
 
 

 

WHO IS NEXT? 
By Stephen McNamara (Website, Twitter) 

 
Charlie Gard. Alfie Evans. Midrar 
Namiq. Pippa Knight. Alta Fixler. 
 
Archie Battersbee. 
 
Who is next? 
 
Whose child is going to die next 
after the monopoly that is the 
state-run NHS decides that they 
don’t want to try and save a child’s 
life anymore? Look, I get it. You’re 
a medical professional. You’ve 
worked in your field for years and 
have had your fair share of 
successes and failures over the 
years. I get it. I really do. But what 
if this is the time you’re wrong? 
What if a more comfortable 
existence can be provided by 
someone else? 
 

This is where the problem lies though. You’ve been brought up in the NHS. You’ve been essentially 
brainwashed to think that the NHS is the best healthcare service and that it’s the envy of the world. It’s 
not. You’ve been lied to. Your “job” is to do the best that you can do for a sick or dying child, but you’re 
NOT the best professional in your field. When you have reached the end of your competency you have 
to set your ego aside and let the parents do everything they can for THEIR child. They may not be 
medical professionals themselves, but they sure as hell want to find the best treatment available, but 
in what egotistical maniac world do you think you really are the best person?  
 
Step aside and let those willing to provide the care needed do everything they can do to save the 
child’s life. 
 
If you have reached the end of your skill level. If you are unable to find the funding to continue the 
treatment. If you have any sense of moral decency, you will step aside. Just move out of the parent’s 
way. The parents and family of a child dying are going through enough. They need to find a way to 
prepare themselves for what you think is going to be inevitable. Those parents will need to know 
they’ve done everything possible so that they can come to some closure should the child eventually 
die. It's a basic human need to fight to survive. What they do not need is fighting with you too in court. 
 
So let me ask again. Who is next? Will you, sitting reading this, be willing to stand up to the state murder 
of sick children? Someone will be next. Will it be your child next?  
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FOR YOUR OWN GOOD 
By LibertariDan (Telegram) 

 
The tragic end to the life of 12-year-old 
Archie Battersbee touched the hearts of all 
who were following those events in the news. 
Regardless of our opinions of whether Archie 
could have recovered with continued 
treatment, perhaps one thing we can all 
recognise is the cold, and illogical, 
interference by the machinery of the state-
sponsored national religion – the NHS. 
 
After four months in a coma, medical 
practitioners at the Royal London Hospital 
took the decision to withdraw Archie’s life 
support. A decision understandably fought 
by Archie’s mother who cited a request from 
the United Nations to continue treatment. 
The Court of Appeal, however, declined to 
postpone treatment withdrawal until the UN 
could hear the case. With nowhere else to go, Archie’s mother’s final request was to have her son 
moved to a hospice where his treatment withdrawal and death could take place in peace. However, 
lawyers for Barts Health NHS Trust blocked even that last request, in a letter stating "The trust 
continues to put Archie's welfare and best interests at the forefront of its decision making about his 
care. It believes that Archie's condition is unstable and that transferring him even a short distance 
involves significant risk." Ignoring the fact that their decision to withdraw life support would guarantee 
Archie’s premature death, ignoring the fact they had no intention of restoring life support, suddenly 
they want to exercise final control over exactly where and how the end of his life must take place 
because of “risk”. Risk to what? His life which they’ve decided not to save? Sadly, the court agreed and 
on 6 August 2022, Archie Battersbee died in hospital, his mother’s last wish denied. These sad events 
bring to mind two other cases of state healthcare overreach. I think of Charlie Gard and Ashya King. 
 
The parents of Charlie Gard, along with whatever else they must have suffered in terms of fears and 
heartache for their son, also had to duel the overreaching hand of the state interfering in their care 
plans for their poorly child. I can only try to imagine what that must be like. In his case this was not 
about cuts or saving money, though one might suspect that played no small part in the decision to 
deny moving Archie Battersbee to a hospice. For Charlie, money was there! The parents had raised it, 
people had donated, there was no NHS funding needed, everything was ready to go to try another 
treatment, this time in the USA. The only thing that prevented Charlie getting treatment was the iron 
hand of the state. 
 
Previously a judge had determined that Charlie must die, his last chance for life and health in the USA 
untested. Since then the parents had appealed, after all treatment was available, paid for, ready, it was 
worth one last chance. In appealing it became clear that the original judgement became irrelevant for, 
in the time taken to appeal, had the judge ruled in favour of Charlie he could have been receiving 
treatment by now and the whole decision would be in the hands of the success or failure of the 
treatment. But during the appeal precious time was lost and in the end it was too late. The parents 
were forced to admit that in the delay Charlie had weakened too much and now even their last chance 
treatment in the USA was not possible – Charlie’s final light of hope extinguished by a state that got in 
the way of his treatment. 
 
Recall, if you will, the case of Ashya King, whose parents were accused of kidnapping their own child 
and a European arrest warrant issued to try to prevent them taking their child for a treatment in another 
country – a treatment which worked and saved the child’s life. To see how hard the state worked to 
prevent this life saving treatment taking place, and to make criminals of the parents who only sought 
what was best for their child was sickening. 
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The sickening self-righteous piety reminds 
me of C. S. Lewis’s observation of moral 
busybodies’ interference in our lives: “Of all 
tyrannies, a tyranny sincerely exercised for 
the good of its victims may be the most 
oppressive. It would be better to live under 
robber barons than under omnipotent moral 
busybodies. The robber baron’s cruelty may 
sometimes sleep, his cupidity may at some 
point be satiated; but those who torment us 
for our own good will torment us without end 
for they do so with the approval of their own 
conscience.” 
 
Don’t we all know someone like that? 
 

But it is easy to get lost in opinions about what is the right decision for each of these children – clearly 
the parents believed one thing and the agents of the state thought another. The claim by the state is 
that they want to do what is best for the child, and it hardly needs saying that the parents also want 
what is best for their child. And so, what is best? Surely it is whatever the child would have chosen were 
they able to choose. The state thinks the child would choose death. The parent believes the child would 
choose life. Then the state, pretending to act with the authority of all of us overrules the parent. So the 
basis of the whole decision remains – who should determine what a sick person would choose were 
they able to choose? 
 
If you, personally, would stand in that private place and supplant the parent’s sacred duty with your 
will and overrule them, then you might agree with the state but must accept joint culpability for the 
decision. You went in where angels fear to tread, you forced your will on the outcome, you arrogantly 
usurped the parental responsibility. That is what state involvement and support of it means. 
 
Otherwise leave it to the parents – clearly loving, devoted, wanting the best for their child. This is a 
parental decision not a state decision. In Charlie Gard’s case there was a light of hope in the USA, and 
Charlie and his parents were forced to wait around, until it was too late, for the state to give permission. 
Permission!? In the case of Ashya King the parents risked everything to defy an authority who would 
have seen their child die in order to ensure treatment which saved their life. And then after denying 
further treatment for Archie Battersbee, 
thereby guaranteeing the end of his life, the 
state stood in the way of the final request to 
move this poorly child to a hospice. Is no 
ground sacred? 
 
I supported going ahead with one more 
treatment for Charlie, I supported the 
parent’s decision for Ashya King, and I would 
have supported Archie’s mother’s decision to 
move her child when hospitals were 
determined to withdraw treatment. But even 
so I don’t think it anyone’s call but the parents 
– and for that reason it is not the state’s call 
either. 
 
But while the state forces its call anyway, and 
while ‘moral busybodies’ pat themselves on 
the back for their support of tyranny, we are 
all at risk of having our choices disregarded 
by systems that do not love us. 
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CAMERAS IN THE COURT! 
By Christopher J. Wilkinson (Website, LinkedIn, Facebook, Twitter, Telegram, MeWe) 

 
I for one disagree with a recent 
innovation of the judicial system. 
On the surface, it may appear that 
cameras in court improves the 
transparency of our legal system. 
On the contrary, I would argue 
that such a move turns casual 
viewers into callous voters, with 
everyone having a reason to voice 
their opinion regardless of how 
wrong it is, becoming their own 
legal expert much like 
independence of the Bank of 
England really meant issuing 
control of bank regulation and 
supervision to the bankers 
themselves. Before 2008, 
everybody foolishly asked what 
could go wrong. 
 

We’ve got cameras in the courts recording the outcomes of high-profile crimes, but the severity of a 
crime is somewhat subjective according to circumstances and state regulations bar the broadcast of 
proceedings which could provide the audience with much-needed contextual relevance. Who is there 
to judge what the television viewers should judge? Licensed companies permitted to screen 
proceedings are BBC News, ITN, Sky News and PA Media; the self-same outlets that sold you the 
pandemic lie for the past two years are now poisonously vying for your interest in becoming your own 
stay-at-home juror. It all comes back to corporatism and the state. 
 
Those who feared television cameras in the House of Commons probably had something going for 
them. Cameras in court could eventually lead to the encouragement of overdramatised performances 
by barristers, making sweeping gestures as they cross the floor and deepening their tone of voice as 
though offering a rendition of Macbeth or Hamlet in wig and gown. It’ll make sensationalist newspaper 
headlines easier for the Murdoch press on a slow news day, but it won’t benefit anyone else. It is a 
decision that will almost certainly do more harm than good as the television jury sit idly by and watch 
in their armchair theatres. Occasionally, a ripple might emerge upon the instance of a miscarriage of 
justice before it fades away again. 
 
Who knows, eventually we might all be casting vote for what sentence a criminal should receive by 
pressing the red buttons on our remote controls. It’s another symbol of the manic dystopia our ruling 
class are determined to push and another reason why we should be determined to resist it. 
 
 

DO YOU WANT TO WRITE FOR US? 
 

WE HOPE YOU’VE ENJOYED READING FREE SPEECH .  IF YOU’D LIKE TO SUBMIT AN 
ARTICLE FOR THE NEXT EDITION, PLEASE HEAD OVER TO OUR WEBSITE FOR 

MORE INFORMATION. IT’S  EASY TO GET YOUR WORK PUBLISHED AND A GREAT 
WAY TO REACH OUT AND CONNECT WIT H OTHER PRO-LIBERTY INDIVIDUALS. 

MEANWHILE,  YOU CAN FOLLOW BLACKLIST PRESS ON FACEBOOK, TWITTER AND 
TELEGRAM TO KEEP UP TO DATE WITH OUR NEW RELEASES.  
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