
 

 

Chris Grayling: original language English translation by G S Webber 

What do the burial place of Richard 

III, our decision to stop criminal legal 

aid for prisoners unhappy about the 

prison they are in, and the spare room 

subsidy all have in common?  

What do 1945, 1964, 1974, and 1997 
all have in common? 

They have all been the subject of legal 

action, so-called judicial reviews, 

instigated by pressure groups, 

designed to force the Government to 

change its mind over properly taken 

decisions by democratically elected 

politicians.  

They were all years when so-called 
general elections, contested by 
political parties and designed to 
force the Government to change its 
properly-appointed members, were 
lost by the Conservatives. 

This includes using the legal system as 

a weapon to try to stop the difficult 

decisions we are taking to secure a 

better future for our country as part of 

our long-term economic plan.  

This includes using democracy as a 
weapon to try to stop the difficult 
decisions the Conservatives are 
taking to secure a better future for 
our country as part of a long-term 
‘staying in office’ plan. 

The rule of law is important in our 

society. It’s proper that people should 

have the right to go to court to right an 

injustice, to challenge individual 

decisions taken by public 

organisations that will do real damage 

to their lives.  

Democracy is important in our 
society. It’s proper that people 
should have the right to go to the 
ballot box to vote for the 
Conservative of their choice to run 
the country. 

But we are also now a society that is 

too legalistic, and where the system 

can be, and is exploited 

inappropriately by pressure groups 

with a political point to make, and a 

minority of lawyers who make money 

out of creating opportunities to attack 

government, Parliament and the 

decisions they make.  

But we are also now a society that is 
too democratic, and where the 
system can be, and is, exploited 
inappropriately by opposition parties 
with a political point to make, and a 
minority of MPs who earn a salary for 
opposing things that the 
Government is doing. 



 

 

Taking legal action via judicial review 

has become a must-use tool for 

pressure group lobbyists. Rushing to 

court can serve as a delaying tactic. It 

can serve as a public relations tool to 

get more media coverage. It can even 

bring crucial projects to a juddering 

halt on a technicality.  

Contesting elections has become a 
must-use tool for political parties. 
Standing for election can serve as a 
public relations tactic to get media 
coverage; it can even bring crucial 
projects to a halt, like the payment of 
Conservative ministers’ salaries. 

I’ve seen lawyers launching legal 

action on a technicality to try to delay 

a change to legal fees that will bring 

down insurance costs for motorists, 

purely to try to stave off the day when 

their businesses would have to adapt. 

We’ve had court cases brought to 

delay important infrastructure projects 

that will create jobs and wealth for 

Britain – even companies seeking to 

undermine each other’s businesses by 

taking legal action over planning 

decisions.  

I’ve seen Labour Party candidates 
standing for election on the flimsiest 
of pretexts to try to win an election 
purely to stave off the day when they 
have to live under a Conservative 
Party government. We’ve had 
elections that have delayed the 
implementation of Tory policies and 
even resulted in changes of 
government! 

Now we have the controversy over the 

cases brought by one firm, Public 

Interest Lawyers, on behalf of Iraqis, 

but paid for by your legal aid money.  

Look at the current controversy over 
a Labour Party policy that the 
wealthy should have to pay more 
money in tax. They are pursuing this 
policy using your money! 

Most right-minded people think it’s 

wrong that overseas nationals should 

ever have been able to use our legal aid 

fund anyway. One rival commented 

recently that this “waste of taxpayer’s 

money” would “only serve to give 

lawyers and our justice system a bad 

name”. 

 

Most right-minded people think it’s 
wrong that daft policies such as this 
should be allowed to run at election 
time. Someone I’m not going to 
name commented recently that 
allowing Labour candidates to stand 
for election “only serves to give 
democracy a bad name”. 



 

 

We are pushing ahead with proposals 

which would stop this kind of action 

and limit legal aid to those who are 

resident in the UK, and have been for 

at least a year. We have made some 

exceptions for certain cases involving 

particularly vulnerable people, such as 

refugees who arrive in the UK fleeing 

persecution elsewhere. But why should 

you pay the legal bill of people who 

have never even been to Britain?  

We are pushing ahead with 
proposals which would stop this kind 
of tomfoolery and limit electoral 
opportunities to those who agree 
with the Government and have done 
for at least a year. We have made 
some exceptions for particularly 
pathetic and hopeless  Labour 
candidates who actually benefit us 
anyway. But in general, why should 
you pay for minority-interest, 
opposition parties to stand for 
election? 

And yes, you’ve guessed it. Another 

group of Left-wing lawyers has taken 

us to court to try to stop the proposals.  

And yes, you’ve guessed it. A group 
of Left-wing bastards is going to be 
standing election opposing these 
plans. 

We’re also pressing ahead with 

changes to judicial review, making it 

more difficult to pursue cases on a 

technicality, to speed up cases 

involving important investment 

projects and to make sure that those 

people and organisations who use the 

system inappropriately pay the bill – 

not you.  

We’re also pressing ahead with 
changes to voting eligibility, making 
it more difficult for people on lower 
incomes to vote, to make elections 
quicker and easier to count, 
especially in the north. We’ll also be 
making sure that political parties that 
lose pay the full economic cost of the 
election as a fine for their vexatious 
candidacy. 

My role as Lord Chancellor involves 

being a defender of the independence 

of our legal system and our judiciary, 

and it is a responsibility I take 

enormously seriously. The rule of law 

in Britain is vital to us all. But I also 

regard it as my role to ensure that 

where our legal system is going wrong, 

we take the right steps to change 

things. And that is precisely what we 

are now doing. 

My role as Lord Chancellor involves 
being a defender of the 
independence of our Conservative 
government. It is a responsibility I 
take enormously salary, sorry, 
seriously. Democracy in Britain is vital 
to us all. But I also regard it as my role 
to ensure that where democracy is 
going wrong, and people are voting 
wrongly, we take the right steps to 
change things. And that is precisely 
what we are now doing. 

 


