
Freedom~wit

What We Stand For ú
The "free" world is not free; the "communist"

no ld i ' ' 'r s not communist. he regect both:
one is becoming totalitarian; the other is
already so.

Their current power struggle leads inexorably
to atomic war and the probable destruction
of the human race.

We charge that both systems engender servi-
tude. Pseudo-freedom based on ec 'e onomicslavery is no better than pseudo-freedom
based on political slavery-

The monopoly of power which is the state must
.be eliminated. Government itself, as-well
ñas itsè underlying ins ti tutions, perpetuates
war, oppression, corruption, exploitation,
and misery.

We advocate a world-wide society of communi-
t A ~ 'iee and councils based on coo eration and"
free agreement from the bottom-C Ffed l óera ism)
inetead of coercion and domination from
the t i-*  ' lop (centralism). Regimentation rof
people must _be replaced by regulation of
things. ,_

-- i

bout socialism is chaotic, but so-
- cialism without freedom is-despotic- Lib-

ertarianism is free socialism.

 ý
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The Arrogance of uncontested power

- Laurens Otter
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L L College Farm House,
 lwellington, Salop.

printed liadeley Peopleó s Centre,
e Madeley, Telford.  

The first edition was published as a Wrekin Libertarian
publication, a group that years ago published "Wrekin
AnarchistVoice", thoughlittle of it still remains.
Given that thename Libertarian - until recently synon-
ymous with Libertarian Socialist or anarchist -is now.
usurped by people who are opposed to Liberty "throughout L
the world,  the name is changed. L e

. r _

Front cover picture donated by Tristan Hill

In the pamphlet I suggest that the police either turned
an blind eye, in investigating I-Ii1dal'.'urrell's death, or
- more charitably - there must be doubts as to their L
competence. G The speed that the same team cleared up the
Li 50 murder, demonstrated their competence beyond doubt-
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The arrogance-of zmo-ontested power.

Recently three men, arrested almost by mistake, under suspic-
ion, were found first to be falsely posing as police.
They were carrying a false police warrant card. Normally
that would suffice to get them locked up. But that was
not all. Police investigation showed that they had at
home a number of other police warrant cards, of identific-
ation cards for security services and for varying
government ministries under a number of aliases.

It also emerged that they had a number of confidential btate
documents, from the Ministry of Defence and other Govern-
mental departments; ans a number of other papers falsely
purporting to be such state documents; and that they were
engaged in a conspiracy to kidnap political refugees
lsgally resident in this country.

Any one of these charges would normally have been more than
adequate to bring a prosecution and a lengthy spell in gaol.
On far thinner evidencepeople believed to have leaked
confidential governmental matter have been prosecuted.
Masquerading as police or govermental officials is normally
an offence which is speedily prosecuted and heavily punished
but was not this time.

It was announced that the Public Prosecutor, despite all the
papers that the police held, despite the open conflict
of evidence, - fcr Mr Larsen the leader of the the three
claimed before a Magistrate that he worked for M15 & the
Government denied this, - had not sufficient material to
sustain a prosecution. When later, an attempt was made
to bring a private prosecution, the Government hurried
through a deportation order.

This placed Mr Larsen and his accomplices outside the
Jurisdiction of the court, and so prevented the case ever
being tried.

i



Noone seriously disputes that Mr Larsen comitted crimes
on British soil. Indeed a Tory Minister. and many of
his backbench supporters claimed when the deportation
was hurried through that the Labour members who protested
were trying to coverup Lar'Ben's illegal acts, rather
than that they were demanding that he be bought to trial

Why then was he not tried? More to the point why is it
that Government has grown so arrogant that it,can openly
ignore demands for an enquiry, openly flout the Law.

WeLhav; 8 government that professes to be as government if
- aw rder. We have a Prime Minister who lectures trade
union pickets who fall foul of the laws limitting their
rishts she has just introduced on their duty to obey Iihe
1cw;t gho similarly hectors the municipal and other local
9 9Á 9 8ÁVBIT1mcnts who try and cushion their constituents
against the effects of her harsh measures about the evils
of their defiance of the law.

Wetlýave seen people imprisoned or otherwise hounded before
e courts, because their consciences would not allow them

to remain, silent when they saw government actions they
5Á13-eve® 1mÁT&1; and those most certainly were branded
as those who put themselves -above the law. Tet when
1511888 thIóB8 H1611 ð whom are QoVgr11mgn1; dl_'..~'n8, denyinó
that they are governmental officials - break at large num-
ber of laws - are likely to be brought to Court; extna-.
ordinary measures are taken to ensure that this does not  
happen. t  

Few people can be such fools as to doubt that the Government
knows it has something disgraceful tohide. Though nne
cgn only speculate as_to what. But the amazing thing is

at the Government did not in fact really take the troubleto hide Though it went through the form of den n that y
the Public Prosecutor's decision was politically glOó%QÄñ,
& then that the deportation was to prevent a trial, it did
not take the trouble to do this in a way which would be
likely to be believed.
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When Governments cannot even take the trouble to hide
their misdeeds, when despotism does not need the cloak
of hypocrisy, thenthis amounts to a statement that
their power is absolute, the regime is total & its
philosophy totalitarian; it is assumed that either all
opposition is crushed or what remains soon will be.

This arrogance of power is not new. Given that Wright,
in Spycatcher, accuses prominent associates of Mrs
Thatcher's of having comnitted Treason. (Of having
deliberately conspired with members of the security scr-
vices to damage the then democratically and lawfully
elected government.) Given that not merely the Wilson
Government, but probably also the Eeath one, was so
undermined; would one not expect a Government which
makes such an hullabaloo about the duty of others to
obey the Law, (however much individuals might dislike
them) and to abide by the mandate of the polls; to show
Just a little embarassment?

But what do we have; the issue is deflected, 6: half the
country believes that the question at stake is the shims-
ful way an ex-British spy is betraying his oath and P
revealing secrets. The fact that what is being revealed
is that - at the very least - the present PrimeIMinister
was closely associated with those who were complicit in
Treason, and that she is the beneficiary of that Treason
& that therefore there are prime fecie grounds for
demanding that she clear herself of complicity is held
irrelevant.

'5 . .

The case is as if someone having evidence of a burglary,
should be told that the only person he has a right to
reveal it to, is the official who Just happens to be
sitting furnished with the goods he knows to be stolen.

The mediaeval writer who said: I
 ñTreason; doth never prosper,

for what's the reason,
for an its prosper, y

e none dare call it treason;"
described our situation. e



- 6 _  

There can of course be Te sons why the Secrdt Services
may have acted treasonably off their own bat, without
reference to or encouragement from Tory politicians.
Such agencies may well have thought - and who will doubt
it? - that they might flourish best in the sort of
society that Mrs Thatcher would introduce. But given
the evidence that Airey Neave at the very-least knew what
was afoot and encouraged it, and the fact that he master-
minded the campaign inthe Tory Party (both in the
Commons & elsewhere) to oust Heath and replace him by
Thatcher; one might have expected the.Prime Minister to
be anxious for an Inquiry Court to establish her own,<&
her Babinet's innocence.

ñherò Post Governments beset by scandal have been at pains
to have Judicial Inquiries to establish right and wrnng
in the clear light of day, we have had an endless series
ofvJudic1al actions to suppress inquiry, It was Said at
the time of Watergate, that British Law is such that had;
Richard Nixon been a British Prime Minister, the facts G
could never have been published.  

It should not be thought that Heath and'Wilson come out of
the affair merely as wronged innocents. As one former
CabinetIMinister with partial responsibility for security
services has said on Radio. "It is the essence of Secret
Service work that they act illegally. Governments cannot
of course condone this. But they cannot function unless
it 1S done. Therefore ministers take cod care not to 't g  
know what is going on; and do not therefore try to exertion
supervision."

In the past, - when there has been guspicion of security
Bsrvioe lakulldvcsery (for instance in the Littlejohn
case), - enquizers have been assured that though all
the facts cannot be revealed in the full light of day,
there is tight Cabinet supervision; that in alDemocnacy
things are verydifferent from totallitarian states,
since here elected officials have supervisory powers.

ó .
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It appears that either the powers are mythical or that the
holders of these powers have been totally negligent in
their exercise; for both Wilson & Heath have been res-
ponsible for that supervision; - between them for over
a dozen years; - & both were undermined by such agencies.

If'Mrs Thatcher, was not - as Wright appears to suggest -
complicit in the subversion of these two previous govern-
ments (in one of which she held Cabinet Office); then
she too must have been kept in ignorance of the past
actions of the security services. So it may be that she,
too, is being hoodwinked; and is failing in her supervis-
ory role.

There are three possibilities:-
iýrs Thatcher has all the facts, & has proof which she

cannot reveal that the Wright allegations are baseless;
There is no way that the Prime Minister can possibly

ascertain all the facts;
Mrs Thatche: is at the very least involved through

association with those who conspired against the Heath.
& Wilson governments. p

All of which possibilities carry worrying implications
about the nature of'power in our society.

Given the ferocity with which Wright has been pursued in
the courts, given the way that the state tried to pro-
secute Clive Ponting and did imprison 3arah Tisdall; if
the doctrine of deterrence ever has any validity at all,
we can safely assume that for everyone who reveals cases
of the abuse of power, there are many who know of such,
& who are too frightened to reveal them; quite apart
from others who support the abuse, & so would not consid-
er revealing it.

If organizations take steps to prevent knowledge of their
activities being published, & if despite this there are
occasional reports and all of these suggest immoral ore
illegal acts; it is reasonable to assume that what
remains hidden is worse than what is published.
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A few courageous indivi® L radicals, (some of thúmiM1P.S),
have made serious attempts to get at the truth. A few
people like Peter Wright have revealed matters when in
an.huff. The odd ofñicial - Ponting, Tisdall, Masseter,
- has been shocked by abuses of procedure into making
revealations; but there has not been either an invest-
igation, or a seriou attempt to campaign for one.

This is partly because the Labour Party is the political
equivalent of a company union. Just as commercial
companies that can get away with it set up staff assoc-
iations manned by their appointees, which pretend to
perform the tasks of unions, but which ensure the
workersó needs are not safeguarded as against the bossesó
desires; so it is useful for authoritarian Rightist
governments to have a supposedly labour party to deflect
workersó aspirations away from resistance. It is debat-
able whether Labour was intentionally created for this
purpose, but there can be no room for doubt that that is
what it has become over the years.

Given the lack of any effective resistance it is hardly
suprising that Government can feel that it may allow the
security services, (or in Larsen's case those of South
Africa,) not only to flout the Law, but to do it in .
way that amounts to a boast "we can do what we like, &
noone can stop us".

It is in this context, that, nearly four years after her
death, I should like to return to the case of the murder
of Hilda Murrell. Since - if the case had ever come
to court - I should have been a material witness; I have
not previously published a statement; though materill
in a play has been taken fromwmy statement to the police.

I will not attempt to write a full account of what happened,
that is too much in debate, &- I am not an ilivcstigatirve
Journalist, but a record of how the case impinged on my
consciousness-
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Though I did not, during her lifetime, know her name; I
knew Hilda Murrell by sight, from meetings of the
Shropshire Peace Alliance. This is & was the CND
sub-regional federation for the county, but had been
initially founded with links to the 1979 call for a
Freeze and with the specific intention of making Salop.
a nuclear free zone. It had, at first, members who
were not necessarily unilateralist. I

Within the alliance Miss Murrell &zl were in consequence
generally opposed; she represented the United Nationsó
Association, & though herself unilateralist wished to
keep the S.P.A. open to non-unilateralists; and put
great faith in continued cooperation between unilater-
alitts and multilateralists. 'Views which I do not
Sh BIB.

It is not quite true, as Judith Cook thought, that she
never went on demonstrations. I can recall being next
but one to her on a "die-in" in the middle of Shrewsbury;
on that occasion while we waited for the crucial moment
she was talking to the members of the the then Shrewsbury
óWomen's Peace Group, who had just returned from Greenham.
I could not help over-hearing the conversation. It was
evident that Miss Murrell had not, on that occasion, been
to Greenham, but was conversant with the general lay-out
of the various peace camps there.

Thus I knew her by sight, & broadly knew her opinions nn
internal.CND matters.

Two of us at that time used regularly to represent the
Telford.Anti-Nuclear Group at the meetings of the SEA;
 Paul'Wolfe - the other one - was at the time Convener,
& editted a bulletin on behalf of the alliance. Neither
of us drove, &:so we needed to leave early to catch the
last train; so we tended not to stay chatting at the
end of meetings, and did not come to know the other repre-
sentatives.




















