
Letter to the Home Secretary

The tragic loss of life at sea near France this week has highlighted again
the need to change policy in tackling illegal migration.

You have rightly condemned the actions of people smugglers. They take profit
to put people at risk on dangerous boats and encourage them to break the law
of the country they wish to enter. It would be good to know what more can be
done to find and prosecute the people in France responsible for organising
this vile trade.

The UK needs to reinforce your clear view that people should not attempt
illegal entry through dangerous crossings in boats or by illegal and
dangerous use of trucks and road vehicles with or without the knowledge of
the drivers. To do so the courts need a new instruction from an Act of
Parliament to help ensure there is no incitement to try the dangerous sea
route or back of the lorry method with smugglers. No-one should be paying a
people smuggler to evade the law and no-one should be funding and organising
dangerous journeys for children.

The message has to go out that it is possible to become a refugee or economic
migrant legally and safely. The UK should not accept any attempted illegal
entry. The last thing we want to do is to send out a message that attempting
illegal entry is likely to work as that would be an incentive to put more
lives at risk. Too many have died at sea or in or on lorries already. Let’s
take action to save lives.

Guidance to commercial property owners

I recently received this answer to a Parliamentary Question from the
Government:

The Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy has provided the
following answer to your written parliamentary question (106880):

Question:
To ask the Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy,
what steps he is taking to issue guidance to commercial property owners who
wish to (a) improve or (b) modify their air flow, heating and air extraction
systems to reduce the risk of spreading the virus. (106880)

Tabled on: 21 October 2020

Answer:
Paul Scully:
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Evidence shows that proper ventilation can be used to mitigate the
transmission risk of COVID-19, alongside other measures. Ventilation into the
building should be optimised to ensure the maximum fresh air supply is
provided to all areas of the facility wherever possible.

Our workplace guidance includes a number of steps that will usually be needed
to ensure that ventilation systems provide a good supply of fresh air. It is
important that businesses check whether ventilation systems need to be
services or adjusted. If businesses and employers are unsure we advise they
seek advice from their heating ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC)
engineers or advisers.

The workplace guidance broken down by business type/environment can be found
here: www.gov.uk/guidance/working-safely-during-coronavirus-covid-19

The answer was submitted on 29 Oct 2020 at 12:43.

The EU believes in tariffs

There is a double irony in the Remain position on trade. They say a free
trade agreement with the EU is crucial, whilst doing everything in their
power to stop us having free trade agreements with all those other non EU
countries who would like one . They pose as free traders, claiming tariffs
are harmful, yet they fully support EU trade policy which makes use of very
high tariffs on agricultural and food products to protect domestic farming
and the food industry, and seeks to use a 10% tariff on non EU cars to help
single market producers.

So which is it? Is free trade essential to our future? Or do selective
tariffs do good and protect domestic industries sensibly?

The theory of free trade tells us that a country is better off with free
trade than with tariffs. If, however, you take this to the logical conclusion
that you might as well surrender all your tariffs with no reciprocation from
overseas you may well find domestic industries damaged by aggressive overseas
competition, to be followed by price hikes once the domestic industry has
been demolished. Arguably the West has been too generous to China, offering
low or no tariffs under WTO rules whilst allowing China to maintain big
protectionist barriers of various kinds.UK industry lost out badly when we
went to zero tariffs against German and other continental steel, car and and
textile manufacturers in the 1970s.

I favour bilateral or multilateral reduction of tariffs and other barriers.
As we leave the EU’s single market and customs union we are free to choose
tariffs or no tariffs, and to decide how high they should be,. The only
proviso is we need to impose the same tariff on all WTO members, unless they
have a Free Trade Agreement with us. In the case of food it means we can
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lower tariffs on non EU countries whilst imposing some tariff on EU food,
which will act as a stimulus to recapture market share for domestic producers
lost over our years in the CAP and Customs Union.

So let us once and for all get rid of the silly lies put around about trade

1 We can trade well and grow our trade without a Free Trade Agreement, as we
have done during our time in the EU with non EU countries

2 Tariff free does not guarantee good trade growth, as have seen in recent
years within the tariff free single market in the EU

3, Most Free Trade Agreements are useful and can add a bit to trade.

4. Lop sided trade agreements can be damaging, as our EU has been to our
farming and fishing industries.

The new pedagocracy

The global elite are trying to make one size fit all around the world. They
seek to enforce the power of their ideas by recruiting people of like minds
to leading global bodies and into the civil services which staff governments.
They value highly the formal qualifications put out by universities and
professional bodies. They create a hierarchy of income, respect and wealth
based on approved knowledge of a certain kind and membership of the
privileged educational clubs. They find entrepreneurs uncomfortable with
their radical ideas and ability to change the world without necessarily
having passed through the right institutions. They seek to vilify or ignore
anyone with a different view of the big issues of the day from how to promote
growth to climate change and the way to respond to a virus.

They claim there are correct scientific or factual answers to complex
problems. They think there is something called “settled” science. They seek
to limit the scope for permitted dissent or political discussion of other
options and approaches. They edge towards the idea of a post democratic age,
when the views and wishes of the many distilled through the electoral process
are replaced by the rules and laws of the so called international order, set
down and interpreted by lawyers, senior officials and conforming politicians.
They are intolerant of others whilst preaching tolerance on their own terms.
The worst of them can be stupid in the way they deny the obvious, bury
inconvenient evidence or scorn what commonsense suggests.

We need more debate about why the advocates of this approved and regulated
international order are so often wrong, and why they think doing damage is an
acceptable price to pay for their ideas.

If we take the issue of the “settled” views on economics, they hold that

http://www.government-world.com/the-new-pedagocracy/


Central Banks are all wise and need to be independent. They seek to take as
many issues as possible from competition policy to environmental policy out
of the hands of elected politicians and ultimate public debate and control
and put onto a rules based autopilot instead.

This system has delivered the Oil and banking crash of the 1970s, the
Exchange Rate Mechanism recession of the early 1990s, the Great banking crash
of 2008-9, the successive Euro crises of the last decade and now the CV 19
slump. Much of this was a failure of Central banking as well as poor conduct
and judgement by commercial banks, but the Central Banks are always protected
from criticism or management change.

The system has also delivered an over powerful China cornering the market in
many manufactured products whilst enjoying privileged trading terms with the
West. China busily sells the West the products of the Green revolution whilst
pressing on with the construction of many new coal fired power stations.

It is time this universocracy was made more accountable. Elected people
around the world need to ask more questions about the obvious failures of the
policies of some of these institutions and governments, and need to speak out
more for changes of approach.

The Presidential election

Over the long campaign so far I have kept off the topic of the Presidential
election. I strongly believe that politicians and commentators from another
country should keep out of other people’s elections. Today I do not break my
silence so far to recommend one of the candidates. US voters do not need
another UK MP or commentator telling them how to vote. I was appalled by
President Obama’s clumsy and ill judged intervention in the UK EU referendum,
though I soon realised he had if anything helped the Brexit cause he wished
to damage.

I write today to make two main points. Many of us follow the debates and
stories of the election because the USA is still the leader of the democratic
world. The person, policies and team the voters choose matters to us all. We
need a USA that is strong in the defence of freedom, a good ally and friend,
who respects us and our different democratic views and decisions. This
election is particularly important, because the USA has before it two
champions of very different world views and policy prescriptions that mirror
the debates this side of the Atlantic and have read across to us.

I will leave aside the candidates other than Mr Biden and Mr Trump, as
practically all UK and European media do as if they do not exist. I accept
the polls and past history suggests the two main party candidates will
command well over 90% of the vote between them and only those two have any
chance of winning.
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I will also leave aside all the character and behaviour issues which are part
of the US debate because both sides have chosen to make character a big
issue. Chance and often unfortunate or unpleasant remarks are in the USA as
in the UK treated with undue fascination with extreme reactions to words,
when what matters more for US voters and the wider world is what use would
either man make of the large powers of the office of President if elected.

The essence of the debate between the two revolves around two major
disagreements. The first is rooted in the immediate background. Mr Trump
stands for livelihoods and Mr Biden for lives. The President argues fear of
CV 19 is overdone and there are limits to what government can do to grant
people immunity so he favours getting the USA fully back to work and a more
normal life. Mr Biden believes the virus needs strong state powers to block
social contact and shut down business that thrives on it to stop the spread
and so bring the death rate down. Damage to jobs is a price worth paying to
stop or delay infection. These two contrasting views are also very prevalent
in our own country.

The second is their attitude to world government and the so called
international rules based order. Mr Biden for example agrees with the
fashionable consensus that climate change is the most crucial problem
besetting our world, and wishes the USA to tread the EU and UN route to
closing down the oil, gas and coal industries and forcing a rapid transition
to electrical power at home and in transport. Mr Trump backs cheap energy and
defends all the jobs dependent today on fossil fuels and fossil fuel using
vehicles and machines. He sees that as part of the prosperity machine he
sought to unleash.

I will look in a later post at some of the other big differences, especially
in foreign policy, their attitude to military intervention and different
approaches to the Middle East, terrorism and borders. Be in no doubt this is
a big moment in the history of the advanced world and in its impact of the
democracies on world politics.


