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Preface in Answer to a Home Secretary.

May | apologise for the necessity recently imposed upon me to bhegin
this book with the trivial and absurd ? That necessity arises character-
istically and 1nevitably from the presence of the I,abour Party 1n power.
Readers of the ** Hssay in Foreword,” which follows next in this volume,
will observe that it was written some three months before this preface.
That review of recent years contained some application of the method of
analyvtical psychology to the mind and technique of the Labour Party. It
was, therefore, a fortunate coincidence that, in the interval between the
writing and the puablication of this book, those entirely sub-conscious
processes of mob psychology, which, in the Labour Party, are a substitute
for thought, should have operated to provide a striking illustration of my
theme.

My thesis 1in this connection was—

(1) that the Left re obsessed with the desire to suppress by any
means an Idea which they fear because they cannot answer it in
argument ;

(2) that they are accustoined to charge against others, with great
sound and fury of moral indignation, very similar faults to those
which were in evidence in the early history of their own Parties.

It was interesting, therefore, to note that the Home Secretary had this
book very much in mind when making what members of his Party
described, with premature delight, as a " startling exposure ” in the House
of Commons on June 6th, 1946. In a reference to me, he observed, * I can
only hope this will be an instructive foreword to the hook he proposes to
publish.” Unfortunately, the Foreword was already written for a more
serious public than the Home Secretary is accustomed to address, but 1
respond readily to his courteous invitation by writing this additional short
preface on a matter which so strongly supports my previous argument.
The statement of the Home Secretary assists me in relation to my first
point, hecause it cannot be held that the issune of this statemment, 1in
response to the guestion of a supporter between the writing and
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public?ti011 of this hook, was exactly designed to secure it a favourable
reception. In fact, it might be held that some such occurrenice was the
only method left to suppress an Idea in advance, by attempted discredit
when the two most widely canvassed suggestions for eliminatine that Ide;
iad already been reluctantly discarded as inapplicable. Thes: methods
were the introduction of special retro-active legislation and the operatidn
of obsolete Statutes. The difficulty of our opponents in applying either
method in pursuit of their ardently desired objective of overcoming our
.Idea, without facing an argument to which they feel themsih*es
inadequate, is analysed at length in the following ‘* Essay in Foreword.”

Th2 statement of the Home Secretary also assisted me in relation
to_my 'seeond point, because he was accusing me of doing the kind of
thing in which a subsequently elected I,eader of the ILabour Party
appeared to have been mixed up years before, and was attempting to
place ;British Union iu a position which bore some points of simierity
to a situation once occupied by the Labour Party.

Our authority concerning the history of the Labour Party in this
matter was no less a figure in the story of that Movement than the late
Lord Snowden, who remained one of their outstanding heroes until he
decided in 1931 that the second Iabour Government, in which he was
Chancellor of the Exchequer, was too incompetent to continue. L

| The ?eader will find full detail of the controversy arising from the
1t1terve'11?1on of the Home Se_cretary in the House of Comimouns, between
the writing and publication of this book, in the Press of Juue 7th, 1946

and 1n the “Daily Herald” of that date, in particular. Any interested
person will find—

(a) The Home Secretary’s allegation that Iletters had been found
from the Italian Ambassador in TLondon. among Mussolini's
papers, which purported to show that I had a{:ceptéd funds from
Italy on behalf of British Union in the years 1934 and 1935

(b) my categorical denial of this statement and dismissal of such
evid_ence as worthless on the grounds that evidence oun any
subject could now be available at a penny a packet 1in alleged
Italian archives if any ill-disposed person sought to damage ?11&
or deceive authority, together with my challenge to the Govern-
ment to produce any serious evidence from Bank accounts, etc.,
to which they had long had full access. (It may here be added
f:hat it is not long since plrases about the “lie factories” of

Europe were current and popular, while the discovery of
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“revealing documents” was made the subject of universal
merriment : ‘The hilarity of most people is but little diminished
if the factories change hands. The self-evident absurdity of
these “Letters” bears the same ingenuous lhall-mark as the
recently “discovered” and published marriage Ilines of the
German leader, wlhich contained some elementary mistakes 11

the German language).

(c} My quotation from Lord Snowden’s Autobiography which cited
a communique of Mr. Lloyd George's Government and attacked
Mr. George Lansbury when he was editor of the ™ Daily
Herald” ; some years before he became the elected leader of the

Parliamentary Labour Party ;

(A} The “‘ Daily Herald’'s” refutation of I.ord Snowden and denial
of tliat Government communique as ‘‘untrue,” together with
their statement that £75,000, in part composed of the sale of
Russian Diamonds, had been ‘“transferred” to one Director,
but returned by him to the donors of the Communist Inter-
national when the offer was made known to the other Directors,

who unanimously decided not to accept 1it.

Far he it from me to intervene in this celestial conflict between the

deceased Labour Leader, Lord Snowden, and the present  Daily Herald”
which is elevated and gilded by the impeccable respectability of High
Finance. But, in accepting the ‘ Daily Herald s ” account and rejecting
that of Lord Snowden and Myr. Lloyd George’s Government, we yet may
note that the enterprising director, named by the ‘ Daily Herald,”
recently stepped forth into a more genial suushine of publicity when
he received an honour on the recommendation of the present ILabour
Government. This charming and well-deserved tribute to his work 1in
other spheres is only of iuterest to us here in affording somte slight assist-
ance when we measture with appropriate solemnity that high degree of
moral indignation which moves the Labour Party at the very thought of
any such transaction: Yet more moving, if a deeper emiotion were
possible, is the cry of the * Daily Herald ” that * the story 1s over a quarter
of a century old,” which is a much shorter period in the life of the Labour
Party than 12 years in the life of our Movement. 5o, even if the com-
pletely untrue had any measure of truth, we could yet seek solace with
the lamenting * Herald ” and wurmur the poignant lines of Euripides—
torn from a sadly different context—‘ Ah, youth and the days that were.”
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Now we understand that it was just a yvouthful indiscretion when
the ‘' Daily Herald’ remarked in the heat of controversy with Mr.
Lloyd George, "“1f we had accepled the offer of £75,000 from Russia,
with which this Country has been technically at peace since 18553,
though Mr. Lloyvd George has starved and tortured its inunocent women
and children by his infamous blockade we should have done nothing
dishonourable, and we should not be at all ashamed of ourselves., As
it happens we have not accepted the offer.”

Here we may leave this rigmarole of nounsense about funds on a small
heap of damp squibs. The whole silly story of this attack upon us has
been all too characteristic of the Labour Party when faced with an argu-
ment they cannot answer. We see again the old fuddled technique—on
the one hand to represent us as a black and siuister menace rising in
the very heart of Britain, and, on the other hand, to depict us as a phen-
omenon so absurdly un-English that we hhad no chance of success. Once
again, let them answer themselves before we turn to serious things. We
may leave this aspect of Labour propaganda to a remark dropped by their
leading political journalist in a very frank moment, when past and present
political manoeuvres were most remote. Mr. Hannen Swatfer wrote in
the ** World's Press News,’’ on August 5th, 1943, under the engaging title
" Mosley’s Thugs Cowed,”” that *' 1t was left to the War and 18b,”" and, ina
further Paean of " Pink 7 Thanksgiving, headed '* Saved by the War ' le
added, “*Yes, but for the war we might to-day have been a Fascist country.”
So the Party recipe tor ‘“‘International’’ salvation seems clear--when
vour system 1s baunkrupt and you face self confessed defeat at home by
fellow countrymen whose case you cannot answer—have a foreign War and
suspend the centuries old British Law which preserves liberty, while you
prate that you are fighting for liberty. So much for the suggestion that
we were so un-English that we lhad no chance of success, which ever
alternated with the concept that we were such an imminent danger to
their system that special legislation had to be rushed through Parliament—
vide the so-called Public Order Act of 1936, Regulation 18b(la) which
scrapped British Iiberty under cover of war, and tlie various special laws
for which the ILeft still clamours,

~ In fact, the extraordinary results of our movemnient were achieved
by the seli-dedication and financial sacrifices of thousands of ordinary
British people who carried on the work, and maintained the finances,
of British Union’'s network of branches, which covered the country
on an entirely self-supporting basis, Our headguarters was, also,
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(inanced by the sacrifices of individuals and, in this connection I have
betfore me a Chartered Accountant's certificate, concerning the origin of
our funds for a considerable period before the war, which shews each
subscriber to be British. I'or this period we were able to obtain the
permisston of each subscriber to include their nanies ; this was not always
possible for the reason that, in the remote past, souie people met ruin
hecause they supported British Union, and more feared it. This certificate
can be shewn to any Chartered Accountant whom anyone cares to pay to
examine it under professional pledge notto reveal the nanies of subscribers,
or any detail beyond ascertaining that they were British. I have always
refused to make a parade of my own sacrifices 1n the manner of politicians,
but, as discussion of this matter has been forced upon me, 1t tmay be noted
that this Chartered Accountant’s certificate shews a contribution from me
of some £24,000, which I reckon to be about one-guarter of my total gifts in
support of my beliefs during my political Iife. In fact, in my case, the old
platform crack had some validity to the effect that, whereas some Labour
T.eaders of the world entered politics poor and left their rich, I had entered
politics rich and looked like leaving them poor. But let me hasten to re-
assure my anxious opponents that my gifts to political purposes were
brought to an end by my entry into Brixton (Gaol just in time to preserve
my complete independence, because I still have quite enough left to save
me from any temptation to be bought by anyone!

For the further comfort of my enemies let me add that the strictly
commercial basis of my present activities, in these very early days,
presents a most flourishing picture. I lLiave long been convinced that
the only really healthy basis on whiclh to build an Idea in this country
is on the entirely self-supporting foundation of a hwusiness enterprise
which is subject to the severest commercial tests. ‘This Publishing
House, so far, makes good progress under these tests wilich are unknown
to any political party. In fact, we stand or fall by our own abilities—
But— “in cominon lhumanity ”— 1 must really cease to utter such
subversive thoughts before the I,abour Leaders have a ticart attack !

For the rest of our discussion of past and current affairs and of the
furiher reaching debate to come, 1s 1t too much to hope that the Labour
Party can, at last, rise shove the personal, the trivial and the merely silly
lo place principle against principle in a servious argument which 18 worlhy

—

ot a great age of high decision ?

June, 1946
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My opponents have had their say; No-one, at any rate, will deny that!
During years of enforced silence in gaol under Regulation 18B, and
during a further long period under “House arrest,” politiclans and
Press were free to abuse me to thelr hearts’ content, witiiout one word
of reply. Men, who, before the war, had shown themselves very siiy of
respending to my repeated invitations to meet me in «debate on the
public platiorm, took full advantage of this opportunity for a one-sided
controversy. Even after the end of the war and the emergency, which
had been used as a reason for the suppression of our Movement and
our policy, by the suspension of the effective provisions of the Habeus
Corpus Act and every legal and traditional “ {freedom ”, many of them
continued to agitate for a denial to me of any right even to pubblish my
opinions. The mere suggestion that I might publish books produced a
paroxysm of rage and hysteria, almost comparable with their fine
frenzy at the end of 1943, when they demanded that I should be kept
in gaol, without charge or trial, until I died, in face of an illness which,
the doctors atfirmed, would be fatal under those conditions.

‘The general claim to a right thus fo assassinaie, by moch demand,
anyone whom these elements happen to dislike, probably also attracted
the attention of others, in its full implication for the future. At the
time I was past caring what they said or did; and this present brief
review of personal experience serves merely to illustrate a tendency,
then latent, which will inevitably assume a more open form, and wider
application, as the political situation develops. Retrospect, without lesson
for the fufure, is ever futile, and the sole purpose and justification of
this whole survey of the past is to derive warning and direction for
that future. BHowever, whatever may be thought of the past, this new
agitation to prevent me publishing books, or In any way expressing an
opinion, is altogether welcome to me; for nothing could more clearly
illustrate the main point which I have to prove. It is the idea which
these people fear, and it was the idea which they always feared. They
wanted us snub up during the war, not because we were “‘fifth columnists”
or anything of the kKind, but because they feared the spread of our
opinions. No other suggestion of any seriousness was ever sustained.
In particular, it was never, at any time, or in any way, suggested to us
by the Government that we had broken any law. But, by every kind
of innuendo, if not direct statement, the public outside were led to
believe that we might be traitors to our country at war, if we were
al larce,

It was, of course, impossible to prove any such suggestion to anyone
informed of the facts, indeed it was a self-evident absurdity, if the facts
and record in the matfer were published, to suggest that we desired

the defeat of our country, when for seven years hefore the war we had
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led the demand for its Rearmament against any possible danger. 1In
particular, such a contention would have come ludicrously from poli-
ticlans wino were then conducting the war, but, with few exceptions,
had occupied themselves, prior to the war, in depriving Britain of the
clementary means of seli-defence, to say nothing of effective power o
mmtervene in the remote quarrels which thelr policy was constantly
demanding. (The magnitude and exient of the wars, which their
policy required, were ever in inverse ratio to the means which these
politicians were prepared to provide for their conduct).

1t was thus easier for any conscientious objector of 1914 to become a
posturing authority on military strategy in 1940 than publicly and
openly to justify the retention of ex-servicemen in gaol, who had de-
manded national rearmament, while his Party refused even to permit
cadets to drill.

SO our whole affair was wrapped in mystery, by deliberate decision
oI every Party in Parliament, while arbifrary power tore up every
vestige of the liberty for which it claimed we were fighting. Again
and again from prison, I challenged the Government to publish any-
thing they had to say against us and to permit me the right of a public
reply; they were silent while the jackals were busy with the whispered
lie. For all this I neither seek nor desire revenge: that emotion is the
hall-mark of small minds. Our opponents had their opportunity, and
they ran true to form; that is all, and, so far as I am concerned, it is the
end of that. So, in this matter, I deal only with 'Governments and
Parties, and, in no case, with individuals. The part played by indivi-
duals within the system is of no interest to me; they merely carry out
the policy which Governments and Parties create, with “collective re-
sponsibility ”; and, once that policy is made, can do no other. I am not
here concerned with men, but with the system which inevitably creates
118 types as well as its policies.

My motive iIn writing this book is the feeling that a man should
bring fto public judgment what he has said in the past before he
speaks again, even if it be true that under this test most of our leading
figures would be finally eliminated. So, in this book, writings are
suwhmitted with some confidence to the judgment of the British people,
whlch were held to be so misguided or reprehensible during the war
that the author, and some 800 of his friends. comuprising over 85 per
cent of the “18B internces” of British origin, were put in gaol or
concentration camps, by a combination of all Parties, to prevent the
further propagation of such opinien and the continuance of such
activity. From this essay. in foreword, and the appended writings,
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anyone who is interested may obtain some conceplilon of our mind and
attitude at the time of our arrest: a sukject whichh has been so long and
violently discussed by the othe; side.

For those who are further interested to know what I think and feel,
and what contribution I have to make, after the vast events whnich have
since intervened, I am writing an enftirely new book, winicn I hope will
follow shortly. |

In tne present ook my feilow countrymen are askzsd o0 judge whether,
in a land which claimed to be fighting for libkerty, the Government was
morally entitled to hold us in gaol or concentration camps under
execraiole conditions, wheuher, in the light of subseguent events, our
opinions were proved right or wrong, whether they do not compare very
favourably with the pre-war writings and speeches of many of our
present rulers, whether these opinions, under the test of experience,
do not eatbitie us to a betier hearing, in the present ana fuiure, than
cur gaolers can claim in the light of the situation to which they have
reduced this counfiry and the world. But, belore we come to tnis argu-
ment, I should deal witnn a doubl, which may still survive in some
minds, as to ‘whether the agitation for our imprisonment had any valid
object other than the suppression of cur opinioi.

it has been stated again and again by Ministers in Parliament that
we could not be charged withh any offience becauss we nad not broken
the law. Our “detention” was described as “ preventive”, in case on
any future occasion we should break the law. What were the grounds
for apprehending this? Not our past record, for all of us, who were
old enough at the time, had served in the previous war, and, between
the wars, had been denounced as ulira-patriots demanding such un-
reasonable things as Rearmament. It could not elther be seriously
contended that, in the light of our published policy, we were subordinate
to any foreign movemeni. Our position in that matter had been very
plainly defined in the foreword of the last work reprinted in the present
volume, which had originally been published early in 1838. Any con-
ception that we were so subordinate could only be sustained by the
belief that everything we said was untrue and that my whole career
had been a lie. To this the simple answer is that a man who had
renounced so much, and passed thirough so many years of lone struggle,
merely af the end to do the opposite of all the policies and principles
he had ever proclaimed, was a case for a lunatic asylum rather than
Brixton Prison. Whether this alternative was, in fact, more appropriate
the readers of these pages must judge for themselves.

s —mIa e 4 Sl ok e ™ ¢ ol L e ey n i [
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May I now be permitted to enquire winy, in particular, the Labour
Party find it so difficult to believe that anyone could hold the National
socialist or Fascist creed without betraying his countiv to movements
abroad, which held foreign versions cof that creed? Perhaps the ex-
planation can be found in some speeches and writings of the early days
of the Labour Party, during the would-be forgotten Socialist-Communist
period, when, soon after the last war, a conflict appeared possible with
the BSoviet-Communist power of Russia. Subject to something of the
same test between creed and country did the early Labour Party emerge
S0 unscathed? Would all of them dare to republish their speeches and
writings of that period, as I am now republishing my speeches and
writings of our testing period in the last war?

For we were then subject to a test from which the English, in all the
long strain of their history, had emerged always trinmphant as we did.
when England fought the Catholic Power of Spain, that event did not
turn English Catholics into traitors; although it could be argued that,
In & degree never present in any other case, they were subject to an
influence whose centre of gravity was outside these Islands. Never
did 1t cross the mind of a great ruler that Englishmen would succumb
to such a test of character. On the contrary, leading Catholics, who
happened also to be great sailors, were summoned to primary positions
m the struggles of our early Fleet, which swept Spam from the Seas.
What a contrast to the recent war when g retired Admiral, who had
been Director of Naval Operations, and Chief of Naval Intellicence, was
thrown, without charge or trial, for three and a half years into Brixton

gaol, merely because before the war he had dared to advocate Angle-
German friendship.

But England, in the days of Elizabeth, knew not the debased passion of
mvernal distrust, engendered by the alien mind of the new Money power
in unholy alliance with international Socialism of the uneasy conscience,
When the opposition of Charles James Fox and the Whigs fto the
Napoleonic Wars endangered the Government of Mr. Pitt, it did not
occur to the latter, in the most violent heat of controversy, to accuse
his opponents of being a “fifth column ”; in those days some sense of
honour subsisted between Eneglishmen. He khew that, if the French
landed, the Whigs would fight for their country. Yet, when we stated

our willingness to fight if the Germans landed in 1940, as we had fought
in 1914, we were thrown into gaol.

In fact, only a tiny fragment of our previous associates succumbed
L0 the test and proved disloyal: their number was infinitesimal in pPro-
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portion 10 our membership. They rejected clear instructions on the
outbreak of war, which are reprinted on page 40 of this volume, and
rollowed the advice of a man who left Britain before the war pegan.
He wag expelled from our Movement as long ago as March, 1937, and
attacked me and my friends ifor years before the war, during which
ne attacked this counfry. Against this insignificant handiul can be
et the thousands of British Union members who fought for their
country, among whom many lost their lives fighting, with the last
loyalty, in a war which they had deplored.

Those of us, who fought{ in the previous war of 1914—18, resoived to
persuade our countrymen 10 make Peace, if we could, in a quarrel which
seemed to us no concern of the British people; but, at the same time,
to do nothing which could injure our country. In so doing, we were
supported in our political activities by some younger men, wio Werc
devoted to the same ideal, and preferred imprisonment for their be-
liets., ASs a man, who in one war Knew fighting both in air and trencl,
and in the next war knew his country’s gaols, I may, at least, be
permitted to hold a very definite opinion as to which experience was
the harder to endure.

Such was our answer to that supreme test of coaracter when creed
differs from the policy pursued by country, as expressed by a Govern-
ment clearly supported by a majority Ol fellow countrymen. The
response of the early Labour Party 1o that test can be studied in sSome
speeches and writings after tae previeus war, when a fresh war with
Socialist-Communist Russia loomed imminent: a little later, the Ladbour
Party became, for the first time, tne Giovernment of the country. In
contrast, our response to that test can be studied in the speeches and

writings reprinted in this volume which led us to the gaols and con- |
centration camps of “Democracy.” (Wnen the term * Democracy 7ois
used in inverted commas, I do not mean what Democracy is in theory,

but the thing to which it has now been reduced in practice).

There was never a moment’s doubt as L0 our course; oOn the one
hand, to do nothing to weaken or injure our country for whose armament
and strength, in a menacing world, we had ever striven; on the other
hand, to do everything possible by the open political action, whichi
the law then permitted, to persuade our fellow citizens first to keep
the peace, and later {o restore the peace. That course was dictated
by the profoundest realities of nature which, In this case, are easily
comprehended by any who begin to understand her deep laws. A man
may not destroy his mother, however mistaken he may believe her to
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he, He may seck by every art ol persuasion to restrain her irom a
dangerous folly. But, if she persists in that course, he may not join
withh her enemies to destroy her; on the contrary, he must, 1t necessary,
defend her, however wrong, or even wicked, he may think her conduct.
Anyone, who does not understand this, is incapable of grasping the
profound and divine laws which govern ‘that small portion of the
universe wnich is discernible by man. It was no doubt a lack of that
deep understanding which led an Infinitesimal percentage of our former
supporvers %o a course which violated that principle. As noted above,
Socialists, who study certain utterances aiter the last war, during the
Russian crisls, may searcn their consciences as to whether no larger
proportion of their ranks failed to grasp this first principle. The present
“Lelt” may further search, with some anxiety, for an answer to the
question how substantial a proportion of ftheir members will prove
cqual to the same test, if another crisis arises in Anglo-Soviet relations!

But politics are complicated matters, and still more complex and
deep-rooted are the philosophies which underlie them; contrary to the
current belief that they are the one subject which everyone can under-
stand, with less attention than he gives fo selecting nis favourite brand
of cigarettes. S0, may we attempt to reduce the deep principle just
discussed 10 a simple analogy which might avise in every day life?; even
if the suggestion of its occurrence in individual cases mignt create
domestic difficulty. Supposing, a man’s old mother expresses her firm
intention to go down in fiechting mood to the “local,” where a numher
of tough characters are wont o assemble. He will be alarmed:
particularly if his old mother expresses her equally firm intention of
slapping “that person’s’ face, if he does anything of which she disap-
proves. He may, in fact, foresee a packet of {rouble; and his disquietude
will be in no way lessened by the fact that his old mother has seen
fit to arm herself for the occasion with nothing more formidalble than
an umbrella and a shrill tongue. But his course of conduct is perfectly
clear, He will do his utmost to dissuade her from an undertaking which
he feels can bring no good to her or to the family as a whole; if he
fails ne will not absent himself, but will accompany her. When the
Inevitable row begins he will do his utmost (1) to protect her, and (2)
to extricate her as soon as possible with the minimum possible hurt.
Any orther course would be contrary to nature and every normal feeline

of man., What an appalling conception that the son should e the first,

when trouble bhegins, to stab his old mother in the back. No matter
what his opinion of her behaviour, such action from him is inconceivable.

Yeb this is precisely the conduct of which our opponents suggested
we might be guilty, if left at large during a war which we believed to
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be a profound mistake, It matiers not, for the sake of thiz argument,
whether we were right or wrong in Our opinion; that gquestion will be
discussed later. It matters nof, in this simple analogy, w.ether the
con’s view of his mother’s bzhaviour was il any way valid. All that
matters is the acceptance of the principls that, rightly or wrongly, he
may profoundly disapprove of her conduct, and yet be inhibited by
every law of nature, and every normal feeling, from raising a hand
against her, or doing anything exceplt succour and protect her in her
difficuity, whatever its origin. =xie will seek to dissuade her—Yes—But
he will never seek to injure her. Such was our attitude to our country
in the last war. The reader may, or may not, thing it utterly mistaken,
for the moment that does not matter—but it is, at any raie, a position
which he will understand and accept as honourabnle.

The acceptance of this simple principle, whicih is 1 accord with
the whole previous experience of British history and cnaracter, shatte s
the vile and silly suggestion that, in seeking {0 dissuade our country
from war, we sought her downfall. Eow did a concepl arize whnlch was so
utterly alien to our national character ?; a concept completely foreign
to our every experience and tradition, whatever the experience of the
Continent. We must revert to the question whether, since the war of
1914-18, the possibility has arisen ior the first time that some English-
men, in some circumstances, might feel the pull of foreign allegiance,
in the event of a clash between Britain and Soviet Russia. For the
origin of that suspicion let us seek not only in the speeches and writings
of some Socialists, in the crisis with Russia after the previous war, ut
also in the sharp about-turn of the Communists, in the recent war,
when Russia changed sides. It was easy for the latier to entertain such
suspicions when their whole policy, even in recent times, had plainly
been inspired as much by the vagaries of a foreign Power’s policy as oy
the interests of the land which had afforded all of them hospitality and
some of them birth: Butbt the Labour Movement, by NOW, should have
grown beyond these elementary and crude suspicions, born of the early
“indiscretions” of their own Party (f we may employ an cuphemism 1n
the case of a Party whose own thin skin ever provides & striking contrast
with the coarse and brutal jibes they aim at their opponents).

Perhaps a factor was operating in this matter which is well-Xxnown
to psychologists. The Labcur Party had a sense of ‘“guilt,” derived
from the early associations with Russian interests of certain elements
within their Party. Even if the people had forgotien those Soclalist
performances after the 1914-18 war, the Labour Party had not for-
gotten them. Some of them may even have re-read, in recent times, the
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pages of Lord Snowden’'s bitter references to those occasions in his
Autobiography. Again, as the psychologists well know, a sense of gullt
in oneself leads to accusations against others. Particularly, is a man
disposed to discern in others a fault which he feels sub-consciously to

be his own. With what vigour some parents, for instance, correct their
own pet foibles in thelir children.

S0 the Labour Party, in fact, denounced, in our young Movement, the
offence whichh had been discernable in the early days of their own
Movement. The “guilt” of Labouw, in those days was visited on us.
For, be it noted, the agitation for our imprisonment and, In the case

of the extreme section, even for our legalised assassination, came ever
from the *“ Left.”

The “Right” had certainly no solicitude for us, and was glad enough
to give a knock, when occasion arcse, to people who had rendered more
effTective opposition to certain vested interesis than the Labour Party,
which, by ifts whole psychology and structure, was ever doomed to
inefTectiveness in the ultimate analysis. But the “Right” scarcely made
a show of believing the crude and absurd suggestions made against
us and were fregquently denounced for their indifference by the “ Left.”
The fault of the “Right” was acquiesence in, rather than commission
of, an offence against fellow-countrymen, whom they knew perfectly well
to be innocent, not only 1In act but in intent. They could not engender
the heat of the “Left” in this matter, however much they disliked us.
Por they were free of the “gullt” sensation of the “Left,” in that, with
all its faults, no elements in the movement of the *“Right” had ever,
at any time, substituted the interests of a foreign power for those
of their country. On the other hand, within the memory of all who
were adult at the end of the 1914-18 war, elements of the “Left” had
exposed themselves to such a ¢charge, and the “gullt” sensation inherited
by the Tabour Party drom that pericd still survives, even after the
comiorting reassurances afforded by the soothing years of long-sought
“respectability,” which was achieved at last round Tory Dinner Tables,

But perhaps it is an error to diagnose, in psychological terms, so crude
a. phienomenon of a transient but inevitable historic phase as the Labour
Party. Simpler to state that the “Left,” in general, had an opponent
down, by blow of Pate rather than their own exertions, and it was g
good chance to jump on him! Their courage and roughness on such
an occasion was, of course, in fair proportion to the frights ne had given
them on previous occasions! Above all, what an opportunity for the
protagonists of “free speech,” who were engaged in fighting a world war
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in that “sacred” name, to deny free speecir tO all whose opinions they
really feared. Again, in passing, we may note a psychology which always
sccuses others of a critme which is inherent 1n their own sense of guill.
For the pursuit of a policy, in private reality, which is the precise
opposite of public profession, has ever heen a characteristic of certain
olements of the “Left.” Notable in this respect has been the denial
of free speech to opponents,

For years Conservative meetngs werc hroken up by organised Red
violence. This “Left”, which stood so pre-eminently and vociferously ifor
freedom of speech under “Democracy”’, and later fought a world war in
its name, had for years past denied that freedom at nome to all who
held contrary opinions. That did not matter much to Conservatism,
i all large industrial areas they brought, at any rate, their larger
meetings ‘o an end, in favour of the pure formality of ticketed meetings
of their supporters. Red violence mattered 1ot to them for they had
the vast power of the Press througi which to address and convert the
Public. We had no such Press or resources. AY that time the pulic
meeting, and the platform appeal, were our only means of reaching the
ear of the people. We had to preserve thal freedom Or perisi.

The “Left” came to break up our meetings, as they had done those
of Conservatives—after due warning they went out, great was the howl
of indignation! By preserving the right to speak at our owi Meetings
we were “denying free speech”; by preserving order, and protecting
our audiences from viclence at our own meetings, we Were “creating
disorder.” In paradox so grotesque that it cannot be geceptavle even
to the traditional “infantilism of thie Left,” (as Lenin described it), but
only to the petulant imbecilism which its degeneracy has produced, we
were finally accused of creating disorder at our own meetings, with the
only possible effect of denying ourselves Iree speech! So, when the
corpse is found with a knife in the back, the only possible explanation
is that “it did it i1tself.”

However, these problems were in fime overcome, entirely Ly our own
exertions. Many of our members were seriously injured at thelr OWIl
mestings; my own sojourn in hospital was confined to a week. Whether
we had so injured ourselves at our own meetings for the purposes 0l
advertisement, or masochistic satisfaction, was never very clearly €x-
plained by our opponents. They, at any rate, hastened to pass legislation
to hamper us, as far as possible, in the work of protecting ourselves, and
ensuring that audiences, who had come to our meetings to hear a speech,
would not be prevented from hearing it by organised violence.
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The Old Parties, however, who thus, leng before the war, formed &
coalition in Parliament agalnst us, did not on any occasion go £0 iar as
‘o enact that if an Eneglishman, or his wife, were slashed or threatened
by a razor, he must not respond withh a blow of his fist. Conseguently,
order was secured, and preserved at our meetings, for years before the
war, and record audiences were able to hear the spesch tney had come
-0 hear In peace and order, as a photeograph puslisied in this volunie
~1ll testity.

We may be assured that all these attacks on meetings were the work of
unauthorised hooliganism, and had agochling o do withh the respectan.e
elements of the Labour Party. Tnese attacks were, of couirse, Na¢
promoted in any way by the Labour Leadership, but, it must be noted
that, within my knowledge at any rate, no responsibie nabour leader abl
that time condemned them, or appealed for order at our meetings. Their
cnly contribution to free speech, in this phase, was to proaibit the usz
of loud speakers in the London Parks, which they then controlied;
directly our meefings bhegan to exceed the size which can be addressed
by the human volce and, still worse, to surpass in magnitude the Labour
meetings at whicn they had used these instruments for yvears. On the
other hand, when our vital elements in East London, which contrasted
strikingly with the dull ineptitude of the local Labour Parties, had

swung, at any rate, the yvouth of that area almost solidly to our side *

and an uncontrollable exuberance led to the break-up of Labour IL.eaders’
meetings, public appeals were addressed to me by some of that Leacer-
31ip to restore order at their meetings! They omitted to note that their
Party had combined bheforzhand with the Conservative Party to pass 2

A

strangely-named Public Order Act, whose avowed object, inter alia, was

the prevention of discipline and control over our members, which was
maintained by the practical methed of a distinctive dress that rendered
them easily recognisable, cantime, loud swelled the clamour ifrom
Labour platform and Press against “Fascist Thugs”; now quickly and
easlly they forgot that the meetings of their opponents, whether Con-
servative or Fascist, had been smashed for years, before ever a word of
apposition was spoken at their own meetings,

POOITNOTE . —In the Municipal Elections of 1937, British Union polled

2o per cent of the voles recorded in one area 1ln East London, and
over 19 per cent of the votes recorded in all seats contested in that
area. This was, of course, an old people’s vote, as few of the
young have votes in Municipal Elections, and it was the young
who formed our Movement in East London.
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In general, while the break~up of meetings served tiieir purpose, the
«1.eft” was silent; When that instrument turned against them they
whined: When their opponents were finally silenced, by other mearls,
they used iU as an argument for keeping them 1In cq0l: But these are
«tucdies for the pathologist rather than the psychologist; and these
relatively trivial matters, which belong to the long past, are only men-
rioned here for one reason. They serve to illustrate and emphasise onc
of the main themes of the present work, that it has ever hesn the
consistent and persistent purpose of the “TLeft” (that warrior champion
of free speech at the expense oOf other people’s lives) to deny iree speech
at home to all opponents and, in particular, to those whom they most
frearad. Conservatism, to its dishonour, was prepared to Join 0 Some
extant in the racket for suppressing people it considered dangerous to
its interests, even by means wiich had been used against itself, once it
was assured that its Press Power rendered i immune from such methods.

The idea is what the Partles ever feared. Everything else has been
merely the barrage of falsehood behind which they advanced to the
suppression of the idea. To this end organised attacks were made upon
our meetings, while the Press sougit to fasten on us, 1irst the charge of
creating disorder at our own meetings and, secondly, the charge of
brutality, because we dared to restore order by ejecting armed hoocligans.
To this end, also, not only the Press, but, the Money Power of the “Right”
combined with fthe local power of the “Lefi” to deny us, for public
meetings, many halls throughout the country which were mosily C€on-
trolled by large interests of the “Rizht” or by lecal authorities dcminated
by the “Left.” These methods, of course werc only subsidiary to the
main assault, when a coalition of all the Old Parties in Parliament
rushed through special legislation, which was aimed expressly at cripp-
ling the pregress of our Movement, and no other. Yet all failed to arresy
an Idea, which, by its whole character, innate truth, nistoric necessity
and vital foree, was stronger than all material things.

Then, they had thelr war, and that gave all the little stay-at-nome people
of all varieties, their supreme opportunity. The idea could he suppressed,
and its protagonists silenced in prison, by the whispered suggestion that
they must be traitors to their country, because they thought that war
unnecessary. We were at war and that was the excuse for everything.
Any little man who had ever falled to answer our argument, and never
dared to meet us in Public Debate, could stand with “security’” the
other side of the prison bars grimacing his defiance and jaabering his
insults. Every little man, with a “hush-hush” joh, could flatulate nhis
innuendoes over the cocktails, which he could never gffcrd, in such

_-_,__
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inspiring quantities, when his own abilities in business had to pay for
them, instead of a salary provided by the taxpayer, Whnat a chaace for
every mediocrity and dunce on the fringe of politics; for every l1ittie
“Tadpole” and “Taper,” to strut his little hour. Serious critics were all
in gaol, and even the Communists were singing “Rule Britannia,” because
“Holy Russia’” was on our side, and bleeding out a stolid resistarnce 1o
the vast bulk of the German Armies. Fine was that evening and deep
the heady draughts of “democratic” wine. What mattered the morrow?

—whnen Stalln was so matey and the supplies were getting througn to
rehangel!

All, In this phase, was easy going ior tnose elderly gentlemen who are
ever ready to dile vicariously for the right of others 0o express their
opinions, as long as thelr own particular opponents can be pul in 2aol,
wiienever they becomie really inconvenient, 10 such purpose was evolved
the ingenious technique of keeping the Habeus Corpus Act on the Statuce
Book, as a monument of British Liberty, but suspending its chief pro-
visions in any testing period, when its operation could serve the wvery
purpose for which it was originally designed. It was easy goinig during
the war because any opponents of thelr policy could be represented as

a menace to the “Security of the State,” in the inevitable hysteria of
the period,

Since the war was over, things have not been quite so easy for the
“freedom lovers.” The plea of keeping men in gaol for “security” reasons
could scarcely be sustained when “security” was plainly besyond doubt,
as a consequence of overwhielming victory. The plea that men should He
Rept In prison, because they wanted Peace and Friendship with Foreign
Governments, could scarcely e maintained when those Governments
had ceased to exist. The suggestion, as grotesque as it was insulting
that a “fifth column” could menace this country, would hardly hel-ci
water when all other columns had plainly been destroyed.

(This insult might at least have been retracted at an earlier date,
when the Prime Minister, Mr. Churchill, observed on November 5th, 19490,
three years before my release: “Fifth Column activities—if there were

Pam; O'V.EEI' here, and I am Iincreasingly sceptical-—would prove wholly
ineffective.” Although his Government kept us in gaol it does not

appear that he thought he had a “fifth column” then! On the other
hand, it seems that he is very certain he has got one now! For he
sald at Fulton, U.S.A. on March 5th, 1946: “However, in a great numbsar
of counfries far from the Russian frontiers and throughout the world,
Communist fifth columns are established and work in complete unity and
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absolute obedience to the directions they recelve from the Communist
centre.” &Such is Nemesis!)

50 the great excuse, founded on the great lie of the “Lcft,” came to
an end, and the prison gates swung open witih a reluctant clang.

Our opponents oi the “Leit” were then faced with a necessity wiliich
they have ever found painful—within the limited means at their dispcsal
—the necessity of thinking again. ‘Fhe result of this process produced
bhoth 1ts cruder and subtler manifestations. It was stated eariier in
these observations thalt I was obliged for the new agitation to prevent
ine from publishing books, lbecause 1i illusirated the point I nad to
prove. Such an agitation when the war i1s over, fears 1o shreds the
suggestion that these peopls desired our imprisonment, and silence, for
any other reason than the desire to suppress our opinions. 1t would
prove 10r me my point—that this was the reason behind the agitation
for cur imprisonment—without me uttering another word,; so far as this
controversy goes I could merely write Q.E.D., across the latest effusions
of my opponents. For this new agitation, after the war, is plainly
direcied to this end, and to no other; in fact, it can have no other
purpose, and not even the most credulous could helieve that it had.
These opponents are now driven to abandoning all excuse and innuendo:
they have come out, openly and brazenly, on the grounds that they
dislike and fear our opinions—so they must bhe suppressed. Thus at
last we are all agreed at least on one point; their consistent motfive
throughout is now revealed, beyond a shadow of a doubt. Therefore, I
repeat, for the new agitation I am much obliged to them.

The new campaign takes two forms. The first is very simple:; we
must be debarred from expressing our opinions merely because we are
ourselves. The Execulive should be given the power, by Order, at least
to prohibit any right of expression to anyone whom the majority in
Parliament, at the time, regard as a danger {o their ideas. What the
difference is between this system and the ideas they allege they have
been fighting against, these warrior philosophers have not vet seen fit
to explain., In the light of all recent protestations such an attitude is,
of course, & little too crude for the subtler minds among our opponents.

5 1s difficult for anyone withh a sense of the ridiculous to assume this
position, when he has assured the werld for some vears that he was
frgnting a world war to affirm Voltaire’s principle—“T may detest what
you say, but will die to defend vour right to say it.”

S0 they reject the idea of new laws, in favour of a good rummage
through the dustbin of discarded statutes. And, let it be observed,
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aimost anyone in the country could bhe locked up for ihe kreach of some
law whichh has never been repealed, but has fallen into desuetude.
Reference 18 made here to laws of the past and long past, not merely
Lo the host of incomprehensible war-time regulations, 0y whicihl the new
bureaucracy still retains the power to imprison anyone it wishes, on
some charge or other, Omn the subject of old statutes, I have even heard
it suggested (without ever verifying if) that anyone can be imprisoned
who does not go io Church every Sunday. At anv rate, few modern
tainkers and philosophers would remain long at large 1if, for instance,
the Blasphemy Laws, still on the Statute Book, were literally applied.
Certalnly the many laws protecting the Royal Family could not only
have placed in gaol their viclous assailants amone the Communists in
the present century, but, also, the serious leaders of Republican Move-
ments, like Cnamberlain and Dilke, during the last century, who after-
wards rose to be pillars of the State without that classic but painiul
prelude to greatness! Somewhere a law exists to put anyone in gaol;
I 18 & happy thought for some minds.

The situation of our opponents, however, was not so felicitious as may
at irst appear. For the stalwart protagonists of class war, Wwith
caaracteristic lack of all sense of humour, emergeq triumphant, from
profound researches, with lines culled from the book of old statutes,
wilch indicated that it was an offence “to raise discontent or disaffection
among His Majesty’s subjects, or to promote feelings of ill-will or hostility
among different classes of such subjects.” Perhaps, when we call these
imdustrious students “protagonists of class war,” we may nave to qualify
thls description by adding that they merely supported the Party when
It had become sale and respectable, after its foundation had been securely
lald in “class war” by its pioneers! The idea, as usual, came to the
aoove-mentioned “‘stalwarts” from elsewhere, as it so happened that
some gentleman of whom I know nothing, and who may have nothing
whatever to do with the Labour Party, or any 1interest in the matter
peyond a disinterested study of the laws of his country, wrote to our
leading “intellectual” weekly suggesting this form of words. His idea
was soonr widely canvassed in “Pink” circles and taken up with avidity
Dy the above mentioned stalwarts of the class war. The correspondent,
I pursuit of his academic point, had offered to subscribe a few guineas
tor a prosecution under these words and as he usad the term “Fascist”
woe can only presume that he possibly meant us! 1 wrote promptly {o
this Journal offering to add a few poor guineas of my own (o the good
Cause, as no-one, had been more frequently assailed on orounds of class!
The journal in question is ever ostensibly a paragon of fair-minded
impartiality, in matters of free speech, but their intellectual probity was
strained, apparently a little too far at the idea of permitting a brief
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reply to a Fascist, and the letter did not appear. So great was the glee
of the enemy, unhampered by any necessity for dealing with any
retort: a very fair and “democratic” position.

But the words in question rippled far oeyond fhe narrcw “intelleciual”
circie of thelr origin. ‘F'iie old heroes of class war woke again; the speeches
of the late Mr. Bob Willlams (then a member of the Labour Party
Executive, and later elected :Chairman of that Partv) rang again in their
ears; and they remembered the cheers of the {aithful, when nhe
threatened to “run up the Red ©Flag on Buckingham Palace.” The
great slogans of the past thrilled again in their hearts, the fervent
denunciations of “capitalist wars”; the roaring shouts against the
“ bloodsucking class ” of * capitalists, ¥ who exploited the * workers ”;
“down with the landlords”; down with the ‘“classes” (whatever they
were); down with everybody and everything, so long as tie Labour
Party could climb up! Someone had inadvertently provided the Liabour
Party with an idea and great was the enthusiasm (as 1% was a silly
one). So forth rushed the warriors of class war to tell fthe world that,
1T Mosley dared move, he would be prosecuted under existing law for

promoting ‘“hostility between classes.”

A mnormal interpretation of the words in question would appear
applicable to their own performances in the past and, on occasion, to
their antics 1n the present, ‘bul nof to what they had in mind for the
future; because they had ever defined “Capitalists” as a class (ever
since Old Whiskers wrote “Das Kapital’; which became a bible to the
few of them who could understand it, and a “Totem” to the rest);
but no-one, to my knowledge, has ever defined the Jews as a class.

For my part, anything wnich I ever have to say about the Jewish

proplem, will be a sober and serious discussion of a matter which is

universally discussed. No law has yet been enacted 1o secure that

anything may be discussed from the Crown {0 Religion except the

Jewish problem. If ever such a law is passed the British Public will
draw their own conclusions.

As for the past, I ask my readers to judge from chapter six of “ 1TO-
MORROW WE LIVE"” reprinted in this velume fo enanle them to give
thelr judgment on the question, whefher or not it was trus to suggest
that I, or my friends, stood for “ torture and murder” of Jews, or ifor
They will see from this official policy of our
Movement, published in 1938, that such a suggestion was not merely
a travesty of what we said, but a complete contradiction of it. To

“racial persecution.”

—_ -
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suggest that the jews should have g National Home where they could
become a Nation was, in our view, the way to end racial hostility, and
évenl persecution, which was liable to arise from the situation then
existing. Even exchanges in the heat of controversy, when we had
been bitterly attacked by various Jewish elements, never suggested
anything of that kind.

I speak here, of course, in this whole matter in respect of the policy

01 oritish Unlon—not for that “lunaiic iringe” of Fascism, which found
chpression in various small independent societies of infinitesimal mem-
nership and inflated egotisms. Remote from the struggle and dust of
the arena, they divided their time between aipusing us who had carried
Our cause not tirrough back drawing rooms, but through public meetings
L0 a great national movement, and publishing crude absurdities about
Jews, which could have no other effect than to swing the average
Englishman to their side. The deficiency of these people arose from
the head rather than from the character; they were honest but incre-
aiply stupid; their only fault of character was a vanity out of all
prop-«:}rtign o thelr capagities. Quite unwittingly, ‘therefore, they
scrved the cause which they most detested. No weapon in English
politics is more effective than caricature, and no caricature is so
cifective as a living caricature. These people were walking caricatures
ol a Fascist Movement, and, of course, our opponents took every
opportunity to parade their “ldiosynerasies.” If they had paid the
greatest living caricaturist ten thousand a vear to caricature a Fascist
M-O'"vement on paper, they could not have served this purpose so effec-
tively as by merely reproducing, on appropriate occasion, something
which these curious creatures had said or done.

No references to the Jewish proklem, other than thoze previously
publistied at the beginning of 1938 in TOMORROW WE LIVE will
appear m this volume, as I desire that our story in this matter should
be considered objectively, and with the minimum of passion, in order
that fair-minded readers should decide for themselves, whether it was

fair to suggest that our policy in this respect meant “murder.” Then,

if they are further interested in the subject of murder, let them study
the attitude of those who led the mobs which howled for my assas-
sination in prison. Further studies in murder may be suggzesied by
later reflections of the present essay.

N |

But the reader, who studies our policy, in this or in other matters,
may }:J-e moved by a favourite line of attack upon usg to say “Oh, yes,
that is all right, but it is only a policy to get power, and afterwards
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‘hey would have done the opposite.” Perhaps “guil’ sensatlons 2gain
invade the psychological background of the “Democrat’ who makes
the charge. He is sub-conscious of the election pledzes given in
Britain during the election of 1935, and during the last Presidential
Wiection in America, before that country entered the war. Let anyone
who is interested in the technigue of obtaining power, by promising
axactly the oppocite of what is alterwards done, study the pledges
of those two occasions, in the light of what subsequently occurred. iIn
making this charge, the so-called “democrat” is once agaln merely
judging others by himself, and accusing tnem of intending to do wnat
his own leadership has dons already. In the absence of the test of
fact, we can only ask people to judge us by our character and record.
If any man thinks I have gone through so much in order, at the end,
to do the opposite of anything I have ever sald, and to wetray every-
thing for which I have ever stood, I can only reply that he will never
vnderstand me, and I shall never undersband him; cur paths, therefore,
lie in different directions.

But let us return briefly, before considering the resulfs of the policy
which we opposed, to the unfortunate dilemma of our opponents, whici
arose when they could no longer keep us in gaol for “security ”’ reasons.
We found the more intellizent searching legal dustbins for obsolete
laws whose application, only a generation ago, would have placed some
leaders of their own Movement in gaol; while the less intelligent
demanded what amounts to “retrospective” tests, with a view 0 re-
meving the right fo publish our opinions.

This latter point is worth examining further before we leave the
subject, as we have already seen something of it. and it sfill echees In
the world. 'This new “burning of the books,” or more effective modern
version of the process by suppressing them Dbefore they are published
is, of course, to apply only to “Fascists”; that is, to anyone whose
opinions they fear will, fundamentally and effectively, challenge their
own. A fine lberality of “free speech” is, naturally, still to be accorde
to thoze who do not differ with them about anything that reaily
matters! What is their definition of a “Pascist”?; it 18, of course,
anyone who at a certain date belonged to a certain organisation,
Although, at the date in question, this organisation was perfectly legal
and no-one ever gquestioned, or can now question, the legal right to
nelong to it, our new witeh hunters now sugeest that such membership
should incur certain penalties in the future.

'T'he penalty is, in one way or another; (proferably by the direct
ochon of new law and, if not, by indirect pressire) to prevent a person,

- -
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who has been a member in the past of a perfectly legzal organisation,
from exXpressing s oplinicns in the iuture. Let us recuce tne pPro-
pesition 1o its logical absurdity. In July 1836, it was perfectly legal
and indeed commonplace to walk down Piccadilly wearing a
moustache. But anyone who took advwantage of tne freedom s0
universally accepted at the time, and, indeed, then widely advertised
to the world at large, must now incur certain penaity. If, in fact, he
walized down Piceadilly in 1939 wearing a moustache, he must, in 1946,
refrain irom walking ouf af all. Al any rate, to mark the popuiar
clspleasure he mignt be debarred from walking out with his trousers on!

Such are the clowning absurdities which can be reached, once we
vusn, to its Isgical conclusion, the princinle of retrospective disability
ITor something which at the time was perfectly legal and proper. Who
knows today, In perpetrating the most innocent action, that he will not
incur penalty or disability tomorrow, if such retrospective principles are
ensihirined in Law? It is for this reason that British Law, and all other
law tounded on that massive basis wnose values have survived the stern
vests of two thousand years of Buropean civilisation, have rejected any
sugestion of the retrospective principle. And, to be fair to them, all
majer parties of the State in recent times have rejected in Parliament
all suggestions of introducing the retrospective principle into the Law
of Great Britain., While Law survives that principls cannot enter, for
ivs entry replaces Law by the unfettered whim of arbitrary power.
When Law 1s set aside it enters inevitably: for instance, when Habeus
Corpus was efiectively suspended in favour of 188, such considerations
at once arose—Before the war you knew so and so, and stood for such
and sucn—We will keep you in gaol for it. It was useless to reply that
Mr, Chamberlain had seen them sinece I had, and that he was not
locked in gaol for it! Arbitrary will, in retrospective survey, had

replaced law; the same action could be right in one verson and wrong
in another.

Take my own case, further, as an illustration of what might happen
L anyone under such a dispensation (well, anyone, perhaps it should
oe added, of lively femperament and energetic habits). I had met the
German leagder twice in my life, in April 1935 and October, 1936. On
botn cccasions he invited me to lunch and we discussed at some lengtia
the Interests of Britain and Germsny, with the result that we came to
the conclusion that no inherent reason existed for friction or conflict
between them. It is not too much to sayv that these two lunches and
two conversations contributed substantially to my 31 yvears sojourn in
gaocl. The Italian leader I had also not met since 1938, but, although
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he never invited me o luncn, knowing him, 100, was much held against
me! Your fault, my critics will reply, for not foresecing that three
years later we snould be at war with these two Powers, and the Old
Gang would gel you under 185, I must picad guilly to not possessing
second sight, out also affirm that, as somecne who got about a bit, I
ceemed bound to be caught one way or the other by this principle if I
was unpopular enough with the ruling parties to make my imprisonment
desiraiple in their eyes.

In the last few years before the war I was pinned at home by the
Immense and continuous labours wiich the great growth of our Move-
ment lmposed on me. In my earlier days, and particularly before the
birth of the Fascist Movement, I had seized every opportunity to
travel, not only because it interested me, but, alsc becauss it appearad
desiraible that anyone in active politics should know as many as possible
of the Foreign Statesmen with whom he might one day be called unon
to deal. Personal contacts and iriendships have broken in ocur time and
sight the barriers of many difficulties; therefore, when time allowed,
throughout my life I have travelled much. 89 the reader must sym-
pathise with the hopelessness of my position, or of anyons like me, in
any situation of war, if Habeus Corpus were always suspended and a
retrozpective 18B probe applied in the absence of Law, on the simple
ana now familiar lines—You knew so and so, we are at war with his
country, and we think you are a menace anyhow; so off to gaol Vou
go! 'T'his principle would nearly always have caught me whoever we
were fighting, except perhaps, in the case of war with Russia, where my
notorious dispute with the Communists would, presumably, save me.

i, Ior instance, we had been fighting America in 1939, instead of
Germany, my sifuation might have been even worse. For some years
before, I had not merely lunched with Mr. Roosevelt, but had accom-
panled him on a protracted fishing trip in his hoat down the Florids,
Keys. My long retrospective offence would nc doubt have been
enhanced by the fact that I had always considered the idea of a
contflict between Brifain and America to be a fantastic crime. Ahl,
but you were a National Socialist or Pascist, and the countries with
whicn we were at war were also National Socialist or Fascist—retorts
the bright-eyed critic—that was different. 'To him I reply that, after
SO much comment upon it, he might do us the honour of reading our
policy even eight years after it was published: a little information
sometimes restricts eloguence, but a grasp of the facts is also a fair
substitute for a loose tongue. How much bearing that last, and frequent,
observation had either on the situation or on our patriotism, the
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critic, and also the impartial reader, can study for themselves in the
Foreword to TOMORROW WE LIVE, reprinted in this volume aiter a
first publication in 19o8.

These simple reductions (o absurdity of “Democratic” war-time
practices, merely illustrate the difficulty and fthe danger wilch arises
when Law is set aside in favour of some refrospective principle. 1t 1s
not so funny when you do 3% years in the gaocls or concenfration camps
of “Democracy” because, in a momeng of passion and hysteria, such
a principle had temporarily replaced British Law. So we should note
carefully when even a small movement within a large Party, seeks to
introduce such a provision into the normal and permanent structure
of our Law. All should note it carefully because, once established, that
principle can e used to desirocy anyone.

But it is nof enocugh for an Englishman merely to looz at home, NoOw
that the Law of Brifain has again replaced tiie arbitrary creation of
retrospective offence, Let him look, also, abroad, in the consclousness
of his obligations before History, during a periocd which, he is fregquently
assured, reposes in his hand supreme power and influence. The ordinary
man may not know the intricacies of International Law, which 1s &
matter for those learned in the Law. T do not myself profess to under-
stand them. But he can instruct his statesmen and representatives to
ensure that, in no circumstances, c.aall the first principles of Liaw e
viclated by the creation of retrospective ofiences. What was legal at
the time a thing was done remains legal; it only becomes 1llegal in the
future if new law is created, and proclaimed, so that all may be agware
c¢i it. Then a man, who viclates existing law, 1s rigntly subject fo
whatever penalties are 1aid down. But if a man is punished for some-
thing which was legal at the time he did i, tne crime 1s committed not
by him put by the Parties who create retrospective offences and penal-
ties. If a man is killed because he did something which, under estalb-
lished and existing law, was lz2gal, this act, by every law which In our
consciousness 18 known to God, and by every law so far gknown fo man
in the long and majestic traditions of British and European Law, is
murder, and bears no other name,

For my part, I repeat, I do not profess to know or to understand
International Law, and no-one, not learned in the Liaw, can make such
profession. I do not possess the expert knowledge necessary Ko
determine, with certainty and proof, whether things done in Europe
during these times are in accord with International Law, or whether
that Law, and the basis of all Laws, has been violated by warious
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Governments in the poiltical creation of retrospective offences. We
only know that historians versed in fthese matters wiil search the
recorads of these times for centuries. If, in fact, men are found to have
been killed for doing wnat wag iegal at the time they dig it, the verdict
of History will be murder., I weculd save my country, if it were possible,
from any chance of such stigma and, therefore, 1 ask my fellow country-
men, even in moments of savage passion, Lo instruct thelr represen-
tatives to ensure that, not only at home, but also abroad, where Britisn
influence and honour counts for anything, viae retrospective offence shall
not be created by political action in violation of Law. The application
of existing L.aw is not our business but that of a Court, whose actions
we cannoi criticise, and which merely carries out the laws laid aown
by Governments and Parties; but the creation of new Law is our fbusi-
ness, and every citizen has the rizht and the duty to discuss if.

To refurn now (o the origin of this essay, the reader was asked at the
peginning o judge for Iilmself, from the works published in tals volume,
whether during the recent war we could rightly be put Into prison o

into concentration camps, Dbdbecause we held these cpinions. Tnat

judgment I leave with confidence to all falr-minded readers oi this
volume., But another question was posad at the beginning of thils essay
—“whether, in the light of subsegquent events, those opinilons were proved
richt or wrong?” 1In dealing with this matter I must not he led
into a study of the present and the fublure, because that 1s the subject
of another boock, which I hope will be ready soon after thne present
volume. The present book is intended entirely as a retrospect; it deals
with the past alone and should not touch the present and the future.

So, in answering here, the guestion whether this poslicy was “proved
right or wrong,” I will not speak myseli, but will give place {o words
spoken while I write by the main architect of the policy 1 opposed.
In fact, when I read those words I was tempted to set aside this essay
and to publish instead extracts from Mr, Churchill’s speech at Fulton,
Missouri, with the sole ohservation—“tiat is my case.” I had to ‘“give
silence for Mr. Churchill” during the war, and 1 willingly *“give silence”
for him now; when he reviews the results of the policy which I was
gaoled for opposing:- |

“Nobody knows what Soviet Russia and its Communist International
“Organisation intends to do in the immediate future, or what are
“the limits, if any, to their expansive and proselytizing tendencies.”

The reader of any of the works in this volume, whether published
before or during fne last war,, will have observed our constant argument

e —

ESHAY IN FOREWORD 29

that to fight Germany, where no British interest was involved, would
be to create a Russia~Communist danger to threaten every British
interest. The reader will further have noted fthe recurrent theme that
to join with Russia against Germany in the name of liberty, on an
issue such as the return to her of the German city of Danzig, where
that factor was actually inverted, would be finally to place European
liberty at the mercy of Russia. But further silence for Mr. Churchill:

“From Stettin, in the Baltic, to Trieste, in the Adriatic, an iron
curtain has descended across the Continent.”

(The creation of an “iron curtain’” across the Conbtinent appears a
rather more serious matter than the abolition of a “corridor” across
Fast Prussia).

“Behind that line lie all the capitals of the ancient States of Central
and FEasgitern Europe -— Warsaw, Berlin, Prague, Vienna, Budapesi,
Belgrade, Bucharest, and Sofia. All these famous cities and the popu-
lations around them lie in the Soviet sphere, and all are subject in
one form or another, not only to Soviet influence, but to a high and
increasing measure of control from Moscow.”

Agaln, suchh “iIncreasing measure of confrol” over entirely foreign

peoples, who were relatively independent before we fought for “liberty,”

would appear to be a rather more serious matter than pre-war German
efforts to get “control” of purely German populations; to say nothing
of the extent of the present area of conguest and subjection, which is
far greater than anything even in question before we gave Poland her
guaranteec (what reading that guarantee makes now!) [But let Mr.

Churchill further describe the manner in which our war aims have
peen realised:

“The Communist Parties, which were very small in all these Eastern
States of Rurope, have been raised to pre-eminence and power far
beyond their numbers, and are seeking everywlhere to obtain totali-
tarian control.”  (“*Comrades,” not *“Quislings,” now!) ‘“Police
Governments gre prevailing in nearly every case, and so far, except
in Czechoslovakia, there is no true democracy.” (Call it 18B and
make it respectable, if you don’t want to offend Comrade Stalin!).
“Turkey and Persia are bobth profoundly alarmed and disturbed at
the claims what are made upon them, and at the pressure being
exerted by the Moscow Government.”

Really my task is done; conftroversy is made too easy when our
opponents thus describe their own handiwork. Long ago I went out of
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business as g satirist when confionfted hy the Labour Government of
1931; feeling that man cannot gild the Iy, you cannst make more
ridiculous what nature has created in the image of perfect absurdity.
Now, in the present situation, not of Comedy but Tragedy, I feel
impelled to cease even the roie of pedestrian political commentator,
when our darkest prophecies of 1939 are painted in even more somibro
lines by the master hand whosge political ftriumph created the scen=s
wiilechh he now depicts. In fact, every Instinct of seli-preservation
should now impose upon me g voluntary silence; for, if this goes much
further, the English will never forgive me for having been so right!
Nevertheless, we must follow Fate through to the end, so let Mr.
Churchill conclude:

“Whatever conclusions may be drawn from these facts—and facts
they are” (Yes, facts at last). *“This is certainly not the liberated

Europe we fought to build up. Nor is it one which contains the
essentials of permanent peace.”

Once again, I know that I should merely write Q.E.D. across the page
of ingenuous confession, but who could resisi, on such an occasion, a
quotation from Mr. Eden, who blinked nhis bewilderment in the House
of Commons on Thursday, March 14th, 1946, with the observation:

“We would all of us nhave hoped that this debate could have taken
place in a smoother international setting. S8ix or nine months ago 1
could never have thought that that setting could be such as it is
tonight.”

Yet readers of this book will observe that it was possible to foresee
thiat situation not merely SiX or nine months ago, but six or nine years
ago. For this not one jot of credit is claimed by the author of this
volume. Any child should have been able to foresee it; preovided, of
course, that he had the opportunity to devote his fime to the study of
politics and was not engaged, like the mass of the people, in other

occupations whichr left them only sufficient leisure to be deceived by
Press and Politicians.

Be that as it may, Mr. Churchill now faces the facts, and, as he puts
it, “facts they are.” Either friend or opponent must recognise him as a
man of genius; to deny that guality in a man, merely becguse he is
an opponent, is to admit the possession of a small, mean character,
animated chiefly by a ghawing inferiority complex: e.g., those Socialis:s
who ran to him to save them when they were frightened out of their
silly wits, and covered him with abuse so soon ag the danger was past.

-
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Gienius will not permit a man to ignore the main tendencies of his age,
whether the policy he devises to meet them is entirely mistaken or, by
some strange accident, right.

wWhat of the vastly inferior character and intellect of the Soclialist
Leadership, with which “ Democracy ” hastened at the last election to
replace a degree of will and falent that, within such a system, can only
temporarily be tolerated, during the crisis and disaster of 1ts own
creation. The Scocialist Lieadership, of course, refuses to face the facts.
They are, in fact, to be found in a very characteristic posifion; their
muiffled voices are heard dimly from the very deep sands, where their
heads repose, repeating one of those monotenous chants of magic incan-
tation which ever gccur to them and other primitive organisms in
moments of danger: “Uno, Uno, Uno, Uno.” We can only reply that
“we do know ”; In fact, we have had some before—lots of 1t—packets
of it. We even remember the League of Nations! 8o, as usual in the
affairs of the present system, broad farce masks tragedy until once
again supreme crisis tears through the mummery.

1t has been my fixed purpcse to write these words without passion.
How great a straln that imposes may e conceived by those who regard
with our eyes the picture presented hy our country, and by that Europe
which shares with us the sublime heritage of culture whose resplendent
rays shone forth from Early Hellas, not only to illuminate the centuries
0f European History, but to tinge with glory all that is fine and noble
in the thought of the American Countinent. Let my passion not intrude,
but let Mr. Churchill speak again on the results of this war: |

“When I stand here this quiet afternoon I shudder to visualise what,
is actually happening to millions now and what is going to happen in
this period when famine stalks the earth. None can compute what
has been called ‘the unestimated sum of human pain.’”

For my part I feel, in all that humility which a sense of vast tragedy
imposes, some pride In having striven to avert that dreadful “sum of
human pain.” Let us again follow the gaze of Mr. Churchill to the
centre of that agony: where the tragic succession of the system operates
once mere, and ineptitude follows malice to complete by mass starvation
the ruin which the bomb began.

“The Russian dominated Polish Government has been encouraged
to make enormeus and wrongful inrcads upon Germany, and mass

cxpulsions of millions of Germans on a scale grievous and undreamed
of are now taking place.” -
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Undreamed of, no doubt, in the days when a few frontier adjustments
in Eastern Europe and relatively trivial transfers of population in the
orderly fashion of peaceful times, might have satisfied German require-
ments for living space, if one-tenth of the energy and good-will had
heen devoted to finding a solution of her problem in 1989, or long
before, that is now being given to “appeasing” the Soviet. If it be
replied that she would never have been satisfied, T make {he simple
answer, why, at any rate, could it not e tried? Few will deny that it
would have been more sensible to strive to the last for Peace, waile
arming to the utmost against the possibility of war, than to discard
both armaments and efforts for Peace; which was the pre-war policy
of the “Left” and much of the “Right.”

Then it was a question, at most, whether Germany should be permiited
to bring leadership and order to regions in which no British interest
was iavolved, but from which backward and anarchic populations had
constantly threatened European Peace. The suggestion, 50 shocking to
some characters, was made, that a higher civilisation should gulde a
lower. (Here I am aware of greatly offending much current opinion by
suggesting that a higher and a lower can exist in cultural achlevement,
or even in nature. To follow that opinion to its logical end we have to
affirm that Isaac Newton was in no way a higher type than & CIrcus
clown, or even than the inmate of a lunatic asylum. This “complex,”
for it cannot be described as a process of thought, originates irom a
system which often gives privilege to the unworthy, instead of aiflording
position and honour only to those whose alvilities merit that opportunity
and distinction, and whose energies deserve it).

However, now that the position in Eastern Eurcpe is reversed, and it
is rather a question of the domination of tne higher by {he lower, a
different view is naturally taken by certain psychiological types whose
deepest instincets are thereby satisfied. To subject the Teuton to the
Slav gives to such people a sense of deep, spiritual satisfacticn, relieving
many well-founded complexes of inferiority in tieir own psychologies,
Take the land which is elevated by a long line of illustrious names 1n
literature, philosophy, science, music and poetry, who, with the under-
standing of kinship, reach through the glory of our own Elizabethan
age to the original Hellenic inspiration of the European tradition
roll that land in the mud, let the Moujik dance on their culture
while you shout that they never had any; that process affords &
deep contentment of the soul to types whose psychology permits
of eéasy analysis. But to anyone with no feeling of inferiority,
who is consciots not only of our Shakespeare and our Poetry, but of
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the whole great range of Britisn Pnilosopay, Literature, and Science,
Wwi0ose names require no recitation to the educated Engiishiman, that
spectacle must bring disgusi, or the deeper emotion whicn I feel. Here
and now I affirm simply this: tne land and the people wno share with
us not only blood, but also tne cultural heritage ¢f Europe—tine fairest
glit mankind has known-—cannot lie there. If that were tne future
Eurcope would lose her soul; and that shaill notf oe.

But Iet us return to that limited sphere, wihici, in myopic vision, 18
wrongly regarded as the whole range of poiitics. We can now easily
observe how simple has been the trick through which European civilisa-
tionl has veen wrecked. Pre-war reference will be found, later in thils
volume, to the virtual alliance which subsisted hetween the Soviet and
the Democracies before the war, dating from the time of the Franco-
soviet Pact. Readers will remember the abrupt termination of that
arrangement in favour of the transient Russo-German understanding,
which carved up Poland while we stood as impotent spectators. Who
can doubt that Russia’s change of sides did much to precipitate the
clash between the Democracies and Germany by encouraging the laiter
to think that her Eastern expansion, in agreement with the Soviet,
would be a relatively easy matter which, af worst, would involve a one-
front war, without any serious power of the West to interfere in her
Eastern plans. Russia’s temporary arrangement with 'Germany set the
match to the whole powder magazine.

Yet to some extent the Soviet miscalculated; they probably reckoned
that the great antagonists in the West would Ibleed each other to death
on the lines of the 1914-I§ war, and that thelr conseguent exhaustion
would leave Europe as easy prey (o the Soviet “ expansive and prosely-
bizing tendencies ” which Mr. Churchill now again discerns. It did not
work out like that at the time, because Germany won too easily in the
West for the concepts of the Soviet to fructify in the summer of 1840.
Temporarily, at any rate, Germany could turn to the East with her back
free in the West. In the final clash Russia was only saved by Anglo-
American intervention on the Continent, coupled with a steady stream
of supplies, which she could not produce for herself, and the ceaseless
activity of the Money Power in building up fresh Continental coalitions
on traditional lines.

By what right of power, or of superior cuiture, then does Russia aspire
to dominate a large area of the Continent; not merely to lead it by
example or achievement? Let us imagine the position in the recent war
reversed, with only 90 million RusSians, in the middle of Europe, facing
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170 million Germans on one side of her and the combined powers of
Lritain and America on the other. Would the struggle have lasied a
month? That is the brief answer o Russian prefensions in terms of
power. As for any claim to cultural leadership, I invite anyone who
has reached, let alone surpassed the elementary school stage, to place
the Literary, Philosophic and Scientiilec production of the Slay beside
that of the Englishman or the German, not to mention the combined
achievement of European clvilisation in the last 2,600 years. (Hush-
hush! I know that the King of the Cannibal Islands 1s just as good as
Locke or Kant, and far superior to any classic Greek, wecause he 1S SO
much more “modern,” and that a backward child can give instruction
to any schoolmaster). Yet the fact remains that, largely by the exer-
fions of the great Democracles, Russia has been given a position of
Partial European hegembny, which may extend to completion, unle:s
Britain and America are prepared to stay for longer than they wish
in armed might on the Continent.

Such is the resul{ of the policy we opposed; and the success of that
policy could never have produced any other result. Its full effect 1s,
for the time being, mitigated by no virtue or acnilevement of the
politicians. It so happens that Anglo-American scientists were the
first to develop the “Atom Bomb.” That is an event whicih cannot bhe
asscribed wholly to chance, because it is more probable that our
civilisation would lead in scientific matters than the Soviet-Slavonic
system. DButl the contingency of the emergence of that weapon at this
moment in our hands was not scmething which could be foreseen by
politicians when they began this business. iSo far as they are concerned
they were saved v luck, and nothing else, from far worse things, It
was their particular fortune to have as their assistants scientists of
genius at a decisive moment, when the cool, clear ray of the scientific
future for the first time illuminated, with calm and blessed Ifinality,
the tortured human scene.

If they had to meet the Soviet system merely with man-power for
man-power on the Continent, at the present time, what would have
been the cutcome in the present mood of the Democracies? Would
their superior power have -operated, or would “we want to go home”
have prevailed? Or what would have happened, as Mr. Churchill
again put it, “had fthe position been reversed” and some Communists
had produced the Atom Bomb? Happily scientists, of the first order,
are naturally loyal in entirety to their own countries, which by equal
law of nature are numbered among the higher nations. Further, men
with such genius for creation are, in any case, likely to hope for soms
nigher emanation of the European mind and spirit than those first,
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relatively crude, reactions to the breakdown of an obsolete system, which
are called Communism. The word of Spartacus was never yei the last;
still less in an age when brain at length replaces brawn, and mind
hegins to prevail over mass and matter.

There we may leave the European scene, for purposs of this rewrozpect,
with the observation that we do not owe even this uneasy equilibrium
to the foresight or will of our politicians, Let us just remember that it
all began when Germany wanted back in her territory the aamitiedly
German city of Danzig. How rapidly such acorns grow into caks if
manured with sufficient stupidity and malice!

As already suggested, the purpose ¢f this volume is not to provide a
policy for the present or future, but to justify our posiiion in the past.
In relation t0 the present and the future some of the writings here
reprinted are, of course, out of date, although a surprising amount of
TOMORROW WE LIVE written eight years ago, remains very relevant.
But, on the whole, the intervening years have broucht vast develop-
ments which no dynamic mind can ignore. It is my nope that readers
of my next book will agree that my thought has developed i pace with
events: it is my ambition to go some way beyond them. Any man
whose thought has not developed in recent years has plainly ceased 1O
think.

It has been justly remarked that science has crowded Into the lact
five years as much development as usually takes place in fifty. This,
surely, provides one of the most tragic reflections oI our time, and
poses a most pressing question; why do such great bounds in uman
thought and action only occur under pressure of war? Why are sucn
bright blossomings of the mind and spirit only evolved in the bitter
blast? Why is destruction rather than construction tnhe dominant
stimulus® It is not enocugh to reply that they will only pay for science
when they are scared by war into taking an interest 1n it: e.g., they
refused my reqguest for a million pounds a year for medical sclence in
the Labour Government of 1929, but later thought nothing of spending
five hundred times as much on the Atom Bomb. To find the complete
answer we must dig deep, not only beneath the structure of present
society, but into the depths of that curicus twisted psychology which
(his Society has produced. If we go deeper still into Nafure—Phusis—
herzelf, and the minds of her greatest students, we may find an answer
yvet more inimical to current thought. Not until we have found the
answer to these, and many other, guestions can the creative action of
the future be rightly directed. |
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All such matters must await anotirer hook, which by its whole charac-
ter must go far beyond anything more than suggested inm this book,
Some slight advantage has accrued to me in recent years in that I
have been afforded ample opportunity for reading and reflection! AS
a result, the view occurred to me that it would be a good thing 1f men
of action always retired for a considerable pericd in the middle of
their lives for purposes of study and pure thought. At 49 I feel some
benefit from that experience. It is curious and encouraging thai the
efforts of our oppcunents to destroy us sometimes have the reverse effect
to that intended, at any rate, in the sphere ¢f the mind and the gpirit.
This book, therefore, is certainly not my contrivution to the present or to
the future, and purports only to be a retrospect of the past.

in certain respect, however, the reader must be warned against 100
hastily regarding some sections of the writings nhere reprinied as
obsolete, particularly in the region of economics. Let us fake two
ex-amfples, in which a superficial view might quickly dismiss ceriain
passages as without relevance to the present. ¥or instance, throughout
the economic section of TOMORROW WE LIVE 1 was dealing with the
economics of surplus, and we are now confronted wich the economics
of shortage. Then the guestion was, how tc find a marget for which
we could produce; now the question is, how to produce enough to live
on any reasonable standard. The politicians had never, in praciice,
found an answer to the first question, which I suggesied 1lay in the
increased power of the people to consume what they produced, within

9 new system of the State designed to secure that increased power in

an orderly, but not bureaucratic, economy. (The “order” of industrial
self-ecovernment, within the bhroad delimitations laid down by the
state, is the opposite of Bureaucracy:; yet within the present sysitem
they cannot conceive “planning” without Bureaucracy).

Temporarily, however, the probiem was solved in a manner all too
typical of {he presant systenm. Six years of war turned a surplus into
2, shortage. Any ool can burn down a house if he does not want to
furnish 1it, or has not the energy to paint the walls. That was their
sclution, quite inadvertent, of course, like all their actions. Bub the
same sliuation will inevitably recur, even after the ravaces of war,
when a yet further increase in productive power has got into its stride,
and has functioned during a suilicient period. Then we shall again
see the destruction of wealth because it cannot be “sold,” and science
restricted because it can “produce too much”; unless a modern system
to meet scientific facts emerges from economic chaos.

Anocther point arises, for example, in the economic argument, which
may cause superiicial misunderstanding. Much ajiention was concen-
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trated in my writings on the -“mobility” of capital at that period, and

the power thereby conferred upon it, not merely to dominate the
economic system, but also politics and Governments, As a result of
war that power appears to the casual observer largely to have
disappeared. (Certainly, in this respect, the legacy of war has afforded
to the present Labour Government an advantage which was not
available to lheir predeceszsors, and is im no way due 0o Uheir own
courage and energy in facing High Finance.

With what speed, however, did they hasien 1o discard the weapons
which Fate had thrust so fortuitously into their inadequate hands! For
they at once began to ask the DBritish people to sign international
agreements, which deprived British Government of that new power
and Ifreedom in financial matters that previous <Governments diad
lacked. S0, while their ability to dominate the scene had bsen largely
removed from financiers within the country, by necessary wartime
measures like exchange control, an almost complete power over our
economy has now been accorded to financiers cutside the country. This
has arisen from the war exhaustion of our resources, coupied with the
Labour Government’s typical reaction to the situation, in relying on an
Arnerican Loan and signing the Breitton Woods Agreement which, again,
subordinates our Empire economy to Finance-—this time external.

in short, as a resull of the war and the inability of British Govern-
ments to organise self-help, within tne fmpire, power passed from the
City of London to Wall Street, New York. Labour Chancellors no longer
glance nervously toward the City of London, as they did during my thve
a5 a Minlster 0f the Crown, when I was trying to get things done within
the system.¥*

They can now even afford to put up a show of being rude to the
“ City 7 ! Lajcour Chancellors, however, must now 1oox with respect
amounting to a helpless sycophancy across the Atlantie, if their inter-
national economy is not to crash. The greater the difficullbies, the mo:e
complete must become the “dependence” of any Movement with the
policy, structure and character of the Labour Party. Such stern tests

T T TN A A T

L L L Y L S T D e e TR RG] . CR TN

1 iy My ' P

Lt

* 1 resigned from the second Labour Government in May,
1530, because I was not allowed to introduce sufficiently drastic measures
0 deal with the Unemployment Question, whicn was my particular
fask. The present Prime Minister, Mr. Attlee, was then offered, ana
accepled, the office in the Government which I vacated. He continued
2 member of that Government until its collapse some 18 mountns later.
During this period much was added to the unemployment figures,
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differentiate sharply hbetween different characters; tne dynamic, In
testing times, strives still harder for a vital independence; the lethargic
just fumbles for the supporting hand of a strong friend. (Lethargy
must be the characteristic of any Government operating within the
inhibitions of thas system, and horn of its psychology; although a
variation in type can occur for a short time in war, because temporarily
the system is set aside. For an earlier example of this, study Athens
under Pericles. Yet inevitably, before long, the temporary virtues
vanish and the permanent vices return). Meantime, sirizing reason ior
giving that helping hand came from the other side of the Atlantic, when
an American Minister, giving evidence in favour of the loan, observed
that rejection would “pull the Empire closer and closer together. 'The
British would produce films, feeding stuffs and machine tools. A Buy
British Campaign would not be necessary. There would be only British
ooods to buy.” Cur American friends need have no fear; now, even
more than in the past, it is quite beyond a Government of the present
system to develop from that quarter of the Globe, which is British
Lmpire (containing every raw material which industry can require), a
system capable of affording a decent life to the British people, without
dependence on Foreign Finance. Their whole system, character and
psychology, combined with the crushing legacy of difficulty which their
war has left, give to them only the alternatives of dependence or
disaster.

The third course of self-help in the wvast undertaking of Empire
development is nci open to them; if they attempted it, within the
inhibitions of their system and thie psychology it has created, they
would only make a hopeless mess of it; and they know it. Dependence
on bne stronger is ever the destiny of such types and so, afiter a few of
the usual postures and dissident brazgings, they will aczept that inevi-
table position in the new hierarchy of Nations to which their past
blunders and present character have reduced them. Those with some
feeling for community of blood and culture will cleave ts America;
those with little natural feeling in anything will cleave to REussia. The
latter will be fewer, at any rate, until things have gone further, as the
second category are still a minority in this country.

So, when the struttings of the platform, and the bleats of “Left”
journalists, have subsided againn into the customary ftorpor, they will
all go quietly to bed and repeat in thelr dreams, if not In their waking
hours, “T'hank God for Uncle Sam, and the Atom Bomop.”

Great is the power of America in the present scene; but she toc in
the end will he confronted by the developments of the future with
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another version of the same situation—and with the same Aliernative,
On that day we shall not be divided in spirit from those original

clements of American civilisation, to whom she owes her present
greatness.

Meantime, sombre is the scene, and bitter will be the disillusionment
of yet another returning generation, who were told, as we were in 1914,
that a new world would be born of their sacrifice. Once again, that
world of mirage fades into a morass, where politicians flounder in the
inevitable results of a policy whose end was always plain to those with
eyes or time to see. All questions will be canvassed but nothing done:
and universal jJabber will make confusion worse confounded. The
union of war will give place to the divisions of peace; The shrill voice
of a thousand little egos wlll again drown clear command, and inhibit
resultant action; the ignoble will again overwhelm the noble: achieve-
ment, if only for destruction, will again vield to purposeless babel. The
young will wonder why, as once we wondered; when we too were young,

and brushing from our eyes the blood and dust to glimpse a fairer
world.

This thing must fake the course of history and destiny; it will not
he long. The old must be worked out to the end before new life can
begin; this is the law of that nature which rules the lives of men
within the will of God. When next, together, we turn our eyes toward
che Tuture, we may discern—rising like Phoenix from these ashes—the
undying soul of England and the European man.
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Extracts from Mosley’s speeches and from papers supporting British
Union, which defire British Union attitude during the war, and prove

that, for several yz2ars before the war, he and his friends had pressed
for National Rearmnament.

MOSLEY’S message to all British Union members—l1st September, 1939
—on the outbreak of war:-—

“To our members ray message is plain and clear. Our country is involved

“in war. Therefore I ask you to do nothing fto injure our country, or
“to help any other Power,

“Our members should do what the law requires of them, and if they
“are mempbers of any of the Forces or Services of the Crown, they

“should obey their orders, and, in particular, obey the rules of their
“Service . . . . .

“We have said a hundred times that if the life of Britain were
“threatened we wcould fight again . . . . ”

ARTICLE BY MOSLEY in “ACTION”, 9tk May, 194¢.

“According to the Press stories concerning the invasion of Britain are
“being circulated . . .. In such an event every member of British Union
“would e at the disposal of the Nation. Every one of us would resist
“the foreign invader with all that is in us. However rotten the existing
“Government, and however much we detested its policies, we would
“throw ourselves into the efiort of a united nation until the foreigner

“was driven from our soil. In such a situation no doubt ever existed
“concerning the attitude of British Union.”

| —

The Author was arrested a fortnight later, on May 23rd, 1940.

“Action”, 14th March, 1940,

British Union’s attitude, before and since the war, has been:—

(1) We want peace and do our utmost to persuade the British people
to declare their will for peace:

(2) We are determined by every means in our power to ensure that
the life and safety of Britain shall be preserved by proper
defences until that Peace can be made”

"q—:-'t - . )
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Air Defence Scandal.

“Action disagrees with Mr. Churchill on nearly every subject under
“the sun, and particularly in recent years with his foreign policy.
“But we agree with his indictment of the gross neglect of DBritish
“defences. British Union pressed rearmament upon the Government
“long betore they began It, and long Dbefore even Mr. Churchill
“advocated it. British Union bpelieves that Britain should bhe in a

“position to defend herself against the attack ¢f any nation in the
“world”

“Action”, 15th October, 1938.
S0 early as 1933.

“We are not prepared to leave Great Britaln in the helpless position
“which we occupy today, in face of the overwhelming air strength of

“other countries. Either thelr air strength must come down, or our
“air strength must go up.”

“Blackshirt”, June 24th, 1933.

MOSLEY’S OLYMPIA SPEECH.

“We will immediately mobilise every resource of the nation to give us

“an Air Force equal in sirength to the strongest in Europe. We will
“modernize and mechanise our Army, and at the end of that process

“our Army will cost less, but will be the most modern and effective
“grriking force in the world”.

“Blackshirt”, June 15th, 1934.

MOSLEY, speaking at Brighton, on July 12th, 1934.

“A Blackshirt Governmment would raise a national defence loan for
“three purposes:—

*“I'o give Britain immediate alr strength,
“T'o modernise and mechanise our Army,
“T'o pul the Fleet in proper condition to defend our trade routes ..”

“Blackshirt”, July 5th, 1935,

wee also same policy in Mosley’'s Book, “Fascism, 100 Questions
Answered”, published, March, 1936.

MOSLEY, writing in “Action”, 15th October, 1938.

“Modern wars are won by airmen and mechanics. not by masses of
“barrack square infantry”.
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Editorial, “Action”, May 21st, 1938.

“The policy of British Union 1s to make peace with Germany, but not to
“accept a position in the air, or in any other sphere, inferior to her
“or any other country in the world”.

QUOTATIONS FREOM BRITISH

STATESMEN ON THE SUBJECT OF OPPOSING WAR.
These extracts make nonsence of the suggestion that 8 man must be a
traitor to his country, becsuse he opposes a war.
Mr. Lioyd George, on politictans who oppose wars. Speaking at (Oxiord
in 1900, he said:—

“Is every politician who opposes a war during ifs progress of necessity
“gq traitor? If so, Chatham was a traitor, and Burke and Fox especially;
“and in later times Cobden and Bright and even Mr. Chamberlain
‘“(Joseph), all these were traitors”

Ear! of Chatham in 1777, when opposing a wai' he thougint unnecessary.
Histery suoports his view.

‘.. .. I6 1s a shameful truth, that not only the power and sirengih of
"this country are wasting away and expiring, pbut her well-earned glories,
“her true honour and substantial dignity, are sacrificed.

“ .. .. In a just and necessary war ${o maintain the rights or honour oi
“my country, I would strip the ghirt from my back to support it. Buf In
“such g war as this, unjust in its principle, impracticable in i1{s means,
“and ruinous in its conseguences, I would not contribute a single efiort,
“nor a single ghiiling. I do not call for vengence on the heads of those
“who have been guilty: I only recommend to them to make their retreat,
“let them walk off; and let them make haste, or they may be assured
“that speedy and condign punishment will overtake them?”

He would have got something worse than 188 in our timel

Extract from a letter of Mr. Ramsay Macdonald {3 “Leicester Pioneer”
Sth August, 1914, just before he opposed the war of 1914-18.

“There is no doubt whatever but that, when all this is over and we turn
“back to it in cold hlood and read it carefully so as to ascertain wihy
“Fngland has practieally declared war on Germany, we shall find that
“the only reason from beginning to end in it 1s that the Foreign Office
“is anti-German and that the Admiralty was ansious to seize any
“opportunity of using the Navy in battle practics”
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The reader is asked to contrast the tone and attitude of this
politician, who was afterwards elected Lahour Leacer and twice became
Prime Minister of Britain, with any utterances of the author of this
volume which the reader cares fo select.

OPENING PASSAGE OF “THE BRITISH PEACE”
BY OSWALD MOSLEY—i*ublisned Ocltober, 1359.

“I'he British people want peace., Anyone withh any sense wants peace.
“The only guestion iIs whether peace can be won on conditlons that are
“satistactory. Before they make Peace the British people require toc
“know that they can face the tuture with honour, with security, and
“with the prospect of a fine life. It is the purposz2 of this pamphlet to
“show that such a peace can now be made at any time the Brifish
“veople decide. British Union asks our people tO make peace on tre
“terms for which we have always stood before and since the war. Those
“terms are nof improvised and changed in the manner of the Political
“Parties to meet emergencies of their own creation. Our terms of
“settlement are based on our whole philnsophy of politics and life.

“For such an idea we have fought for the seven vears of British Union’s
“existence . . . .7

“First I will give the reader the four points of uile “3ritish Peace”,
“summarised in the popular slogans, “Mind Britain’s Business” and
YovBriton’s Fight for Brifain Only” —

“FOUR POINTS”.

(1) We have no interest in the East of Europe, whicnh is no concern
of the British Empire; thererore we should cease {0 intervene in
any Eastern Europe quarrel. |

(2) We are determined at all times to defend and to maintain British

Empire, but we have no interest in “Mandaced Territories” waich
do nofl belong to Britisn Empire.

(3) Britain can and must be strong enougn to deiend nherself irom
any attack by any nation in the world, but should never inter-
vene in foreign quarrels which do not concern Britain or the
Empire,.

(4) We desire a permanent peace and understanding among the
oreat nations of the West of Europe, leading to the final security
of all-round disarmament.

“Few, at any rate, will deny that the announcement of such Peace
“terms by a British Government, created by the declared will of the
“British Peoplie, would bring immediate peace. 1t would bring peace
“lor the simple and obvious reason that nothing would be left to fight
“about”
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Farls Court Meeting, July 16th, 1939, reported io be the largest indoor
meeting ever held in any esuntry.

The Exhibition Hall at Earls Court had never peen used before for
o political meeting until it was crowded for a Pezace meeiing at which
Mosley was the sole speaker on July 16th, 1939, It iz over taree times
the size of the Albert Hall, which was the largest hall previously used
1or political meelines 1In Britain., It is also much iarger tian the
Liadison Sguare IZall, New Yeorg, or the Deutscnland Hall, Bearlin,

arls Cour! was taken for thls meetinz ailtar four praviocus meetings
a1 tne Alvert Hall, which showed that hall was quite Inadequate for tne
crowds desiring o abtend.

At the Earls Court Meeting ¢n July 16in, 193¢, a mass demonstration
oi quite extraordinary enthusiasm occurred in favour of Peace., Yet
a rew weeks later, a united Press enabled @ coalition of the Old
Partlies to take the country intec war. So much for the “Voice of the
PFeonle ” under Financial Democracy. But vine reader 1s asged to awailt
Mosley’'s next pook: “The Alternative” for an answer, , , , born of
thege experiences , , , tc the problem how tne will of miliions to live
a falrer life can win through in face of the Money Power,

The closing pessnge of MOSLEY’'S speech at Earls Ceourt Exhibition
sunday, July 16th  1958--photozraph coposite

A prophecy that was wrong because the author claimed that
the Britisn People would have the will and power to prevent war.

“I ask this audience to-night whether or not we are goinz fc give
“everything we have within us, not only material rescuvees but our
“moral and spiritual being, our very life and our very soul, in holy
“dedication to England that shie shall nob perisly, but shall live in greai-
“ness. We are going, 1I the power lies within us—and it lies within us
“because within us is the spirit of the English—t{o say that our genera-
“fion and our cialidren shaill not die like rats In Poilsh noles. They
“shall not die but they shall live to breathie the good IEnzlish air, to love
“the fair ¥nglish countryside, to see above them the English sky, to
“feel beneath thelr feet the English soil. Tnis heritage of England, by
“our struggle and our sacrifice, again we saall give to cur children.
“And, wilh that sacred gift, we tcll them that they come from that
stock of men witc went oul from this small island in frail erafts across
“storm-tossed seas (o take in their brave hands the greatest Embpire
“that man has ever seen:; in which to-morrow our peonle shall create
“Uhe highest civillsation that man has ever known. Remember, we say
“to our children, these who have cone bhefore you. Remember those

4
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“who through the centuries have died that Brifaln mignt live in great-
“ness, in beauty and in splendour. Remember too that, in the spiritual
“values that our creed brings back to earth, fhese mighty spirits march
“beside you and you must be worthy of their company.

“So we take by the hand these our children, to whom our struggle
“shall give back our England; with them we dedicate ourselves agaln
“to the memory of those who have gone before, and to that radiant
“wonder of finer and nobler Iife that our victory shall bring to our
“country. To the dead heroes of Britain, in sacred union, we say. “like
“vou we give ourselves to England—across the ages that divide us—
“across the glories of Britain that unite us—we gaze into your eyes and
“we give to you this holy vow—we shall be true—to-day— to-morrow—
‘and for ever—England lives”
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Statement written in PriSnn' by QOswald Mosley and sent {o tae
Prime Minister and Members of Parliament.

The Statement is daied 8th October, 18947%,

and analyses suggestions made against British Union members, tLO-
gether with the Regulation under which they were imprisoned; before

they were even aware that the new Regulation had been framed by the
Government and passed by Parliament the evening prior to thelr arrest.

No reply was received from the Governiment.

I write this statement becauss some 86 per ceat. of the British
subjects of British origin, arrested under the 133 Ragulatians, WEere
members of British Union with my leadership (vide figurass in Hansard,
Vol 376, Cols. 858 and 860). For nearly two and a half years many ot
us have heen held in eaols or camps, with the result that a number
of people have been led to believe that we have done something dis-
l-oyai to our country. In fact nothing of the kKind has been alleged
against us by the Government; because they have never suggested that
we have done anything since the war execept conduct a political cam-
paign in favour of a negotiated Peace. Further, no one has contended
that we have ever broken any law.

Prior to the war we were denounced as an ultra-patriot organi-
sation. TFor 7 years befors this war we mainftained an unceasing
campaign to obtain the proper armament of our country, in the air,
on the sea and on land. We opposed this war, hut we strove for &
British Empire strong against any possible attack; we stood ior peace
but also for strength. If any one really suspects thal we desire to
bring about the defeat of our country, it may be replied that a 7 years

campaign to secure re-armament against defeat is a strange beginning
to that design.

To any one who says that it is disloyal to oppose a war the est
reply may be made in the words of Mr. Lloyd-Gecrge when he was
opposing the Boer War:- “Is every politician who oppnoses a war during
its progress of necessity a traitor? If so, Chatham was a traitor and
Burke and Fox especially, and in later times Cobden and Bright.”

We can also summon to our aid the whole experience of British
History in our reply to the insinuation that we may be rendered
disloyal to our country by adherence to our National Socialist and
Pascist creed, which-—in a “character, policy, form and methed suited
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to this country alone’”—we have long siriven to persuade our fellow
countrymen to adopt. The fact that they were fighting the catholic
Power of Spain did not render Britisa Catholics disloyal to their
country in the age of Queen Elizabeth. The fact that the ideas of the
French Revoluiion were, in many respects, similar to thelr own ideas,
did not make distinguished British Radicals disloyal to their country
during the wars with Napoleon. Still less does ocur creed, whose firss
tenel 1s love of country, make us disioyal to our own country in bhe
modern age, Those who allege such a change in the character of
Englishmen, Impute a decline to which denial has been given in a
practical form by very many of our members who have served througi-
out the present war in the Forces, and have fought bravely. It should
also be stated, that, within my knowledge, all of us in these gaols who
were old enough to fight in the last war did in fact fight for our country
in that war. For instance, beside me in this gaol is a man who won
both the D.S.0O. and M.C. in the last war, but has served, with his wife,
two and a half years in prisons and camps during this war, because he
was a member of British Union.

Tne loyalty of our members o our country is the natural result
both of our creed and of our policy since the conflict began. For
instance, after the declaration of war I published the following messag:?
to members of British Union:- “Our country is involved in war. There-
fore I ask you f{o do nofthing {0 injure our country, or to help any other
Power. Our members should do what the law requires of them, and if
they are members of any of the Forces or Services of the Crown, they
should obey their orders and, in every particular, obesy the rules of
their Services.” Such a message was the natural expression of our
policy: “on the one hand we wanted Peace; on the other hand we
wanted Peace with Britain undefeated.”

It was never suggested to us in the spring of 1940 that we had no
right to exercise full freedom of speech. The Press supporting us did
not receive the warning for which provision is madsas in the present law.
Instead, the Government requested Parliament to pass a new Regula-
tion which was apparently specifically designed to enable members of
our organisation f{o be imprisoned (vide Hansard, 21st July, 1642,
Col. 1518). On the following day, 23rd May 1940, we were thrown into
gaol by virtue of this new Regulation of whose very existence we were
unaware. We were not arrested under the original Regulation 18B (1),
which provides, inter alia, for detenfion on account of alleged “acts
prejudicial to the public safety.” We were arrestad under the ad hoc
Regulation 18B (1) (a), which provides for the detention of anyone
who was a member of an organisation whose leaders “hrave had
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oassocialion” with the leaders of countries s vith walich this country
is now at war. That I had **associations,” before the war, of a perfectly
iewal and proper character, I have certainly never denied. I heid it to
2a my duty, by personal contact or any other proper means, to make
woavever contribution I could to the maintenance and building of
World Peace. Such *“associations”™ before the war were periecily
iegal; I reiterate and emphasise that it has never been suggesied by
the Government that we have done anything since the war except
corry on & political propaganda. Is not two and a half years’ imprison-
rmensg for entirvely legitimate proceedings at least sufficient for my
supporters?

¥or well over two years now our organisation has been banned,
and 1t has been made an offence in law to carry on our propaganda.
Anyone continuing such propaganda can conseguently be convicted in
the courts and sentenced at the most to two years imprisonment. Qur
principle has always been o obey the law, as we have often stated.
Under present law we can, in effect, be required to do whatever the
Government of the day may desire.

Over 80 per cent. of our members, who were originally arrested,
have since been released, and have performed various forms of
national service without complaint against them. Those still detained
are just the same kind of people; why keep them rotting in prison
and camps?

In any case it 1Is very wrong tnat our fellow countryvmen should
be given occasion to think that we have done something disioyal to our
counftry during this war; while in fact, during the private inquiry of
the Government, nothing of the kind was suggested against us. NoO
cne can show that 1 or my friends have ever done anything disloyal to
our country, and, given the opportunity, I will defend myself at any
time before the whole nation from any such suggestion, no matter from
what quarter it may come.

To hold political opponents silent in gaol while a gross untruth 1s
circulated against them is a procedure that cannof he justified to
History, even if the moment permits it. Yet, that is the situation that
has now heen created. It should not have arisen, as our detention was
frequently described by the Govermment as * Preventive”—in contfra-
diction to the allegation that we have done something disloyal to
justify imprisonment. Further, the Prime Minister has himself stated
that “he was Increasingly scentical of the existence of a fifth column
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in this country.” But our prolonged imprisonment and the subsequent
silerice of the Government have since given the unscrupulous and the

ienorant an opportunity of which full advantage has been taken.

If we, and through wus our dependants, are to suffer not only the
miseries but-also the stigma of further imprisonment I suggest that, in
honour the Government should state publicly whatever they have
agamst us, and that I should at least have the right to make a public

reply.

I take the enftire respbnsifbility for the policy of British Union. n'Al].‘
my actions and principles I am prepared at any time to deiend publicly
before my fellow countrymen.
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FOREWORD

A BOOK of thirty-four thousand words can serve the reader only
1s an introduction to the spirit and policy of British Union.

The subject 1s too great to be confined in all detail within such
limits of space. But the reader, who inguires further, will discover 1n
lhe publications of the British Unilon an amplitude of detail on every
subject of the day. Books and pamplilets by my colleagues, whose range
of abilities now cover every sphere of national Ilife, will meet any
imquiry, and further detail on some topics can be found in my own
hooks, ‘“The Greater Britain'' and * 100 Questions Answered.”

In these pages the reader will discover, with the exception of the
chapter ou Ioreign Affairs, a policy suited to the character of this
country and no other. British Union in whole character 1s a British
principle suited to Britain alomne. It is true that our National Socialist
and Fascist creed is universal, in different form and method, to all
oreat countries of the modern world. That was true also 111 their own
period of every great creed, political or religious, that our country has
cver known.

The only difference in this respect between British Union and the
old parties 1s that our creed belongs to the twentiethh century, and their
creeds to the past that conceived them. But a greater difference arises
[rom the fact that National Socialism and Fascism 1s 11 essenice a national
doctrine, which finds 1n each great nation a character, policy, form and
method suited to each particular country. Ifor this reason a far greater
divergence will be found in the expression and method of the modern
Movement in different countries than prevailed in the case of the interna-
{ional creeds of the past, such as I,iberalism and Socialism, or Conserva-
fismur, whicli, under various names, can be found in every country in the
world, |

So the reader will find 1in these pages a policy born only of British
inspiration, and a character and method suited to Britain alone. He will
he able to judge for hiimself our claim for British Union that in construc-
ive conception our policy already far transcends any previous emanation
of the Modern Movement, We do not borrow tdeas from foreign countries
and we have no ‘“models ' abroad for a plain and stmple reason. We are
proud enocugh of our own people to believe that, once Britain is awake, our
people will not follow, but will lead mankind. In this deep faith we hold
(hat no lesser destiny is worthy of the British people than that the whole
world shall find in Britain an example. The aim of British Union i1s nio
less than this, | O.M.
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CHAPTER 1.

~ SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT—WHAT IS WRONG

Financial Democracy

The will of the people shall prevail. The policy for which the
people have voted shall (be carvied out. This Is the essence of good
covernment in an enlightened age. This is the principle which is denied
by the system misnamed democracy, which n degeneration is mnve
appropriately called financial democracy. When the Government,
elected by the people, is incapable of rapid and effective action, private
and vested interests assume the real power of Government, not by vole
or permission of the people, but by power of money dubiously acquired.
In recent years the trifiing measures which have struggled througin
parliamentary obstruction have been insignificant, in their effect on the
lives of the people, by comparison with the immense exercise of money
power. Decisions and movements of infernational finance on Wall
Street, and its sub-branch in the City of London, may send prices
soaring to create a speculators paradise at the expense of the real wages
of the people, or may send prices crashing fo throw millions Into
unemployment, as the aftermath of some gigantic gamble. In terms
of the things that really matter to the people, such as real wages,
employment, the hours of labour, food prices, and the simple ability
to pay the rent, finance, under the present system, can affect the lives
of the mass of the people more closely and more terribly in the decision
of one afternoon, than can Parliament, with puny labour and the mock
heroics of sham battles, in the course of a decade. Tor the instrument
of the money power was designed to fit present conditions and to exploit
the decadence of an obselete system. Parliament, on the other hand,
was created long before modern conditions existed to meet an altogether
different set of facts.

New Conditions

Parliamentary «Government, practically in modern form, was
designed primarily to prevent the abuse of elementary liberties in a
relatively simple rural community with a primitive national economy.
The facts of that age have no relation to the periods of steam and
power, which were followed swiftly by vast accumulations of finance
capital, that possess the unlimited international mobility of a world
force, Is it really likely that the parliamentary instrument of a
century or more ago should be equally suitable to meet the facts of an
age which science has revolutionised? Yel on the assumption that
the system of government alone reguired no change, during the century
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of most startling change that mankind has known, rests tae policy and
the philosophy of every one of the old parties of the State, Couservative,
Liberal and Labour alike!

This patent fallacy which ail the ola parties teacn the pecple
admirably suits the financial expioiter. A pariiameniary system, devised
t0 check personal cutrages by medieval courts or nooles, is represented

still as the effective guardian of literty in this age of internaticnal

nance., It would be as true to say that the bow and arrow with which
primitive man deiended his farm irom the marauding woll 1s equally
effective to defend him against the tanks of 2 mocern invading army.
But the people are persuaded that the instruments by which they pre-

served some semblance of liberty in the past are still effective to preserve

their liperties in modern conditions, in order that these liberties may be
faken from them withiout their loss even pelng reai:sed,

Parliament and Liberty

It suits our financial masters well that all parties should combine to
tell the people that Parliament iz the sole effeciive guardian of liberty,
and, naturally, the national Press, which the money power so lanrgely
controls, 1s In unison to echo the same refrain., IV 18 also not surprising
to find that anyone who dares to suggest that the liberty of the people
alone can be preserved, and their will alone ke carried out, by the
entrusting of the Government, which they have elected, with power in
the name of the people to act, should be unanimously denocunced by the
old parties, and by the financial Press, as a {yrant who desires to
overtnrow Brifish liberty. As long as the people can e gulled into
the belief that they are free to-day so long can their slavery be per-
petuated. Therefore, every instrument of the financial tyranny, from
party machines to national Press, 1s mobilised behind a barrage of money
power, to resist the simple principle that power helongs to the people
alone, and that their power can only be expressed by giving their freely
cnosen Government the power to act.

That such power in Government does not exist to-day can scarcely
be denied. 1t 1s admitted that only two big Bills can e passed through
Parliament in the course of a whole year, which means that any effective
programme, submitted as a pledge of immediate action to the electorate,
would take more than the lifetime of 2 generation to carry out.

Under such conditions every election programme Dbecomes a
fraudulent prospectus, which, contrary o the experience of business life,
carries the most fraudulent not to gaol, but to Downing Street. Every
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main Bill has four stages of debate on the floor of the House of
Commons alone, and, in two stages, can e debated line by line by a
committee of over six hundred people. In such circumstarces the ability
of the Opposition fo chstruct is unilimited, and no measure can, in
effect, reach the &tatute Book in face of really defermined opposition.
The resull 1s that bargain, compromise, and delay complefely stultify
the programme for which the majority of the people have voled. Yet
this is the procedure which we are told “honest” men are prepared to
operate, within a system which renders impossible the execution of the
promises which they have given to the peopls, and by means of which
they have secured office and power.

The First Duty

On the contrary, we ask whether any honest man or Movement in
poiitics would not make his first proposal, and his first duty, to creale
an instrument of Government by which he could carry out the promises
he had made, and the policy for which the people have voted. Yet all
the old parties combine to resist this principle of elementary honesty,
and to denounce as the denial of liberty any suggestion fo give to the
people the first principle of liberty, in the actual execution of the policy
they desire. As a result the vote becomes ever more meaningless, and

fewer people take the trouble to exercise it as they learn by bitter

experience that, no matter the party for which they vote, they never
by any chance secure the policy for which thev have voted. Farcical
becomes the parliamentary scene as the people realise that in a dynamic
age this system can never deliver the goods, and like all systems in

decline thie parliamentary mind seems anxious only to produce its own
caricature.

In the light of history it will ever be regarded as a curious and
temporary aberration of the human mind that great nations should
elect a Governmeni to do & job, and should then elect an Opposition to
stop them doing it. Fortunately, even in the wildest excesses of this
transient mania, this delusion never spread to the business world, and
no business man outside an asylum has yet been observed to engage
a staff of six to carry on the work of his firm, and then to engage an
additional staff of four to stop them doing their job. Curious fto
posterity will appear the principle of creating, ay the same time, a
Government to do che nation’s work and an Opposition to frustrate it.
But stranger still will seem the final reduction to absurdity of the
parliamentary system whereby a Prime Minister is paid £10,000 9 vear
to do the nation’s job, and the Ieader of the Opposition is paid, and
accepts £2,000 a year of the nation’s money to stop him doing it. Yet
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this extraordinary harlequinade, in which nothing serious, in terms of
the modern mind, is ever done, and litile serious ig even discussed, 1s
to-day represented as the only means of preserving Uie liberties of the
people. |

+what is Liberty?
Ween we are told that, without this rigmarole, liberty cannot e

preserved, let us first ask of what ligerty consists. Who will deny that,

i tnis modern age, liberty to the mass of the peopie means primarily
cconomic liberty? Good wages, good houses, shorw hours of labour,
opportunity for culture, recreatlon, and seli-developmient, @ chance for
the children of tne family equal to tne chance oi any children In the
land; these are the realities of liberty in the homes of the people. Who
will deny, on the one hand, that the people do not under this system
possess this liberty, and who will deny, on the other hand, that such
liberty, in the age of modern science, 18 within the achievement of tne
numan mind and the human will? The technician, with the genius o1
the modern mind and the inspiration of the modern spirit within him,
carries in his hands for the people this priceless gift of liberty, for the
first time in history. This gift is struck from his hands, and dashed
from the lips of the people, by the age of chaos. It 1s the task of
Government to keep the ring for the technician, and to protect him irom
the forces of chaos, while he solves the problem of human Liberty—
which can primarily be solved only in economic terms. Yet this 18
precisely the duty which at present Government is incapable of performs-
ing, The forces of chaos and of predatory anarchy are loose in the
world, and they are stronger than Government. The problem of human
liberty cannot be solved until Government is stronger than them. Yet
the moment we ask strength for Government, ¢ overcome the force
of chaos, the instruments of this force, in parties and Press, denounce
s for attacking liberty. The small men in industry, agriculfure or
commerce, the millions of isolated and politically and economically
helpless individuals who comprise the nation, are taught by every
propaganda of the money power that to give power to their own elected
Government is to deprive themselves of liberty. 50, as Governmeny
lacks power, the finance ring, the trust, the monopoly and the combine
are left at large to squeeze the small man, and ultimately to crush him
cut of existence, lest by giving power 1o & Government, he elects, and
can dismiss, he should lose his liberty.

The millions of factory workers are told that they, teo, will losc
their liberty if they give a Governmeng effective power to combat the

oiant rogues of international finance, who rob them of their wages with




36 MY ANHDWLER

soaring prices, and of their employment with crashing prices, until to
exploit them is no longer even profitable, as the sweated lafoour of the
Fast can provide a higher rate of usury, under the international system,
which both Conservative and Labour support, behind the smoke screen
of parliamentary d¢ebate. So, in the name of liberly, the people are
enslaved, because they are persuaded not to take to themselves the
power by which alone their exploiters can be brougnt to justice.

Giangster Rule

Britain remaing under the rule of the financial gangster, because
the people are taught that to create their own police force 1s to deprive
themselves of liberty. For is not this situation a precise analogy to the
old party argument on liberty? The great financial combines oif the
modern world are eguivalent to gangsters at large, and neither Parlia-

ment, nor any force belonging to the people, has power to deal witn

them. The people may find their business ruined and their homes so0ld
up, or themselves cast on the industrial scrap heap, by reason of the
oreat gangster operation. As individuals they are powerless 1o Oppose
this monopoly might, and their only resource is to organise collectively
their own police force to deal with the enemy and the exploiter. Yet
the moment anyone dares to suggest the organisation of the people’s
police force which, in these great economic matters, 15 a Government
armed by the people with real power in their name to act, up rise all
the gangsters and bellow, through their megaphones of Press and Partles,
that the people must not ftake the suicidal step of depriving themselves
of their own liberty. So the small man continues tc be crushed by the
combines, and the worker continues as industrial fodder, for fear that
they may lose their freedom. The householder will not employ a
policeman to protect him, becalse he is persuaded that to give policemen
power ig dangerous. So he is ruled and finally crushed by the tyranny
of finance, which he has not elected and which he cannot control,
hecalise he fears that to give a Government, which he has elected and
can control, the power to act, is to deprive himself of literty. Wonderful,
indeed, are the powers of propaganda, when concentrated by the money
power in a few unscrupulous and largely alien hands, and complete 1S
the negation of the people’s will and Infterest in the system. which 1S
called democracy, and bo-day frustrates every {rue and original concep-
tion of democracy.

Instruments of Tyranny

We shall observa, during study of the present conditions of Britain,
hew in many spheres the decline and decadence of an ohsolete system
have perverted great ideas to a purpose precisely the opposite to that
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which they were intended {o serve. No instance is more notable than
the perversion of democracy into financial democracy, whereby the will
of the people is denied, and the will of the money power 13 Imposed on
an enslaved people in the name of liberty.

The Instruments by which this great racket has bheen achieved are
plain to see. The first is the maintenance of an ¢bhselete parliamentacry
system, still Invested from a past of different concitions with the myth
of liberty, by means of which Government is paralysed, in order that
the real power of Gevernment may be exercised clsewhere, not by the
chosen of the people but by the chosen of finance. The second In-
strument is the monopoly of propaganda by the money power, in the
shape of a Press also invested withh the myth of I'berty from a past of
different conditions, The Free Press, built by geruine journalists who
were vendors of honest “news,” long ago gave place in most of the
national Press to the financial combine, which acqguires control of great
nlocks of newspaper shares. S0 the money power, again in the name of
2 Free Press, can serve to tne people not only the opinions, but also the
“news,” which serves the interests of the money power. No¢t only are
outr “free” British denied any meaning to the vote, in the shape of ever
getting what they want, but they are also denied even the small privilege
of learning the truth. For power and propaganda alike are in the hands
of a Iorce whnose interests conflict with the interests of the people, and
15 careful that they should not ever learn the truth. Thus the myth of

freedom, in Parliament and Press, combine to promoate the slavery of the
people.

¥inance Power

Most of the Press is owned outright by the money power, or is
controlled by the advertisements which money power controls, and
Parliament is paralysed by talk that power may reside elsewhere. Butb
the argument may be taken further for the eccnomic system which
18 maintained by finance power for the benefit of its own interests,
and to the detriment of every interest of the people, also ensures that
any Government may at any time be broken by the money power. The
international economic system is supported by every party of the State,
Conservative, Liberal and Labour alike. It will be shown in detail, in
chapter three of this book, that this system enalbles any ‘Government to |
be Dbroken, at any time by the financial power, as the weak Socialist
Government was broken in Britain in 1931, and the weak Socialist
Government of Blum was broken in France in 1937,

It was not enough for finance to depe the system of Government
with the talkative parliamentary system of a century ago. Finance, in
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the economic system, also retains the power at any time to knock a
Government on the head. By way of further precaution the finance
0f the money power controls phe party machnines, which in tlieir turn
control Parliament and Governmendt.

So this is finality in the land of “liberty and free speech’: (1)
Government 1s paralysed by the system of falk that power may reside
clsewhere; (2) Government can at any time be gestroyed oy the power
of money alone; (3) the Press, which contirols opinion, is itself largely
controlled by the money power; (4) the party machines, waich control
even the right of the individual (o make a speechh to an appreciable
audience in pubplic, are also controlied by the money power., So what is
left to you “free Britons” to voice your opinion and make your will
effective? You can go into a public-house and grumole, in the assurance
that no one will take the slightest notice of what you say. But even
then you must be sure to be out in the streets by closing time, because
the Old Woman of Westminster prefers, even in your private life, to
treat you as a child rather than as a man.

There stands the Briton in the sureet, gulled into the acceptance of
slavery by words about liberty, and boasting of freedom, while in truth
denied the ireedom to call his own even the soul of which alone his
masters have not robbed him, for the simple reason that it has no cash
value.

Is that really the Briton-—tricked, fooled, hag-ridden, exploited, en-
slaved? Or does & generation arise agaln, breaking irom the hands of
manhood resungent the fetters of decadence, and seeing with the ardentg
eyes of an awakened giant the land that they shall make their own?

CHAPTER 2
BRITISH UNION SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT

"'British Union Movement

The will of the people shall prevail. The policy for which the
people have voted shall bhe carried out. This is the essence of British
Union Government.

In the previous chapter the present complete frustration of the
people’s will has been examined, and the formidable instruments of
that f{rustration have been surveyed. In cold faci the money power
commands Government Parliament, Party Machinery and Press. Not
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only does 1l possess the power to render Government impotent and, if
necessary, to break Government, money power also possesses the means
of preventing any new opinion, or even any true news, from reaching
the people at all. Faced with this formidable power, and almost limitless
corruption of a decadent system, those who found:d the British Union
were moved by the deep belief that from the peonle themselves alone
could be created the instrument, by which freedcm could be won for
tixe people, and by which our country could be redeemed to greatness.
ouch an instrument clearly, in its whole character and structure, must
differ irom shée old parties of the State. It would be idle, with infinite
labour, to create a new movement to combat curreat corruption, of such
a loose and flaccid character that, like the revoluiionary movements of
tne Immediate past, it would fall an easy victim to the very corruption
that it was designed to destroy. If this basic principle is understood
mucn 1n the history and character of our Movement, that has been
misunderstood, will be easgily comprehended. We had to create an
“lastrument of steel,” because we know, from our experience of democ~
racy, that any character less hard and tested would easily succumib
to the system that it was designed to combat. Consequently our Move-
ment nas rested from ‘the outset upon the principles of struggle,
sacrifice, and voluntary discipline. In the fire of that struggle, and by
the force of the sacrifice for which I have never called in vain, the
“ingtrument of steel” has been forged that shall cut through corruption
to a larger freedom than this land has ever known.

It has been forged from the heart and soul of tha people alone, in the
sacrifice of thousands of unknown busg utterly devoted men and women
who have been ready to zive all that Britain might live. This movement
has been created by simple people in face of money power, party power,
and press power, without any aid from the great names of the present
system, and in face of cvery weapon of boycott, and misrepresentation,
that the money power could mobilise. Thus ever have been born the

great determinist forees of history, in face of all material things, by
the force of the spirit alone.

S0 has been accomplished the first stage in the mission of regeneration,
which is the creation from the people themselves, and from the people
alone, of a Movement capable of leading the mass of the people fo free-
dom. Tlmse who sacrifice all for an undying cause are mevitably &
MINority, even in the movement theyv create. Soon thousands came, and
now come, who are gladly welcomed to give support or any kind of
service, but many of whom for innumerahle reasons, domestic and
husiness, are inhibited from the supreme sacrifice that builds this Move-
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ment. Still later a whole nation will give support, with enthusiasm, to
. a ecause that has been built through the sacrifice by pioneers o0f moss
that makes life dear to men.

But they who lead the people 10 a higher civilisaticn are ever those
who are capable of supreme seli-dedication. The authoiity of leaders.aip
carries with it the responsibility of such a life. 'Thus our ngw lea 18T
of the people, in every area of the land, have been discoverad, tried, anad
tested in the actual ordeal of struggls, Their sacrifice during a struggle,
harder and fiercer in its whole nature than any movement has known
betfore in this country, is the guarantee to the people that they will not
again be petrayed. Men and women do not sacrifice all in order to
betray the thing to which they have given their lLives. A Tascist who,
in power after such a struggle, betrayed his cause, would beiray his own
life blood. Thus the struggle of a National Socialist Movement 1S a
necessary preliminary to the exercise of power, because tne bitter
character of that strugele gives to the people an absolute ouarantes
that those, who have passed through that test unbroken, will not betray
their people or their country. Thus alone 1s forged the ** instrument of
steel ”’ to save and then to serve the people.

The Leadership Principle

The rebirth of a nation comes from the people in a clear and ordered
sequence. The People, their Movenent, their Government, their Power,
To create their Government, and to overthrow the Government of the
money power which oppresses them, the people have first to create
meir Movement. This act enables them for the first time to give
meaning tc the vote by electing their Government 10 pPower. The final
stage is to arm this Government with power in their name to act.

To represent this process as the constitution of a dictatorship,
against the will of the people, is & travesty of the facts as dishonest as
it is childish. The only dictatorship that we propose ior this country

is the dictatorship of the people themselves, which shall replace the

present dictatorship of the vested interests. Qur Movement offers to the
people not dictatorship but leadership, through an instrument by which
their will can be carried out. British Union, and leadership, seek not to
be dictator to the people, but servant of the people.

The only stipulation that we make is the simple conditlon that, if
the people want us to do the job, they shall give us the power to do it.
Is that unreasonable? Is it not a waste of the people’s time and money
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to create a Government which has not the power to act? Is it not simple.
dishonesty for any man or movement to accepti oifice without the power
to act, and without the ability to perform what he lias undertaken to do?

QOur principle is the leadership principle, which has-nothing what-
soever to do with dictatorship. If is true that iais principle 15 the
opposite to the collective irresponsibility of the “ democratic” committe:
system, bui that does not make it dictatorship. ¥Brivish Union believes
in the following simple principles: (1) give a man a job to do; (2) glve
him the power to do if; (3) hold him responsiple Zor doing it; (4) sack
him if he does not do it. Our principles, fherefore, are neither dictator-
ship nor the fugitive irresponsibility of a committee. We nave seen the
committee system in action, within financial democracy, and have
observed its conseguence. If several men are in naine responsible nc one
is, in fact, responsible, and no ong can b2 held to account for fallure.
Everyone shelters hehind his colleagues and disclaim personal responsi-
bility; all wanted to do the right thing, but none could persuade their
colleagues to do it. Not only does the committee system o©of financial
democracy dissipate action in endless talk; it breeds cowardice and
evasion in leadership, in place of courage and responsibility. Therefore,
in the building of our Movement, and in the building of a Government,
we Dbelieve in the leadership principle, which means personal and
individual responsibility. Whether a man occupies a position of minor
responsibility, or a position of the gravest respoisibility in the State,
that task is his responsibility and that of no other, and for the execution
of that task he shall be held responsible {o the people. Authority can
never be divided because divided authority means divided responsibility,
and that leads to the futility and cowardice of the committee system,
Failure to comprehend this principle is failure alike {o understand the

principles of National Socialism, or the essence of any creed of dynamic
action and achievementy since {he world bhegan.

But to represent, as dictatorship, authority freely conferred by the
people, in return for the manly acceptance of personal responsibility, is
a misunderstanding, or rather misrepresentation, cgually gross.

In the building of our Movement, and the creation of our Govern-
meni, the principle is leadership, and not dictatorship, for plain and
ohvicus reasons. No one can be compelled to join our Movement, and
any member can walk ouf of it any day he likes, if he does not accept
its principles or leadership. He is perfectly free to try to do better
nimself in the creation and conduct of another movement. In this
coxmtry, a8 In others, many tried their hand until the confusion of
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dttle societies, with imitative policies and inflated egoisms, faded away

" in the advance of British Union to be a National Movement, by the

simple test of alone possessing the capacity to atiract a national
following.

It is idle, therefore, to arguc tnaf, prior to the winning of power,
our Movement rests on the dictatorsnip principle, for none need belong
to it who do not wish. After the winning of power equalliy 1t rests not
on dictatorship, but on the leadersinip principle, for power is conierred
by the free vote of the people, and can be removed by tne free vote of
the people.

The Structure of Government

British Union seeks power by the vote of the people alone at a
general election. But we tell the people quite frankly, in advance, that
we will not accept responsibility withhout power, because we bpelieve 1S
to be dishonest to take office without the ability to carry out the policy
for which the people have voted. The first measure of British Union
Government will, therefore, be a General Powers Bill conierring on
Goovernment the means to act by order, subject to the right of Parlia-
ment, elected by the vote of 'the people, at any time to dismiss the
Government by vote of censure if it abuses power., Subject to the right
of dismissal by Parliament the Government will be free to act, without
delay or obstruction from the interminable rigmarole of present parlia-
mentary procedure. Parllament will be called together at regular
intervals to review the work of the Government gnd to criticise and
suggest. M.P.s will be armed withh facts for criticism and suggestion
which they do not at present possess, hecause they will not spend most
of their time in the corrupting atmosphere of Westminster, but in the
stimulating atmosphere of their own constituencies, among the people
whom they represent. In particular Briftish Unilon will give most of
the M.P.s an executive task, in place of a purely talkative role, in a
complete reform of the local authority system. Local authority areas
will be enlarged, and all purely local matters will be delegated to their
jurisdiction. Again, the leadership principle will he emploved and the
executive leader of the local authority will be an M.P., of the majority
party in Parliament, elected from the area over whose local authority
he presides. He will be advised and assisted by a local Council, elected
on the principle of occupational franchise, the methed of which both
local and national will be described later in this chapter. Each member
of the Council will be an executive officer, in charge of a Local Govern-
ment department, and responsible to the 1local leader, who will he
responsible to the Government of the nation. Thus committee irrespon-

-y
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sihility in local, as in national affalrs, will yield place to the leadership
principle of personal responsibility and etflfective action,

Loocal leaders both in the first Parliament of British Union, and in
the permanent system, will be selected from the Movement for which
the majority of the people have voted. To many this may seem a
revolutionary principle but, in fact, is it not plain common sense? I.ocal
leaders will be selected, as ministers are to-day, frora the party for which
the majority of the country have voted, and will Le given power Lo act.
Can Government ever be effective, or action ever be taken, if differing
policies are pursued by National Government and local authority? What
would happen to a business whose head office pursued one policy, and
wnose branchn offices pursued another? Can any real democrat object
to the principle that the programme, for which fthe majority of the
people have voted, shall be carried outl both nationally and locally?
We hear so much these days of the rights of the minority that many
are inclined to forget the rights of the majority. Is it democracy, or
any form of free government, for the majority of the people to vote for
a programme which is completely frustrated, not only by obstruction
at Westminster, buf by minority obstruction also in hundreds of different
and conflicting local Councils? In practice financial democracy means
that, In the name of minorily rights, the right of the majority is
Invariadly denied. British Union policy rests on the simple principle
that, nationally and locally, the will of the majority of the people shall
prevall, The incidental advantage of the execution of this principle 1s
that the majority of M.P.s are saved from the demoralising chatter of
the House of Commons lobbies, and given an executive task, with
personal responsibility, that will evoke from the people’s representatives
the capacities requisite to a man of action. No process is more necessary
to the creation of effective government than to transmute the people’s
representatives from mere talkers into men of action. Many a good
revolutionary has arrived at Westminster roaring like a lion. only a few
months later to be cooing as the tame dove of his opponents. The bar,
the smokRing room, the lobby, the dinner tables of his constituents’
enemies, and the “atmosphere of the best club in the country,” very
quickly rob a people’s champion of his vitality and fighting power,
Revolutionary movements lose their revolutionary ardour, as a result,
long before they ever reach power, and the warrior of the platform
becomes the lap-dog of the lobbies. In the light of this experience
British Union M.P.s from the outset will go to Westminster under
solemn pledge not to mix socially, or even 'to spealk, to their opponents.
They will go to Parliament to fight for the people who sent them there,
and not fraternise with men who have betrayed the people.
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Thus only with sustained fighting spirit and revolutionary ardour,
can the nation’s cause be served. In Westminster, as outside, Britisi
Union must be the “instrument of steel” in the service of the people.
Until we win power we shall fisht every inch of the way, and directly
upon the winning of power we shall establish an instrument of Govern-
ment capable of executing the people’s will, This instrument, nationally
and locally, will be created by the vote of the majority of the people,
and this instrument, nationally ana locally, will execute their will.
Power conferred by the people in their name will be exercised, and that
power shall e removed by the vote of thie people alone, to whom alone,
under the Crown, we will account and be responsible.

Occupational Franchise

We have observed that, in the first Parliament of British TUnion,
complete power of action by Government is combined with the right
of Parliament, elected by the people, to dismiss the Government if it
abuses power. Government’s power of action nationally and locally is

complete, but so also the control of the people over Government is
complete.

-~ We come now to the consideration of the permanent system, which
is created with the second Parliament of British Union. The first
Parliament, by necessity, is elected on the existing franchise which is
geographical. That franchise is a relic of the past, in which the interests
of men and women were more centred in their locality of residence than
in their occupation within the national economy. Such conditions have
long passed away as the main categories of occupation assumed a
national in place of a purely local character. To-day the fact that a man
is an engineer or doctor, a farmer or cotton operative, is a greater factor
in his existence than the parficular locality in which he happens to
reside. In modern and scientific organisation occupation definitely
supersedes 1n importance the chance of residence. In geographical
constituencies thousands of diverse human beings and interests are
fortuitously brought together by the franchise, without much knowledge
of each other and with few interestis in common. Again this system
of voting in ifs obsolescence produces the abuses of decay.

Karly electorates of a less complex age could -discrimir.{ate, in giving
a vote on simple national issues for one or other local leader, whose
character and views were well known to them. An election with the
vast modern electorate is a very different matter, as the great network
of national questions is far too complex for any but whole time
specialists thoroughly to understand, and the personalities and real
views of the candidates can only he khown at all to a fraction of the
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volers. ‘The confusion of a present election, under the oid systerm, lends
itself to the charlatan candidate, employing the catchword of ths
moment without any relation either to the reality of national issues, or
{0 the policies which he subseguent.y supports in Parliament., In such
circumstances the siick talker generally defzats the serious worker, and
tne divorce hetween promise and subsequent periormance leads increas-
ingly to the wholesale disillusion o1 the electorale.

It is, therefore, necessary to restore not only reality but under-
standing to the wvote. The idea that all men on all subjects are equally
competent to give a verdict pecomes, in modern <¢onditions, an cover
more manifest absurdity. Therefore, 'we DProposc all occupational fran-
chise, that men and women may vote on problems they well undersvand,
for personnel with whom they have a long familiarity. |

Men and women will vote not as residents in a particular locality
but as persons engaged in a particular occupation. Doctors will vote as
aoctors, engineers as engineers, miners as miners, farmers as farmens,
farm workers as farm workers, married women as housewives and
mothers with a franchise of their ocwn.

Woman’s rari

1t is noteworthy to-day that the mothers of the nation possess few
renresentatives in Parliament with any special competence to represent
rhem.

Woman's questions are usually handled by ageing spinsters, for the
simple weason that most women, with any practical experience of
maternity, find the conflict between home and public life so intolerable
that they retire again to a sphere where their true interests lie. The
problem can only be resolved by occupational francnise, which gives
them special representation in a Parliament that will not remove them
altogether from the interests they represent.

The care of the mother and the child is one of the main neglects of
the present system, and will be among the main concerns of British
TInion. Tt is only right, therefore, that this great interest should secure
proper representation with the other great interests of the nation. This
does not mean that we seek to relegate women purely to the home, which
is a charge denied in practice by the fact that we presenf{ to-day &
farger proportion of women candidates 1o the electorate than any other
party. In our permanent systen women in industry, or the professions,
will have their vote and their representatives within their occupation.
An economic system, which provides work for all, has no need to drive
women from industry. But 2 political system, which guards the health
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and strength of the race, will certainly prevent the grave scandal of
women being driven from the home, against their will, because the
miseratle wages of the men cannot keep the home together., Women,
whether in home or industry, will hold a high and honoured place, in
accord with British tradition, and will receive full measure of represen-
tation and weight in the counsels of the State.

End of Pairty Game

Occupational franchise, thierefore, will sectire a technical Parliament,
suited tc the problems of a technical age. A vote given with full
information and, consequently, with a sense of responsibility, will secure
a, serious and dignified assembly. HSuch a Pavliament will consider
national questions freely on their merits, and not heneath the lash of
the party whip in the ignoble scramble for place, which hias become e
nall wark of present politics. It is clear that such & system brings to an
end the party gameand apart from other advantages it is deliberately
designed to that end. Eritish Union means to bring to an end the party
came. There is no time in the modern world, with menacing problems
ci a dynamic age, for mere opposition for the sake of opposing, in the
nope of getting the ofhsr man’s job, by the simple process of blacking
his face by any means, fair or foul. Under our system a man or woman
wiil he elected because he, or she, 1s a4 good engineer or 3 good doctor,
not a party doctor or pariy engineer. Tihe MP. will emerge to promi-
nence, and office, not by dexterity in mere debate, or by Gibulous
capacity to sit up all night to obsiruct the business of the natbion, but
by serious criticisim and constructive suggestion, whichx will make real
contribution to the deliberations of thes nation. In a unew age the
party tvpe will pass, together with the corruption of the party machine.

reopie’s Confrsl Over Govermmentg

Few will deny that the construciive sericiasness of sucn a Parlia-
ment will be an improvement on the frivolity and chicanery of an
dusolete systermn, But the question is ofien ralsed how, in the absence
of organised opposition, the people can chiange the Government if they
wigh., The answer is that, in the perimanent systerm of British Union,
tne life of the Ggovernment will depend on the direct vole ¢f the people,
held at regular and freguent intervals. If the people wish to change
the Government thie simple remedy is {0 vote against if. In the event
of an adverse veie tne Crown, (o winich thie British Union is zantirely
toyal, will infervene, andg H.M, the King, in {he restoration of his full
historic prerogative, will send for new ministers, who in his opinion
have a good chance of receiving the support of the country at a fresh
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vote. Thus in the permanent system of British Union, nothing inter-

cones between GGovernmeai and people. No log roliing in Parliament,
or intrizue in the lobby, can shake the power oi Government. The
will of the people, and that alone, can make and hreak the Government.

Jpposition Farties

But the “democrat,” at this point, usually expostulates that the
neople cannot, decide to vote against a Government 1I 1o oOpPPosition
parvies exist organised for parly wartare. Surely of all the insulls
wiich iinancial democracy offers to the intelligence of the electorate

his ig the graves:. Are we really to believe that a greatl people cannot
11ake up their mind that they do not like a Government, and give &
vole to that effect, without a lot of little politicians bawling in their
ears that they do not like it, and asking them to voite ifor a dozen
coniused and contradictory policies. The suggestion that a great
nation cannot live without professional politicians is an insult alike to
their intellicence and their temper. Yet the “democratic polificians”™
who pretend that the people are incapable, without such advice, of
aiving o decision on the broad issuc of whether they want a Govern-
ment or not, are at pains to defend the preseni system, which rests
on the grotesque assumption that every elector undersiands every
national ousstion, ranging from currency reform and naval strategy
t0 the price of beer,

The facts are surely at complete variance with the pretentions of
financial democracy. The people are perfectly competent to give a
verdict on the general conduct of Government without any assistance
from a4 bawling match of politicians. The elector also is perfectly
corapetent to elect a Parliament to deal with the technical problems of
the modern age, provided he votes within his own occupation on pProb-
lems, and for personnel, that he thoroughly understands. DBui, in
plain terms of commonsense, the engineer or the dector finds it a bad
joke for his particular problems to e settled by a vast majority cf the
clectorate who have not the slightest acquaintance with those
problems.

We are faced with the necessity of combining the right of the
people to conirol and dismiss Government with serious discussion of
highly complicated and diverse problems. The solution of British
Union is to give the people direct control over Government by direct
vote of the whole nation at regular intervals, when they will give their
verdict on the general issue whether Government is gecod or bad, and,
at the same time, %o give them a separate occupational franchise for
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the election of a gerious and modern Parliament on whicn Government
will rely for the detailed consideration of modern proolems,

With this solusion we challenge the present system of finaneiad
democracy, which in {fieory rests on the apsurd assumpiion that every-
sne understands everything., in practice 1t results in sucn complete
conlfusion thav the greal interests can govern under cover of the all-
pervading smoke screen, and the great rogues of finance can get away
Wity tnelr booty, wiille the antics ¢f the 1ittle keptl politiclans distract
tvhe attention of {he people from reality.

A Government resting on the direct vote of the people and a Parlia-
ment elected by the informed vole of the people, reconciles freedom
wibtn aciion, and lays [he foundatlon of the modern State.

Thne House of Lords

.

The present House of 1,ords can find no place In a modern system
and will be abolished by British Union. It will be reglaced by a new
Second Chanlger which 7reconclies RBritish tradition with modern
Government.  That Chamber will represent the proved ability and
experience of the nation. It will comprise industrial representaitives
from the Nalional Council of Corporations, representvatives of all the
main religious denominations, representatives of educatfion, represen-
tatives of the Services and men and women automatically appointed
v their long cccupation of positions of conspicuous service 0 the
State. rom such an  assembly of personal experience and abillity
Goverament can draw great reserves of capacity for advice and con-
strirctive suggestion in all the multifarious variety of modern problems.
This concention also carries outb in modern form the original aim of the
Eritish Constitutionn. The House of L.ords was constructed o represent
thwe industrial, cuitural and spiritual aspects of the national life. In
thoze days agriculture was the only industry and the peers cwned most
of the land. To-day agriculbture is not the only industry, and most peers
have little {o do with {he land, while even the most ardent defender
of the House of Lords will not claim that the peers are {o-dayv the gole
rennsitorvies of national culiure.

The present EHouse of Lords, therefore, no longer executes tne
original idea of the Constitution and is an anaschronism. British
Union will implement that original British tradition hyv glving to the
sSecond Chamber a character really representalive of the indusirial,
cultural and spiritual life of the nation. In the latier sphers it is only
right that, In an enighiened age the religicus beliefs of all the main
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sections of our fellow citizens should e represented. In practice, as
well as in theory, British Union bpelieves in religious toleration, and
that belief will be implemented by the representation of all denomi-
nations

ireedom of the Individcal.—The Press

it remains to consider the effect on the individual of tnis structure
of Government, in terms of humman freedom and the full individual life.
if we accept the premise that economic freedom is the only true basis
of individual freedom, in modern conditions, it must be agreed that
effective power of action in Government is the prerequisite of individual
freedom. For such power of action is necessary to bring to an end the

economic chaos, which tc-day robs the mdividual of economic liberty,

in an age from which science can win this boon for all, But some
still shrink from the only means of securing the larger economic liberty
for the people, through fear that the process will deprive them 0f a
“nolitical liberty,” which in fact does not to-day exist. This type can
find no answer, in practical detail, to the simple query, when have the
ever got anything for which they have voted? They are bafiled com-
pletely by the further question, what is the use of a “political liberty”
which has never yet brought them any practical result? So they usually
fall back on vague generalities concerning the “inestimable boons of
freedom of speech and freedom of the Press.”

It is, therefore, necessary (0 examine, in a little detail, in what
freedom of Press and speech to-day consists, and what would he the
position of these “principles” under British Union Government. It
may alb once be stated categorically, to the surprise of many, that the
freadom of the individual, in these respects, will be far greater than it
is to-day. Wnat freedom of the Press does the individual possess 10-
day? He certainly does not possess the freedom to secure the printing
in the Press of either news, or views, which do not suit the interests of
the Press. In the national Press, at any rate, he may not even humbly
creep into back page correspondence columns, if his opinions be re-
garded as in any way dangerous. What prospect has the individual of
founding a national newspaper of his own, in conditions where mono-
poly has reached the point that no newcomer can hope to make good,
unless he can command millions of capital? A man of relatively
moderate capital resources may possibly acquire control of a local
paper, of purely local influence, or even, by a tifetime of hand work,
may build such a modest influence in the State by genuine journalism
without much capital rescurces. But no other, save the greai finance
powers, can now arrive in tha national Pregs in modern monopoly con-
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ditions, &0, in fact, waen our opponents speakX of the freedom of the
Press, they mean {he powe:r of the great financiers o purvey their
opinions and ftheir news to the people, withh scant reference to the
rerits of journalism, but with much reference to the weight of money
power, which enables them {o purchase circulations by canvas and free
7ifts, for which the advertisements of the great interests alone can
recomupense tnem,.

The national Press, in fact, long since, has become a matier nol
cf journalism but of finance. In such circumstances what [ransparent
mockery it 18 to fell the individual that he possesses freedom of opinion
and of Press, for he, oo, can start a newspaper. 1t is eguivalent to
the alleged statement of the classic Tory thay Britain was a f{reo
country, because rich or poor alike were ifree {0 slecp on the Embank-
ment.

f'ree Ndeeoh

As for frecaom of speech, in what to-day does it consist? It is true
Loy anyone can carry a soap box to a street corner, and from that
cminence may maxge any moderate noise that he sees fit to emit, unless
tixe whim of the local police chief f{ransports him on charge of
austruction before a bench of magistrates, selected for other political
qualifications that street corner oratory. But may we not assume, as
the premise of the argument, that none but a purely “mental” type
daesires to talk under these conditiorns, purely for the sake of talkine,
without any effective action following from his words? Judged by that
criterion of reality, freedom of speech does nob exist. For the persuasion
0i our countrymen is meaningless, unless we can persuade them o do
something. That power does not exist without a party machine to
mobllise their votes, and party machines are not the possessions of
ngividuals, but of the great interests. Trecdom of speech for the
individual is confined to the “mental” type, who enjoys indefinitely
a frultless exercise of his lungs at a street corner, without the slightest
prospect of his words ever being iranslated into action. In fact,
“Ireedom of speech” under financial democracy is merely another
golemri make-believe, which obscures the reality of tyranny. No in-
dividual has any hope of producing any practical effect by words,
unless he serves one of the great party machines, and, 25 we shall
oneerve in the next chapter, the party machines in their turn serve
the great interests and by the very nature of the system which thev
suppert, are inevitably the servants of finance., 8o, in actual practice
under this system, freaedom of speech is the freedom to be the servant
of the finaneier. -
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To this the retort may be made that any individual is free to win
phhe support of his fellow counirymen, and, in so doing, from their
enthusiasm to create his own machine in face of fhe money power.
To that argument, in turn, we make the proud reply that this pheno-
menon has lbeen achieved but once 1 post war Britain in the
creation of British Union. And, the wriler may add a note from that
unique experience at the end of some years of such a struggle; if
anyone believes that it is an easy and everyday task to create a new
Movement from nothing, by the force of the spirit alone, in face of
Money Power, Press power and Party power, ne is welcome fo the
unparalleled exertion of that experience, but he will win success only
at the cost of something in his own life and being that i1s not an
everyday occasion.

Real Freedom of Press and Speech

In face of the present negation of freedom in the realm of Press
and speech, British Union approaches a constructive solution in the
determination to win real freedom of Press and speech for the peopie,
Thaty ifreedom will rest ©oin two main principles: (1) that freecom of
£ress means the freedom of the people to read the truth in the national
Press, and not the freedom of finance power to tell lies to the people
in support of vested interests; (2) fhat freedom of speecch, for the
individual, means an effective method of translating his Opinion into
action, if oy words he can persuade sufficient of his fellows fo agree
with him. In the sphere of the Press, therefore, we lay down the truly
revolutionary principle that the Press shall tell the truth. To this end
the proprietors of great newspapers will be liable to prosecution, if it
can be proved in Court that they have published news which 1S not
true, and the penalty will be particularly severe if it can be shown that
such publication was deliberately and maliciously conceived 1in
support of a private interest, to the detriment of the national inferest.
It is a curious anomaly of present confusion that an individual, who is
libelled, can obtain redress from the law, but the nation, when libelled,
can obtain no redress. Therefore, it will be open to & Govern-
ment. elected by the people, on behalf of the nation to sue a newspaper
proprietor, if his paper publishes facts which are false, {0 the defriment
of the naftion’s interest, particularly if the object is to promote a
privale interest at the nation’s expense. This will curtail the freedom
of the Press to publish news which is untrue, but it will confer upon the
people the freedom o read news which is true.

British Union takes the simple view that the freadom of the
people to learn the fruth should supersede the ifreedom of the wvested
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interest to deceive the people. For this reason our new “freedom ol
the Press” rests on {he simpler but revolutionary principle that the
Press shall tell the truth. Consegquently, neither national nor local paper,
which tells the fruth, will in any way be affected, and no proprietor
can have any complaint, unless he makes the unexpected admission
that he is in the habdit of not telling the truth in his papers at present.

Some organs of the national Press no doubt will pass unscathed
tirouzh this test, and certainly the great majority of our local papers.
For local papers, on the whole, are straightforward purveyors of news,
serving thelr localities as honest journalists who give a fair representa-
tion to all opinions, with a responsihle regard to national interests.

If the whole national Press was conducted in the same method, and
in the same spirit, as the majority of the local Press, they would have
nothing to fear from British Union Government.

Free Speech and Corporate Life

The machinery for puftting into practice the principle of freedom
of speech 1s equally definite. We start from the premise that, if
freedom of speech is to fpe a reality, the individual must possess effective
means of translating words into actions. To this end any individual
with 1ndusiry, interest, or profession, will be invited to enter into ths
appropriate Corporation, the detailed structure of which is suggested
in Mr. Raven Thnomson’s able book on this subject, and will not here
be repeated beyond a survey of economic function in Chapter 4. Within
the Corporation everyone is not only permitted, bui, by every means
encouraged, to express opinions ‘bothr constructive and ecritical and is
provided with @ means of making opinion effective, For if the
individual can move the relevant Corporation by arcument that Cor-
porations opinion, representing a very substantial factor in the State, is
transmitted to 'Government, and for Government to ignore Corporate
opinion would bhe to court dismissal, at the next vote on univerzal
franchise, by the sum of individual voters who comprise the Corporation.

The mechanism of the Corporation, ready to the hand of the
individual, is a more powerful instrument for the expression of iree
speech, in effective terms of reality, than the lonely and meaningless
pedestal of the sireet corner orafor. Through Corporate life the indi-
vidual wins meaning and reality for freedom of speech. Such real and
effective freecdom of speech is a basic necessity for British Union Govern-
ment, which, in the achlevement of a revolution in national life. must
ever carry the people with it, and maintain a far closer contact with
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the people’s opinion than Government possesses to-day. It is good
enouch for the Governments of financial democracy to consult the
people in a mock election once in five years, in the hope that they will
g0 to sleep in the interval, so that ‘Government can go to sleep as well.
That is a procedure possible for ‘Governments which, in reality, only
exist to preserve the existing systerm and to guard its vested interests.
But such & conception is not goo-d; entough for a revolutionary Movement
determined to wrest from chaos a nobler civilisation. For such an
achievement it is not enough to obialn the tacit consent of the people,
it is necessary to carry the people with us all the way and all the iime
on the march to higher things. That is why we must devise machinery
not only to give the people freedom of speech, but to make that freedom
effective. Contact between Government and people must ever be s0O
cloge that the flame of our own revolutionary passion may pPass
continually from the souls of pioneers to fire and maintain the spirit of
the people, at a white heat of ardour, unknown to the doped and tepid
supporters of financial democracy.

-

For this shall be a great comradeship between the people and the
Government they have elected to lead themn. They must ever Know
what we are doing and 'we must ever know what they are thinking.
That is why we believe in the people’s real freedom of speech, and will
win it for them. Thus only can e secured that close and sacred
union between the people and their Government by which alone a great
nation shall march again to greatness.

CHAPTER 3.

ECONOMIC SYSTEM—WHAT IS WRONG ?

Economics of Poverty or Plenty

The economic system is breaking down for reasons that are plain
to see. But these reasons are never seriously discussed, in Press or
Parliament, because the decadence of an economic system suits well the
money power, which controls Press and Parliament. Realisation by the
peonle of the reasons for economic breakdown means the end of finance
power. Therefore, every reason other than the plain and true reason
must be provided, and every difficulby must be represented as femporary
and transient, rather than fundamental and inherent to a sSystem in
decline,

Every hoom of the present sysiem grows shorter and lesser, every
depression grows deeper and longer. The crazy machine of the present
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economy rocks ever more violently towards a final disaster. The plain
and simple reason is that the economic system is a cenfury out of date,
That system is the infernational system of irade, and that system is re-
sponsible both for the evils and for the danger of the present time. In the
sphere of economics, even more than in the sphere of Government, it
should be clear that the metihod, which grew from the facts of a century
ago, is not designed to meef the facts of to-day. The economic system
was orn of the age of poverty economics; we live in the age of plenty
economics. The facts are precisely the opposite to a century ago,; yet
the system in all fundamentals is precisely the same, and the attitude
of the parties is the same. To the international parties everything
that has happened in the interval might never have occurred. The
arrival of the technician, the introduction of the age of steam, and
later the age of power, has altered for ever the economic environment
of mankind. Yet all parties, including the Labour Pariy, support the
international system of trade, which preceded this vast revolution in
fact and circumstance,

AL tne peginning of the international sysiern the worla was facced
witih toe problem of poverty., Mankind could  with difficulty proauco
enough to live on., 8o it was argued, with force, by tne economists of
tine period that eaclhh nation shculd produce what it was ezt Otted by
nature to produce, judged by the sole criterion of chcapness, and should
oxchange such products with corresponding products irom other nations.
It was furtiwer argued that any barrier cutting across the thin trickle
of international trade would universally diminish fthe standard oi life,
anvd, in ensuing chaos, might even result in the return of man to a
primitive agricultural existence, from which hie had so recently struggled,
If is unnecessary to discuss the merits of the arguments for or against
that theory, though in retrospect we may condemn strongly the sacrifice
of British agriculture to the extremes of that conception. IL 18 re-
dundant to discuss in modern times that theory because the whole
premise on which it rested has been destroyed. It was inorn of the age
of poverty, in which the question of the hour was how 0 produce
enough to live. This is the age of plenty, in which the question of the
hour is how to sell what we can produce. The facts and the problem
are exactly opposite, lbut the system and the parties remain the same.
From all parties, platiorms and Press, we hear, i varying language and
degree, insistence upon the maintenance and restoralion of infernational
trade and the free exchange of goods between nations. The main
object of their denunciation is “economic nationglism,” by which tiney
mean any suggestion {or nations themselves o produce as large &
quantity as podssible of the goods that they consume. Yet none can
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deny that every great natlon to-day, with the ald of modern s:ﬁienee,' is
itsell capable of producing, in almost unlimited quantity, practically
cvery commodily it requires, provided it has access to raw material:.
In face of all fact the politicians maintain a system that rests on the
assumption that mankind can only with difficulty produce enough t9
live, and that goods must, therefore, be produced only by nations parti-
cularly suited to produce Them, and freely exchianged botween nations.
On tie other hand, every technician and encgineer knows that, in modern

conditions, any great nation can turn out, with mass production, all
essential commodities, provided ii possesses skilled labour, machinery
and raw materials.

In fact, the old parties all support a system resting on an assump-
tion of facts which the thousands of technicians, over whom they rule,
well kKnow o ibe nonsense.

Facts may change in gigantic revolutions of science, but the poll-
tician changes never. Tnis is not because he is g0 stupid a3 he appears,
cut because, for a reason we shall study later, a systernt of qeceadency
Suits nis masters better than a systera which functions for thie welfrae
of the people,

Exvort Trade

S0 our unforfunate industry is compelled to serve the international
system, and, at all costs to national economy, to fizht for the export
tracde on which that system vests. In the battle for exports modern
science and modern conditions have again confronted our frade with
an entirely new set of facts, which have built csuch insupera.bie dbstacles
cnat whe fight for exports ever since the war has been a steadlly losing
cattle. The spread of modern science snd technique has enabled our
former customers to industrialise themszelves. These new foreign in-
dustries are protected not by the obsolete weapon of tariffs but by
barriers «of complete exclusion, which have not yet peen lowered in
response o the picus requests of Tritish statesmanship, at innumerable
mternational conferences, that these forsign nations should ruin their
own Indusiries in order fo provide us with the markets that we lack.
In remaining markets, still open to us, we are faced with a comuretition,
unprecedented and irresistible, which has been created by t:,he vile
exploitatinon of modern ccience, by finance power, in the industrialisation
cf the Orient. Western finance has provided the loans which have
cquipped the East with equal machinery to the West, and has hired the
Western technician to teach the Oriental fo perform the simplified tasks
of mass production, with modern mechanical fechnigus at a third of
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swostantial pericd, the home custemer becomes ever more the outlet of
ndustry. But the nome customer is simply the Brivlsh people, on whoss
purchasing power our industry is ever mores dependent. For (e moss
part thie purchasing power of the British people depends on ine wages
and salaries they are paid. Iere the effect of the iaternational system
cii tne central problem of purcnaﬁ'ulﬂ' power bhecomes ogovious., The

wages and salaries of the Britisn people are held down far below fine
1{-‘:---61 which modern science, and ohe potential ¢f production, cculd
Internationalism and the Standard of Lite justily, because {helr labour is subjzct to the undercutliing competition of
veated lalobour on both foreion and home markeis. Agaln we ask, how
can BDritishh purchasing power ke increasad, or even malntained, in facc
of such competition? Yet interngtionalism condemns us o such com-
petijion, and, as a result, wniie foreign markets close, the purchaging
povier of tne Britishh peovnie remmaias far inaceguate 1o provide a homne
raargel, capable of albsorving anytalng appreacning tne full production
of British mndustry. The resuit is the tragic paradox of poverty amd
urnempioyments ainld potentlial pleaty. Tonousands, even il tne boom
periods o this system, let alone the depressions, walk the streets ia
unemployment, and machines are idle which are capaple of producing

. the wages and for longer hours of monotonous toil than waite labour |
can endure. The result has been a stream of sweated goods ungder- {-
cutting Britisn products on the markets of tae world, Taecir deadly
effect can be observed in the cold statistics that show the declime of
Tancashire and Yorkshire exports under the attack of rising Japaness
exports and the vast increase in Indian sweated products. .

LH‘I.J
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Not only are we subject to the undercutting of sweated products in
che markets of the world. In addition the blessings of the international
system permit, despite all pretences at proiection, great and increasing
quantities of these goods even to invade our home market. Dbritisnh
industry is no{ only being driven by new enemies and new weapons
from our world position, but is being counter-attacked as weli on the
nome and still more on the Empire market.

In such circumstances we ask the old parties a simple question that

has never yet been answered. How can any international BY ste, the goods that millions require but iack the power to buy., Internaticnal-
whether capitalist or Socialist, advance or even maintgzin the st.ajndard p iz, in fact, robs the British peopie of the power to buy the goods that
of life of our people? The international system of trade admittedly the British people preduce. In final frenzy of this system, wibh
means the more or less free exchange of goods between natlons. HOW accompanying mumbo jumbo from the witch doctors of its economics,
can we raise or even maintain British wages in the face of competition the people are even taught to believe that some mystic virtus resides in
rrom sweated lalbour. supplied with the same machinery bub paid a ihard . goods exported for foreign consumption, but that no good can come of
of the wages, and working fov far longer hours? Waeshier inuusity be the production of geods by Britons for the benefit of Britons.

capitalist and owned by the unrestricted individual, or Soecialist and
owned by the State, how can il function in modern condivions if the

- - o 41 SN : . Rationalisation
system be international? This question is the epitaph of international
Socialism, for it drives every thinking Socialist, together with men of Tn economic result every blessing with which scilence now endows
all parties, who seriously study modern conditions, into the ranks of MANKIng pecomes 1n practice o curse. The rationalization of industry,
British Union, which organises industrial freedom within the insulated with higher wealth potential, should be the greatest benefit of toe
boundaries of an Empire economic system. period. In fact, it is dreaded by the people because it brings ever in-

creasing unemployment with every increase in the power to nroduce.
The reason again 18 plain to see, heeauze each increase in the power Lo

| | produce goods is not accompanicsd by a corresponding inerease in the
The construction of that system belongs to the next chapter, for - pewer to consume goods.

the analysis of breakdown must be pursued further to a conclusion. We
indict the international system as the root of present evils in the
economic sphere. In view of the facts above recited the effect of the
international system is plain to observe on the main problem of our
day, which is the problem of “purchasing power.” Few will deny that
the industrial guestion to-day is how to sell what we produce. None |
can deny the truism that to sell we must find customers and, as foreign |
markets progressively close, in the light of export figures over any

Purchasing Power

On the contirary, because internationaiizin resiricts purchiasing power,
rationalisation results in a lesser rafner than a greater power to consume
the wealth that it produces. Rationalisation enszlles indusiry either to
produce more goods with the same amount of labour, or to produce th.ce
some amount of goods with less labour. Because tne purchasing power
of the people is held down by uniair competition of the internationt|
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sysbem, purchasing power cannot increase at the same time that ratio- |
aalisation increases the power to produce. As a resulf only the same the worzers, and create a speculators’ paradise, with vast profits for
amount of goods as before can be produced after rationalisation, and : the SL’FD'CK Exchanges and rizing cost of food and living to the people.
:hey are produced with less lasour. More are thrown, with 10ss of 11}71'?[1'9*'“0@ and the opposile policy f}lf deilation, wiich was pursued by
wagzes, on to the scrap heap of unemployment, and purchasing power 1S tf[w H 1**@1{1113 Labour Government, alike sexve nons but the linancier wiio
further diminished, just at the moment it is essential that il spoulit Be lives by dux and ehaos. Inflation, with continually rising price levels,
increased, if the victory of science is to be a blessing anc not a curse. “ dummsmes T?‘&l wages and makes speculatory’ proiits. Deflation, by
continually depressing the price Ilevels throws thousands into wiem-
r ploymient, and increases the burden of all dead weaight debt, by making
Lapour and Inilaticn the dxed interest of the bond holder more valuable than it was before.*
With the millstone of inftermationalism round their necks the old Hacn process serves the financiers alone; the second process was the

sarties are incapable of dealing with the ceniral problem of purchasing
nower. They are inhibited from the only solution of building up British
waces to provide, by higher purchasing power, a greater market for
British products, because higher wages are immediately undercut by
cheap foreign competition, and the Iindustrialist who gives higher
wages is put oub of business. So Conservatism conternts itself with a

policy of {ne last Lapour Government, and ithe first preocess would
be tne policy of the next. ¥or Labour is prevented, by an obsolele
international creed, from pursuing the only soluticn of bhuilding high
DBritish wages, within a British economic system, to enable the Britisn
people to consume what fhe Britich people nroduce. Any fool can
inflate, and, appropriately encuglh, this is the only remedy now left to

quiet drift to disaster, in the hope that endless repetfition of the lie the Labour Party, * *

“srosperity”’ may, by maedieval incantation, invoke prosperity. Lalbour, on . | ‘ _ ) | .

Prosperivy y, 0¥ ! s | Prosp 4 Y ﬁ they tallk of “public works,” and certainly public works, of a useful
the other hand, turns to remedies, which make coniusion worseé con-

and remunerative character, sacuid be undertaken by any vigcrous

ounded, on the lines pursued by Mr. Leon Blum, the Jewish Socialist N | o o | _! |
founded 5 D Y ) Government te bridge the gulf heiween the breakdown of the present

Prime Minister of France, who was hailed by Mr. Aftlee as a “‘meael” cconomic svstem and the cremtic ) - ; o
for the Lakbour Party, just before he fell from power, leaving I'rench . ;;‘mstﬁ m’ I‘f;‘“;l ;: *?f; ”o; ?«biin 0: 3:1 new. 'l ’i@ _ﬁi}tﬂl, 'ﬂileﬂ 3,
ceonomics in chaocs. Because it is impossiple for Labour genuinely to dinuster in the last Labour Givernmens, planned such works, with such

|

. | an cbiect, on a great scale, ond pressed them, without avail, on that
increase purchasing power in face of the sweated competivion of the - -~ _ " _ ! _ S ’
s | .. | 3 o Government to the point of resignation. But public works, undertake:
international system, which they support, they turn to the false creation i g | _ o _ N ,
o _ o e el L3 in perpetuity, without any serious ntention of uilding @ new economic
of illusory purchasing power by the dizastrous measure O infdavion. e 1 _ 1 .
‘ _ _ ) e system, can nave only one resulf. They pile up the burden of publis
This process was well descrived in the City columns of Labours organ,

debt, whichh 'has to be suppsrfed from the declining revenue of a decayin?
system. This artificial attempt to supply a substitute for the purchasing
power of the people, In the end, makes disaster worse, 1f indefinitely
pursued as an alternative to the building of o mew econosmic sysiem.
Puihlic works, therefore, are gonly justified to bridge the gulf belween
sme old and the new systems.

the “Daily Herald,” in a eulogy of their other foreign hero, Mr.
T oosevelt. “In modern conditiens a reforming Government must main-
tain a constant stimnulus of Government spending . . . we have learnt,
not that a reforming Government cannoft make a system of partly
private enterprise work, but that it cannot make it work to-day withous
a constantly inflationary pressure . . . The mere pressure of unemploy-

ment and of falling Federal revenues will force a big budﬁge-th deﬁc_m e CGhsclescence of International Socialism
on the Pregident.” So the once Socialist Party places ifs only hope In 5 - - : . . _
_ _ _ _ p_ _ w - 'mat Labour now has no sericus intention of even attempting the
reformist doctirines, which rest on the simple disaster of unbalanhced owilding of a new system is all too clea hey ave roead it
: : . . . e d1r a4 Ne el is all ¢ lear., I'n ‘e paralyse 1
hudgets and inflation. This is the Nemesis of making greal promises, ” J P Y

o — _—

within the limits of a system that cannot deliver the gaod.;hl This ;s * Tor analysis of deflatisn see author's ook, “ The Greater Britain,”
" L) - b 1 : 1 3 : 3 1 . ; L ' H-!:‘.T i o a= [ 1 . - b | . - 1

the ‘fatahty ?f ::-*Jupportmg mternatljonal Soclalism 11:1' an age when 01113,7 2nd for shoit survey his pamovhlet, “Tazation and the People.”
National Socialism can work. To inflate means to increase the supply

: - - : 4 * % If 18 interesting note, a oo proots of this s £

of money without any corresponding increase in the supply of goods, Tition are i 2 ;d{: t ﬂiqig ,;;Otf’ J;S i‘li page Proois 01 this sevinm
: ; : : 3 S N oare chiecked in 1¥ 5 e rticle of the “Times

and the result is on historic record in all countries that have tried 1t. 50 546 beoin "IL thn o 414 lt 1LY afi le of thz “Times” o1

- . @ n 5 . b 3 Abdandaxl r:,.: - - W *!:! E ‘ & ‘ ) o E 1 :—u i T ] 1 L1 i . W ‘

Prices rising far more rapidly than wages diminish the real wages of CeAS Wi Llle dudowing sellilence Inflatlon 1s vhe talk of

the dav.”
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ineffective and ever disastrous reformist doctrines by new and m oder:
facts, which their original theorists could not foresee, and the presenc
leaders of Labour are incapable of fresh original thought.

The new facts which have destroyed the theory of international
Socialism, and in practice reduccd 1t L0 an incffective and disastrous
reformism, are plain to see. The first fact 1s the sweating of Eastern
labour by Western finance o undercut the standards of the West., This
event has already been examined, and alone renders impossiple Inter-
national Socialism. The second fact is that internaticnal Soclalism nas
always rested on the theory summarised in the slogan “workers of the
world unite,” and that affer 80 years of this appeal the workers of the
world are farther than ever from unity. On the contrary, in the interval
capitalism has got on with the task of introducing mew and sweated
workers, who are incapable even of reading a Socialist manliesto.
Therefore, all hope of freeing themselves from D¢ CONSEqUENTES of
internationalism, by effective international action, nas com nlel 31; faded,
The third fact is that the evolutionary method of the Labour Party has
become entirely unsuited to an age of revolutionary fac In pracuice
revolution by the method of evolubtion has proved a C{}Ili}l"&diﬂ'ul{)n in
terms. Facts move too fast for the Labour Party, and the process of
nationalising one or two industries and awaiting results hefore taking
“the next step” becomes a farcical delusion, in a period durinz wiich
the whole economic system threatens to collapse apout our ears. While
an economic system crashes, the only contribution of Labour's evolu-
tionary method is to nationalise one or two of the most obsolet:
industries, of course, with full compensation, as they always emphasise,
to the dispossessed capitalist. So Labour is left holding the baby of
decaying industry, while the rogues of capitalism make merry Wit
the proceeds of “compensation” in the decadencs of a dving sysiem, and
the arms of Government are cluttered with their discardad and ex-
nausted offsprinz. The “inevitalzility of gradualness” and nationalisasion
step by step with hope of arriving at the Socialist State in the course of
several generations, have become doctrines too absurd 1o he tenanle 1n
the face of the modern electorate. So, at a loss for any effective plans
for universal action, which can only rest on the principle of power in
Government, that in principle Labour demies, they tamely accept their
Trade Union Leaders’ comulete negation of Socialism, which was sum-
marised by Mr. Bevin’s remarkable statement: “ We must consider
carefully the question how far the State should be permitied to intertere
in the regulation of wages and conditions. Our Movem ent is a voluntary
one, and the claim for State regulation must not he carried too far.
Tt micht easily lead us on to the slippery slope of the totalitarian state”
(Trade Union Congress, reported in “Manchester Guardian,” 7.9.37).
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Tineir oviginal theory thus entirely abandoned, Lazcur falls back in
practice on the “reformist” doctrines of inflation, after the model of
Blum and Roosevelt. In so doing Labour performs its classic role, and
fulflls its historic destiny. For iniernational Socissism is one of the
calefl insvruments of chaos, by which lives internaional finahce. In
every sphere of national and world policy we find to-day international
Socialism and International finance marching hand in hand., Inter-
national Soclallsm creates, hy weakness in Govermiaent and muddled
folly in method, the filux and the chaos, on which tattens and thrives

the financial parasite of the world.

rinnance and Flux

By flux lives the financier and by flux dies the producer. The
financier, in the inner ring, buys at the bottom and sells af the top.
T0 him, therefore, 1t is essential that a botiom and (op should exist, or,
in other words, that flux should exist. The producer, however, before
all else reguires stability. To him the greatest disaster is that the price
level should be lower when he sells his goods than when he produces
his goods. ¥Yet this occurs in every depression of the system of flux
oy whith the financler 1ives. The up and down &f the sconomic system,
in what are called booms and depressions, are poison to industry but
the life blood of finance. Such fluctuation provides the normal business
of finance, but in recent years greater and richer harvesis have come
its way in the sudden crash of currencies and economic systems. Before
the pound was gevalued In 1931, and the iranc in 1537, it was a happy
coincidence for the financiers that the respective Socialist Prime Mini-
sters in Britain and France (old “model” MacDonald and new “model”
Blum) should assure their nalticns that never, in any circumstances,
would the pound or franc be devalued. The interval, during which the
currencies were sustained by public belief in these statements, enabled
the financiers o get their money out of the country at a high rate of
excnange, and later, after devaluation, to make encrmous profits by
bringing it back at a low rate of exchange.

Further fortune fell to the financiers f{owards the close of 1937,
whnen the prosperity boosting of Conservative ministers gave such con-
fidence to small investors that stock markets for the time held up fairly
well, no doubd with the result that big financiers were able to unload
on the public in a good market, with a view later to buving back when
prices touched bottom. But these are rare and refreshing prizes of
finance, apart from the normal business of profiting by the flux of the
SVStem,

ambling in Commeodities
"T'o understand the present fate of the producer it is necessary to

study how the flux of the international system ig ereated. The flux of
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the system arises from the unlimited mobility of international inance,

and the unlimited power to gamble in the primary commodities which

supply the productive industries of the world. It is no'able thal each
post war depression has been preceded by a lavge rise in the price of
primary comimodities, followed by a collapse in price. ‘Tnis 18 due, for
the most part, to gambiing by financiers in the raw maferials thas
supply the indusiries of the world. The immense power oi modern
production responds lmmediately to boom demand, by an increase in
production which exceeds even boom demand. Glut is the result because
even a boom of the present systein is inadeguale to ansorio production,
by reason of the fact that the ultimate market of the people’s purchasing
power is insuflficiens., Therefore, glut arises in reilation to effeciive
demand, and price collapse ensuss, with all the familiar phenomena of
depression. Finance greatly accentuates tiae chronie ten-:.emcy to over-
speculation, particularly in primary products, directly a boom increass
in demand sets in motion a tendency to increasing price.

S0 the natural tendency of a system which lacks fundamental
purchasinge power, for reasons already examined, to produce giut andg
price collapse, is accentuated, to the point of disaster, by financial
speculation which preys upon the deep-rooted discase of the sysiem.
The quick jumping financier is in on the rising market, and out of the
falling market, withh a fat prodit, while the producers of the world ars
ieft to hold the baby in a market of falling prices. I is ftrue that, in a
ljonzer and slower swing of the pendulum between boom and depression,
these factors would in any cass arise in an internaticnal system which
is inherently incapable of balancing the power of producziicn by con-
sumption. But the increasing and violent oscillations of the gysiem,
which to-dayv approaches collapse, are due to the dnancial parasite
fastening on to the weak point of the international system, and, like g
microbe of disease, gravely aggravating a congenital weakness., Inter-
nationalismm might muddle along a few years more, aluelt with great
suffering to the mass of the people, but the financial microbe of deca-
dence produces a fever which may before long prove fatal. By fever
the financier lives, but the body of industry perishes. |

Wall Street Dictatorship

The same power of almost unlimited mobility of finance in practice
subordinates completely the economy of Britaln to the economy. or
rather chaos, of a foreign country. Finance in the City of London 18 s0
interiocked with finance in Wall Street, New York, that in practice,
the City of London has become a sub-branch of Wall Strece. 1.et any-
cne, who doubts this, study the immediate reaction on the London

| -

2
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Stock Exchange of any movements on Wall Street. f'or London
follows Wall Street entirely irrespective of British conditicns. In recent
vears adverse movements on the London Stock Excnange have followed
adverse movements on Wall Street, even in face oi good British trade
reports. On the other hand, upward movements on the London Stock

Exchange have followed an up-swing on Wall Street, even in face of a
disastrous British unemployment return the previous day. What matters
-0 finance in the City of London is not what is happening in British
industry, but what is happening in Wall Street, New Y Ork.

Therefore, as under the present system the City o1 London controls
Sritign industry, the life of this nation, in the final analysis, 1s con-

trolled by a sub-branch of Wall Street finance., A Britisih farmer may
be deprived of his livelihood because a cagmble in ithe Chicago Wheat
Pit has produced a collapse in price. A Prosperous British industry
may suddenly be reduced to a standstill, because VWall Street specula-~

tion in primary commodities has brought a subsequent fall on ihe
wall Street Stock Exchange, with consequent fall in the City of TLondon,
and a downward swing of all prices into depression. Thousands ol

Britons may walk the streets in unemployment, Ddecause some big

rogue of finance, on the other side of the world, has gambled in the
raw materials of indusiry.

In fact, the British craftsman will make léss noney by studying
and perfecting his craft than by studylng the symptims of Wall Streeft.
Ironic indeed is the tragedy of this dependence {or a people which
possesses, within our own great heritage of Empire, the means to
produce every raw material and every commodity we require, not only
in abundance, but in complete independence of World supply or world
speculation.

Finance Power Qver Government

This same power of almost unlimited mobility, which the inter-
national system confers upon finance, affords it also almost unlimited
power over Governments which support the international system. It
is inherent in the system that capital and credit shall have power of
movement from one country to ancother. The power of the financier,
as an individual, to shift his fortune in and out of tne Country, 1S
entirely unrestricted. If these great mobile forces of finance are
suddenly transferred from one couniry to another the exchange of the
deserted country begins to collapse, and financial panic ensues, which
in turn is followed .oy the collapse of Government. The mere threat
of this manoeuvre broke the weak Labour CGovernment in 1931, and
the execudion of thls gachc immediately broke Leon Blum’s Socialist




84 MY ANSWER

Government in France, shortly after it had been hailed as a “model”
by the leader of the British Labour Parfy. Yet, despiie this experience,
the Labour Party dare not include in its programime eveill & reisrence
to any restriction on the right of the great financiers to wleld a power
which at any time can break a Labour Government or any otiner
Government, The reason is that the international system, which tae
Labour Party supports, is innately dependent on international {inance

It relies on the financier to supply credit, for the international transit

and sale of goods, and capital for the “promotion of export trade” by
foreign loans. The supply of these facilities, by the greal finxince houses,
makes utterly dependent upon them the whole system of inlernational
trade, and, in turn, renders dependent upon them any Government
which supporis that sysfem of trade. The reason, therefore, is not iar
to seek why no mention of the great finance aouses of the Dty oL
London has ever appeared in any programme of the Labour Parly.
So far from proposing to restrict their master, like the primitlve cavage
they nold it impious even to mention the name of {neir God. Ladbour's
financial proposals are confined to the meaningless gesture of naticnali-
sing the Bank of Eagland, which for all pratical DUTDOSES, Undsar any
strong system of Government, is nationalised alrexdy.

n simple fact, the power of internaticnal finance is absolute Over
all the old parties because the cperalion of e sysin whica they
support gives finance at any time the power to break thewn.

Foraign Lending—the Object and the Disaster of e dysteimn

wWhen we analyse the power of finance cver the old partics it is not
difficult to see why a system is maintained which serves the financier
alone, although it is destructive in modern conditions of every producer’s
interest, and is disastrous not only to the economy but fo the integrity
of the nation. Finance is the master of the parties, and finance forhids
the building of a national system to meet modern facts, and maintains
ant international system whose obsolescence provides the parasite 0of
decadence with profit., Not only is that profit provided by speculation
in the fever of the system which has already been examined; the tra-
ditional kusiriess of ﬁnan-c'-e, under the present system, depends on the
maintenance of internationalism, and 1is admittedly brought to an end
hy the creation of an Emplre sysiem. That traditional Dbusiness is
foreign lending, which we have earlier observed has equipped agalnst
us our foreien competitors all over the world, and in recent years has
exploited the East to the threatened ruin of the West.

The only motive of foreign lending is fo derive a higher rate of
interest from the equipment of our competifors than drom the equip-
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ment of British industry. That interest can only be drawn, annually
from foreign nations, in the shape of gold, services, or goods. As few
of them have either gold or services to offer the annual interest on
foreign loans is derived almost entirely irom fhe import of foreign
goods. Consequently the business of finance depends on foreign imports
hecause without such imports it cannot draw usury from albroad.
Therefore, the interest of finance conflicts directly with the interest of
the producer, becausse imports from abroad are a necessity to finance
Hut a disaster to the producer. &For it should further be noted that the
entry of foreign goods, representing interest on foreign loans, is not
balanced by any corresponding exports of Brifish goods. They are
tribute from one country to another, in respect of a past transaction,
without any countervailing payment. In fact their economic efiect is
precisely the same as the payment of German reparations aifter the
war, which represented fribute from one country to another, in respect
of the past transactions of the war, without any balancing export.
The effect on the economy of the recipient was then clearly dbserved
and denounced by the international parties of the Lzaif, who now affect
to regard interest payments on foreizn loans as an unmixed blessing.
International Socialism had no use for foreign tribute which entered
Lthe national exchequer, but has every use for foreign tribute which
enters the private pocket of high finance. ‘The econcmic effect of elther
transaction 1s egually disastrous to British economy, but the Labour
Party draws a distinction in favour of the private interest, wihich is one
of the many curious paradoxes of contemporary pol.tics.

Thus the part of ‘international lending in our rational economy 1S
clear. I is firstly to supply backward nations with tie means o under-
cut us in the markets of the world, and secondly, to -iraw g high rate of
usury from the transaction in the shape of cheap sweated goods, which
enfer the British market to the complete displaement of British
labour, becalise they are balanced by no form of export. Yet the
extension of foreign lending has been laid hefore the country as the
highest ambition of British industry in almost all Mr. Neville Chamiper-
lain’s annual corations to the Bankers’ Dinner as Chancellor of the
Exchequer, wiile the theory of foreign lending, and f$ne rights of foreign
investors, are eagerly championed by the Labour Party.*

“Will the Rt. Hon. Gentleman realise that the Argeniine cannot
possitly pay interest on our investments unless we allow their gocds {0

come into this country?” Mr. Benson (Labh. Chestarfield), Hansard—
21.4.36.

* “1s 1t not difficult for the countries concerned o meet itheir
liabilities in regard to British investments if we insist on placing re-
strictions on the importation of their goods into this country?” E.
Bhinwell, (Lab. Seaham), Hansard—28.11.37.
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Behind this theory every influence of the Press and old world
economists is also arrayed.

British Union challenges, root and branch, the whole conception ol
foreign iending. We have already observed that the resuit 18 interest
payment, in the shape of foreign goods, wiillch displaces Brivish lavour
by sweated labour, as surcely as il thousands of Japanese werc imported
to Lancashire and Vorkshire to taks British jobs. We will now examine
thhe original effect of a foreign loan, which means (0¢ permanens
divorce of British wealth from British consumers, for the benelil, or
rather for the exploitation, of foreign countries. Taal weallh, as &
capital sum, can never return to this country, for the repayment of fhe
capital of all foreign loans, in the shape of foreign goods Wwould .m)t
merely disrupt industry, like the payment oi interest} phut would com-
pletely shatter the British economic system. S0 foreigh lgans mean,
in practice, the permanent consumption of British produced wealth Dby
foreigners, and the permanent loss of that wealth fo the Britons wig
produced it.

Yet the whole wconspiracy of politicians, Press and economists
teaches the British people to believe that to send steel to a remote
country to build a bridge over a far away river, and to gend bicycles for
savages to ride over the bridge, without any hope of repayment of this
exported wealth, is a transaction of sound economy and finance. While
to keep that steel at home to build British dwellings, and the icycles
ot home for Britons to ride along well made roads, is a principle of wilds
cat finance. The greatest of all bluffs put over the British people is the
loan-export blufl, for it has induced them to alienate from themselves
for ever an enormous proportion of the wealth they have produced by
the genius of their technicians and the sweat of their workers. Late
in the day they begin to see that the export of macnings whnich they
created, and taught the world to use, is to-day resulting in the equipmerit

of sweaied labour Lo undercut them cn every market in the world.

Finance, secure in the ecguipment of the East by the effort of the West,
cynically deserts the origin of its strength and wealth for Iresh Oriental
pastures, where the yield of usury from the swealed is greater whan the
return of interest from the civilised. 8o, in the final frenzy of the
system, finance drives the West to produce the means of iis own des-
truction, and, not content even with this classic business of the money
nower, our financial masters now make the primary commodities and
raw materials, which serve our stricken industries, the subject of world
oambles whose fluctuations create a chaos in which industry is pros-
trated. But internationalism, and the parasite which drives it 1o des-
truction, thave gone too far; and to-day greed and folly bring their
Nemesie in the threatened destruction of the body on whicit they prey.
That Body is the industry and life of Western Man.
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CHAPTER FOUR.

BRITISH UNION ECONOMIC SYSTEM

British Union recognises the disintregation of the system and will
not attempt to reform the system. The machine in modern conditions
has broken and a new machine is required to meet modern fact. By
this we do not mean that we shall ever destroy for the sake of
destroying, or uproot existing instifutions merely Dbecause they now
exist, That was the fallacy of international Sociallsm ,which began
withh the theory of changing everything and ended with the practice of
changing nothing. On the contrary, whatever is good we shall preserve
and adapt to a new synthesis and harmony of the nation, while ruth-
lessly cutting away the dead wood of obsolescence and decadence. 'The
essence of our economic creed is the realist facing of facts, and the
adoption, even more in practice than in theory, of the qguickest means
of securing fhe essentials of national reconstruction. 7To that end we

seek to reconcile every motive of individual exertion withh the welfare
of the nation as a whole.

The interest of the nation transcends the interest of every faction,
but, in recognising the over-riding interest of the community, the 1n-
dividual as a member of the nation secures his own ultimate advaniage.
Bvery great institution of our national and traditicnal life, which 1is
workable and can be adapted to new ends, will be preserved and woven
into & new national pattern and purpose.

Empire System
Above all, we are determined not wantonly to discard, but to turn

to high advantage, the heritage won for our generation by the heroism

and sacrifices of those who have gone ibefore. The conjunction of the
vast resources of our Empire with the genius of modern sclence can
solve the problem of our age. We are no weax nation stripped of over-
seas possessions and denied access to raw materials, for our past has
bequeathed as opportunity to the present one guarter of the surface of
the globe. Therefore, in pride of our past and in confidence of our
present abilities we turn to the Empire as the basis of our economic
system. In so doing we ask, what other alternative is open to our
generation? What other means have we either of finding an outlet
for our production in face of closinzg world markets, or of winning
freedom from finance tyranny, which rules through the obhsolescence and
decadence of the international system? If we believe {rom the evidence
of our eyes, and of every present experience, that internationalism is
gutworn and in continuance threatens the very life of our industrial
sysftem and national integrity, what alternative to that systerm can we
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discover except an Empire alternative? If the analysis of the last
chapter be accepted, or even in part accepted, we are driven to our cwn
Empire as the only alternative to chaos and exploitation.

The only relevant question o the modern mind is whether, or not,
the Empire can supply the modern aliernative o the breakdown of
the obsolete international system. <Can an Empire system afford to
our people nct merely as good a material life as they possess to-day, but
a nigher standard of civilisation than the world has yet seen? To that
question we veturn an unhesitating “yes,” and prelude a detailed des-
cription of the system with ¢he statement of certain facts, which none
has yet been found to deny.

(1) Within these islands and the Empire are workers whogse gkill
is second to none in the world,

(2) Within these islands and the Empire we possses technicians,
and can produce machinery, second to none in the world.

(3) Witnin the Empire alone we possess practically every resource
of raw mafterial which industry can possibly reguire.

(4) Within the Empire alone, and with our own resources of men,
machines and raw materia,ls} we can immensely increase our present
wealth production, provided we have a market for which o produce.

‘These facts have not yvet been challenged and, unless they can he
disproved, it is possible to build in our Empire alone, without the need
of any assistance from the outside world of chacs, a far higher standard
of life than we possess to-day, or than mankind has yet witnessed.

-

Empire Indusiry must have a market for which tc produce, and that ic
nothing eise but the power of our people 10 consume. We have studied
in the last chapter the factors which deprive the British people of fhe
anillity to consume the goods which they produce. Deliberately we build
an Empilre system that rests on the simple principle that the British
people shall consume what thie British people produce.

Home Market

The first act in the building of a new system is clearly toc free the
people of these islands from the forces which deprive them of purchasing
rower, and to build a home market which rests on the high purchasing
power of the people. High wages is a bhasic principle of our economic
system, because high wages alone can gilve the peoplse the power to
consume the goods winlich they produce. "The first factor which prevents

But all depends on the condition of the last proposition stated above.

L - -
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high wages at present is the undercutting of British labour, even on the
home market, by cheap foreign products, often far below in price our
present production costs. To this sifuation we apply the simple principle
shat nothing shall be imported into Britain which can be produced witnin
Great Britain. The implementing of this principle means the exclusion
from these islands of some £300 millions of manufactures and agricul-
tural products which are now imported annually. To repilace these by
British products, on any current computation of production and employ-
ment, will give employvment to nearly a million and a half people. 1In
addition, British industry will be free on the home market from the
cheap foreign competition which to-day holds down wages and dimi-
nishes the extent and purchasing power of the home market.

But British Union system for the home market does not end inere,
for it would be idle to prevent the undercufting of Britisn lavour by
sweated goods from abroad if we still admitted the undercutting oi
British labour by sweated goods produced at home. It is useless to
protect our standard of life from theforeign employver whopays low wages
if we otill expose it-to the attack of the British emplover who pays low
wages. To meet this situation British Union constitutes the Corporate
system, and the effect of that system in preventing sweated production
within Great Britain is plain and direct.

The first objective of the great industrial Corporations will be the
elimination of sweated compefition from within, when the Governmens,
by exclusion, has eliminated sweated competition from without. They
will 1ay down the minimum wage rate over the sphere of industry which
they cover, and infringement of these wage rates will be a criminal
offence. Rutb the function of the Corporations will be not merely static
but dynamic., Tt will be their task progressively to adjust consumption to
production power, and thus to overcome, for the benefit of industiry and
people, the problems created by rationalisation and our ever advancing
industrial and mechanical technigue. In other words, it will be the duty
of the Corporation to raise wages and salaries over the whole sphere of
industry, as science and industrial technique increase the power 0
produce. Consequent on the elimination of sweated competition, both
from without and from within, no lmit will exist to the extenf to which
producing power can thus be increased except the limit set by scientific
and productive advance., When the purchasing power of our own people
is so high that their demand provides a market for the labour of every
man and woman who wants a jobh, and for the full cavacity of every
machine, we must call g halt until further scientific achisvement makes
possible a further advance in the standard of life.. For to increase
purchasing power ‘without a corresponding increass in the production of
géodfs is to incur the disaster of inflation. On the other hand, an
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increase of purchasing power, accompanied by a planned advance in the
production of goods, is not inflation Jbut an increase in the production
and consumption of real wealth. Thus we shall arrive at the point of

true civilisation, wnen useful employment can he found for the whole

population and for all machinery, and the main guestion of that future
will be whnether further to increase production or to reduce the hours
of labour. For the final solution of the present problem, which is mis-

called “ overproducticn,” is both to increase wages and to reduce the

hours of labour, thus at last making man the master of machine instead
of the machine the master of man.

Position of Individusl Firms—Tory Protection

We seek to build a home market, in which the British can consume
what the British produce, by the joint method of excluding sweated
products from withcut and prohibition of sweated production Ifrom
within., The relative position of individual firms will remain fhe same
on the new high wage basis as on tne present low wage basis. I you
compel A o railse 'wages, but permit his rival B to maintain low wages,
the only effect 1s tO put A out of business by giving an advantage to his
rival B. But if you compel both A and B to raise wages their relative
competitive position remains tile same. Under British Union system
any individual is free to put his rival out of husiness by greater efficiency
than nhis rival, but he is not free to put his rival out of business by
paying lower wages. The essential difference between the economic
“insulation” of Brit.sh Union policy and any protective proposals ever
advanced by the Conservative Party can thus easily be discerned. We
will assume, for the sake of argument, that the incredible happened,
and that the Conservative Party gave to industry the real protection
from foreign competi ion which they have always promised at elections,
in glaring contradict.on of their practice when they recently possessed
record majorities in Government, and yet permitted the annual import
into these islands of £360 millions of foreign manufactures and agricul-
tural products. If the miracle occurred, and Conservative pledges were
actually carried out, this wvital difference would exist between their
policy, even in this regard, and that of British Union. Behind their
protective barrier no organisation would exist to prevent the production
of sweated goods ancd unfair undercutting, by low wages, of one British
firm by another. Conservative rejection of the Corporate syvstem de-
prives them of any means to this end. Conseguently, despite their
protection, British wages would still be kept down by swealted com-
petition from within, even if they had eliminated sweatzsd competition
from without. A further evil undoubtedly would arise under this un-
regiilated and anarchic system, which provides freedom only for the
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exploiter to exploit. Freed from all check and threat of Toreign com-
petition under Conservative protection, the present tendency towarcs
trust, combine and monopoly would greatly accelerate. HEven more
cornbines would come together to exploit the protected market withoul
any let or hindrance. The classic tendency of the monopoly would
quickly emerge in the increase of price to the consumer and the de-
crease of wage to the worker. Consequently protection, unaccompanied
by organisation and power in Government is an unmitigated evil. On
tiie other hand, insulation from world chaos is the frst and necessary
action in the building of an economic system, which can only thrive
and advance in the high purchasing power of thé mass of the peopie.

imports, Exporis and Empire
Thus Britisn Union builds a home market capable of absorping e
maximum production of British indusiry, subject only to the necessity
of acauiring ousside thnese islands what we cannot here produce. Ab
this poins we turn to our own Empire overseas (o secure ihe raw
materials, and some foodstufls, which Great Britain cannot produce.
We shall offer to our Dominions and Colonies the direct bargain Ior
wiich they have always asked. We will puy from them raw materials
and any foodstuifs which we cannot produce here, on condition that
they accept an equivalent walue of our manufactures in return. ‘Lhey
are primarily producers of raw materials and foodstuffs and we are now
rimarily producers of manufactures and exports of coal. A matural
palance of Empire economy exists, which policy in this country has done
mueh to destroy by preferring to buy essential raw materials and food
from foreizn countries. As a result the Dominions have already been
riven to the develooment of secondary manufacturing industries. That
process, if long continued, may develop in the Dominions an SCONOMLC
self-gufficiency which may lead in time to their complete inability to
accept our exports. Great Britain will then e faced with the retribution
of internationalism in dependence cn foreign supply, for which she can
only pay by exporting goods to foreign markets that are rapidly closing
against her. In fact, continuance in the policy of preferring the foreign
to the Empire supply of raw materials and ceriain foodstuffs, might
finally spell the doom of these crowded islands when, in the future,
they seek ouiside supplies for which they cannot mmke payment either
in foreign or Empire markets. N
On the other hand, an early development of Empire economic

system can arrest the drift to this catastropne. Thc process of develop-
ing secondary industries in Dominions and Cclonies has not yet gone
far enough to prevent a balanced Imperial economy. They ofier 16 U3
still the simple bargain of their raw materials, to be balanced Ty their
acceplance of our manufactured exports in a £1 to £1 eguivalent.
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Why are the internaftional parties, Conservative and Labour alike,
s mad as to retuse? The answer to this riddle may be found in the
aeltperate maintenance of the adverse balance of payments under the
existing foreign trad:s pacts, which should provide a conclusive argu-
ment for the abrogaivion of these pacts in favour of a halanced Empire
trade. Under almos? every foreign trade pact Britain imporis more
than she exports in return. The adverse balance of goods received
represents interest payments made on past loans, without any balancing
export in return, as described in the last chapter. So Great Britain
refuses Empire frade, and maintains tiie adverse halance of trade pacis
with foreign nations, for the sole reason that the process is 2 means of
collecting the usury of the City of London. An Empire system is
sacrificed, and we drift towards the disaster of dependence on an
ultimate world system, in which we can find no means of payment for
Tecessary lmports, solely because the British Government and our
economic system are debt collectors for the City of London. Not only
must British labour be displaced in the home market by the import of
sweated goods as interest payment, but we are forbidden to develep our
heritaze, in an Empir2 economy hecause the millstone of foreign lending
is still around our =ecks. We have to choose between an insulated
Empire system, conteining within its free boundaries the highest stan-
dard of civilisation tat the world has yet seen, and fthe maintenance
of a world usury sysiem, which in every sphere destroys the productive
interest and oppresses the people. We have to choose beftween Empire
and Usury; British Union chooses Empire.

Empire Developments *

It 1s clear that our system depends on the intensive development
of an Impire which 1s to-day producing only a fraction of what it
could preduce. The guestion is sometimes asked whether we 2an rely
onn the co-operation of the self-governing Dominions, with whose self-
governing status we have no desire in any way to interfere. The question
does not arise in the case of the Crown Colonies, [jecause their control
chranges with the Governmenst of Britain., In the case of the Dominions
it surely follows that they will co-operate in the policy for «yhich they
have always asked. it is they who have demanded a market for their
raw materials, and for such foodstufis as we could not produce in this
country, and 1t 1s the Government of Britain wio have refused, in order
to accept goods from foreign countries for reasons above stated. It is
inconcelivable, therefcre, that the Dominions, for any political reason,
shwould refuse a policy for which fhey have always asked and that offers
1o them sucn great advantage. If any Dominion Government, for any

+ For policy on Indig see the author's “Greater Britain,”
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purpose of political spite, adopted such a course we would rely with
complete confidence on the Dominion producer, abt an early election,
[0 sweep them from power; for he would not tolerate the sacrifice of
s cconocmic interests to any political prejudice. Our appeal 1or
Dominion co-operation is based not only on kinship and history, but oz
an over-ridinz mutual economic interest.

Iin tihie case of the Crown Colonies we aifirm frankly that wiat
mas deen won by the heroism of the British peocople shall e used for the
beneflt of thie British pecple. Instruments iike the Congo Basin "{reaty,
wiilchh are supported by the Conservalive Party and make our African
pozsassicns the dumping ground of the world, will be repudiated, and
Brivish possessions will be preserved as o British market, with a result
in icself that current statistics prove will go far {o restoring our export
trade, Tne great Brivisn colonial tradition of good and fair treatmentd
ol native populations wiil pe preserved, but we shall challenge the illusion
taot backward and illiterate populations are fit for self-government wihen
coviously thiey arve not., Nor do we admit that the Wesiern mations
snould be confronted with closed areas in the supposed interests of
native populations, which have done nothing to develop thelr own
territory belfore the genius of the Western mind and energy put them
cn {ne man of the world.

1T L2t ” theories in this sphere were logically applied America
would ba hanaded back o the original Red Indian inhabkitantsz, and the
wiite man would be barred from fne land which his talent has created.
in practice, these higa-sounding theories of native self-determination
have resulted in no higner reality than the ruthless sweating and ex-
ploitation of native populations by Western finance capitalists for tne
undercutting of the Weastarn standard of life. In practice native
“rizhis” have becn the right to be exploited. Such exploitation of
pochward populations will be absolutely forbidden in Britishh Unilcn
nnire, and, as a result, the poison stream of sweated goods will no
icnoer enter the arteries from within the body of the Emuire. Good
and fair treatment of nafive populations is a British tradition, but to
stultily the wnite man’s genius in oraer o preserve native “rights” to
neglecy fertile arveas of the globe, or native “rignts’” to be oxploited by
nance capitalists for the destruction of the Westl, 1s an historic awsur-
dity and a British f{ragedy. Therefore, consclor 1513« and delerminedly
wo o develop for the icenefit of the Brifish people the territory which tne
encrey of the British people has made t-hen OW1.

| N

Sooreniiure

In developing the territory of our Empire British Union nolicy by
no means forgets ¢he development of our own native seil. Tiae measures
already  described will not only save agriculture, but are the only
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measures tnat can save British agriculiure. For our policy meets the
two factors which to-day destroy agriculture and depopulate our country-
side. They are (1) the flood of foreign imports, (2) the low purchasing
power of our British pcople winichh deprives them of the ability to buy
good British icod.

By present condivions a coniflict has been created between fown and
country, in wahich trhe countryside has always ©een worsted since the
Conservabive Party ceased to be the party of the land, and became
Instead the party of high finance. The farmer must have a better price
in order to live, and to pay his farm workers the decent wages that he
would like to pay if prices permitted. Financial democracy meets his
demand with the fact that, under the present system, the fown workers,
who are the bulk of the population, are too poor tc pay a better price.
S0 agriculture perishes, and the people are uprooled from the soil, with
results to whose fatality all history bears witness. British Union policy
resolves the conflict Letween town and country, and welds their interests,
In a new national harmony. REvery attempt to solve the agricultural
problem, in isolation from the national problem as a whole has failed,
and will always faii. British Union overcomes the ailemma of the
countryside: (1) By raising the purchasing power of the mass of the
people to the point that modern science permits, by means already des-
cribed: (2) By prohikiting entirely the import into Brifain of any food-
stuffs that can be precduced within Great Britain. This policy preserves
for British agriculture the home market, and provides a market capahle
of paying for British products. In practice no subsiantial increase of
price to the consumer need e anticipated, and in any event, the general
Increase in wages and conditions under a modern sysfem will be far
greater than any increase in farming prices. The farmer can increase
production for an assured market without any wgreat increase of
his present overnead  charges. Consequently an  increase
in production, withoit a commensurate increase in production costs,
will tend to prevent prices from rising. Yet greater production for an
assured markef will afford the farmer profit instead of a loss, and the
labourer a lIiving in place of a starvation wage. In addition a Distributive
Corporation will cut our redundant distribution costs and bring farmer
and consumer closer fogether, in the absence of a host ¢of unnecessary
middlemen who now take their toll of farmer and consumer alike,
Measures to prevent profiteering in food are overdue, and, if 1ecessary .
will be severe. But tae basic guarantee of prosperity {o British agricul-
ture is the high purchasing power of the Brifish people, and that great
nome market is the constant aim of British Union policy. A market
that 1s capable of peying for British food products can easily be pre-
served for Eritish agriculture, bhecause if the townsman can pay for
British food they wiil always prafer it as they know it to be the best.

|

TOMORROW WE LIVE 95

flore British Iood

o0 Britisn Union policy deliberately excludes from these islands zll
foodstuils that can be produced within them. This will entail the pro-
cuction of another £200 million of British foodstuffs each year to replaca
toreign imports that will be excluded. ‘The writer, in addressing
hundreds of farmers’ meetings throughout the land, has never yet found
a larmer to deny that it is possible, provided they have an assured
markey for which to produce. Clearly it will take some years to evok
taie maxlmum of Britishh production. In practical method Governme:ig
will meet the Farmers’ Union, which will have an even greater status
within the Corporate State, and will inguire by how much British pro-
duction can be increased in each succeeding year. CGovernment will
liten undertake to cut down foreign imports by a correspending amouns
unuil, at the end of a specified perviod, British production has entirely
saxen the place of the foreign import, The end will then be secured of
& markes for the full production of British agriculture, which rests on
Lhe high purchasing power of the British people.

1t 1s true that we cannot here produce all the diverse kinds of food-
stufls that we require. But, like our raw materials, we can acquire all
the outside foodstuffs we need from our own Dominions and Colonies.
In a choice between British and Dominion products the British must
always come frst, but plenty of room will still exist on British markets
ior Dominion foodstuffs. We now import annually £180 million worth
of Toodstufis from the Dominions, and it is possible to increase British
produciion by £200 million a year at the expense of the foreigner alone,
without touching Dominion imports. Further, any cut, in any particular
branch of Dominion imports which it is necessary to make in the
Interests of British farming, will be far more than compensated by the
much greater demand of the British people for other Dominion and
Colonial products, both food and raw materials, when our purchasing
power 1s Increased. British and Dominion productions will divide be-
tween them a greatly increased British market on the principle of
Britain first, Dominions and Colonies second, and the foresigner nowhere,

Foreign ¥Food Prices

IThe bsence of the foreign food product from the British market
18 a distressing thought to those infernational parties, Congervative and
Labour alike, who have taught the people that to buy abroad is to ’buy'
cieap. But the people are no longer impressed. for they have found
in fact that to buy abroad is to buy dear. In all recent sudden rises
in food prices the rise in price of the foreign has greatly exceeded the
rise in price of the British product. The reason is that the comhine and
monopoly have invaded also the control of the people’s food. Immedia-
tely a tendency to price rise occurs the foreign monopolies rush up the
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price of food to the British consumer. If the international partiss were
allowed to carry the financiler’s game much furtier, and the Britisn
consumer by the ruin of British farming became completely ait fhe
mercy of foreign supp.y, the British people would find that to buy abroad
from the foreign food combines was the dearest folly that they nad ever
commitied.

Tie import of foreign foodstufls is pursued as a sacred rite of the
inancial democratic system, because thiose imports more than any other
pay tie interest on forelgn loans as previously described. Bul as cver
in decadence, parasite grows on parasite, and to-day the policy of foreign
food combines 1s to undercut and put tne British farmer out of business
in order that they may have the British consumer completely at their
mercy. This crime has been permitted and encoursged by Conservative
Governments, which have given to the British farme: the “ Board” and
to the foreign combine the “ Market.”

Organisation for & marketf which does not exist is in any case without
purpose. The old parties have merely given to the farmer restriction
when all he needad wias opportunity. The British farmer may ize trusted
to carry on his own business once hie has a market for which (0o produce.
He must be freed from the foreign import which destroys him, and the
redundant middleman wihxo exploits him, to serve a market which 1s
capable of paying hitn a living., This, Government can ¢o for farming,
and more; for every raethod of modern science and organisation to help
the farmer in his fask must be made available to British agriculture.
British Union knows that no people can live that is upnrooted from the
soil, and that the universal urbanisation of & popuiatwn speells a doom
inevitable and historic. British Ualon knows too thiat the men, who
carried Brifish eenius and the glory of our name and our achicvement
to the far corners of the earth, had roots deep in the s0il of our native
land. The little men and the little parties, in the service of an alien
finance, have tried to sever the roots of the oak, We who come from
the soil of Britaln say that the oak shall stand.

Finance

For the development of gericulture and most of our staple indusiries
a complete revolution in our financial system is rejuired. BRritish credit
that now equips our foreign competitors against us is urgently needed
here at home. To thais end foreign lending, and the cxport of Brifish
canital and credit in all forms, will be forbidden under heavy penalty.
A Finance Corporation will be constituted to control all organs of finance
and credif, on the basic principle that British credit shall be used for
British purposes. Prominent among such purposes will he the re-equip-
ment of British agriculture for greater production., To-day the farmer
can usually secure credit only on ccllateral security, and only in rare
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Cases can e even secure it on his macihinery and stock. British finance
devoted to British purposes will develop an agricultural banking sysbtem
waich, wilhh knowledge of the industry, will advance credit on farming
record ana aoillty. Similarly in indusiry, a banking system designed
primarily 1o serve incdustry will secure the inventor and the new process
rom tile neglect, or exploivation, which are the usual albternatives to-
day. DBritisin finance which has its eyes on home problerns, and not on
the coance of quick profit at the ends of the earthj will be yequired to
develop an industrial banking system, which carrieg the invention from
the stage of proved experiment to the public market. Finance, and the
tecanique of industry, will be interwoven in an industrial banking
system consciously designed to serve and to promote British industry.
Trne neglected tecinician who to-day so often has to sell his talent
abroad, while finance gambles abroad, will be the most cherished
possession of our new industrial and financial systei.

Tiie Necessity of Power Over Finance

“What a transformation of the present system and what forces
you are challenging,” the old world replies. “Yes,” we retort, “we are
challenging great forces and we are carrying through nothing less than
& revolution in the subordination of finance to industry.” But the key
to the problem is power in Government, and it is for no light or idle
reason that we ask real power, This struggle reguires in Government
a power so all-pervading that the financier, who resists it and breaks
tne law, may know with cerfainty that he will go for a good spell where
the poor go to-day when they break the law. Once confronted with
overwhelming power in Government, willingly conferred by the people,
tne resistance of finance to the new order will break, and the financier
will become the servant and no longer the master of Lae people. To
play with the prdblem of finance, merely by nationalising a Bank of
England which for all practical purposes is nationalised alrelady, 1s only
vorthy of the make-believe of 1 Liabour Party which has no serious in-
tention of putting any of its theories into practice, and resists in prin-
ciple the power in Government by which alone finance can be subordi-
nated to the nation. We do not propose, by naticnalising the hanks,
to suhstitute for financial ability a miscellanesus collection of civil
scrvanes and party hiacks to play with intricate problems of which they
nave liftle understanding. We propose, by the exercise of ruthless
power m overnment, to make those who understand fnance do what
the neople want done, and to let them know in plain fact what will
happen if they do not do the job the nation commands. The financiers
nave long compelled the people to work for them. We now propose
shat the people shall compel the finaneiers to work for them. Further,
that process will be greatly assisted by the preliminary deportation
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of allen financiers, who have abused alike the hospitality of Britain and
the credit power which the British have created.

The remaining British financiers will be confronted with the
alternative of playing the nation’s game, in place of the alien’s game,
or ftacing the nation’s retribution. Tohneir mnormal patriotism, thus
stimulated, will make them the servants of the nation, within a Corpor-
ate system ©of finance thiat subordinates and utilises every existing
instrument and ability of the financial system to a new national
purpose. Thus British Union’s attack on the citadel of iinance will
not e partial but universal. The power of Government conferred by
the people will be absolute and will be asserted.

Credii

Within such @ system the supply of credit must be adequate to a
system of greater production and greater consumption. The credit
system will rest on certain clear and basic principles: (1) That British
credit created by the British people shall be used for Brifish purposes
alone; (2) that British credit shall be no monopoly in the hands of a
few people, and often alien hands at that but shall bhe held in high
trusteeship for the British people as a whole; (3) that British credit
shall bhe consciously used to promolie within Britain the maxXimum
production and consumption by the British of British goods; (4) that
the credit system shall maintain a stable price level against which the
purchiasing power of the people is progressively raised in the develop-
ment of higher wages.*

Tomes could be written on credit policy, and have been written,
with infinite diversity in particular if with broad agreement from modern
minds in general, The writer in earlier years has contributed to these
diverse studies of one of the most fascinating subjects thiat can engage
the modern mind. Butf experience brings some lessons, and one lesson is
that the creative urge of modern man to bulld a modern credit systiem,
that serves the people and not the financier, may well be lost In the
desert sands of diverse detail. The broad principles of action are agreed
by most thoughtiul and modern minds. The full details must awalt
the wast resources of a Government armed with power, and a {full
mobilisation of the finest Infellects of our time to evolve the final
pattern. But the principles here stated shall stand, and a new credit
system shall be opened by the key of revolutionary Government en-
trusted by the people with real power. To play with credit problems,

¥ The fallacy that increasing wages entails increasing prices has
long been exploded by the facts of modern mass-producing industry.
For a detailed exposition of this point see the author’s “ Greater
Britain.”
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1in the absence of real power, is merely to court the classic inflationist
aleaster of an impotent reformism.
Taxation

Tne problemm ol taxation is liffed naturally by the general economic
policy ol Brivishi Union. Taxation depends upon revenue, and revenue
N ocurn depcnds upon natvional wealth production. A lesser bhurden of
taxation can produce a larger revenue, if based on a greater national
production oi wealthh. Therefore a system which is designed to evoke
the maximum wealth production of the nation automatically lifts the
burden of taxalicn. We rely for greater wealth proaiction not only on
the absorption into productive industry of those now unemployed or
working short time, and not only on the maximum production of all
present machinery; the elimination of redundant m’ddlemen, @and the
oreat network of purely parasitic occupations which have grown up of
recent vears in the decline of productive indusiry, will release great
new forces for wealth pmduction? in addition te the labour of those
unemployed or on short time. Any analysis of the swing over from
staple productive to distributive industry, and still more redundant
guast-luxury occupation in service of the profiteering rich, will yield
the most startling figures. In a civilisation in whiclh the rich profiteer
can buy foc mueh of the inessential, and the poor can buy too litfle
of the essential, a disequilibrium takes place in the national economy,
and nundreds of thousands are drawn from productive {o non-productive
industry. Thne elimination of over-lapping and redundant disiributive
services, and the reabsorption of such labour, togethier with Ilabour
emploved in ulira-luxury irades, back into productive industry, In
response to the people’s new demands for “real "goods, will increase the
productive power of the nation in almost incalculaible degree.- The
proportion of the peopls actually engeged in real productive processes
is smuall to the point of being one of the outstanding anomalies of the
svstem. This phenomenon is created by the low purchasing power of
tlie mass of the people and the extraosrdinary purchasing power of the
ultra rich. Consideration of the latfer category felonzgs to the next
chanter, but here we may note that the release of workers, from
redundant distribution and wltra-luxury occupations, will enable the
new economy viastly to incrvease thez nation’s wealth producticn. From
this it follows that revenues will greatly increase and taxation, despite
thie extension of service to the people, can be greatly lightened.

CORPORATE LIFE
The Passing of “ Capitalism”’-—Industrial Freedom
Thus in the new economy a nation emerges organised in the divine
parallel of the human body, as the Corporate name implies. HEvery
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orgian plays a part in relation to fthe whole and in harmony witlh the
wiwole., The wariare of seciions and interests glves place to a co-
operative syntnesis. Within that system every great institution of
national life, that can be adapted to a new and hugher purpose, will {ind
nof a iesser but a greater part. The unions and employers’ organi-
sabions will no longer be the cpposing armics of c<lass war. They will
be the {win piliars which support tie structure of tlie economic corpor-
ations. Thnese will {be controlled by represeatatives of the technical and
managerial stafl and of employers’ and trade unions, plus consulners’
representiatives appointed by Government to prevent exploication of the
community. Trade unions, s¢ far from baing suppressed, will find not
only a greater status but greater power within tiae Corporate system.
Free from the dog fight of a system in which, with the 2dds against
thiem, they are ever on the run, they will be able to mem‘oti-a.te for the
workers binding and fair agreements with the force of law. The ouarantes
of this ability is that in the event of deadlock within the Corporations,
between employers and trade unions, either Governmeant oOr consumers’
representatives, appointed by Government, will intervene and secure a
binding settiement. As Government depencs on tie votes of the peopla
as a whole, among whom {he workers are in a vast majority, the people
by their vote can at any time dismiss froni power a Governmeant taat
does not secure the workers a falr deal.

They may rely on the Government which they created, and which
they can destroy to secure them justice. This is the “power action” of
the working class with which Britishh Unicn caallenges the “sirike action”
of class war. The advantage of “power action” to the wage earners is
plain, both in comparison with the “strike action” offered by class war
and the “political action” offered by the Lahour Party. Through the
Corporations they secure hy law a fair share in the expanding proceeds
of industry, and if, in their view, the share be not fair tnhey have the
right, to vole against a Government whose ultimate aquthorivv in indu--
trial disputes does not secure justice. Without recourse to ¢riss war, 4
proper and automatic balance is maintained hetwesn wageas, profits and
savings, hy the constant operation of the Corporates system. Not only
is justice secured to the working class, bhut a planned eguilicrium IS maip-
tained between the production of “capital” and “consumpiion” goods,
which overcomes one of the grave defects of the present svstem.* Simi-
larly “power action” presents an overwhelming advantage to the wazge
earner in comparison with the “political action” offered vy {12 Labour
Party. For the “power action” of {he Corporate system gives thz worke's
immediate and egqual participation in control and profit over the wihole

% Por a tuller exposition of this point see the author’s “ Greater
Britain.”
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fielg of industry. On the otiier hand, the “political action” of the Labour
barcy ierewy ollers “step by step” nationalisacicn, peginning with the
108t oosolele indastrics, while tae worker remains ab tne mercy ol a
coaobic capitalism, over the whole sphicre of induslry whica is leil un-
Adected by thesce measurcs. Lapour policy i1s partial wad ineflective.
Priviz Union policy is univ rsal and cffective. In that policy the trade
unions play not a lesser but a greater pary than they do to-day.

Likxewise that great institution the co-operative society will not only
n2 cecured a full place in the Corporatz Siate, but will coincide withh a

basic principle of Britishh Union, which is the widest possible diflfusion

ol capital. We want as many people as possible to have a gtake in vhe
nation, and the co-cperative soclety affords that opportunity. But
rhe position of the co-operative will not lbe secured, as to-day, at the
expense of the small shopkeeper and the individual trader. There i8S
room for both co-op. and small trader in the new State, but not for the
oreat chain and multiple stores, largely created by alien finance, which
to-day injures them both., These stores will be eliminated, and the retail
business will he dividad between co-operatives, with a clearly allocated
sphere, and individual traders who will be supplied by a hulk buying
organisation, within the Corporate System, which will place them on
terms of equal trading with the €o-0ps.

British Union is determined that the small man shall not be
crushed out, hecause his energy and individuality is a factor of pro-
oress and stability within the State. We want to sec as many oOwner-
occupler farmers as many individual industrialists and as many small
shopkeepers as possible. We are not against capital thus widely diffused,
hut we are against great monopolies of capital in the hands of gigantic
combines. This is the syvstem of capitalism by which capital uses the
neople for its own purpose. British Union is the system by whicn the
people use capital for their own purpose. Bul to win this Trzedom from
Hinance canitalism the people must elect and arm thelwr Government
withh powsar to support their individual position with the power of
Cornorate organisation. Srattered and divided they are helpless, but
within tihe Corporate life they are all powerful.

To secure that Corporate lifz the individual is called upon to make
no further sacrifice than o accept some public obligation in return ior
private {readora. That public cbligalion is in nls wWork anc contact witn
hig tellows. to serve tne nation as well as to serve himszlf. He is not

frec. by anti-social practice, by the cormering of commodities the people

requive, by sweating of labour, or by price cutting to malke profit for
himself at the expense of his fellow Britons. Bal he is {ree, by his
exertions and enterprise, to build up a business which enriches himself
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and the nation in the production of wealth, and to transmit the result
of his life’s work to his children, if they also are later prepared o play
their part in the national life. The individual, in fact, is free to
develop but not to exploil, and the latter limitation is the only public
obligation that he is called upon to acceptl in return for private freedom.
That new freedom of the individual is the ability to carry on his busi-
ness without let hindrance or sudden ruin frem the operations of
trust, combine, or finance power. It is conferred by the protection of
a (Government, and the operation of a system, which the sum of the
nation’s individuals has created.

In this new forward march of humanity we but extend the basic
principle and obligation of all civilisation. Any man can escape from
cbligation by culting himself off from his fellows and living in the
wilds. He may thus conceive that he wins f{reedom, but in fact he
deprives himself of freedom, for he loses not only the protection bt
the services wiich civilisation alone can afford him. By accepting the
obligations of civilisation, and civilised conduct which contact with his
fellows Involves, he receives in return the freedom of countless services
and amenities whicin he would mot secure for himself as an isolated
individual. S0, In the next great advance of humanity into Corporate
life, the individual wins for himself a greater freedom than he hhlas
ever known before, not merely by securing Corporate protection from
tiie forces which to-day destroy his individual life, but in winning from
nis fellows the Corporate service of a mutual and higher civilisation,
as the reward of service and fellowship to his fellow men. In recog-
nising nis duties at last he will secure his rights,

CHAPTER 5.
The People’s State

A C(Classless System
Heredity

The system of British Union provides no place for the parasite. It
has neither privilege nor place for those who seek to live on the eflorts
of others withoutf giving anything in return., Bub the people’s state
has opportunity and place for all who serve the nation 1n an infinite
variety of capacity. So British Union system of heredily is accordingly
designed on the one hand to encourage to the utmost the initiative
and enterprise of the individual, not only In working for himself but
also, in deep and human motive, in working for his children. On the
other hand, it Is devised {o eliminate the parasite, and to deprive of all
hereditary advantage those who prove unworthy of their forebears’
exertions and unworthy of the new nation. Therefore, 4 man, or
woman, may by energy and enterprise not only enrich themselves but
bequeatihh the result of ftheir efforts to their children., But the children,
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gither in industrial service or in public service, must render a service
couivalent to the benefit they receive, or, in default, will lose tneir
hereditary advantage in whole or in part. Equity Tribunals of People’s
Justice will be established t¢c defermine on commonsense lines sucn
guestions, wiich will be no more difficult o setile than many guestlons
of equity that come before the courts to-day. The system will be
woven quite naturally and easily into a general codification and sim-
plification of the law of the land, in language which anyone can
understand, without dependence on lawyer's racket.
Teic Land

Opportunities for public service, cn a far greater scals than exists
to-day, will be provided by the immense development in the social life
of the new nation, which will call for leadership and efiort in many

spaeres now closed. For one example, a real local leadersnip will again

be required in a revitalised countryside. The original owners of the
land in most cases <ave sucn leadership, until death duties and the
victory of urbanism broke the system. They will again have such
opporounity in British Union system, which seeks consciously the con-
tinuity of a stock with roots in the soil, and will accordingly lift from
fthe land death duties, and other burdeans, in refurn for real service
to the land. But the landlord whose time, money, and energy are not
spent among his own people in local leadership, but are divided between
a London night club and a continental resory, will he ruthiessly dispos-
sessed without any compensation. The land thus acquired by the State
will be used for the development of owner occupier farms, and a mixed
system of local leadersiip and owner occupier will result, which will
preserve the best traditions of the land and afford the maximum
stability.

To the uriban landlord British Union applies the same principle
a5 to any other monopolist. Any atiempt to exploit a shortage of any
commoedity by Increasing the price to the people, will be rigorously
suppressed. So all rents will be controlled by law while any shorfage
of housing exisis. As for the slum landlord he will simply bhe dis-
possessed without compensation and prosecuted like any other purveyor
of commodities which are a danger to health.® The landlord who,
without efiort of his own, seeks o take advantage of community
effort, by increasing the price of land in the neighbourhood of an
expanding town or industry, will be conironted by a simple dilemma.
He will be taxed on his own valuation of the land, but the State will
rave power to acguire it at that wvaluation. If he assesses the value at
a high ficure he will be taxed a high figure, and 1f he assesses it at a
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low figure he will be bought out{ at that figure with increment to the
nation.

Thus British Union will solve the ancient problem of “land values” by
measures wiich place the land in the same category as any other
potential monopely. In practice, however, most ownership of urban
land will pass to the State, as that category of landlord is a great deal
lezs likely than the leader of the countryside to justify his hereditary
vealthh by pudlic service. It is unfair to discriminate between the land
and any other form of hereditary wealth, buf he who lives on the land
without service {o the nation will pass with other parasites.

CLAZS

Llberal-Soclalism has ever striven to represent that only one form of
kereditary wealth led to vicious results, namely the land in which their
leading fizures happened to have no interest. In fact, the worse vices
of the hereditary system, wihiich Brifish Union will sweep away, arise
from thez transinission of hereditary wealth by guickly-rich financiers
and speculators, whose children have no sense whatever of hereditary
responsibility in return for hereditary wealth. To such as these the
“trustee of the mnation” principle of all wealth owners under British
Union are utierly lacking. From them, in particular, has come the
disgusting spectacle of flaunting extravagance and paraded riches in
Tace of poverty, which evoked from British Union the principle that
“none shall stuifl while others starve.” Above all they have created the
fatal distinctions of social class which British Union is determined to
remove for ever. Thelr class values are based on money values and on
nothing else. The gccident of birth, and the mere fact of being their
“father’s son,” is held by these miserable specimens of modern degen-
eracy to elevate them without effort of their own above their fellow
men. Not only are they given opportunity by their forbears’ exertion,
but many of them neglect that opportunity for any other end than the
idle pursuit of pleasure, while they cumber the directorates of their
hereditary businesses which underpaid technicians conduct. Here we
see the apothesis of the parasite deriving his snobbery from his father’s
efforts, and marking the values of the snob by the capacity to sguander
in face of the starving. The snob and the parasite shall o, and with
him shall go his values in the classless state which accords “opportu-
nity to all but privilege to none.”

FIINCTION

Class based on social snobbery and the accident of inheritance shall go.
But British Union will not fall into the opposite stupidity of an un-
workalzle equalitarianism, which refuses to recognise bhetween man and
man or woman and woman any difference of function. A man shall be
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valued by what he is, and not by what his father was. If he performs
high service to the nation, in the exercise of exceptional capacity, he
snall have fiiting reward and status. To work not only for money{ior
self and children, but for position and honour among fellow men, 1S no
small and unworthy motive of mankind, and is a deep mainspring of
human conduct which it is folly to ignore. The award of honour, as the
reward of money, may go to great service and may be transmitted to
cnildren, but, like hereditary wealth, will be liable to removal 1f the
children are unworthy.

To argue that all men are the same, and that exceptional effort 1s
worchy of no recognition, i1s an error thab robs of motive power 1mpor-
tant human enterprises. 1t is true that the great lights of humanity have
llumined the path of mankind from no other motive than the nner
lizh{. But 1t is folly to ignore the fact that the overwhelming majority,
wino acnleve anyvthing, are moved by simple terms oi honourable distinc-
tton, and the winning of security for home and children. It 1s still
oreater folly to presume fthat all men are equally gifted in mind, muscle
or spirit; from that fallacy arises the fatal tendency of the presems
phase to slow down the pace of the fastest to that of the slowest. This
grotesque assumption if carried to its logical concliusion, would merelix
deprive ithe nation of the fuli exertion of excepticnal abllity by which
alone great aiffairs can be conducted.

EDUCATION

The true solution is fto eliminate the parasife of heredity, but to give
the utmost opporfunity to talent wherever it can be found. Whether a
man start in castle or cottage he shall have egual opporfunity to rise
to the top, and to use his talent if he possesses the capacity. This
pringiple involves a complete revision of the present educational system,
which largely confines copportunity to the accident of wealth., In the
reconstruction of national education it will be alsc the deliberate aim of
British Union finally to eliminate the last trace of class and snaobbery.
Preliminary education will afford $o all the same socund basis of ciass-
less and national educatbion, subject to the right of all parents to secure
for thelr children the religious atmosphere they desire. But later edu-
cation will differentiate widely, not on the priacivle of wealthh but
purely on the principle of talent. AU present the children of the rich
are normally educated at least until eighteen years of age, altogether
irrespective of their capacity for educafion. The children of the poor,
. the other hand, are largely thrust into industry at the age of four-
teen, 1rrespective of talent for the hiuigher education which is denied. It
wiil he the policy of Brifish Union to confinue the education of all by
varving methods and degrees until eighteen vears of age. In the present
tew standard of life {o deprive parents of the small wages of children.

—r - —r——

—— e o e g e

s

- —a— k. 1 SRR, O PN i "y ek LT

o R m ey —— — — L TEL

—ry — =




106 MY ANSWIER

wiio dispiace their elders from industry, would e & hardsaip. In {he
higher standard of iife, which science will produce within a modern
system, adults will earn enough to keep the home together, without
dependence on the wage pittances of children.

Therefore British Union will render it possible to continue education
for all until an age when they can be regarded as truly adult and ready
to enter industrial life. But, {rom the age of {ifteen on wards, education
will be sharply and progressively differentiated between varying degrees
of talent,

All children of outstanding ability will have cpen to them, by pro-
gressive selection, a straight road from cradle to university. The
opportunity open to every child will be the same, and the same path to
higher education will be available to all talent. Those, on the other
hand, who cannot beneiit beyond a certain point from the absorption
cf academic knowledge, as a preliminary {o the practical in life, will
undergo differeni forms of education and fraining, and at an earlier
age will specialise for some definite avocation. Alove all, every child,
of whatever talent or capacity, will receive a sound physical and nutri-
tional basis for the struggle of life. The care of the child is the speclald
care of PBritish Union, for British Union will be not only the nation’s
trustee of to-day but also of to-morrow. Thnat infinite morrow of British
destiny depends on building a nation with physique and morale ade-
quate to the immense duty of British leadership. In that high purpose
we guard the child.

True Patriotism

The people’s state of British Union thus secures the principle of
opportunity for all but privilege to none. Every Briton shall have
equal opportunity in the land of his birth and, therefore, equal pPoOsses-
sion and love of that land. Thus shall be born the true patriotism,
waich is determination to bulild a land worthy of a patriot’s love. This
is something very dilferent from Conservatism’s exploitation of tuat
profound emotion to guard the vested interests whichh possess Brilain
to-day. No wonder that so many of the dispossessed reply to the “Tory
patriot” that “it is your land, not our land, that you ask us to defend.”
Britain looks different to the “father’s son” arriving at a night club
door in a Rolls Royece than to the man of possihly greater capacity and,
in the war at least, of greater service, who is shivering in the rain or
fog of a country that has uced him and discarded him. In Baritigh
Union our land will look the same to all, for it will afiord to all the
same opportunity and so will belong to all.

To-day patriotism and progress are divided by the parties into 0ppos-
ing camps when, in fact, they should be indissolubly united. l.ove of
country has been exploited by reaction, and hatred of country has been

-
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exploited by those who masquerade in the clothes of progress. In
reality patriotism dies without progress, because the continual advance
of man alone can build a country worthy of love. On the other hand,
progress dies without patriotism, because the first dbject of progre:s
must be the elevation of the native land, and care for every country
but their own has robbed the misnamed parties of progress of all appeal
to the enthusiasm and effory of their fellow countrymen. We love oiutr
country and we love our people, and for that reason we stand both for
patriotism and for progress in the union of two great principles which
the war of the parfies has divided. 'The Natlonal Socialist creed of
British Union says to our countrymen, “if you love our country you are
National and if you love our people you are Socialist.” We ask patriots
to join with us in building a country worthy of a patriot’s love, in which
the class aistinction of the snob and the privilege of the parasite shall
exisy, no more. But in place of class and privilege shall arise the
protoennood of the British to give equal opportunity to all in service
and possession of their native land.

CHAPTER 6.
The Jewish Question

Tre Jewish guestion should receive proper space in relation to national
affairs in any book which deals with the modern problem. This gques-
tion was no concern of our Movement at the ouiset, but the Jews
themselves very quickly made it a concern. We advanced for the consi-
deration of our countrymen the policy which appears in these pages,
witnout raising any racial question or troubling with any faction. Long
peiore we raised the Jewish question in any form, however, that gquesticn
was forced on our atfention.

The evidence for this statement can be ascertained by anyone frem
police court records. For the inquirer will learn that of those con-
victed for physical attacks on Blackshirts 50 per cent. were undeniably
Jewish, in the six months which preceded the introduction of this
question by the British Union in October, 1934, QOur organisation had
then been 1n existence fwo years, and we had observed that, in additicn
to an extraordinary proportion of Jews in the physical assailants of
our membpers (when outhumbered), tne victimisation of our people by
Jewish employers, and the pressure of Jewish interests on our sun-
porters, was a very distinctive feature of our sirueggie. This occurrence
forced the Jewish gquesiion on the atfteantion of many who had paid no
more attentlon to Jews or their particular problem and character than
to any other section of the community. |

The resultant study revealed a fact not difficult to ascertain, that a
remarkable proportion of Jews were engaged in practices which the
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sysiem we proposed would bring to an end. Tiarouzhout the ages JEews
have taken @ leading part in international usury and all forms of
finance and money lending, while smaller exempilars oif the method
have engaged in such practices as price cutting, the sweating of labour,
and other means of livelihood which any orderced and regulated econ-
omy must bring to an end. So the reason was not far to seek why we
had incurred the bitter and especial enmity of Jewisit interests.

Some say that it is a wicked animal that defends 1tself when
attacked, but the response of the Englishman to a blow 1n the face 1s
traditional. That responsc was greeted immediately by all the organs
which Jewish interests conftrol with a loud clamour of racial p2rsecu-
tion. It is well, therefore, to set down exactly what we propose on this
question, and the reader may decide for himself whether this policy
is persecution or simple justice, which is necessary to the Integrity of
our own natior.

Rights of tthe State

We do not attack Jews on account of their religion, for our principie
is complete religious toleration, and we certainly do not wisia to perse-
cute them on account of their race, for we dedicate ourselves to servics
of an Empire which contains many different racas, and any suggestion
of racial persecution would ke detrimental to the Empire we serve.
Our guarrel with the Jewish interests is thal they have constituted
themselves a state within the nation, and have set the interests of cheir
co-racialists, at home and abroad. above the interest of the Britisi
State.

An outstanding example of this conduct is the persistent attempt of
many Jewish interests to provoke the world disaster of another war
between PBritain and Germeany, nob this time in any British quarrel,
but purely in a Jewish guarrel.

None can argue that it is a principle of racial or religious persecu-
tion for a State to lay down the principle that its cltizens must owe
first allegiance to the nation of which they are members and not to
any faction at home or abroad. Thal many Jews regard themselves
first, as members of Jewry, and secondly as British citizens, 18 not only
o matter of simple observation, but of proof from Jewish literature and
statement. Britishh Union, therefore, affirms the simple principle that
Jews, who have placed the interests of Jewry hefore those of Britain,
must leave Great Britain. In particular, those who have indulged in
practices alien to British chavacter and itradition must leave these
shores. Those against whom no such charge rests will not be perse-
cuted, but will be treated as the majority of their pecople have elected
to be treated. They have maintained themselveg as torergners in our
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midst and as such thev will he regarded, withouf the priviieges of the
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British citizenship which to them has been a secondary consideration.
We British have not been in the nabit of persecuting foreigners, and
we shall not in British Union develop that habit. On the contrary,
we have a tradition of according good treatment to foreigners who
have particularly served this naticn, and any such Jews have certainly
no reason Lo anticipate any breachh of this tradition. Bul all nalions
nave a right to say that foreigners whgo have abused thelr hospitality
snall leave thie country, and any Stave nas a right to affirm that all

cltizens shall own allegiance to the nation and not to any exiernal
DoOwWer.

It remaing to inguire whetier in fact it is fair to regard the Jew as
a forelgner. The simple answer is that he comes from the Orient and
paysically, mentally and spiritually 1z more alien to us than any
Western nation. If a communily of several hundred thousand French-
men, ‘Germans, Italians or Russians were dumped in our midst, they
would create a grave national prceblem. That problem would be parti-
cularly grave if they maintained themselves as a community in our
midst, owning spiritual allegiance to their original mation, and indulg-
Ing in methods and practices altogethier alien to British character and
temperament. Such an event would create a problem so serious thatb
a solution would have to be found. Yet the Jew is more remote Irom
British character than any German or Frenchman, for they are Wes-
terners and the Jews are QOrientals.

The KFinal Solution

This preblem has been raised with increasing pressure in most
European countries in the inevitablz opportunity pressnted to Jewish
method by the “decline of the Weast.” It haz bhecome a Ruropean ques-
tion of first clags magnitude, in which Britain must offer leadership in
accord witn British tradition. IU 1s not in accord with Brivish character
10 Keep Jews here in order to bully them-—that we will never do. On
the conirary, the statesmanship of the future must find a solution of

this question on the lines of the Jews again becoming an integral
nation.

There are many waste places of the earth possessing great potential
fertility, and the collective wisdom of a new Europe should e capabe
of finding territory where the Jews may escaps the curse ¢f no
naclonality, and mav again acquire the status and onnortunity of nation-

hood., It is true that Palestine is not available as a home for the

Jewishh race throughout the world, for the simple reason that it is
already the home of the Arabs. Whatever wrongs {he J2ws are allered
to have suffered will not be righted by the crime of infilching, wilh
violence, far gre;ater_wrongg on the Arab ally, '-w.ho trusted the word of
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Britain In war. I'llz most that the Jews can reascnably hope from
Palestine 1s respect 1or their holy places} and lree access w0 visly Lhem
as the pilgrim Araib has access to Mecca, Other territory must and
can be found for the solution of the Jewish problem of the world., Is it
really persecution of the Jews 1o suggest that they should again become
a nation in suitable serritory? Il 80, 16 Is persecution wliiclh has been
acclaimed by the proohetls and seers of Jewry as the final olyjective of
tieir race for the last two thousand years. Their leaders nave always
proclaimed the wishh of Jewry to become again a nation., Why is it
persecution to say, “very well, you shall become again a nation?” It is
not persecution unless 1t be true that every protestation of Jewry in
this regard was hypoacrisy throughout the ages, and tnhat thelr real
desire was not to re.nite their scattered race in national dignity, but
to become for ever (e parasite of humanity.

11, therelore, Jewisl declarations be sincere, the effort of European
statesmanship to finc a solution of this problem by the creation of a
Jewish WNational %ta.e should not e resisted by Jewry. The only
tning that Jews can 10t ask, In the name of justice and humanity, is
that Britain should found for them that state in blood by the slaughter
oif Arans and the rare of their homes,

In summary of otr policy on this guestion we affirm the right of
every nation fo depoy: any ioreigner who has abused its hospitality, and
we hold the aim of finding, together withh other European nations, a
final solution of th.s vexed questio—-*l by the creation of a Jewish
National State, in ful accord with the age-long prayers of the prophets
and leaders of fhe J=wish race. Is this persecusion or is it justice?

CHAPUVER 7.

BRITISH FOREIGN POLICY

The Infernatjonal of Kinance and Socialism

British foreign policy should hold two objectives: (1) the mainten-
ance of British Interest; (2) the maintenance of world peace. Thege
two objectives do not conflict butb coineide. Britisnh Union's desp quarrel
with the wvirtually unanjmous policy of the old parties is that it has
sacrificed ot the inverests of Britain and of world peace to a pollitical
vendetia, Particularly we denounce the pursuit of thati feud Lo the
risk of DBritish lives and world catastrophe pecause if s dictated by
subservience to the wvile international interests which command the old
parfies.

In this sphere international finance and international Socialism
march openly hand in hand. They are oy nature complementary forces
of disaster, for the policy of {nternational Socialism creates the flux and
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chaos by which finance lives and the producer perishes. Still more, In
foreign policy their community of aim and of method should be clear
to all, together with the reason of their unholy union. Certain countries
have at once extirpated the control of international f{inance and the
hope of international Soclalism. No reason exists in Britlshi interests
to quarrel with these countries, and every reason of world peace forbids
the guarrel. Yet the feud of international finance and ifs twin, Inter-
national Socialism, thrusts the manhood of Britain toward mortal
quarrel with these nations. Germany and Italy, despite a present
poverty of natural resources, have at least, broken the control of inter-
nasional finance, and Germany in particular has offended this world
power by summary dealings with the Jewlsh masters ol usury. S0 every
force of the money power tlaroughout the world has been mobilised te crush
them, and that power does not stop short at payment for its vendetta
in British inlood. Any study of the Press and propaganda organs, €On-
trolled by filnance power, can reach no other conclusion ;f we ask the
simple question, what single interest of Britain or of world peace is
served by their clearly deliberate intention to provoke war between
Brifain and the new countries.

The motive of international Socialists is egually clear in thelr New
clamour for war at any price. International Socialism has always
taught the people that any form of national action, in independence of
world conditions, was futile, and that the success of Socialism in Britain
depended on the universal adoption of their doctrines throughout the
world. Now great countries arise which have uprooted, in theory and
practice, the obsolete doctrines of international Socialism, and conse-
gquently bar to the British Labour Party all hope of the universal accep-
tance of their creed, on which they admit alone the success of ther cause
can depend. So but one hope of the ultimate triumph of thelr party
remains to the leaders of Labour, and that is the overthrow of {hese new
systems by the force of world war, Lightly the Labour leaders appear to
he prepared to purchase their political objective in British blood, and
to pursue their political vendetta at the price of every interest of Britain
and of world peace. The party which has been phuilt on cant of pacifism
to-day leads the clamour for war, and the party which ever refused
Britain arms to defend herself now supports rearmament, not for the
defence of Britain, but for the defence by war of international Socialism.
Foremost in the van of the new jingoes is the Socialist conscientious
objector of 1914. So is presented an edifying spectacle which naturally
makes but scant appeal to the ex-servicemen of the last war. He replies
with British Union that we have fought Germany once in a British
quarrel, and we shall not fight her again either jn a Soclalist or In a
Jewishh guarrel.
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Perversion of the League. Balance of Power

In resulf every high aspiration of the war generation has been
{rustrated and perverted. The League of Nations, which was the re-
pository of many fine ideals, like the Holy Alliance of the previous
century, has been perverted to perform exactly tiie opposite purpose to
that which it was intended to fulfil. The League was meant to over-
come the djvicion of Eul"(}pe, and to eliminate for ever the fatal system
01 the balance of power, which divided mankind into gpposing and con-
tending camps of highly armed and hostile nations. It has neen
perverted 1o ‘oe a new and more vicious instrument of that system by
which Britajn, France and Russia, in the name of the T.eague, can
mobilise their remaining satellite powers in one halance of 24 scale,
whose other balance, by force of 5 common original adversity, now holds
the armed power of Germany, Ivaly and Japan.
Desplite every aspiration of the war generation. and every hope of
stricken mankind, we are back where we began in & situation which
tor Britain is more dangerous that before. For tne departure by
present Government, in their political vendetta, from the scber British
policy of pursuing the coincident objectives of peace and British
interests, has resulted in follies of which British statesmanship has
never previously been guilty., Never before in modern times have we
placed ourselves in a strategical position so vulnerable that any child
could observe it, and also apprehend the consequence. We face Germany
across the North Sea and Japan in the far seas of our Eastern POssEs-
sions, whlie in the Mediterranean route to our Oriental Empire we
have succeeded in antagonising at one end the new Spain, and at the
other end the Arabs, with an alienated Italy in the middle. With
Germany and the Arabs we have quarrelled for the sake of the JEWS,
and with Italy and the new Spain for the sake of nternational
Socialism, in an alliance with Russian Communism. IHas British states-
manship ever before perpetrated folly on a scale so gigantic, jn denial
SO complete of British interest, security and peace?

Conservative Alliance with Communism

‘The virtual alliance of Conservative Government in Britain with
Communist Government jn Russia is at the root of all evil in foreign
policy. This curious communion of Conservatism and Communism in
the International sphere will not appear so strange to those familiar at
home with British Union struggle, who have witnessed azain and agan
the deliberate use by Conservatism of a Communism wnich, in mygopic
vision, they do not fear, against the creed of the twentieth century,
which has excited both the panic and the fury of reacticn. Constantly
Conservatism has condoned, excused. and even supported the crimes of
Communism, when the target was fellow Britens who dared to raise
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acainst Conservative betrayal of the people the standard of a new and
true patriotism.

Abroad as at home, Conservatism is willing to use even the vile
and bloody instrument of world Communism against the nations of
European renaissance, That a wvirtual alliance exists between the
Government of Brifain and that of Moscow, with the natural and warm
approval of the Socialist opposition, is not to-day denied. The Franco-
Soviet Pact has ever been approved by the Conservative Government,
and the close association of French and Britishh pelicy, together with
the close co-operation of British and Russian policy at Geneva and
elsewhere, has almost flaunted in the face of Europe the triple alliance
of Britain, France and Russia, to which the overwhelming majority of
the Brifish people are completely opposed.

Arms Race Origin

The full historic error of the Franco-Soviet Pact can only pe
appreciated if the chronology of these events is recailed. In November,
1933, the leader of Germany made an offer {o Europe which fell into
three parts: (1) limitation of German naval streneth in fixed ratio to

British strength; (2) limitaton of German air force toc 50 per cent. the
strength of France; (3) limitation of German army to 300,060 men if

rance would agree to the same restriction. This offer is on historic
record, and also the answer to that offer; for the reply of France, with-~
out any protest from Great Britain, was the Franco-Scviet Pacl. Only
the naval oiler was accepted by Britain, with beneficial results, because
German naval strength in the outcome of negotiations was limited to a
35 per cent. ratio of Brifish strength, and a fatal recurrence of the pre-
war naval race petween Briftain and Germany was averfed. The offer
of air and land limitation was contemptwously icnored and answered
cfnly with fthe Franco-Soviet Pact, which Germany regardea as an
attempt to encircle her. From that moment the sequence of fatality has
been clear. Germany grmed in a prodigious effort and British rearma-
ment followed.

'That Britain should e fully armed in a troubled world, to deiend
serself from any possibie assaulf, has been a hasic principle of British
Union long before the National Government, which had criminally
neglected our defences, consented to fardy and jneflicient rearmament.
Disarmament can only be won by world agreement, which proportio
nately reduces the strength of all great nations, and leaves the relative
strength the same and the immunity frorm aftack the greater. But
armament by political parties which have grossly neglected the elemen-
tary duty of Government to put Britain in a position of seif-defence,
as part of an arms race which their blunders have precipitated, is a
very different matter, Arm we must if other nations are armed, but
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every effort of statesmanship should seek an end to the menace of arms
race, which can only bce achieved by world agreement,

wurepean Division and Kaslern Anarchy

In the fatal sequence of events a divided Euwgpe fell an easy and
humiliated prey to Oriental anarciyy. Germany isolated and encireled,
like others in similar predicament, sougit support where she could find
il, and to the Berlin-Rome axis was added an understanding with Japan.
AS @& resull, In tace of a divided REurope, Japan was able to cut loose
in the Orient, with Great Britain an impotent and humiliated spectaor.

A united Europe and a rational policy would at any time have
averted the disasier by firm infimation 1o Japan that north of the
Yangtse ryver, out no further, she was at libervy {o do what Britain did
in India, and in bringing order where anarchy and bloodshed ruled to
find an outlet for her populalion and access to raw marterials. Similarly
the dignity ana Strengith of a united Europe could nave .ccured the
relatively bloodless suppression of slave frading barbarizy in Abyssinig,
and iegitimate expansion for Italy, in full accord with the civilising
missicn wnich Britain herself undertook throughout the world. But
Europe was divided, and from this division of the miand and spirit a
seguence o1 catastrophe has arisen. Japan, forbidden to expand in
Northern Chinga_ exploded throughouf the Far East, and Italy, for-
bidden to expand wiere her legitimate interests were affected in the
prevention of slave raiding from adjoining tervitory, exploded thirough-
out the Near East. The simple lesson of history, and particularly of
British history, is thai great nations expand or explode. By denving
expansion, when no British interests were affacted, we have provokec
explosion, and by encouraging to resistance primitive populations, whom
we had neither the will nor the means {0 defend, we sacrificea their
bloogd and our own prestige.

We ask what British interest was served by long encouraging re-
sisfance to Japan in Northern China, except deference to our Govern
ment’s Soviet ally., who required that territory as a breeding ground
for Oriental Commun;sm, and could exact support in the East agains:
Japan in return for support in the West azainst Germany. Again we
ask what British interest was served by partial and ineffectiive Interven-
tion in the Abyssinian dispute in deference to the clamour of nier-
national Socialism, at the expense of British dignity and safety. The
wiole policy througnout has ignored reality. To ignorzs reality when
heading for a precipice is to g0 over if, and to ignore facts when heading
[or a war 18 to incur war.

el

British Union Principles
So with the lesson in mind of past blunders, which we have con-
sistently opposed, British Union policy in the foreign sphere rests on
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two prineiplss: (1) to interfere in no quarrels which are not our
concern. Britons shall fight {or Britain only. and never again shall
conscript armies leave these shores in forcign gquarrel. DBritain we will
always delend from any attack, and we will provide the means for that
defence, but never again shall British blood be spilt in an alijen guarrel;
(2) we will give leadership and make contribution to secure the material
and spiritual union of Europe, on which alone world peace and British
interest in world peace can rest. 1If, despite that leadership and contri
bution, the world in madness destroys itself by war we will “ Mind
Britain's Business” and thereby save our people from that catastrophe.
The New Germany

In that determination it is natural immediately to seek a solution
of preseny difficulties with Germany and the establisnment of friend-
ship. ‘That such a solution can be found is plain to anyone who has
studied the facts of the new Europe and, therefore, understands the
profound difference between the old and the new Germany. The
Germany of the Kaiser rested on a system of export capitalism, con-
ducted by Judaic finance, which challenged us on {he markets of the
world, and emphasised that challenge with naval rivalry that threatened
our bEmpire. In historic survey the jnternal forces of that Germany,
operating within the international system to which Britaln was wedded,
made a clasin inevitable, It 1S therefore, important to reaiise that, In
16 years of Hitler's struggle, a new German psychoiogy was created,
wlilchh rests on a conception exactly fhe opposite to that of the Kaiser.
The new German does not desire a world wide Empire, for he believes
that raclal deterioration will result from such racial intercourse, and
that the new German has another mission in the world than to elevate
savages. ‘I'hnese are recasons sitrange for the Englishman to understand,
because he knows that the foremost achievements of his race have been
evoked In the vast work of Empire Hulding, which, in the particular
case O0f his Imperial genius, has led to ne such deleterious results. Buf
these facts are important, in that they denote no longer a divergence
but a community of objective. Britain requires in peace to deveslop her
own Empire, and Germany desires in peace to incorporate within the
Reichh the Germans of Europe.

The desires of these two powers, therefore, for the first time be-
come not antithetical but complementary. For a sirong British Emupire
throughout the world can be rezarded by the new German as a world
bulwark, against Oriental Communism, and a sirong Germany In
Surope can be regarded by the new Briton as a European bulwark
aZainst the same disruption that invades from the East the life of
Western man., From new conceptions, in Germany and in Britain, can
arise a new communion of interest to support the ¢communion that
should exist in a common blood.

A

-
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¥rance and European Solidarity

T0 this idea the writer, as a friend of the French people, is con~
vinced that France can be attached once she, t0o, has won freedom from
the vendettas of politicians, and can be induced to realise that the
legitimate expansion of Germany, in directions the opposite to any
threat to Frcench interest, is a strength to Europe, and, therefore, a
sirength to France in securing solidarity against the common menace
that comes from the East. If this conception cannot he accepted hy
linancial democratic Government in France it will at least So0n arise
from the chaos which financial democracy creates in that fair but
unnappy country. For it must be admitted that a new sense has Ccome
to Germany, and no German in his senses will, at infinite sacrifice,
make a bid to acquire overcrowded territory which belongs to France,
wien nis own people and relatively virgin soil summon him in the
Opposiie direction. Let us put ourselves for a moment in the German
position, and console ourselves and the French with the reflection that
German aflairs are no longer conducted by fools, fout by a man of
singular nteliigence, By recognition of the fact that the new German
interests lie in the Fast, rather than in the West of Europe, British
Union does not mean that we seek joint action with Germany in the
waging of war against Russia, although we shall forthwith break the
present glliance with Russia. On the contrary, we seek peace with all
countries, including Russia, and would only joln with other powers in
action against her if she menaced Great f31*it-ain, and thus evoked
our resolute principle of self-defence. But even the folly of BRussian
Communism will not challenge the might of a united Europe, which,
il need arose, would deal with her as easlly as with a colonial expedition.
We seck not by war, but by the solidarity of the European spirit and
plain commonsense, to secure that legitimate expansion of great nations.
wilch can avert the disaster of another and oreater explosion. That
solufion will be found without bloodshed, for the good and simple reason
that none can resist a combination of the greal powers of Europe.
Britain, Germany, France and Italy have in this matter a basic ‘com-
munity of interest, which the victory of the modern movement in

Britain can weld into an irrefragable instrument of action in the
achievement of peace.

| —

in foreign affairs, as in national life, the leadership principle
prevails in reality, and Europe is lost without the united and effective
leadership of the Great Powers. Too long we have suffered from the
post ~war -delusion that a.__,ti_ny”_spate, possessing a few thousands of

backward population, was, not only in theory but in practice, the equal

ol a great nation, with millions of advanced peoples to support material
power and moral position.
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Colonial Question

The greai powers must unite and lead {0 peace, and this final
blessing can only come from the victory of Britisn Union in the land
that is to-day the key to world peace. But, 1n giving leadership, Britaln
must also make contripbution, and, iong before the colonial gquestion was
raised in acute and controversial form, British Union declared williing
ness to hand back to Germany the mandated territories, on simple and
clear conditions that they should not be used as naval or air bases
against Britain, and that Britain might preserve such faciijties as were
necessary to her naval and alr comimunications. Such a concession
would present no difficuity to a Germany which hag already accepted
a 35 per cent. ratio of our naval strength, and, therefore, made the
maintenance of her potential colonial communications dependent on
friendship withh Britain. We will nolt surrender one inch of British
territory to any power, bub these colonies, held in mandate {rom the
League of Nations, are not British in law, and in practice we are in-
hibited from their development for Britishh purposes, witnl the result
that territory, which in restorafion would be an outlet and opportunity
for Germany, is to-day a burden and expense o us. Yet the Conserva-
tives who have betrayed British Empire by torowing open Brifish
Afriéa.n possessions as the dumping ground of the world, are ready
to jeopardise world peace In clinging to territory we do mnol reguire,
wille neglecting the cerritory which belongs to us at the expense of
M finite sacrifice and hercism of virile generations of the British, So in
nassing it may be observed fthat once again the Tory proves himsell
not only a dog in the manger buf also a fool.

conomic FPower

1t is clear that the peace of the new world can only rest on
masterial justice, and to deny it 18 to court war., Thne access of Germany
to raw materials, and opportunity for outlet and expansion, will solve
the last material problem of the great powers, for the ¢ther dispossessed
natvions, such as Italy and Japan, have ailready found a solution by
force that the financial demececratic world with characteristic folly we-
fused Lo reason.

Thus, in the sclution of the German problem, it hecomes possibie
for each great nation to build that comparatively self-contained civiii-
sation which 1s the surest guarantee of peace. To those wiwo deny this
elementary statement of fact we pose the simple questiot, whal are
modern wars about? The answer is clearly that modern wars are
economic In the struggle for raw materials and for markets. Con-
sequently, if each great mation has access o raw materials, and oppor-
runity to build a market in the purchasing power of their own people,
the only eifective cause of war in the world is eliminated. The urge
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to war will go with the suppression of the international struggle for
raw materials and markets, and the financial parasite that nilames
the fever. Then if the world goes to war the world will indeed be
mad, because no reason can exist for war and Britaln with justice will
have no part in that madness. |

The New Iurope

But in truth no such fear need exist, for the reason of the present

malady of Europe is not so difficult to diagnose. It is a malady and
division of the spirit, which transcends all material differences. Material
justice must be done, and the new world must be buils on the sound
reality of a fair economic basis. Buf deeper than every division oi
material thines is the division of fthe spirit in the moedern Burope.
The old world and the new world are divided and they cannot mingle.
Either the new world and the old world will collide in disaster or the
new world will emerge as the final system of the modern age. hereiore
on the fate of Britain depends the fate of mankind.
British Union advances with British policy, method and character
suited to this nation and to no other. But we can understand those
who in other countries have brought the new world to tryumph by
policy, method and character suited to their nations as nc “democrat ™
ever can. Because, despite every divergence of policy and difference of
national character, we have the same origin in fthe struggle oi our
betraved generation of the war to redeem greai nations irem corrup-
tion_ and in common witl theze others we have passed through the
same ordeals and faced the same enemies. This origin of a comimon
expearience, and determination that great peoples shall not perish from
the earth, gives us an understanding one of another, and a sympathy
in the mutual strugele with the dark enemy of mankind, that the old
world can neither comprehend nor disrunt.

VWe are British and before all else in our national creed we place
Britain and our love of country, but, because we love our land, we can
understand and work with those who love their land.

Thus shall be born not only the material union but the spiritual
union of the new world.

PRITISH UNION
So British Union emerges from the welter of parties and the chacs
of the system. To meet an emergency no less menacing than 1614,
necause it is not so sudden or so universally apparent, British Union
summons our pecple to no less an effort in no less g spirit. Gone in the

demand of that hour was the clamour of faction, and the strife of °

section, that a great nation might unite to win satvation. A brother-
hood of the British wias born that in the strength of union was In-

——arm
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vincible and irresistible. To-day the nation faces a foe more dangerous
hecause ne dwells within, and a situation no less grave pecause to all it
is not yet visible, We have been divided, and we have b2en conguered,
because Dby division of the British alone we can be conquered.
Class against class, fiaction against laction party agalnsy party, mnteress
agalnst interest, man against man, and brother against brother has
been the tactic of the warfare by which the Britishh in the moasrn age,
for the nirst time in thelr history, have peen subdued. We have been
cefeated, too, at a moment in our nistory winen the world was at our
feef, because the heritage won for us, by the heroism o0i our Iathers,
affords to the genlus of modern sclence, and the new and unprecedented
triumpn of the human mind, an opportunity oif meaterial achieveme:nt
leading, througn the gifft of economic freedom, 0 a higher spirituzl
civilisation than mankind, in the long story of the human race hd
vet withessed. But for the moments the Britich are defeated, and
acoulescence in defeat means the end. On the one hand, continued
lethargy can lead only to unlimifed chaos, ending in ultimate destrue-
tion, and, on the other, new efiort can open bhefore us a vista of un-
paralleled and unlimited opportunity. Humanity can naver stand stiil,
and ot thils moment, more than any other in our histery, the alterna-
fives befcre a graat naticn are neroism or oblivion. Can we recapture
the union of 1914 and that rapturous dedication of the individual to a
cause tnat transcends self and faction, or are we doomed to go down
with the Empires of history in the chaos of usury and sectional greed?
Thai is the guestion ©f the hour for which every factor and symptom
0of the current situabion presses decision. Is it now possible by 3
supreme effort of the British spirit, and the human will, to arrest
waar, in the light of all past history, would appear to be the course of
destiny itself? For we have reached the verind, by every indication
available to the intellect, at which each c¢ivilisation, and Empive of the
past, .nas eguny to traverse that downward patih to the dust and ashes
from which their glory never returned. Every fatal sympton of the
past iz present in the modern situation, from the uprooting of tne
peeple’s contact withh the soil to the development of usury and the ruiz
of money power, accompanied by social decadence and vice that flaunts
in the face of civilisation the doctrine of defeat and decline.

Albove the European scene towers in menace Speneler’s colosgad
contribution to modern thought, which taught our new generation that
a 1imit is set to the course of civilisations and Empires, and that the
course that once is Tun is for ever closed. Every indication of decadencn
and decline, which he cheerved as a precursor of the downfall of 2
civilisation, is apparent in the modern scene, and, from all history, he
deducred the sombre conclusion that the effort of “Faustian” man o
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renew nls yout:h? and to recapture the dawn of a ci-vilisa-t_ion, mus_t evey
fail. History i1s on lie side of ithe great pullosopher, and cvery sign of
the period with fatal recurrence supports his view. His massive pes-
simism, supported by mmpressive armoury ol fact, rises in challenge and
in menace to our generalion and our age. We take up that challenge
wilth the radiant opliimism ‘born of man’s achlevements 1n the new realm
of science, that the philosopher wunderstocd lz2ss well than historyv, and
porn, above ail, of our undyingz belief in the invincipie spirvit of tnat
final product of the ages—the modern man. We salule our great an-
tagonist, from whose great warning we have learnt so much, but we
reject utterly the fatality of his conclusion. We Dbelizve thiat modern
man, with the new genius of modern science within him, and the
insplration oif fhe modern spirit to gulde nim, can find the answer to
the historic fatality. But to ignore the evidence of the ages, and o
deride the contribution to human thougnt of Spengler’s great intellect,
is appropriate only to the pallid “intellectuals.”” whose ema-sculate@
minds lack the energy to study his facts and the couraze 1o face nis
conclusions. His facts stand and the only relevant question is. whether
or not, In this epoch of supreme scientific achlevement, man 1s armed
with the weapons, and possesses the will, to cnallenge and to alier the
very course of mortal destiny. I is in immense answer to all pgst
history of human 1fate that DBritish Union emergzes within DBrivisa
Empire, and the modem creed in diverse form emerges in all great
nations, withh the decisive challenge of the renaissance of the Wastlern
man. Underlying every difference in policy, method, form and char’-gcq
ter in differenf nations, the rise of the National Socialist and Fascisg
doctrine, throughout Europe, represents, in historic determinism, the
supreme effort of modern man to challenge and overcome 't‘ne }jmm‘an
destiny, which in every previous civilisaticon has ordained irretrievaiic
downfall. 'The doctrines of modern disintegzration are ciassic in form,
and pervade the political paities, which facde from a flaccid and univellﬂa.l
“Liberalism” into the sheer disruption and corruption of Socialism
serving usury. The doctrinaires of tie immediate past come 1o Fhe a1d
of political defeatism with the negation of manhood and self-will, anq
the scientific formulation of surrender as a faitn., In the sphere ol
economics Marx portrays humanity as the nelgiess victim of matel:ial
circumstance, and in the sphere of psychology Freud assisis the doctrine
of human defeatism with the teaching that self-will and scli-nelp are
no longer of any avail, and that man is egually fhe helpless toyf '{;-;i_‘
childishh and even pre-natal influence. Marx’s “materialist conception
of history” tells us that man has ever been moved by no 1’11%‘1;1&1'
instinct than the urge of his stomaech, and Freud supports this teaching
of man’s s@iritu-al futility with the lesson that man can never escape
from the squalid misadventures of childhood.

We odserve the motive of g donkey, in jumping a ditch, w
a desire to consume g particularly luxuriant thistle that
othier side. On the other hand, if we observe a man

a higher motive,

own will beyond the idle chances of childhood, then every
heredity and environment, not only of genius, but of
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By a fatal conjunction the materialist doctrines of these two Jews
have dominated the modern “intellectual” world in the rout and
destruction of every value of the spirit. This predestination of
materialism has proved in practice even more destructive of the human
will and spirit than the old and discredited *“ predestination of the
Soul.” It has paralysed the intellectual world into the acceptance of
surrender to circumstance as an article of taith.
1'0o these destructive doctrines of mater
creed returns a determined answer.

lal defeatism our renaissant
'To Marx we say it is true that if
C may discern
grows on the
jumping a diteh
We may legitimately conclude that he POsSSesses a different and possibly

T'o Freud we reply that, if indeed man has no determination of his:

escape from
every determined

Can even

ot a civilisation.

with which to conquer mate
wealth in abundance (rom nature, but, in

spirit in history, is but a figment of historic imagination.

In answer to the fatalistic defeatism of the * intellectual ” world

our creed summons not only the whole of history as a witness to the
power and motive force of the human Spirit, but every evidence and
tendency of recent science. To-day the whole froni of materialism 18
on the retreat, and the scene of modern thought is dominated by the
triumph of the spirit. In rout are the little men who taught that
notning could exist that they could not understand. Biology begins
azain to teach that the wilful determination

0f the species to rise
above the limitations of material environment is the dominating factor
in evolution.

In psychology the modern school declares that the
conscious exertion of man’s will prevails over the chance of heredity
and environment. In physics the influence of the external to matter.
the unknown in short the spiritual, provides phenomena for whienh
the purely material can afford no explanation. In fact, every tendency
0f modern science assures s that in superb effort the human
soar beyond the restraint of time and circumstance.
S0 man emerges for the final struggle of the ages, the supremoe and
conscious master of his fate, to surmount the destiny that has reduced
civilisations to oblivion even from the annals of {ime. e
advances to the final ordeal armed with weapons of the modern mind
that were lacking to the hand of any previous generation in Lhe orisie

Spirit

The wonders of our new science afford him not Only the means

rial environment, in the ability to wrest
the final unfolding of the
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scientific revelation, prcbably also the means of contrelling even the
physical rhythm of a civilisation. Man for the firs{ fime in human
history carries to the crisls of his fate weapons withy which he may
conguer even destiny. But one compelling necessity remains, that he
shall win within himeself the will to struggle and to conguer. Our creed
and our Movement instil in man the heroic attitude to life, because
he needs heroism. OQOur new Britons require the virility of the Eliza-
bethan combined with the intellect and method of the modern tech-
nician. The age demands the radlance of the dawn to infuse the
wonder of maturity. We need heroism not just for war, which is &
mere stupidity, but heroism to sustain us throeugh man’s sutlime
attempt to wrestle with nature and to strive with destiny. To this
high purpose we summon from the void of present ecircumstance the
vast spirit of man’s herolsm. For this shall be the epic generation
whose struggle and whose sacrifice shall decide whether man again
shall know the dust or whether man at last shall grasp the stars.

We know the answer for we have felt this thing within us. In
divine purpose the spirit of man rises above and beyond tne welter
of chaos and materialism to the conguest of a civilisation that shall
be the sum and the glory of the travail of the ages. In that nigh fate
to-morrow we live,




