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R-E-S-P-E-C-T 
 

The European leaders seem to be in agreement.  The Irish rejection of the Lisbon Treaty must be 

respected.  If ever a word has been deliberately misused, this is it.  What they should have said is that 

in accordance with the rules, they must accept the Irish vote.  They have no intention of doing that. 

 

In the French Connection, Popeye Doyle of the NYPD said, “I’d rather be a lamp-standard in New 

York than the President of France”.  Nicolas Sarkozy might have agreed, as the French assumed the 

rotating EU presidency on 1
st
 July, and after seeing his grand strategy derailed by the Irish vote.  He 

immediately compounded the problem by telling his party’s parliamentary deputies that the Irish will 

have to vote again (something that he denied on his visit to Dublin) and blamed Trade Commissioner 

Peter Mandelson for upsetting the Irish and causing the No vote.  Peter Mandelson claimed to be 

mystified by the accusation.  But if he had seen the posters in Ireland with a picture of a pitch-fork 

and the slogan ‘tell Mandelson where to stick it’, he would have been in no doubt that his negotiations 

at the World Trade Organisation would badly affect Irish farmers and they were upset. 

 

Father Kevin Doran in Alive! had written that there were many reasons for voting against the Lisbon 

Treaty, but the WTO negotiations was not one them, as third world farmers should not be denied 

access to markets in the developed world.  This is right in principle but more complex if it results in 

industrial scale farming and ranching causing the destruction of rainforests and does nothing to 

improve the lot of subsistence farmers. It was a matter of fair-trade but the issue became one of 

whether there was an agricultural veto.  

 

The Irish Farmers Association finally decided to recommend a Yes vote to their members when the 

Irish Government gave a promise to use its veto to block any deal that was detrimental for their 

members.  On previous occasions the Irish Government has found that an issue where they thought 

they had a veto was not so, as they had given it away under a previous Treaty.   When the No 

campaign contacted the EC in Brussels, they were told that no EU state had a veto on the agricultural 

aspect of the WTO negotiations, although if they argued that it was a financial issue they might have 

a veto.  With that uncertainty, the farmers voted No along with the fishermen who demonstrated 

against fishing policy.  How do we know that?  The further west the constituency, especially those on 

the coast, the bigger the No vote.   

 

Only five of Dublin’s twelve constituencies voted Yes, mainly in Dublin South (over 60%) home of 

the cosmopolitan Dublin chattering classes.  It was a close run thing in some central constituencies 

with Tipperary North voting Yes 49.8% and No 50.2%.  But the West showed that they were awake 

with Donegal and Mayo voting No by up to 65% . The exception being Clare voting Yes with 52%. 

 

This was supposed to be the M&S Treaty in more ways than one.   It was being driven by German 

Chancellor Angela Merkel and French President Nicolas Sarkozy following the rejection of the EU 

Constitution by Dutch and French voters.  With the Danes and Dutch denied their constitutional rights 

to referenda, and the French Parliament amending the French Constitution so that they would not 

have to hold another referendum, the only obstacle was the Irish who were obliged to let their people 

vote.  Merkel & Sarkozy were to visit Ireland on a charm offensive. 
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However, Sarkozy has a reputation for putting his foot in his mouth.  The Irish Government would 

have preferred to hold the referendum in October but as this clashed with him holding the EU 

presidency it was decided to hold it before the 1
st
 July and limit any damage caused by the French 

plan to harmonise corporation tax across Europe.  Assurances were obtained from the Commission in 

Brussels to delay the announcement of any new initiatives and to generally adopt a low profile.  The 

Irish Government planned to hold the referendum in June but let it be known that it would take place 

in May, hoping to wrong foot the No campaign.  The wording on the voting paper did not set out the 

actual amendment proposed for the Irish Constitution as this was deemed to be negative and 

inflammatory.  Sarkozy was banned from visiting Ireland so that Merkel went by herself and the EC 

President, Jose Manuel Barroso, visited to lend his support. 

 

The Yes campaign – Irish Alliance for Europe – consisting of the five main parliamentary political 

parties, with the exception of Sinn Fein, planned a campaign that would not actually say what was in 

the Treaty.  The emphasis was to be on the benefits that Ireland had obtained by membership of the 

European institutions.  It was a case of ‘trusts us, we are politicians’, except that the people had a 

serious mistrust of them following a series of political scandals. 

 

When the campaign started it was immediately apparent that the IAE strategy was fundamentally 

flawed.  They were the only focus for the Yes camp, although the media was strongly behind them.  

By comparison the No campaign was diverse and the attack on the Yes camp came from many 

directions which made it difficult for them to fend off the many criticisms and flaws in the Treaty as 

they were exposed.  In addition to Sinn Fein, the socialist People Before Profit Alliance represented 

one wing of a pincer attack.  The other wing consisted of Libertas, lead by self-made millionaire 

Declan Ganley, a practising Catholic, and Coir – made up of the Pro-Life Alliance and Youth 

Defence.  In the centre was a host of organisations representing the farmers and fishermen, with some 

of the trade unions. 

 

The startled response of IAE was to attack Declan Ganley personally and try to link him with 

American interests opposed to the EU.  Every time new No campaign posters appeared on the streets, 

the publishers would be smeared with accusations that they were funded by outside sources in 

Europe.  The Coir posters that appeared overnight in Dublin took them completely by surprise as they 

added a new dimension to the No campaign.  This was complemented by advertisements from the 

Irish Society for Christian Civilisation promoting the family and right of parents to educate their 

children, for a Catholic Ireland and a Christian Europe.  With the mainstream press supporting a Yes 

vote it was left to the Dominican monthly newspaper Alive! to redress the balance and dissect the 

Lisbon Treaty.  They were also attacked and abused by IAE for their pains. 

 

The No campaign achieved a magnificent victory against the establishment on a turnout of 53.1%, 

with 46.6% voting Yes and 53.4% voting No.  Only ten of the forty-three constituencies voted Yes. 

 

What has been the outcome so far?  Sarkozy visited Dublin to listen and endeared himself with the 

Irish Farmers Association. He was able to reassure them that the WTO negotiations would not be 

detrimental as he was going to protect French farmers.  He has also dropped plans to harmonise taxes.  

It is clear that the Irish public will not stomach a second referendum with polls showing 73-83% 

opposed.  When the first Nice Treaty referendum had a low turnout of 35% with the same result as 

the Lisbon Treaty vote (46.1% Yes and 53.9% No) it was claimed that it was not representative and a 

second referendum was necessary.  That cannot be claimed this time on a 53% turnout.  Also, the 

second Nice Treaty referendum that achieved a majority Yes vote only had a turnout of 49%. 

 

It is also interesting to note that the issues contested in both the Nice Treaty referenda are the same 

that were contested in the Lisbon Treaty referendum.  They had not gone away and it became the 

third vote on Nice.  The result is – best of three – NO 2  YES 1. 
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If the EU Council of Leaders persist with the current proposals it will be necessary to make the 

European Parliament elections  in 2009 a European wide referendum.  The lesson from Ireland needs 

to be learned.  In a referendum it is better to have a diverse No campaign with many No groups as an 

advantage.  In the EP elections many parties campaigning on a No Treaty ticket will split the No vote.  

The No parties will need to form an alliance on this single issue.  It is reported that Declan Ganley is 

raising £75 million to run candidates in all twelve British EP constituencies, as well as seats 

throughout Europe.  Watch this space. 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

THE TIMES THEY ARE A-CHANGIN’ 
 

Come mothers and fathers   Throughout the land 

And don’t criticize   What you can’t understand 

Your sons and your daughters   Are beyond your command 

Your old road is   Rapidly agin’ 

Please get out of the new one   If you can’t lend a hand 

For the times they are a-changin’ 

 

The 1963 Bob Dylan anthem was about adolescent rebellion against any authority.  I think the lyrics 

are confused and a jumble with the rhyme more important.  A vision of anarchy?  Probably, but 

maybe only Bob remembers and knows what he meant!  They do say that if you can remember the 

sixties, you were not part of it.  So, if the lyrics were drug induced he might not remember.  The title 

is memorable and the tune catchy.  It heralded a big change to a youth based pop music culture of sex, 

drugs and rock & roll. 

 

Politicians were not spared. 

 

Come senators, congressmen   Please head the call 

Don’t stand in the doorway   Don’t block up the hall 

For he that gets hurt   Will be he who has stalled 

There’s a battle outside   And it is ragin’ 

It’ll soon shake your windows   And rattle your walls 

For the times they are a changin’ 

 

It is only a matter of time before some political party takes up the Bob Dylan anthem as their 

campaign song, with words suitably altered to reflect their philosophy. 

 

Remember last year how Gordon Brown launched his campaign to become Leader of the Labour 

Party, and Prime Minister, by promising change and a new kind of politics.  At the Labour Party 

conference, following his unopposed party election, he was emphasising change and strength.  At this 

year’s conference, not looking very strong, he might avoid mentioning ‘change’ lest it prompts a 

change of Leader. 

 

David Miliband is positioning himself for a challenge with his Guardian article [Against all odds we 

can still win, on a platform for change] that is pure spin.  He says, “social norms around women’s and 

minority rights transformed have not come about by accident”. Demanding that the Party adopt a 

radical new phase of change to counter the status quo politics of David Cameron. 

 

But at last year’s Conservative Party conference David Cameron expressed the need for change, real 

change, and a move away from old politics.  George Osborne also talked of the need for change to 

face the modern world.  Will they mention change at this year’s conference?  Probably they will, but 

with a different emphasis to show they are different. 
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This call for change is not restricted to this side of the Atlantic.  Both Hillary Clinton and Barack 

Obama in their candidacy campaigns for the Democratic Presidential nomination ran on a change 

ticket.  Barack’s slogan was ‘change that matters’.  As far as I am aware John McCain is the only 

politician who has not yet voiced the need for change. 

 

With the HillBillarys now out of the picture Barack has decided to improve his CV, and in particular 

his lack of international experience, by doing a reprise of JFK and making his Berlin speech.  In 

resorting to a 45 year old scenario he is invoking the past.  He is no JFK but I hear that in order to win 

the Irish vote he is going to put an apostrophe after the O in his name [O’Bama]. 

 

So why do we have this continual political reference to change?  Well, politicians have picked-up on 

the fact that people really do want change and are not happy with the political systems that deny them 

power by being unresponsive to their views.  Systems that leave power in the hands of the political 

establishment and political parties. 

 

When did this disenchantment start?  There have always been people who wanted things to be 

different from what they are and there have been a few notable occasions when those people have 

brought about change – often by non-democratic means.  Out with the old – in with the new, but the 

baby often got thrown out with the bathwater.  In the recent past this desire for change has been 

particularly strong since the collapse of aggressive totalitarian atheistic communism in Europe, when 

people believed that Peace had broken out.  With the new millennium there was an expectation that 

life would improve and the new world would be more free and fairer. 

 

This was epitomised by New Labour in 1997 with the use of the campaign song “things can only get 

better” and a rapturous reception for their election victory.  Things were different but who now thinks 

that they got better.  Now we have the reds under the bed, the Trotskyites sailing under false colours.  

It was a false dawning, but almost unnoticed a fresh grassroots change was taking place.  This was a 

reaction to the aggressive atheistic secularism that had filled the communism void.  This type of 

secularism is intolerant of any other view and employs the orthodoxy of distorted human rights and 

political correctness to stifle any debate or opposition. 

 

The 1997 grassroots change was the eruption of small groups of people all over Europe standing up 

and challenging this new orthodoxy in the form of pro-life organisations like Precious Life and 

spawned a move into direct political action with the likes of the ProLife Party.  These groups are 

evolving and expanding, and more importantly they are linking up.  They are the future and they will 

succeed.  They are founded on the Truth and a Culture of Life and Love. 

 

Hope for the future  ==  Change for the better. 

 

The line it is drawn   The curse it is cast 

The slow one now   Will later be fast 

As the present now   Will later be past 

The order is   Rapidly fadin’ 

And the first one now   Will later be last 

For the times they are a-changin’ 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

HARRIET and the EMILYS 
 

Not a Motown group, but the harpies in the parliamentary Labour party who are hell bent on making 

abortions easier to obtain and extending the Abortion Act to Northern Ireland.  Drawn out in to the 

open by the HFE Bill debate, they are now earning their blood money. 
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Early Money Is Like Yeast (it raises dough) is an import from the USA.  The current crop of female 

Labour MPs  were the beneficiaries of a programme that supplied them with funding early in their 

political careers on the understanding that they would support the Abortion Rights agenda.  During 

the Commons debate on reducing the number of qualifying weeks for abortion they recited the 

Abortion Rights mantra like clones standing up one after the other.  This was not a matter of 

individual conscience, it was pay-back time. 

 

Their profession of the woman’s right to choose rings hollow when they deny a woman the 

opportunity to make an informed choice.  For some reason they want to ensure that once on the 

abortion conveyor there will be no opportunity to get off.  To ensure that the unborn child is 

destroyed, the mother must not be given any information that might lead her to go full term; must be 

steered away from counselling that results in her child being born; must be kept away from any doctor 

who will not sanction an abortion without question.  They consider anyone who intervenes to stop the 

abortion process to be evil. 

 

This is the ultimate delusion.  There is no logic to their position and you have got to wonder about 

what is going on in their heads.  One can only assume that this attitude is the result of brainwashing.  

You can see the logic of the abortion providers who fund the Emily List. Any reduction in the number 

of abortions will also reduce their income.  We are talking about £130 million every year, and that is 

something they think worth fighting for or even expanding. 

 

The HFE Bill should have returned to the Commons at the beginning of July but has now been 

deferred until October on the grounds that there was not enough time before the Summer recess.  It is 

suggested that the real reason was because of the pro-life opposition and the Catholic bishops taking a 

strong stand against the Bill.  That combined with the Glasgow East by-election which has a large 

number of Catholics in the constituency is the likely scenario. 

 

The grapevine says that Harriet Harman, the Constitution Minister, is at odds with Gordon Brown on 

the issue of extending the Abortion Act to Northern Ireland.  If the Prime Minister did a deal with the 

DUP to get their support for 42 days detention, it was at a price. 

 

Given the Northern Ireland Assembly has made it clear it is opposed to extending the Act to NI and 

that any attempt to do so would create a constitutional crisis, it seems plausible that they were told it 

would not happen.  Gordon’s promise is of no consequence to the Emilys so on the last day of the 

session Diane Abbot tabled an amendment to the HFE Bill to extend the Act to NI.  Inevitably it was 

supported by Evan Harris. 

 

Gordon has this dilemma and if he ignores the defeat in Glasgow East, which most surely was 

influenced by Catholic voters deserting Labour, he risks Scotland becoming a no-go area for the 

Labour party.  He even risks Northern Ireland breaking away from the United Kingdom. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

SMALL IS SMART 
 

Last March, Jane’s Information Group published the results of a global assessment of the 

achievements and standards  of every country recognised by the UN.  Each country was rated on its 

political structures, social and economic trends, military and security risks, and external relations.  

The rankings showed that the most stable and prosperous was the Vatican closely followed by 

Sweden and Luxembourg with an average of 99 out of 100. 

 

Although the Vatican did not face the same sort of threats and economic pressures as other countries, 

on the basis of the rating system used, it came out on top.  Asylum seekers might make the Vatican 

their favoured destination as a result and leave the Curia with a problem if one million Catholics turn 

up seeking sanctuary.  However much they might want to accommodate everyone there would not be 
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enough room.  Except, there might be a stairway to Heaven – queue to the right in St Peter’s Square 

and be patient. 

 

The United Kingdom came eighth with a 97 rating being the only large country in the top ten.  The 

others were 4. Monaco; 5. Gibraltar; 6. San Marino; 7. Lichtenstein; 9. Netherlands; and 10. Ireland.  

Despite the terrorist threat in the UK it scored well because it has effective security forces to deal 

with them.  The Vatican possibly scored better because it does not face a terrorist threat and does not 

need security forces or a nuclear deterrent. 

 

Can we deduce from this survey that it is better to live in a small country?  Six of the ten are very 

small countries and three are relatively small.  Of the ones that I am familiar with they are notable for 

a low tax burden.  Ireland for example does not have council or water taxes; it has a high Value 

Added Tax rate but vehicle fuel which is a lot cheaper than the UK.  Gibraltar does not have Value 

Added Tax or excise duties; it has a minimal council tax and vehicle fuel half the price of the UK.  

With the exception of the Vatican these small countries raise commercial revenue from external 

sources such as tourism, finance and in Gib’s case shipping. 

 

Of course there are disadvantages.  The cost of living is quite steep in Ireland and buying a loaf of 

bread in Monaco makes your eyes water.  The cost of living is low in Gib’, but this results in a steady 

stream of Spanish crossing the border to buy cheap cigarettes and alcohol, visit Morrisons 

supermarket, and fill up their cars with fuel much to the anger of the Spanish government.  It also 

angered the Gibraltarians when the pumps ran dry during the last Spanish shortage.  The Gib’ border 

crossing must be one of the busiest in Europe but security is very tight.  You would also think that it 

would have a high security threat as a major naval base and airfield.  In fact it has no resident RAF 

aircraft, only two small lightly armed patrol boats and is defended by the locally manned Royal 

Gibraltar Regiment – which is the only Catholic regiment in the British Army. 

 

My preference would be to live in Gib’ because of its tolerant Catholic society and the lack of VAT.  

In a small country you do not get a multiplicity of taxes and it is usually a choice between direct 

income taxes or indirect purchase taxes.  Of all the taxes VAT is the most insidious and inflationary 

and should be abolished.  This would place the emphasis on income and corporation taxes.   VAT is a 

French tax as it was the only way of taxing a rural farming population who being self-employed could 

not be relied on to declare their income.  As a result it became the main tax of the European 

Community (along with import duties) as they take a cut to finance the European Union.  This means 

that we do not have sovereign control of our VAT rates and cannot abolish it without leaving the EU. 

 

Much as we might like to get rid of VAT the best that could be achieved is to reform it and make it 

less onerous for the low paid who must purchase essentials. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

10p or not 10p, that is the question 
 

Never mind the question, the answer is YES and don’t trust Chancellor’s bearing gifts. 

 

Let us recap. Gordon Brown, as Chancellor in his last Budget 2007, announced at the end of his 

statement that he was to reduce the standard rate of income tax from 22p to 20p.  What a finale – 

cheering Labour MPs and deflated Conservative MPs.  It was pure theatre and definitely not politics. 

The LibDems were bemused.  Seven months earlier they had promised to make the cut to 20p along 

with other income tax changes costed at £20 billion, only to be told by Dawn Primarolo [Labour’s 

Paymaster General] that the figures did not add up.  The Daily Mirror called them Lib Dumbs. 

 

In the following Budget debate, Vince Cable of the LibDems quickly assessed the situation after 

being briefed on the small print in the Treasury’s written release.  The reduction was to be financed 

by the lowest paid through the abolition of the threshold 10p rate of income tax.  Vince Cable pointed 
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this out and Frank Field MP tried to remedy the damage with an amendment to the Finance Bill.  A 

case of robbing the poor to pay the rich. 

 

Labour MPs smelling success at a quick General Election before the change took effect, and 

following Gordon Browns accession as Prime Minster, took no notice.   When it dawned on them that 

it would be an issue at a delayed General Election they belatedly reacted.  Leading to a fudged and 

messy remedial set of measures that still leaves 1.1 million low paid worse off and rewards middle 

range income tax payers who have already benefited under GBs initial change.  This makes the 

changes £2 billion more costly. 

 

The simple remedy would have been to reinstate the 10p band or actually to have really abolished the 

10p band.  Because what has happened is not that the 10p band has been abolished, it had in fact been 

doubled to 20p.  If the 10p band had been abolished the result would have been that the personal 

allowance would have increased from £6035 to £8355. 

 

But nothing is ever simple with New Labour and Alistair Darling is putting in place compensatory 

measures which are a blunt instrument, and involve bureaucracy and red tape, instead of a cheap and 

easy to understand solution that would have benefited everyone.  How would a Resurgence MP have 

responded to the 2007 budget ?  We would have supported the reduction of the standard rate to 20p 

and opposed the doubling of the 10p rate. 

 

We would also have opposed the increase of small companies corporation tax from 19p to 22p and 

opposed the reduction in the main rate of corporation tax from 30p to 28p.  We would have gone 

much further to make the tax system easier to understand and operate, and fairer by proposing 

amendments for a radical overhaul. 

 

The Treasury would have responded by asking how much the changes would cost and how would we 

pay for the changes.  The simple response is that tax cuts do not cost, but they do mean the 

government has less money to fund its activities.  The £40 billion gap would be bridged by insisting 

on a balanced budget with no further borrowing. 

 

The priority would be to put National Insurance and Income Tax on a simpler and fairer footing, and 

at the same time take millions of low paid workers out of the system and leaving many millions more 

with extra money in their pay packets.  This would enable the Tax/Credit system to be scaled down 

and save on the cost of administration. 

 

At this point a decision needs to be taken about whether to introduce a flat rate of income tax or retain 

a progressive system.  Advocates of the flat rate envisage a single band of 25p in the £, with a high 

start threshold.   Independent research indicates that a rate of 35p would be needed with the addition 

of Nat Ins at 11p.  The threshold for payment would be set at the average earnings level, about 

£28,000.  Spending would be maintained by letting indirect taxes take up the slack.  For a number of 

reasons, which will be spelt out in the future, our proposals will take the form of a progressive system 

which is fairer. 

 

This will not be an isolated proposal, but will link and join up with the National Minimum Wage and 

the Benefits/Allowance structure.  The government uses the standard of a 35 hour working week and 

a 48 working week year.  All our calculations will use that standard and create a formula that must be 

followed each budget with automatic increases.  The key elements will be the Income Guarantee and 

the hourly rate for the Minimum Wage. 

 

The Income Guarantee for this year is £124.05 per week for a single person.  This would be the 

threshold for payment of Nat Ins.  But instead of calculating deductions and payment on a weekly 

basis it would be calculated annually, being £124.05  X  52  =  £6450,60  (existing £5460).  We 

would also reduce the rate from 11p to 10p in the £ above the threshold and remove the upper 
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earnings limit.  To compensate middle earners we would push up the 40p income tax rate and 

introduce a 30p rate. 

 

Making the employee contribution simpler will make it easier for the employer to administer.  We 

would also make the employer contribution simpler by basing it on a payroll tax of 10%.  This would 

include all remunerations so that there was no avoidance by switching pay to benefits in kind.   

 

At the same time we would make complimentary changes to Corporation Tax.  The Treasury idea of 

making it simple is to have one rate for small and large businesses.  Over the last eleven years GB has 

repeatedly changed the small companies rate leaving new companies overshadowed by uncertainty 

and making forward planning difficult.  The standard rate has been lowered gradually but it is 

unrealistic to think that the Irish rate of 12.5% could be matched.  If the idea is to attract foreign firms 

to locate in the UK there are other factors, such as security and stability, which are as equally 

important as a low corporation tax rate.  With the small companies rate at 22% and the standard 

corporation rate at 28%, the Treasury will plump for a single rate in the middle. 

 

Our proposal will be for a progressive corporation tax with three bands of 10%, 20% and 30%.  The 

thresholds for these bands would be benchmarked and rise automatically.  As yet we don’t know what 

they would be.  Existing thresholds are £300,000 and £1,500,000 profits. 

 

Income tax would be payable at a threshold calculated as minimum wage hourly rate £  X  35  X  52.  

With this years minimum wage set at £5.73 per hour the threshold would be £10,428.60.  We would 

retain a 10p threshold band calculated as a 7 hour multiple of the minimum wage hourly rate.  That 

would be £2085.72,  making the threshold for payment of the standard rate of 20p start at £12,514.32.  

The new rate of 30p would start at £34,800 [ the existing 40p threshold ] or a suitable benchmark.  

The higher 40p rate threshold would be raised to £56,000 or twice the national average earnings level.  

The maximum combined rate with Nat Ins would be 50%. 

 

Let me know what you think. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

TRANSPARENT TAXATION 
 

When the pump price of petrol hit 117.9p it provided an opportune moment to look at purchase taxes 

and the way they are obscured.   If you put £40 of fuel in your car tank, £6 goes straight to the 

government in the form of VAT.  Your VAT receipt will itemise that tax but it does not show the full 

picture.  For the purpose of this example figures are rounded up or down for ease of description. 

 

When the oil company tanker delivers to the forecourt the price is 45p per litre.  The forecourt 

operator adds 5p.  The government adds 50p fuel duty.  This makes 100p which attracts VAT of 

17.5p.  Half of the VAT is tax on tax – the fuel duty – and contrary to our charter rights.  So how does 

the Treasury get a way with it?  They argue that an excise duty is not a tax.  If it walks like duck and 

quacks like a duck there is a certainty that it is a duck.  So it is with excise duties. 

 

We will be demanding that any purchase receipt itemises all the taxes paid on any purchase or 

transaction.  And I mean everything, even if it is only a cardigan.  Also the shelf purchase price would 

have to show the itemised components alongside the total.  Tobacco and alcohol, together with fuel 

would show the duty as a separate item.  When people can see how much they are paying in tax, they 

will start to question why and for what purpose.  The health benefit of discouraging smoking and 

drinking might justify the duties with the benefit of taking pressure off the NHS, but if they do not 

achieve the desired result they are a failure. 

 

The responsibility would be on the vendor to produce a receipt and give it the purchaser, such as 

buying a pint in the pub.  If they do not accept it or look at it – it is their problem.  There are extra 
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problems with vehicle fuel.  Included in the tanker price will be North Sea Oil Extraction Tax and/or 

import duty.  These should also be itemised. 

 

Showing all these separate taxes will put pressure on the government to justify each element.  Given 

that the EC in Brussels has an interest in VAT and import duties, they will resist any attempt at 

making them fairer that result in a reduction of their revenue.  We would force changes through 

parliament and then it would be a Mexican standoff with the EC.  The main change would be to alter 

the order in which taxes are charged.  If we cannot abolish VAT, then it will be applied first on the 

basic product.  This would cut VAT on a litre of petrol by at least half and probably mean it costing 

12p less in total. 

 

The fuel supplier and the forecourt owner claim they are only making 1p each on the sale of each 

litre.  Obviously they are covering all their own costs including corporation tax.  It all gets loaded on 

to the end user. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

FUEL AND POWER 
 

The government seem to have been taken by surprise as the cost of oil escalates.  Why?  They have 

known that oil is a finite resource and they also knew when the peak of production would happen.  

They have an idea of the world’s total reserves.  Unless we bring in new fields, such as the Falklands, 

we have also past the peak of known reserves.  Their answer to the crisis is to pump more oil and 

bring down the barrel cost.  This is a short term knee jerk reaction and only hastens the day when the 

oil stops flowing. 

 

The other part of their solution, after years of procrastination, is to go nuclear.  They have also known 

that our electricity generating power stations were nearing the end of their lives.  Nuclear generated 

power is also not a long term solution.  It might be an interim solution over the next fifty years as we 

are told that is the amount of fuel we have to power any new nuclear stations that we build.  Uranium 

is also a finite resource.  If every fossil fuel power station in the world was replaced by a nuclear one, 

there would not be enough fuel to power them all. 

 

Renewables also have their drawbacks.  Wind power is unreliable, hydro power is no good in the 

Sahara, wave power does not work in Hungary.  Innovative solutions are expensive.  Low flow 

generation on the Danube hasn’t even been investigated.  Ocean current flow requires specific criteria 

that provides a constant flow and might work in the Strait of Gibraltar or the Irish Sea trench.  A solar 

furnace in the Sahara would work and could produce all the power that the world needs.  But how do 

you get it to where it is needed.  The further it is transmitted, more of the energy is lost.  This is a 

common problem and applies to our own Grid. 

 

We can power our cars with batteries or hydrogen cells.  These are both storage systems and when we 

cannot generate electricity we cannot charge batteries or produce hydrogen from water.  If the water 

runs dry or is needed for drinking and food production that will not be an option either.  It really will 

be a case of - get on yer bike. 

 

When coal was nationalised in 1948, 80% of our energy was produced from it.  We are sat on a 300 

year supply of coal.  In the early 1980s the NUM asked for a fraction of the money spent on 

developing nuclear power to be spent on developing clean coal technology.  At the same time it was 

announced that a completely new and untouched coal field called the Whitham Prospect had been 

surveyed.  This stretches from Nottinghamshire under the River Trent in to Lincolnshire and was in 

the perfect location to supply the Trent power stations.  These are the main load generators and 

backbone of the industry. 
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At the time it all made perfect sense but the green lobby put the fear of destruction in to everyone and 

have since held sway.  I did have a view that a better use would be found for coal and it was too 

valuable to burn.  The Conservative governments privatised the utilities and they are in the main 

owned by foreign interests.  We now have to comply with European directives, at expense. 

 

So what does it say on the Energy Department website.  Err! There is no department or strategy. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

E-mail:   leader.resurgence@btinternet.com  Phone:   01526 348 555 

 

Post to:  P.K. – S.C.L.  PO BOX 1070 - LINCOLN - LN4 4WE 


