because the Tories are despised, but because
we are understood, supported, trusted.

We should win and we can win. There is no choice between being

‘principled and unelectable; and electable and unprincipled. We have

tortured ourselves with this foolishaess for too long. We should win
because of what we believe.

The task of renewing our nation is not one for the faint hearted,
or the world weary, or cynical. It is not a task for those afraid of
hard choices, for those with complacent views, or those secking a
comfortable life, *

At the next election, the voters will have had this Tory government
for seventeen or eighteen years. They may hate them, but they know
them. I want them now to know us. Our identity. Our character as
a party.

And change is an important part of that.

We have changed. We were tight to change. Parties that do not
change die, and this party is a living movement not an historical
monument.

If the world changes, and we don’t, then we become of no use to
the world. Our principles cease being principles and just ossify into
dogma.

We haven't changed to forget our principles, but to Eulﬁl them.
Not to lose our identity but to I\eep our relevance.

Change is an important part of gaining the nation’s trust. We were
right to introduce One Member One Vote last year, and that change
is now done. ' _ '

And look at how the Regeneration Project being run from party
HQ has begun the task of taking the party closer to those com-
munities.

Are we not right to reach out and touch the people in this way,
to show them that politics is not some byzantine game played out
over screeds of paper in wintry meeting rooms but a real and
meaningful part of their lives?

This week we reach out further. On Friday _]Dhn Prescott will
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announce the biggest programme of political education undertaken
by any party in Britain for a generation.
John’s efforts will be central not just to bu:lchng our membership

' but in engaging those members — new and old — to help shape this -

party’s future. _

Let us have the confidence once agein that we can debate new
ideas, new thinking, without forever fearing the taunt of betrayal,

Let us say what we mean and mean what we say.

Nort just what we are against. But what we are for.

No more ditching. No more dumping. Stop saying what we don’t
mean. And start saying what we do mean, what we stand by, what
we stand for.

It is ime we had a clear, up-to-date statement of the abjects and
objectives of our party. John Prescott and I, as Leader and Deputy
Leader, will propose such a statement to the NEC,

Let it then be open to debate in the coming months. I want the
whole party involved. I know the whole party will welcome that
debate. And if it is accepted, then let it become the objects of our
party for the next election and take its place in our constitution for
the next century.

This is a modern party living .in an age of change. It requires a
modern constitution that says what we are in terms the public cannoft
misunderstand and the Tories cannot misrepresent.

We are proud of our beliefs. So let’s state them. And in terms that

people will identify with in every workplace, every home, every
family, every community in our country.

And let this party’s determination to change be the symbol of the
trust they can place in us to change the country.

The British people are 2 great people:

— We have proud democradc traditions.

— We are a nation of tolerance, innovation and creatl\nty

= We have an innate sense of fair play.

— We have a great history and culture.

— And when great challenges face us, as they have twice this
century, we rise to them.
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But if we have a fault, it is that unless roused, we tend to let things
be. - '

We say ‘things could be worse’ rather than ‘things should be
better’. And the Tories encourage this fault. Thcy thrive on our
complacency.

I say it is dme we were roused.

Let us be blunt.

Our system of Government has become outdated.

— Our economy has been weakened.

Our people have been undereducated.

Our welfare state and public services have been run down.
— And our society has been made more divided than at any
time for 100 years.

But our politics need not be like this. Our country need not be
like this.

Ours is a project of national renewal, renewing our commitment
as a nation, as a community of people in order to prepare and provide
for ourselves in the new world we face.

I want to build a nation with pride in itself, A thriving community,
rich in economic prosperity, secure in social justice, confident in
political change. A land in which our children can bring up their
children with a future to look forward to.

That is our hope. Not just to promise change — but to achieve it.

Our Party. New Labour. Our mission. New Britain. New Labour.
New Britain.
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BLIE WIESEL
Auschwitz, 27 Jamuary 1995

I isten to the sifent screams’

As a teenager Elie Wiesel (1928=) nas imprisoned i Ausehwity and Buchenmald
where his parents and sivter died, He became a_journalict after the war and a United
States citizer in 1963. AN his novelr and plays bave recalled the barror of the Nazf
cancentration camps. He was awarded the Nabel Peace Prige in 1986,

The fifiieth anniversary of the liberation of Auschwitz was marked by a special

ceremiony affended by thirteen presidents, three kings and many Neobel laireates io pray

Jor itr 1.5 wiliion victims. The Palish president, Lok Walesa, was flanked by tuo
survivors. One was Simone Veil, the French sacial minister. The ather was Wiesed, who
delivered thiv hanuting address,

Ispeak to you as a man who fifty years and nine days ago had no name,
no hope, no future and was known only by his number, A 70715.

I speak as a Jew who has seen what humanity has done to itself
by trying to exterminate an entire people and inflict suffering and
humiliation and death on so many others.

In this place of darkness and maledicton we can but stand in awe
and remember its stateless, faceless and nameless victims. Close your
eyes and look: endless nocturnal processions are converging here,
and here it is always night. Here heaven and earth are on fire,

Close your eyes and listen. Listen to the silent sereams of terrified
mothers, the prayers of anguished old men and women. Listen to
the tears of children, Jewish children, a beautiful litde gitl among
them, with golden hair, whose vulnerable tenderness has never left
me. Look and listen as they quietly walk towards dark flames so
gigantic that the planet itself seemed in danger.

All these men and women and children came from everywhere a
gathering of exiles drawn by death.

Yargadal veyitkadash, Shway Rabba,

In this kingdom of darkness there were many people. People who
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came from all the occupied lands of Europe. And then there were
the Gypsies and the Poles and the Czechs . .. It is true that not all
the victims were Jews. But all the Jews were victims.

-Now, as then, we ask the question of all questions: what was the
meaning of what was so routinely going on in this kingdom of eternal

 night. What kind of demented mind could have invented this system?

And it worked. The killers killed, the victims died and the world
was the world and everything else was going on, life as usual. In the
towns nearby, what happened? In the lands nearby, what happened?
Life was going on where God’s creation was condemned to blasphemy
by the killers and their accomplices.

Yifgadal veyitkadash, Shmay Rabba.

Turning point or watershed, Birkenau produced a mutaton on a
cosmic scale, affecting man’s dreams and endeavours. After Ausch-
witz, the human condition is no longer the same. After Auschwitz,
nathing will ever be the same,

Yitgadal veyitkadash, Shoay Raliba.

As we remember the solitude and the pain of its victims, let us
declare this day marks our commitment to commemorate their death,
not to celebrate our own victory over death.

Aswereflectupon the past, wemustaddress ourselves tothepresent,
and the future. In the name of all that is sacred in memory, let us
stop the hloodshed in Bosnia, Rwanda and Chechenia; the vicious and
ruthless terror attacks against Jews in the Holy Land. Let us rejectand
oppose more effectively religious fanaticism and racial hate.

Where else can we say to the world Remember the morality of
the human condition,” if not here?

For the sake of our children, we must remember Birkenay, so that
it does not become their future.

Yitgadal veyitkadash, Shway Rabba: Weep for Thy children whose
death was not mourned then; weep for them, our Father in heaven,
for they were deptived of their right fo be buried, for heaven itself
became their cemetery.
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EARL SPENGER
Westminster Abbey, 6 September 1997

“The most hunted person of the moedern age’

Pegple don't clap at fiunerals but they did — and inside Wesiminster Abbey — at the
Jrueral of Diana, Princess of Wales, the divarced wife of Prince Charles, who had been
Kilted with Dodi Fayed in a Paris car crash. The occasion was the iribute o bis sister

by Princess Diana’s brother Earl Spencer over ber catafalque. The funeral was broadeart

live across the world and almost certainly reached the farest andience in history,
Spencer delivered a desply felt attack on the press and then flung down a challenge fo
the royal family over the upbringing of the Princess's two sons, Willians and Harry. As
be finished bis oration, his veice broke. The masses ontrids, most of whom bad been
aritical of the Qreen's respouse to the Princess’s death, started applandiug. The sonnd
of the applanse penetrated the Abbey and the congregation joined in. It was utterdy
nnpresedented and the Queen saf inmobile as her snbjects made their brief revolt.

I stand before you today the representative of a family in prief, in a
country in mourning before 2 world in shock.

We are all united not only in our desite to pay our respects to
Diana, but rather in our need to do so.

For such was her extraordinary appeal that the tens of millions of
people taking part in this service all over the world, via television
and radio, who never actually met her, feel that they, too, lost
someone close to them in the early hours of Sunday morning, It is
a more remarkable tribute to Diana than I can ever hope to offer
her today,

Diana was the very essence of compassion, of dufy, of style, of
beauty. All over the world she was a symbol of selfless humanity.
All over the world, a standard-bearer for the rights of the truly
downtrodden, a very British girl who transcended nationality. Some-
one with a natural nobility who was classless and who proved in the
last year that she needed no royal title to continue to generate her
particular brand of magic.
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Today is our chance to say thank you for the way you brightened

our lives, even though God granted you but half a life. We will all

feel cheated always that you were taken from us so young, and yet
we must learn to be grateful that you came along at all. Only now
that you are gone do we truly appreciate what we are now without
and we want you to know that life without you is very, very difficult.

We have all despaired at our loss over the past week, and only the
strength of the message you gave us through your years of giving
has afforded us the strength to move forward.

There is a temptation to rush to canonize your memory. There is
no need to do so. You stand tall enough as a human being of unique
qualities not to need to be seen as a saint. Indeed, to sanctify your
memory would be to miss out on the very core of your being, your
wonderfully mischievous sense of humour with a laugh that bent
you double.

Your joy for life transmitted wherever you took your smile and
the sparkle in those unforpettable eyes. Your boundless energy, which
you could barely contain.

But your greatest gift was your intuition, and it was a gift you used
wisely. This is what underpinned al your other wonderfuil attributes,
and if we look to analyse what it was aboat you that had such a wide
appeal, we find it in your instinctive feel for what was really important
in all our lives. Without your God-given sensitivity we would be
immersed in greater ignorance at the anguish of -AIDS and HIV
sufferers, the plight of the homeless, the isolation of lepers, the
random destruction of landmines. .

Diana explained to me once that it was her innermost feelings of -
suffering that made it possible for her to connect with her constituency
of the rejected.

And here we come to ancther truth about her. For all the status,
the glamour, the zipplause, Diana remained throughout a very insecure
person at heart, almost childlike in her desire to do good for others
so she could release herself from deep feelings of unworthiness, of
which her eating disorders were merely a symptom.

The world sensed this part of her character and cherdshed her for
her vulnerability while admiring her for her honesty. ‘
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The last time I saw Diana was on 1 July, her birthday, in London,
when typically she was not taking time to celebrate her special day
with friends but was guest of honour at a special charity fund-raising
evening,

She spm:kled of course, but I would rather cherish the days I spent
with her in March when she came to visit me and my children in
our home in South Africa. :

I'am proud of the fact that, apart from when she was on display
meeting President Mandela, we managed to contrive to stop the
ever-present paparazzi from getting 2 single picture of her — that
meant a lot to her.

These were days 1 will always treasure. It was 2s if we had been’

transported back to our childhood when we spent such an enormous
amount of time together — the two youngest in the family.

Fundamentally, she had not changed at all from the big sister who
mothered me as a baby, fought with me at school and endured those
long train journeys between our parents” homes with me at weekends.
It is a tribute to her level-headedness and strength that despite the
most bizarre-like life imaginable after her childhood, she remained
intact, true to herself,

There is no doubt that she was looking for a new direction in her
life at this time. She talked endlessly of getting away from England,
mainly because of the treatment she received at the hands of the
newspapers. I don’t think she ever understood why her genuinely
good intentions were sneered at by the media, why there appeared
to be a permanent quest on their behalf to brmg her down. It is
baffing.

My own and only explanation is that genuine goodness is threaten-
ing to those at the opposite end of the moral spectrum. It is a point
to remember that of all the ironies about Diana, perhaps the greatest

was this — a girl given the name of the ancient goddess of hunting -

was, in the end, the most hunted person ofthe modern age.

She would want us today to pledge ourselves to protecting her
beloved boys William and Harry from a similat fate and I do this
here, Diana, on your behalf. We will not allow them to suffer the
anguish that used regularly to drve you to tearful despair.
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And beyond that, on behalf of your mother and sisters, I pledge
that we, your blood family, will do all we can to continue the
imaginative way in which you were steering these two exceptional
young men so that their souls are not simply 1mmersed by duty and
tradition but can sing openly as you planned.’

We fully respect the hetitage into which they have both been
born, and will always respect and encourage them in their Royal
role.

But we, like you, recognize the need for them to experience as
many different aspects of life as possible to arm them spiritually and
emotionally for the years ahead. I know you would have expected
nothing less from us.

William and Harry, we all care desperately for you today. We are
all chewed up with sadness at the loss of a woman who was not
even our mother. How great your suffering is we cannot even imagine.

I would fike to end by thanking God for the small mercies he has
shown us at this dreadful time; for taking Diana at her most beautiful
and radiant and when she had joy in her private life.

Above all, we give thanks for the life of a woman I am so proud
to be able to call my sister: the unique, the complex, the extraordinary
and irreplaceable Diana, whose beauty, both internal and external,
will never be extinguished from our minds.

TONY BLAIR
Brighton, 30 September 1997

“A beacon to the world’

Tony Blair became the third youngest prime minister in British bistory (after Fitt the
Younger and Lord Liverpool) when New Labour won a landslide. victory aver Jobn
Major's Conservatives in the 1997 general election. He was the most popular prine
wuinister since apinion polls began.

There was an element of frinmphaliser in bis speech fo the first party conference beld
nnder a Labour government since 1979 but it alvo demonstrated bow far the Labour
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- Party bad fravelled in the previous ejghteen years, There was o mienttion of secialisnt or
equality or nationalization, Instead Blair ensphasised duty over rights, the importance

of fanily life, sero falerance oit crime and a nore positive approach fo Enropean unity

as be appealed for Britain to beconse a leacon io the warld. Even right-wing commentators
bailed the speech as a historic statement of intent,

It has been a very long time waiting for this moment and all I can
tell you is that after eighteen long years of Opposition, I am deeply
proud — privileged — to stand before you as the new Labour Prime
Minister of our country.

I believe in Britain. I believe in the British people. One cross on
- the ballot paper. One nation was reborn.

Today, I want to set an ambitious course for this country: to be
‘nothing less than the model twenty-first-century nation, a beacon to
the world, It means drawing deep into the richness of the British
character. Creative. Compassionate. Qutward-looking. Old British
values, but a new British confidence.

We can never be the biggest. We may never again be the mightest.

But we can be the best. The best place to live. The best place to
* bring up children, the best place to lead 2 fulfilled life, the best place
to grow old.

Fourteen years ago, our party was written off as history. This year
we made history. And let our first thanks be to the British people. You
kept faith with us. And we will keep faith with you. Thank you to the
party organization, the volunteers, the professionals who fashioned
the finest political fighting machine our country has ever known.

Ours was not a victory of politicians but of people. The people
took their trust, and gave it to us. I want them to say, this week as
they watch us here in Brighton, “We did the right thing.” I want the
British people to be as proud of having elected us as we are to serve
them. We won because we are new Labour, because we had the
courage to change ourselves, and the discipline to take hard decisions,
whilst remaining united.

But I want to do more than keep our promises. I sense the British
people demand more of us, too. People ask me the highlight of the
election. Mine was driving from home to Buckingham Palace, along

Blait: A beacon fo the world’ 513

streets we had driven hundreds of dmes, past soulless buildings and
sullen faces on their way to work. This drive was so different. As we
turned into Gower Street, people watching our journey on 'I'V came
pouring out of the doorways, waving and shouting and clapping,
with an energy and excitement that went beyond anything T imagined
would happen.

They were liberated. Theirs were the smiles of tolerant, broad-
minded, outwatrd-looking, compassionate people and suddenly they
learnt that they were in the majority after all. As one woman put it
to me: “We've got our Government back.” And with them I could
sense confidence returning to the British people, compassion to the
British soul, unity to the British nation, and that all three would give
us new-found strength.

You see, the people were yearning for change in their country, at
2 time when they could see we had had the guts to modernize our
party. The two came together.

The result is a quiet revolution now taking place, Led by the real

modernizer: not me, the British people. They were the ones who
had the guts to do it. And I say the size of our victory puts a special
responsibility on us. To be a Government of high ideals and hard
choices. Not popular for one time, but remembered for all time. Not
justa better Government than the Tories but one of the great, radical,
reforming governments of our history.
" The British dor’t fear change. We are one of the great innovative
peoples. From the Magna Carta to the first Parliament to the Industrial
Revolution to an Emplre that covered the world. Most of the great
inventons of modern times with Britain stamped on them: the
telephone; the television; the computer; penicillin; the hovercraft;
radar.

Change is in the blood and bones of the British. We are by our
nature and tradition innovators, adventurers, pioneers. As our great
poet of renewal and recovery, John Milton, put it, we are ‘a nation
not slow or dull, but of quick, ingenious and piercing spirit, acute to
invent, subtle and sinewy to discourse, not beneath the reach of any
point that human eapacity can soar to’.

Fven today in Britain we lead the world, in design, pharmaceuticals,
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financial services, telecommunications. We have the word’s first
language, English. Britain today is an exciting, inspiring place to be.
And it can be much more, if we face the challenge of a world around
us today that has its finger on the fast-forward button; where every
part of the picture of our life is changing, changing constantly.

So today I say to the British people the chains of mediocrity have
broken, the tired days are behind us, we are free to excel once more.
We are free to build that model twenty—ﬁrst—century nation, to become
that beacon to the world.

Creative. Compassionate. Confident of our place in the world.
And you know, when people say, ‘Sorry, that’s too ambitious. Sotry,
it can’t be done,’ I say: this is not a sorry country, we are not a
sorry people. It can be done: if you have the will, the courage and
determination to do it. ..

It’s pretty simple, the type of country I want. It's a country where
our children are proud and happy to grow up, feeling good not just
about themselves, but about the community around them.

I don’t want them living in a country where some of them go to
school hungry, unable to learn because their parents can’t afford to
feed them; where they can see drugs being traded at school gates;
where gangs of teenagers hang around street corners, doing nothing

- but spitting and swearing and abusing passers-by.

I don’t want them brought up in a country where the only way
. pensioners can get long-term care is by selling their home, where
people who fought to keep that country free are now faced every
winter with the struggle for survival, skimping and saving, cold and
alone, waiting for death to take them,

And I will not rest until that country is gone, until all our children
live in a Britain where no child goés hungry, the young are employed,
_ and the old are cherished and valued to the end of their days. -

But let me spell out some facts. After eighteen years of Tory
Government, of cuts and closures, of declining public services, the
country was taxed more than under the last Labour Government. -

"This country, any country today, will not just carry on paying out
more in taxes and getting less. Our new society that we want to
create will have the same values as it ever did. Fighting poverty and
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unemployment. Securing justice and opportunity. It should be 2
compassionate society. It must be a compassionate society.

But it is compassion with a hard edge, because a strong soctety
cannot be builtin the real world on soft choices. Itmeans fundamental
reform of our welfare state, of the deal between citizen and society.
It means getting money out of social breakdown and into schools
and hospitals where we want to see it. ,

The new welfare state must encourage work, not dependency . ..
We want single mothers with school-age children at least to visita -
job centre, not just stay at home waiting for the benefit cheque, every
week until the children are sixteen.

We cannot be that beacon to the world in the year 2005 with a
welfare state built for the very different world of 1945, Our tax
system should reward hard work. In the eighties, the Torles took
down high marginal tax rates for high earners. It is time we did the
same for Britain’s working-poor.

And we need to bring a change to the way we treat each other as
citizens of our society. I tell you: a decent society is not based on
rights. It is based on duty. Our duty to each ather. To all should be
given opportunity, from all responsibility demanded. The duty to
show respect and tolerance to others.

I make no apology. I back zero tolerance on crime. I back powers
to tackle antisocial neighbours; to make parents responsible for their
children; to overhaul the youth justice system so that youngsters stop
thinking they can commit a crime, get a caution and carry on being a
criminal. At every level of the fight against crime — today acting on
serious organized crime — this new Labour Government is taking it
on. But to those who say it’s all a threat to our civil liberties, I say the
threat to civil liberties is of women afraid to go out, and pensioners
afraid to stay in their own homes because of crime, And when we give
opportunities to people, we can demand responsibility.

And we cannot say we want a strong and secufe society when we
ignore its very foundation: family life. This is not about preaching
to individuals about their private lives. It is addressing a huge social
problem. Attitudes have changed. The world has changed. But I am
a modern man leading a modern country and this is a modern crisis.
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Nearly 100,000 teenage pregnancies every year. Elderly parents with

whom families cannot cope. Children growing up without role models
. they can respect and learn from. More and deeper poverty. More

crime. More truancy. More neglect of educational opportunities. And

above all, more unhappiness. That unhappiness we must change . . .

My viston for post-Empire Britain is clear. It is to make this
country pivotal, a leader in the world. With the US our friend and
ally. Within the Commonwealth. In the United Nations. In Nato.

To use the superb reputation of our Armed Forces, not just for
" defence, but as an instrument of influence in a world of collective

security and co-operation.
~ And for Britain to lead in Europe again. Not so that we ‘don’t get
left behind’. That is a2 weal reason. It is because for four centuries
or more we have been a leading power in Europe. And we have at
times been absolutely critical to the survival of, not just Europe, but
of the whole world. It is our destiny to lead in Europe.

* And Europe needs us. For we have a vision of Europe. We want
a people’s Europe: free trade, industrial strength, high levels of
employment and social justice, a democratic Europe. And against
that vision is the bureaucrat’s Europe: the Europe of thwarting open
trade, unnecessary rules and regulations, the Europe of the CAP
and the endless committees leading nowhere. But we cannot shape
Europe unless we matter in Europe.

I know there will be a hard choice to come over a single currency.
And our policy, based as it is on the British national interest, remains
unchanged. But in or out, we will be affected by it and must remain
able to influence the way that it works . . .

So much to do. So much to change. So hard to do it. But the
vision is as old as humanity. Modernization is not an end in itself.
It is for a purpose. Modernization is not the enemy of justice, but
its ally. ' '

Progtess and justice are the two rocks upon which the new Britain
is raised to the heights. Lose either one and we come crashing down
until we are just another average nation, scrabbling around for
salvation in the ebbing tide of the twentieth century.

That is why we changed the Labour Party. To make new Britain.
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It is why we will carry on changing. It is why it was right yesterday
to take another historic step on the road to reform of our party so
that never again will a Labour Government be torn about by divisions
between leadership in Parliament and the party in the country.
And let me tell you this directly. Yes, we are new Labour. Yes,
our policies and attitudes have changed. But there are no old Labour
or new Labour values, There are Labour values, They are what make
us the party of compassion; of social justce; of the struggle against
poverty and inequality; of liberty; of basic human solidarity; and the
day we cease to be those things is the day we keep the name of the
Labour Party but lose the reason for its existence. And ours, you

‘know, is a simple enough vision. But it will require 2 supreme national

effort. It is a task for a whole people, not just a government. Great
challenges. But great rewards for all of us if we can rise to them as
we cafl.

And rise as one nadon. Held together by our values and by the
strength of our character. We are a giving people. In the face of
crisis or challenge, we pull together, strengthened by unity. It says
nothing about our politics. It speaks volumes about our character.

You remember how your parents, like mine, used to say to you:
‘Just do your best.” Well, let us do our best. On May 1, the people
entrusted me with the task of leading their country into a new century.
That was your challenge to me. And proudly, humbly, I accepted it.

Today, 1 issue a challenge to you. Help us make Britain that beacon
shining throughout the world. Unite behind our mission to modernize
our country for all our people. For there is a place for all the people
in new Britain, and there is a role for all the people in its creation.
Believe in us as much as we believe in you.

Give just.as much to our country as all of us intend to give. Give
your all. Make this the giving age.

‘By the strength of our common endeavour, we achieve more
together than we can alone.” On May 1 1997, it wasn’t just the Toties
who were defeated. Cynicism was defeated. Fear of change was
defeated. Fear itself was defeated. Did I not say it would be a battle
of hope against fear? On May 1 1997, fear lost. Hope won. The
Giving Age began,
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MNow malke the good that is in the heart of each of us serve the
good of all of us, Give to our country the gift of our energy, our
ideas, our hopes, our talents. Use them to build a country each of
whose people will say that T care about Britain because I know that
Britain cares about me.”’

Britain, head and heart, will be unbeatable. That is the Britain I
offer you. That-is the Britain that together can be ours.

MICHAEL PORTILLO -
Blackpool, 9 October 1997

The canses of defeat’

fews defeats provoked niore joy among Labour supporters iy the 1997 general election
thau the bumiliation of Michael Portillo (1953-) at Fufield Sonthgate. Yot his dignisy
in defeat earned new respect for Portille who was the standard-bearer of the Enro-sceptic
Tory right wing and who wonld otherwite have been a serions candidate fo win the
leadership of the Conservative Party affer folin Major stepped down.

NElian Hagne became leader bt many Tories saw Pordilly as the feader in exite,
That was why this speech to the Centre for Policy Studies at a fringe meeting during the
party conferance was nportant.

Much of the speech war devoted 1o Portill’s analysic of the continuing atfractiveness
of the Conservative message. But if was the opening, explaining why the party had Jst,
his section on compassion (gf which be bad seensed the antithesis), and bis densmciation
of Tony Blair's New Labour that attracted most attention.

Let us begin by recognizing the scale of our defeat and of our
problem. Perhaps as one who went in an instant from being in the
Cabinet to being a member of the general public, I am qualified to
offer an opinion. I do not accept the view that the Conservatives'
lost the election of 1997 because we abandoned one-nation Toryism
or split the nation. We did not. I will return to that point in 2 moment.
The causes of our defeat were different. I would like to identify what
I believe to have been the four principal factors.
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Firse, the party became associated increasingly with the most
disagreeable messages and thoughts. Much of that linkage was
unjustified, but since it is what people thought — what people sull
think — it must be appreciated as a deeply felt distaste, rather than
momeniary irritation. We cannot dismiss it as mere false perception.
Tories were linked to harshness: thought to be uncaring about
unemployment, poverty, poor housing, disability and single parent-
hood; and considered indifferent to the moral arguments over land-

-mines and arms sales. We were thought to favour greed and the

unqualified pursult of the free market, with a ‘devil take the hindmost’
attitude.

Second, we abandoned almeost completely the qualities of loyalty
and the bonds of party without which party effectively ceases to

" exist. Some of this was ideological. Passions about the future of our

country rightly fired people up, but wrongly led them to attack and
despise their colleagues. Part of it was egotistical. There were MPs
anxious o oblige whenever the media came looking for dissent,
seizing the opportunity to be famous for fifreen minutes. But now
we are out of government, their views are sought more rarely, and
their once-famous faces are fading in the public memory.

We must rediscover the old instinces that led Tories to support
one another and to rally round. Loyalty was never a secret weapon:
it was because it was so visible in publir, and reinforced in private,
that it was so effective. The impact of disunity upon us is clear to
see. The party must in the very near future learn again to display the
camaraderie and comman purpose that are fundamental to a party’s
prospects. Our new leader, William Hague, has every right to expect
our loyalty publicly and privately. If he does not get it, we stand no
chance of being re-elected. He has shown that he will lead. Now the
party must show that it can be led.

"Third, we were thought to be arrogant and out of touch. Much of it
may have been na more than personal mannerisms that grated on the
public after years in office. Some of it was insensitivity - using the
language of economics and high finance when people’s jobs and self-
esteem were at stake.. And when people looked at the composition of
our party, they thought it too elderly, or too vulgar, or too out of touch
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- in vocabulary and perceptions, or in some other way, unfamiliar and
unrepresentative.

Fourth, there was sleaze. 1 did not Believe all that Conservatives
were accused of. Even today, 1 do not think that wrongdoing was
any more prevalent in our party than in others, and I expect the
rotten boroughs of the Labour Party to prove as much in coming
months. But it was certainly bad enough. Sleaze disgraced us in the
eyes of the pubhc Their perception was of corruption and unfitness
for public service. Such distasteful perceptions can endure and do
us damage for a long time.

We should face these issues head on and deal with them. The last
years profoundly disappointed our supporters, and disgusted many
others. Those of us who were in the patliamentary party, and those
of us who were in the government, bear a particular responsibility . . .

Compassion is an essential ingredient in Conservatism. We have
never lost it, but the world does not believe that. Our reputation has
suffered because Conservatives don’t wear their hearts on their
sleeves. They don’t like humbug or display. Their compassion is
largely of a practical sort: what can we actually do about the problems
that we see around us? That is why Conservatives are to be found
insuch large numbers working for voluntary organizations. Conserva-
tives have a scepticism about panaceas and about the possibility of
government solving problems with a flourish of a pen. But that
common sense approach must not mask the fact that concern for
others and magnanimity are important qualides of Conservatism,
and the instinct for social cohesion transcends the nation . . .

Now, a word about tactics. There are two things that the Conserva-
tive Party needs very badly. One, I mentioned, is loyalty. If we cannot
reinvent it we cannot govern. The other is patience. I read somewhere
that there was frustration with William Hague for not yet coming
up with the next big idea. I accord that remark the prize for the
silliest thing said since the election.

The public is not yet ready for such an innovation from us, even

"if a big idea were a thing to be conjured up at will. People need a
rest from us, and we need time to reflect and listen and come to
understand one another better than we have of late. We certainly
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need to do a lot about ourselves. We need better and different

" organization. We need a broad and stable financial base. We need

to spread our appeal and attrace different sorts of people: different
apes, social types, ethnic groups and cultures.
As for policies, we should be in no great harry. Get straight what

~ are our core beliefs. Sort out the confusions and false signals that

arose while we were in government. Take a fresh look in the new
circumstances.

Our party will renew itself. The new intake of MPs is of extremely
high quality Just as happened with Labour, those new people will
be the engine of our revival. Ministerial office will be theirs, but they
must bide their time patiently too.

On the night of the election I wished our new government well,
and I do so again. Conservatives are patriots and we wish to see our
country succeed. You will not see us gloat over national reverses,
nor talk down their successes, as Labour did when we were the
government. We wish to see Britain behaving honourably, being an
influence for good in Europe and the world. We wish to see the
economy remain strong. We do not look to defeat Labour on the
back of national failure. There will be sufficient grounds without that
to argue for their removal,

T do not underestimate Mr Blair or his achievements. In the years-
before the election he skilfully laid bare the areas of life and policy
where the public felt dissatisfied and angry with the Conservatives.
He did not win merely by default, but because of his talent for
captuting the public mood. We will learn from that.

"Today the Labour Government looks very strong and confident.
But problems lie ahead. They don’t know where they are headed,

~and that is dangerous. Mr Blait’s great achievement is directionless

leadership: he appears to be in control, but no one knows to where
he is leading. I have made many mistakes in my career. 1 suppose
we all have. But few people have been consistently wrong on all the .
great issues that faced eur naton over the last fifteen years, as Mr
Blair was. Last week, in a speech which was much acclaimed, Mr
Blair failed to define the purpose of his government. I perceive no
ideological roots. I can detect no sense of direction. Labour has a’
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- strong sense that it cannot undo what we did. But they do. not
understand why it was right to do it. They do not accept the politics
of freedom and choice that lay behind our agenda. Labour grasped
that it had to adopt our rhetoric. But they will in the end be ]udged
not on what they say but on what they do.

Labourhas been guided by the wish to destroy us; and by the deterxm—
nationto bere-elected. Thatis nota recipe forgoverningwell. Youcannot
run an administration forever on the principle that you are unwilling to
do anything that offends. You cannot substitute focus-group govern-
ment for Cabinet government. Labour is a coalition brought about to

win power. That will to win power is the one idea that the members of

the government hold in common. But with the passage of time, that
will prove an insubstantial glue The signs of division may today be no
bigger than a small crab in a jar, but they will grow.

This government is too hossy, too contemptuous of parliament,
too self-satisfied and too little criticized in the media for its own
good or for ours. The wheel of fortune turns and that which once
appeared fresh, with the passing of time goes to seed . . .

What the Tories need is patience. Principles we already have.
Opportunities there will be. Our time will come again.

BORIS YELTSIN
St Petersburg, 17 July 1998

‘May they rest in peace’

Trar Nichalar 1T, the fast emperor of Rustia, and bis entire family were shot at
Yekaterinburg by the Red Guards in 1918, nearly a year after Lenin and the Bolshevifes
seized power in the Russian Revolution,

Eighty years later to the day, Boris Yeltrin (1931-), wha became president of Russia
in 1990 after the breaknp of the Soriet Union, led bis nation in offiial apology for the
nirder of the Tsar at a moving ceremony in the cathedral of the Peter and Paul Fortress
where bis Romanor ancestors were buried,

Woatched by millions of Russians, Yelisin, a sick man, stood in sombre silence before
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the vantt, whife bis wife, Naina, crossed ber_rfﬂ' Yeltsin m}rf be bad no aption but to be

" present fo telf the trith.

It’s an historic day for Russia, Eighty years have passed since the
slaying of the last Russian emperor and his family. We have long
been silent about this monstrous crme, We must say the truth: the
Yekaterinburg massacre has become one of the most shameful pages
of our history.

By burying the remains of innocent victims we want to expiate
the sins of our ancestors. Guilty are those who committed this
heinous crime and those who have been justifying it for decades —
all of us.

We must not lie to ourselves, explaining this senseless cruelty with
political goals. The execution of the Romanov family was the result
of an irreconcilable split in Russian sodety. Its results are felt to this
day. The burial of the victims® remains is an act of human justice,
an expiation of common guilt.

We all bear responsibility for the historical memory of the nation;
and that’s why I could not fail to come here. I must be here as both
an individual and the president.

1 bow my head before the victims of the merciless slayirig. While
building a new Russia we must rely on its historical experience. Many
glorious pages of our history are linked with the Romanovs. Bur also
connected with their name is one of the most bitter lessons — that
attemnpts to change life by violence are doomed.

We must finish this century, which has become the century of
blood and lawlessness for Russia, with repentance and reconciliation

irrespective of political and religious views and ethnic origin. This is

our historic chance. On the eve of the third millennium, we must
do it for the sake of our generation, and those to come. Let’s
remember those innocent victims who have Eallen to hatred and
violence. May they rest in peace.
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BILL CLINTON"
“Washington, 17 August 1998

“This has burt too many innocent people’

One year afier be started bis second terns as president in Jannary 1997, President
Clitton learsed that Kenweth Starr was investigating accusations that be bad conducted
a sexcyial relafionship with Monica Lewinsky, a White Flonse intern, in 1985 and then
#ried to cover it up, After mouths of investigation, mmonrs and Clinton's denial that be
had bad sexcnal relations with ‘that woman', Clintot was forved o admit to a relationship
that was "wot appropriate’ with the aventy-five-year-old Miss Lewinsky. The confession
was prade in a fonr-niinnte speech seen by nearly two-thirds of Americans, No president
had ever been forced to address such personal issues in a nationally televised speech.
Clinton was as defiant as he was contrite,

This afternoon in this room, from this chaie, I testified before-the
Office of Independent Counsel and the grand jury. 1 answered
their questions truthfully, including questions about my private life,
questions no American citizen would ever want to answer.

Still, I must take complete responsibility for all my actions, both
public and private. And that is why I am speaking to you tonight.

As you know, in a deposition in January, I was asked questions
about my relationship with Monica Lewinsky, While my answers
were legally accurate, I did not volunteer information.

Indeed, T did have a relationship with Ms Lewinsky that was not
approprdate. In fact, it was wrong. It constituted a eritical lapse in
judgment and a personal failure on my part for which I am solely
and completely responsible. |

But 1 told the grand jury today and I say to you now that at no
time did I ask anyone to lie, to hide or destroy evidence or to take
any other unlawful action.

I'know that my public comments and my silence about this matter
gave a false impression.

I'misled people, including even my wife. I deeply regret that.
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I can only tell you I was motivated by many factors. First by a
desire to protect myself from the embarrassment of my own conduct.
1 was also very concerned ahout protecting my family. The fact that
these quesdons were being asked in a politcally inspired lawsuit,
which has since been dismissed, was a consideration, too.

1n addition, I had real and setious concerns about an independent
counsel investigation that began with private business dealings twenty
years ago, dealings, I might add, about which an independent federal -
agency found no evidence of any wrongdoing by me or my wife
over two years ago. _

The independent counsel investigation moved on to my staff and
friends, then into my private life. And now the investigation itself is
under investigation This has gone on too long, cost too much and
hurt too many innocent people.

Now, this matter is between me, the two people I love most —
my wife and our daughter — and our God.

I must put it right, and I am prepared to do whatever it takes to
do so. Nothing is more important to me personally.

But it is private, and I intend to reclaim my family life for my
family. It’s nobody’s business but ours, '

Even presidents have private lives. It is time to stop the pursuit
of personal destruction and the prying into private lives and get on
with our national life.

Our country has been distracted by this macter for too long, and
I take my responsibility for my part in all of this. That is all T can
do. Now it is time — in fact, it is past time — to move on. We have
important work to do, real opportunities to seize, real problems to
solve, real security matters to face.

And so tonight, I ask you to turn away from the spectacle of the
past seven months, to repair the fabric of our national discourse and
to return our attention to all the challenges and all the promise of
the next American century. Thank you for watching. And good night.



