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The Fifth day of March 2008 will be remembered in the UK as DDD - Day Democracy Died.  A 

majority of elected Members of Parliament voted in the House of Commons against holding a 

referendum on the European Reform Treaty.  They did this despite the pledges in the manifestos of all 

the political parties in the 2005 General Election to hold a referendum on the European Constitution.  

This day will be remembered through history as a day of infamy.  It is as simple as that. 

 

This view is reinforced by the parallel saga of the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Bill as it 

proceeds through the Houses of Parliament.  This piece of legislation was not included in the Labour 

Party manifesto, but the government has decided to force it through the Lords by use of the whip and 

deny the right of conscience.  Now bear in mind that when the original HFE Bill wound it way 

through Parliament in 1990, it was subject to a free vote. 

 

A Labour government has put aside convention and precedent.  It was then intended to exert the same 

pressures on Labour MPs in the Commons so as to prevent them from following their moral 

obligations.  The government - heavily criticised - made a limited concession to allow a free vote on 

certain parts of the Bill but with the whip in place for the final vote.  The logic of this contradictory 

position defies reason. 

 

Likewise, with the vote against a referendum on the European Reform Treaty, they have applied a 

three line whip on Labour MPs even though their manifesto promised a referendum.  So to be clear; 

the HFE Bill with no manifesto commitment, which is not binding on Labour MPs, has a three line 

whip to vote for it and the manifesto promise to hold a referendum which is binding on Labour MPs 

has a three line whip to vote the opposite way.  This pressure on MPs is a breach of parliamentary 

privilege, which would be severely punished if perpetrated by any organisation other than a political 

party. 

 

Beyond that it is a massive and concerted attack on Conscience.  A majority of MPs have failed the 

test but there are some honourable exceptions.  Twenty MPs of national parties and independents 

voted for the referendum and these MPs are voting freely on the HFE Bill.  The Conservatives are 

voting freely on the HFE Bill and stood by their manifesto promise to vote for a referendum - 186 

with three mavericks voting against [Kenneth Clark, David Curry and John Gummer]. The LibDems 

did a U turn on the referendum and applied the whip for 50 to abstain, but 13 of their MPs followed 

their conscience and their manifesto promise to vote for it.  To their credit, 29 Labour MPs revolted 

against the whip and voted for the referendum with 308 dishonouring their manifesto promise. 

 

Given that Catholic MPs are leading the move for a free vote on the HFE Bill they appear to be 

inconsistent in not following their referendum promise.  They are in the main, notably missing from 

the Labour and LibDem rebels. 
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Labour and the LibDems parties have tried to justify the ditching of their pledges to hold a 

referendum on the European Constitution by asserting that it is not the same as the Reform Treaty.  

Jim Murphy, the European Minister, appeared on television telling us that the Reform Treaty and the 

abandoned Constitution are totally different, so that a referendum is not necessary.  A previous 

Minister, Denis MacShane, went on Newsnight using cheap theatrical tricks to prove that the Treaty is 

not the Constitution.  He printed off a copy of the Constitution and a copy of the draft Treaty, which 

he produced to show that the Treaty was half the size of the Constitution and therefore not the same. 

 

For the LibDems, Ed Davey their Foreign Affairs spokesman and Lembit Opek appeared on Daily 

Politics and This Week with identical stories - the Reform Treaty has 45,000 words and the 

Constitution contains 150,000+ words, so they cannot be the same.  We have seen David Milliband, 

the Foreign Secretary, repeatedly saying that this Treaty is merely tidying up the institutional 

arrangements for an enlarged European Union.  This is partly true, because the organisations and 

institutions within Europe are complex and not understood. What he did not say was that the aim is to 

create a super State, which will bring everything under the one umbrella. 

 

There are two treaties that comprise Europe’s constitutional framework - the Treaty establishing the 

European Community (TEC) and the Treaty on the European Union (TEU).  A member state cannot 

be a member of one and not the other.  It is like having a dual personality.  The European Constitution 

incorporated both of these treaties, with further additions, and also added the anthem, flag and motto 

of the Council of Europe. 

 

The Constitution was rejected in referenda by the people of France and the Netherlands.  It was the 

fact that the French had voted against it, which sank it and this significance will be explained later.  In 

typical European Commission fashion, the impasse was to be overcome by bringing the proposals 

forward again but in a different format.  The existing TEU was amended to include elements of the 

Constitution but kept its present name and the TEC has been termed the Treaty on the functioning of 

the Union (TFEU), resulting in the EU having a single legal personality.  The word Community was 

replaced by the word Union so that the Union replaces and succeeds the Community.  The European 

Union will be recognised by the Council of Europe as a separate state. 

 

Despite all the evidence to the contrary it is stated that these two treaties will not have a constitutional 

character and we are told that they deal with institutional arrangements even though the new office of 

President in the Constitution is still created.  The intent has always been to deceive all European 

citizens in to believing that a referendum on the Reform Treaty is not required.  However, it is, with 

some minor exceptions, exactly the same as the Constitution.  So what is left out?  Well there will be 

no mention of the symbols of the EU such as the flag, anthem or the motto.  But they still exist. 

 

The Irish Referendum Commission is overseeing the Irish referendum campaign which starts on 12
th
 

May with the vote taking place on 12
th
 June.  Its initial survey shows that only 5% of voters fully 

understand the Reform Treaty.  This is understandable because it consists of a list of amendments to 

the TEC and TEU without showing the final effect.  As a result, it is shorter and worded differently 

than the European Constitution.  To be clear, the Referendum Commission is making a consolidated 

version of the Treaty [that is the TEU and the TFEU] available.  This is the same length as the failed 

Constitution and substantially identical.  Labour and the LibDems have lied to the UK electorate. 

 

Labour has previous form.  In the 1974 general elections, Harold Wilson’s Labour Party thought that 

the European issue was important enough to warrant a referendum even though it was all about 

joining an economic area and there was no apparent sovereignty issue.  They promised a referendum 

following a re-negotiation of better terms, and they were duly returned to power and formed the 

government.  In the subsequent referendum in 1975 a majority of voters (67.2 % on a 64.5% turnout) 

wanted the UK to remain in the EEC.  The Yes vote was 43.37% of the electorate.  The public were 

not told that the European Commission was already planning for monetary and political union. 
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Prior to the referendum a special Labour Party conference had voted by almost two to one to reject 

membership, but with manipulation of Machiavellian proportion the Labour government endorsed the 

Yes vote.  With the Cabinet seriously split, Wilson took the unprecedented decision to suspend the 

constitutional convention of Cabinet collective responsibility. 

 

If the above examples of the death of our democracy were not enough to concern you, then consider 

this.  If the manifesto pledges to hold a referendum on the Constitution can be reneged on in such a 

transparent manner, what is the worth of the pledges to hold a referendum on joining the Euro 

currency?  Also, if the people of Northern Ireland have consistently in opinion polls overwhelmingly 

opposed the introduction of abortion and the NI Assembly has democratically endorsed that position, 

how can English MPs be contemplating putting forward amendments to the HFE Bill that would do 

just that?  The UK government has already lodged an Order that would reduce the age of consent in 

NI contrary to the wishes of the Assembly.  They are not listening and this is not democracy. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

KEEPING THE SHOW ON THE ROAD 

 

No sooner had I accused Admiral Brown and Captain Darling of being in denial about the state of our 

economy than there has been a change of course.  With HMS GB & NI badly holed and all the crew 

manning the pumps they are now trying to beach the ship. Stung by criticism about his handling, 

Brown now says that the safety of the economy/ship is his sole concern [does this mean that all other 

matters of state are to be ignored].  Darling had been telling the crew not to panic as the ship was 

sound.  After attending the G7 finance ministers meeting he now tells us that this is the worst 

financial crisis since the Wall Street crash 80 years ago. 

 

This now makes perfect sense; at first deny that there is a problem in the UK otherwise you have to 

admit that Brown’s handling of the economy has been less perfect than claimed.  Then when no one 

believes you and you realise that you have been rumbled, claim that it is a global problem [but first 

make sure that your G7 partners are telling the same tale].  When the sceptical people still blame you, 

say that it is the worst crisis in memory, but no matter how bad it becomes the UK experience will not 

be as bad – grim but bearable – and then claim a success when it is only mildly grim. 

 

This is going from one extreme to the other and the truth lies somewhere in between.  The G7 are 

working together to keep the global economy going by pumping in billions of currency.  In the GB & 

NI situation this is fundamentally wrong and will result in long term damage.  If they cannot pump 

out, then they can at least keep the level steady.  By pumping in liquidity they risk swamping the 

economic ship. 

 

Or to put it another way, when you are in a hole stop digging.  The B of E has been making billions of 

Pounds available to the banks for three month periods.   Some of the loans have been for one day 

periods.  When the big five banks met with Governor King they complain that they have run out of 

money to lend and need more money.  Not the measly amount available from the B of E but mega 

amounts like the European Central Bank is making available to Euro zone banks.  All this in order to 

keep the consumer housing and retail markets going.  They might succeed, but there is an alternative. 

 

Well, when you run out of money you stop spending.  When banks run out of money they should stop 

lending.  This might cause some pain, but it will also bring things back into balance. The way to cool 

a hot economy with a growing trade deficit is by reduced retail spending, which will reduce imports 

and bring the trade deficit down. This should be the B of E priority.  A smaller trade deficit will 

improve overseas investor confidence.  Next attract private money rather than public money by 

increasing saver interest rates. 
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Put up unsecured loan interest rates (card rates are high enough already) and tell the credit card 

companies to reverse their previous reductions and double the percentage of the monthly minimum 

repayment.  In addition tell them to be more rigorous when dealing with credit card applications by 

ascertaining from the applicant all their card credit limits and balances.  If they neglect to make 

proper enquiries and offer facilities which take the applicants borrowing above a level that they can 

reasonably manage they will be limited in their ability to commence court proceedings to recover 

their debts.  In effect they would have to seek leave of the Court to start proceedings and show that 

they had acted responsibly in making credit available. 

 

This would require legislation and credit controls as the banks have been proved to be irresponsible.  

It would be the aim of Resurgence - reduce consumer debt quicker and at the same time improve 

bank liquidity. 

 

The housing market will correct itself when demand, through lack of finance, falls and house prices 

fall to a realistic level.  We were warned that housing was overpriced and overvalued to the tune of 

20%.  Now the IMF says that it is more like 30%.  People from abroad, who have experience of the 

better quality and roomier houses being built and sold at much lower cost, say that housing in the UK 

is overpriced to the tune of 50%. 

 

What this indicates is that the builders have massively profited in the years of plenty.  The financial 

institutions have also profited along with them.  They will not suffer in the lean years.  The people 

who might suffer are the purchasers of this overvalued property.  The amateur entrepreneurs, who 

thought buy-to-let was a licence to print money, and their tenants.  Home owner [subject to the 

mortgage] occupiers should not panic.  If they sit tight and remain in employment any dip in value 

will be overtaken in the long term by the historical upward movement in house inflation which out 

strips retail inflation. 

 

What about those people who entered into loan arrangements in good faith and need protection?  

Many were given negative equity mortgage loans and faced with reducing house values now find that 

they have not got 25% but 50% negative equity.  They were in some cases duped by unscrupulous 

financial advisers and mortgage brokers, who have long since taken their commission, and are 

probably outside the reach of the law in terms of miss-selling. 

 

The number of people who are three months in arrears has risen and we are now told that 150,000 

houses are potentially at risk of repossession.  Under our legal system the lender can go to court and 

get possession of the house, put the borrower on the street and then sell the property.  They must get 

the best price but do not have to sell it at an amount which is enough to repay the outstanding loan.  In 

a falling market this will not be enough to pay the debt never mind leave a surplus to hand on to the 

dispossessed borrower.  The debt is not wiped out and remains a millstone around their neck. 

 

So what to do.   Make the lender seek leave of the Court, showing that they have acted reasonably, 

before being allowed to commence an action for possession.  This could be defended by the borrower 

on the basis that they were badly advised to take a negative equity mortgage and they could ask for 

the adviser or broker to be included in the action so that the commission can be returned to reduce the 

debt. 

 

As an alternative, a possession order could be suspended and the debt put into administration (the 

lender providing financial advice) with the borrower staying in the house on an agreed basis.  This 

would be a presumption and favoured option if the borrower had children or elderly relatives in care 

who were also in occupation.  If this is not done and they end up being evicted the housing 

responsibility falls on the local housing authority and we do not have enough social housing available 

anymore.  Sitting tenants should be protected. 
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The Courts are not keen to put people on the street and might make an order for a reduced monthly 

repayment which extends the length of the loan period.  But it would make the less reputable lenders 

act more responsibly if the mortgage debt was fixed on the property so that when the property was 

repossessed and sold, it was sold subject to the mortgage.  When a borrower on a reduced monthly 

payment set by the Court does not maintain the payment, then the Court will give possession to the 

lender and the borrower will end up on the street, but at least they will still not have the mortgage 

hanging round their neck. 

 

Even with standard mortgage interest rates of 6.5-7.5% borrowers have nothing to complain about as 

they are still historically low, but a cap should be put on mortgage interest rates at say 10%.  We 

should look at  providing long term savings plans to provide long term loans for house purchase. 

 

Falling house prices will enable first time buyers to purchase the new properties that builders cannot 

sell, but now have to offer at a reasonable price.  Don’t feel sorry for the builders as they will stop 

building and they have still got valuable land banks.  Eastern European building workers might have 

to return home, but if the building companies have any sense they will start apprentice training 

courses so that we have home grown skilled tradesmen ready for the next building upsurge. 

 

Resurgence MPs would be promoting the above measures and enquiring into the land banks held by 

the building companies.  If these land banks were found to be excessive or detrimental and stopping 

other builders – mainly small local builders - from competing we would propose compulsory 

purchase at the original purchase price.  To avoid this the national builders would be advised to 

voluntary disperse their land banks in the common interest.  Local Authorities could also use this as a 

way of getting cheaper land for social housing building programmes. 

 

Our Prospectus said that if we were faced with a large problem, then we would break it down in to its 

component parts and deal with each one separately.  This would require joined-up thinking.  After 

tackling each part of the problem and putting the component parts back together, we might not have 

solved the whole problem but it would be a lot smaller and manageable. 

 

In this theme, the above financial and housing proposals are not the full answer.  In addition we 

would be looking to separate house purchase and ownership from pension provision and to restructure 

the economy away from financial services and into ethical sectors and high added value 

manufacturing and technology.  Debt reduction would be high on the agenda. More about that in due 

course. 

 

Finally, or more accurately firstly, we would be pressing for a substantial reduction in income tax to 

leave more money in the hands of workers so that they could cope with increased living costs; and 

make the National Minimum Wage a Living Wage.  This would be the Alexandrian cut at the 

Gordian knot. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

SIXTH-FORMERS RUNNING THE SCHOOL 
 

My abiding impression of the Brown Government will be of a Headteacher lacking trust in his staff 

and interfering in the minutiae of their classes.  While he his immersed in the detail, over enthusiastic, 

out of control young people who think they know it all, are actually running the show and laughing 

behind the Headteachers back.  With the like of Andy Burnham, Ed Balls and Mrs Balls [Yvette 

Cooper], Douglas Alexander, the brothers - Ed and David Milliband, Caroline Flint and Phil Woolas, 

baby Ben Bradshaw, and James Purnell given ministerial positions that their ability and experience 

does not warrant. 
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As straight A students they have embarked  on a career plan to be professional politicians. Out of Uni 

and straight into politics as aides, advisors and spin doctors.  Never had a real job, never experienced 

life as millions of ordinary people know it.  Some are from political families but not from the 

communities that they represent.  Parachuted into safe Labour seats and with only two or three years 

of Parliamentary experience they have rapid growth as junior ministers and as in Ed Balls case to the 

very top after only two years as an MP.  Being an MP is an inconvenience. 

 

The only other way to become a minister and part of Government is to be appointed to the Lords; but 

this is reserved for people who do have experience but not necessarily in the portfolio that they have 

been given charge of.  That is a major difference between the Brownies and the Blairites.  In 1997 the 

defining image of PM Blair was the appearance on TV screens of Lord This and Lord That as 

Minister of major departments, and we are talking about a lot of ministerial positions.  They may have 

been LP members but to Labour supporters this was a shock as the practice was definitely Tory.  

They were used to Labour Governments consisting of ministers who had been elected by the voters. 

 

The one thing that Blair and Brown have in common is that they were the architects of New Labour 

and had removed the old clause 4 from the Party’s Constitution as they perceived it to be socialist and 

associated with municiplisation and nationalisation.  This was followed by a new way of conducting 

the Party’s affairs.  It was no longer possible for Constituency parties to put forward motions to 

conference that would decide party policy and end up in the manifesto.  Focus groups were the order 

of the day as they could be manipulated and directed to give the correct result.  The constituency 

members could not be trusted.  Tick the boxes and place in the order of your preference but do not 

add anything to the list, sums up the approach. 

 

The truth is that there is now no internal democracy within the Labour Party.  In power this became 

more apparent and many left the Party in disgust as the spin, lies, deceit and dishonesty could not be 

covered up.  I was one of them and the membership has shrunk by half.  Ward branches cannot get 

quorums for meetings and branches have had to be merged.  In the process they lost the majority of 

members who did the foot work and door knocking on Election Day. 

 

It is said that oppositions do not win elections, but governments lose them.  David Cameron should 

not get carried away with recent local election successes based on a 33% turnout.  For the government 

to lose there must be a credible alternative for the voter to trust with their vote.  It is an indictment of 

the Tories that despite a Labour Government making major mistakes they are not trusted, with the 

result that people have stopped voting instead.  So we got Blair elected at the last general election 

with the support of only 20% of the electorate.  That is not a mandate to govern and we even have 

them pursuing issues like the HFE Bill which was not in their manifesto and reneging on the promise 

of a referendum on the European Constitutional treaty. 

 

At the last election we were warned that a vote for Blair was a vote for Brown, so the voters knew 

what they were getting.  An election after his shoe-in was not therefore necessary and the only reason 

that an election was considered for last October was a cynical strategy to get it over with before a 

financial crisis undermined Brown’s reputation for economic competency.  The problem was that it 

would have become an election about the denial of a referendum.  There was a high risk that the 

voters would finally lose patience with New Labour. 

 

Before the last election, and knowing that Brown would become PM, I was of the opinion that he 

would do a Callaghan as in 1979. Go to a full term due to pressures resulting from a down turn in the 

economy, inflationary pressures, tight budgets and public sector workers refusing to accept a lowering 

of their living standards.  Anyone who worked and lived through the 70s can see the parallels with 

Wilson’s handover and preference for James Callaghan, who did at least contest an internal leadership 

election.  I didn’t anticipate the 10p tax bombshell coming from the blind side. 
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In his last budget speech, Brown took the applause for reducing the 22p rate to 20p and boosted his 

leadership credentials.  He did not mention that this was to be paid for by doubling the 10p rate of 

income tax of the lowest earners.  People objected and last year Frank Field tried to stop it, but did 

not get any support from his fellow Labour MPs.  Distracted by internal battles for Leader and 

Deputy Leader, and with the prospect of an early general election that would mean they were safely 

re-elected before the issue reared its head again this April, they sat on their hands. 

 

Even when the election did not take place and there was no indication in the advanced pre-budget 

report, anticipating an early general election, that the low earner’s concerns were being listened to 

they still remained silent.  I was surprised when Darling didn’t reverse the 10p tax change. 

 

It is the things that you do not expect that cause the most damage.  As the domestic situation gets 

worse there will be less and less windows of opportunity to call an election with any chance of 

returning Labour to power.  With the Tories still not convincing, there is the opportunity for a radical 

alternative and the redrawing of the political picture. 

 

And then there is the Cameron coterie comprising twenty + young and enthusiastic supporters – many 

outside the shadow cabinet.  None of them MPs before 2001 and with many only elected in 2005.  

Mostly in their thirties, with some in their forties, and only one in his fifties.  Make way for the lower-

sixth form as they push the upper-sixth out of the way.  It will be more of the same. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

POWER TO THE PEOPLE 

 

The Power Commission, funded by the Rowntree Trust, chaired by Baroness Helena Kennedy, 

produced a comprehensive and detailed report the size of the Yellow Pages.  It drew on many 

submissions from the great and the good within the political establishment as well as giving an 

opportunity for the man in the street to express a view on the state of our governance.  The intention 

was to stimulate a renewal of active involvement by the electorate in the political process.  It 

identified and addressed the numerous reasons that were turning people off from voting. 

 

It is an excellent text book that we can dip in to.  However it has a major failing.  It starts from the 

premise that our basic political systems are a sound basis for ensuring that power is in the hands of 

the people.  They are not because they fail to ensure the separation of powers, which ensures our 

democracy. 

 

The three elements that act as a check on each other and which must be independent are the 

Legislature, the Executive and the Judiciary.  We pretend to have such a separation in the UK but in 

fact we have a fusion with the Executive embedded in the Legislature, the Judiciary appointed by the 

Executive and sitting in the Legislature, and the time and work of the Legislature dictated and 

dominated by political party grandees. 

 

Resurgence – comment        We will be going back to basics for constitutional reform. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

E-mail:   leader.resurgence@btinternet.com  Phone:   01526 348 555 

 

Post to:  P.K. – S.C.L.  PO BOX 1070 - LINCOLN - LN4 4WE 


