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FROGS AND MILLIONAIRES 

 

When the President of France went to the land of a hundred thousand welcomes to ‘listen’ and find 

out why the Lisbon Treaty had been rejected he was confronted by a Dub dressed as a frog who told 

him “Hop it, Sarko.  The people say No”.  Not very welcoming and more a north-side goodbye.  Or, 

the frog might have been a bewitched prince seeking to be released with a kiss from a princess.  

Unfortunately Carla was not accompanying Nicolas, so we will never know. 

 

Released from his spell to become a rich prince, he could then have joined the rich mans club that’s 

opposed the drift towards a federal European state.  It is clear that you can only provide serious 

opposition if you are a millionaire.  Declan Ganley threw his considerable personal resources in to 

the fight to derail the Lisbon Train because he saw that it was not only undemocratic, but also anti-

democratic. 

 

In the UK Stuart Wheeler, the spread betting millionaire, tried to stop the government from ratifying 

the Treaty and obtained a judicial review.  People have previously taken governments to court 

because they were acting contrary to their election manifesto.  The courts have rejected these 

attempts to hold government to account on the basis that they should not intervene in the election 

process and they should not be political.  Their position has been that manifestos are merely 

declarations of intent and cheated electors should resort to the ballot box and vote the offending 

party out next time.  If that was only so.  Judges have been beamed on to planet Earth and come 

from planet Zog. 

 

Stuart Wheeler’s case was different and based on a legal principle of ‘legitimate expectation’ that a 

referendum would be held. Not just because it was promised in Labour’s election manifesto but also 

because Tony Blair as PM had made a statement in the House of Commons confirming the 

referendum.  The Treasury solicitors failed to stop the judicial review and the government ignored it 

by continuing the parliamentary process to the extent of pushing the Europe Bill through both 

Houses and getting Royal assent.  On the verge of formal ratification, by lodging the document with 

EC officials, they were stopped under threat from the judge of an injunction until the review had 

been completed.  The Speaker also intervened in the judicial review instructing that use of Hansard 

reports was a breech of parliamentary privilege.  Treasury solicitors had also refused to produce 

documents that showed the only reason for the refusal to hold a referendum was because the 

government knew they would lose. 

 

The end result was that the judges decided the government had not acted illegally and refused Stuart 

an appeal.  This throws up some issues that we will address.  Manifestoes should be binding; there 
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should be a constitutional court; and in these constitutional situations it is the interest of the nation 

that the head of state refuse assent and has a convention of referral to the court for an order to hold a 

referendum. 

 

This brings us to James Goldsmith, the millionaire who set up the Referendum Party in the 90s, and 

who threatened to field candidates in every constituency where the candidates would not promise to 

support referenda on further European integration and entry to the Euro currency zone.  This threat 

ensured that in the 1997 general election New Labour  promised to hold referenda.  This was 

consolidated before the 2005 general election when the Daily Mail organised the largest petition ever 

of people demanding a referendum on the European Constitution.  In order that it did not become an 

election issue all the main parties promised a referendum.  Labour and the LibDems reneged. 

 

The interesting and enduring opinion of James Goldsmith is worth recording in his own words:- 

 

“…the European institutions consist of unelected bureaucrats who have been or are being handed 

almost total power over the lives of all the peoples of Europe.  In so far as we are concerned, the 

overwhelming majority of those powers have traditionally been in the custody of our Parliament, our 

Court of Law and our Government.  Now they have been or are being abandoned silently, deceitfully 

and irreversibly by our politicians and without our consent. 

 

We have been encouraged to sleepwalk into surrendering our nation.  Let us never forget the 

assurances given to us by Mr. Heath’s Conservative government when it took us into Europe in the 

early 1970s.  These are the shameful words that were printed in his official White Paper, I quote: 

‘There is no question of any erosion of essential national sovereignty’.  Never again should we trust 

such people. 

 

How has this happened? 

 

As we know, the construction of the European Union was designed by Germany assisted by the elite 

civil servants of France.  It draws the bulk of its inspiration from Germany’s constitutional heritage.  

The ethos of that constitution is drawn from Prussia, and Prussian political thought was moulded 

principally by the German philosopher, Hegel.  So the key to understanding the institutions of the 

European Union is to understand how the German constitution, itself, came about. 

 

I seek your indulgence to remind you of this essential piece of history, essential to grasping what is 

happening to us today, and essential to understanding how we find ourselves bound by a constitution 

alien to everything we have respected and stood for during, as Hugh Gaitskell (the former Labour 

Party leader) said, a thousand years of our history. 

 

Hegel, the philosophical father of the German constitutional tradition, believed in the State and 

despised the people – or ‘rabble’ as he often called them.  He wrote and I quote:  ‘The people… do 

not know what they want.  To know want one wants is the fruit of profound insight and this is the 

very thing that the people lack’. ‘We should venerate the state as an earthly divinity’, he added. 

 

He explained that only the bureaucrat is the true servant and master of the state.  Hegel considered 

that elected bodies, such as Parliament, were only useful to perfect the process of subordinating the 

people.  Prussia began to unify the independent nations of Germany in 1834.  At that time, they were 

still independent monarchies.  The first step was to create a common market or customs union 

known as the – Zollverein – comprising 19 nations.  The peoples of the various German nations were 
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told that its purpose was to form a large free trade area.  After some armed struggles, the common 

market was converted, in 1867, into a political confederation. 

 

The peoples were told that this would help to consolidate and to develop that common trading area 

whilst maintaining substantial independence for the participating nations.  Four years later, in 1871, 

the trap was closed.  The Confederation was expanded and converted into a single German super 

state dominated by Prussia.  The Parliament was no more than a democratic looking front, whereas 

real power was concentrated into the hands of the leading civil servants.  The principle of 

irreversibility was made absolute.  No nation could withdraw from this new German super state.* 

 

I am telling you all this because it relates directly to the way the European Union has been created.  

Remember what happened; 

 

First came the Common Market.  We, also, were told that its purpose was to form a large free trade 

area.  Then we moved on to a grouping of nations.  We, also, were promised that we would retain 

essential national sovereignty.  Of course, a Parliament was established but real power was, also, 

concentrated in the hands of the leading civil servants.  The principle of irreversibility was also 

introduced prohibiting any nation from leaving the EU.*  And now the trap is being closed.  We, 

also, are being led blindfold into a federal super state. 

 

The French civil servants, who are both the servants and the political masters of the French state, 

acted as handmaidens in this enterprise.  They were flattered, suborned and rewarded.   And they 

are vain and arrogant enough to believe that by collaborating with Germany, they will become the 

co-masters of Europe.  They seem incapable of understanding that they are just being used.  As 

someone who is half French, let me assure you that one day they will be judged by the French 

people, the true ones, not the elites, and that the verdict will be severe. 

 

That is how the EU was created in total contradiction with the fundamental principles of British 

democracy.  It placed all real power into the hands of unelected civil servants and did so with the 

help of fools, weaklings and worse.  Hegel would have been content.  The power of the civil servant 

will not be polluted by the people.  The rabble, as he called them, will have no influence. 

 

Well, we are the rabble.  And we have had enough.” 

 

*  It should be noted that since James Goldsmith penned these words, the European Constitution and 

the amended European Treaties contain a provision for member states to withdraw from the EU.  

This is not a - Get out of Jail - free card.  It is subject to conditions and negotiation, and at a cost.  

States that have received EC funding would have financial burdens which in practice would make it 

near impossible for withdrawal.  However, the UK as a net contributor would not have that burden if 

the people decided they wanted to leave.  In fact the UK might claim compensation. 

 

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

 

DO IT  

 

Throughout the 1990s the Labour Party, and John Prescott in particular, were very vocal in 

championing the need to restore public transport to the position it held prior to the advent of 

Conservative government policy.  I use the term ‘policy’ loosely. If there was any policy it consisted 

in privatising services and selling off anything that the private sector thought they could make a 
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profit from.  John Prescott made a series of promises to the labour and trade union movement.  The 

Passenger Transport Authorities and Passenger Transport Executives operating in the Metropolitan 

counties [and usually Labour controlled] would be freed to draw up new style transport plans that 

would bring British cities up to the European standard.  Non-metropolitan counties (the shires) were 

not ignored.  Rural bus and train services were to be improved.  The biggest commitment was the 

promise to renationalise the railways. 

 

The aim was to provide joined-up passenger services by coordinating service timetables and 

integrating the various transport modes. The vision was to provide attractive public transport that 

would persuade people to switch their travel habits away from the motorcar.  Seamless journeys by 

way of access to real-time information, short waiting times, through ticketing and modern transport 

interchanges would eradicate the public’s low opinion borne of old, dirty, unreliable, and in many 

areas, non-existent public transport. 

 

While there was no intention to renationalise or remuniciplise any of the transport modes other than 

the railways it soon became clear that the New Labour government had other priorities and was 

content to conduct reviews of transport provision, such as airports, and issue guidance to the 

transport authorities.  This is not to say that the usual Whitehall solution of throwing money at the 

problem did not happen.  It did, but it was wasted.  An early example of this was the Rural Bus 

Challenge.  Shire counties were invited to submit bids for a limited amount of money by entering 

schemes that would improve rural bus services in their areas.  This was done in a hurry and most of 

the County Councils did not have any existing projects prepared.  In order to get a share of the cake, 

many brought in consultants to draw up proposals that were little more than desk surveys.  On the 

ground surveys involving consultation with the public and setting a baseline of existing service level 

and use were not undertaken because there was not enough time.  When the funding for these 

schemes ran out and the then level of use was known, it was not possible to ascertain whether useage 

had increased because there was no base line for comparison. 

 

There was no compulsion to continue the schemes when the government (the publics) cash flow 

ceased.  In Nottinghamshire, for instance, £1,500,000 was wasted in a scheme to provide personal 

travel plans, satellite tracking of buses and real time information at bus stops in new bus shelters 

with wireless information screens.  The bus shelters were vandalised, the screens did not function, 

and worst of all the equipment installed on Stagecoach buses was not removed and reinstalled on 

new buses when they were replaced.  There was nothing to show for it at the end.  It was a failure 

and because it could not be audited no benefit was apparent.  The County officers in charge could 

only respond by saying that it had been an experiment.  Nottinghamshire became a transport centre 

of excellence! 

 

To be fair, some schemes were a success.  In adjoining Lincolnshire a rural bus connect project was 

continued and expanded, and is very popular.  This was a well thought out and managed project. 

 

There is nothing new about integrated public transport.  The old pre-war railway companies also 

owned and ran bus services that connected with their train services.  As a legacy, and even now, bus 

drivers who were members of the Railmen’s union and those who now work for privatised bus 

services are still members of the railway workers union (RMT).  The train companies had hotels at 

their major terminals and owned the sea ferries and ports.  They were also pioneers in air transport 

setting up airlines as an alternative to the steam ferries. 
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When the Conservatives privatised public transport they unwittingly created an opportunity for the 

provision of integrated transport modes.  With Virgin running air and train services, and Stagecoach 

and First providing bus, tram and train services, National Express running coach and train services 

as well as owning airports, there was ample scope for offering the public joined-up services.  It 

hasn’t happened because of a reliance on public funding and competition.  The intended open access 

to the rail network did not materialise and this lack of rail corridor competition was to the detriment 

of the travelling public. 

 

The Conservatives were also responsible for the run down of the train and rolling stock 

manufacturing industry in the UK.  By starving BR of funds they were not able to modernise and to 

replace outdated equipment.  By comparison, on the continent governments invested in transport 

infrastructure and rolling stock which resulted in a steady stream of orders for their manufacturing 

industry.  The continentals saw public integrated transport as a social policy.  The Conservatives saw 

it as a socialist policy and the Labour controlled PTAs and PTEs as the enemy.  Their priority was 

the private car and road haulage together with the road network and a road building programme. 

 

The last thirty years of transport mismanagement has resulted in a transport system that is not fit for 

purpose and does not have the capacity to cope with people who can no longer afford to use their 

cars.  Congestion charging and the fuel escalator are intended to force a shift from private to public 

transport.  For this to work the public transport services should have been put in place first.  Labour 

has slept through the last eleven years.  This failure comes from the top.  It is a failure of political 

will and mismanagement and planning by Whitehall mandarins.  They have taken their eyes of the 

ball. 

 

We intend to set out a clear set of policies and programmes for revitalising passenger and goods 

transport.  The foundation for this has got to be a government transport department that is focused on 

integration.  The first steps would be to rename the Department for Transport and set clear 

objectives.  In future it would be known as the Department of Integrated Transport.  They will have 

to Do IT.  

 

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

 

DO BEST 
 

We have previously indicated the need to restructure our economy away from a reliance on financial 

services.  The UKs status as a leading world power was founded on invention and a manufacturing 

industry.  With the exception of coal it had little natural resources.  Its best resource was its people.   

It was enterprising and based on importing raw materials and adding value through industrial scale 

production before exporting manufactured goods.  That enterprise also extended to commerce and 

trade, requiring a ship building industry and the creation of the biggest merchant navy the world has 

ever known.  The cog wheels of the economy were greased with finance and insurance services, 

which were the servants of the economy.  The sum total of that effort was an unsurpassed ability to 

produce wealth. 

 

Wealth is prosperity or the financial extension of weal [well being].  At its height, the UK economy 

failed to produce a common wealth and there was scant regard for the common weal – despite the 

attempts of some social reformers.  The free market has its limits, as we have recently seen with a 

dysfunctional energy market.  It is also interesting to watch the free market when it breaks down, 

with the market traders resorting to the government and public purse for rescue. 



 6 

 

In recent times one of our failures has been an inability to capitalise on invention and successfully 

transform that in to production and sales.  Adapting and improving existing ideas – innovation – has 

also been a weak point.  We are told that we must have a culture of enterprise. It must be ethical and 

there must be a driving force that serves the common good.  Greed and self interest must not 

dominate.  At what point does the entrepreneur become the exploiter, or the developer become the 

despoiler?  As stated in our constitution - we will promote an economy which is to everyone’s 

benefit. 

 

The government must lead and the people’s representatives must hold them to account.  The last 

thing that we need is confusion, but that is what we have got with our New Labour government.  

They have restructured government departments.  This has resulted in conflict and tension. 

 

We now have a Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills; and a Department for Business, 

Enterprise and Regulatory Reform.  The latter Department also has to overlap and work with the 

Foreign Office on overseas trade.  Also, somewhere within that Department is a Minister of State for 

Energy. You cannot separate invention and innovation from enterprise. 

 

Universities have been linked with Innovation because they conduct research.  But why has Skills 

been lumped in to that Department?  The prime purpose of universities is education, and shouldn’t 

skills be about education and training?  So how does the Department for Children, Schools and 

Families fit in to the picture?  This Department is also creating friction.  On youth justice matters it 

is treading on the toes of the new Ministry of Justice; on children’s health it is duplicating the work 

of the Department of Health; and it clashed with the Home Office over children’s behaviour. 

 

This needs to be sorted out and unravelled.  Departments should do what it says on the brass plate at 

the entrance to their offices in Whitehall. 

 

In terms of the material economy we would reorganise the various departments to bring invention, 

innovation and enterprise together with science and technology.  This would be encapsulated in the 

new Department of Business, Enterprise, Science and Technology or for short Do BEST. 

 

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

 

LEAN AND MEAN 

 

Yow will now have realised that the theme of this edition is government and its component parts.  

There are twenty-one departments each with a Secretary of State and numerous Ministers of State.  

There are twenty-one Whitehall mandarins overseeing a massive bureaucracy.  Governments change 

this structure at will and regardless of cost.  Just junking letter-heads and brass plates is expensive, 

never mind the cost of moving offices and reviewing staff structures.  Redundancies and early 

retirements are implemented at a cost to the public purse. 

 

None of this is subject to prior approval by the Commons who are the guardians of the tax-payers 

money.  At best, a Select Committee might get around to questioning Ministers and Mandarins after 

the event.  This must change.  The Commons must be able to enquire in to the purpose of any 

restructuring, the value that this would bring to government, and the total cost.  Change is not to be 

undertaken lightly and should not be seen as an opportunity to get a golden handshake. 
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However, change there must be.  Waste and overlap must be eliminated.  It is possible to improve 

efficiency and financial savings can be made.  These can fund tax cuts while maintaining spending 

on priority services.  After carefully studying the existing structure it would seem possible to reduce 

the twenty-one departments to fourteen departments.  This immediately presents the Prime Minister 

with a problem.  The positions of Secretary of State are part of the patronage system whereby the 

PM rewards support with position. 

 

1. The current Northern Ireland Office, Scotland Office and Wales Office can be merged on the 

basis that there is less work now the devolved Assemblies and Government together with their 

executives are fully functioning.  Take this a step further and include the Department for 

Communities and Local Government.  That is four Departments merged in to one.  The new name – 

Department for Devolved and Local Government. 

 

2. The Foreign and Commonwealth Office can be merged with the Department for International 

Development.   Take export and overseas trade from the current Department for Business so that all 

foreign matters are integrated.  That is two and a half departments merged in to one.  The new name 

– Department for Foreign Affairs or just Foreign Office. 

 

3. Next we could make Jim Hacker’s Department of Administrative Affairs a reality by 

combining the Office for the Privy Council, Cabinet Office and the Office of the Leader of the 

House of Commons.  Three in to one. 

 

4. The Department for Children, Schools and Families would be abolished.  This is a Marxist 

creation, just another brick in the wall.  Hey!  Government – leave our kids alone!  Oh, and by the 

way stop undermining families.  Schools will be combined with Universities and Skills.  Two in to 

one.  The new name – Department for Learning, Skills and Training or just Department of 

Education. 

 

5. The Ministry of Justice is a recent creation combining the Lord Chancellors Department and 

part of the Home Office.  Including the Prisons and Probation Service was a mistake as they should 

be recognised as part of the public protection role of the Home Office.  This new department is also 

part of the European agenda that New Labour is pursuing.  Don’t think much of the name, but keep 

it unless someone can come up with a better one. 

 

6. The responsibilities of the Home Office will change and diminish as the devolved assemblies 

and government expand their roles.  It will effectively be the England Department.  The emphasis 

will focus on Public Protection.  Needs to be kept under review and the name should reflect its role.  

Department for Home Affairs and Public Protection or for sentimental reasons Home Office. 

 

7. The Department of Health would keep its name but should be the subject of an in depth 

Select Committee review. 

 

8. The Department of Integrated Transport as considered before. 

 

9. The Department of Business, Enterprise, Science and Technology made up of parts of the 

Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills and Department for Business, Enterprise and 

Regulatory Reform, which are both abolished. 
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10. H M Treasury to retain its name but its control of the economy needs to be reviewed.  Perhaps 

there is a role for a revamped National Economic Development Council. 

 

11. The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs needs to be reviewed.  There are 

concerns that environmental protection should be relocated.  It is a bit like having the game keeper 

and the poacher cohabiting. 

 

12. The Ministry of Defence would keep its name.  The former War Department might eventually 

become the Department for Peace Keeping. 

 

13. The Department for Work and Pensions would keep its name for no other reason than its 

size and the cost of making changes. 

 

14. One of the most pressing needs is to deal with the energy crisis.  The responsibility for energy 

would be extracted from the abolished Department for Business etc to stand alone.  The previous 

title of Department of Energy does not really describe it adequately.  After all the energy crisis might 

be tackled by giving everyone a free bottle of Lucozade every week.  Perhaps we need to go further 

back to an earlier title – Ministry of Fuel and Power. 

 

15. So that leaves the Department for Culture, Media and Sport.  This is, again, part of the Marxist 

tendency despite its origins.  Government should not be involved in directing these matters but 

should be responsive and supportive.  There are enough Non Governmental Organisations in these 

fields who are very capable.  If it is just a matter of grant funding, perhaps the Treasury could oblige; 

or we could let the National Lottery shoulder the burden.  At the risk of being accused of being 

philistines, this Department would be abolished. 

 

Having talked a lot about abolishing departments, it should be made clear that we would not 

countenance people being made unemployed.  Jobs are made redundant, not people.  The turnover of 

staff in the civil service is high.  We would be looking to retraining and redeployment, together with 

natural wastage. 

 

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

 

Hope for the Future – Change for the Better 

 

No sooner had I observed that John McCain had not adopted a Change ticket in his Presidential 

campaign, than he proved me wrong.  At the start of the Republican convention, the hall was full of 

placards highlighting ‘SERVICE’, but with his acceptance speech he moved on to a Change Agenda 

in a big way.  He effectively highjacked the defining theme of the Obama campaign – Change. 

 

The Obama slogan – Change  That we can believe in – is a typical example of Democrat 

subjectivity, intended to mean whatever people want it to mean. 

 

Using his reputation as a maverick in the Senate, John McCain, threw down the gauntlet to the 

Washington political establishment.  “Let me offer an advance warning to the old, big spending, do-

nothing, me-first, country-second Washington crowd: change is coming”, he warned.  Admitting the 

errors of the present administration, he promised that it would get better. 
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With the adoption of Sarah Palin as his running mate, the Republican campaign has been 

transformed.  Their Pro-Life credentials are crystal clear and distinguish them from the mealy-

mouthed ‘make abortions rare’ position of their opponents.  Being a Pro-Life candidate in the USA 

is a plus with the majority of voters.  If only we could experience that in the UK (Northern Ireland 

already excepted). 

 

McCain and Palin are playing a crafty long game and in particular are not attacking Obama 

personally.  The Democrats have had to play the race card themselves by inventing slights.  This has 

not stopped them from making unwarranted accusations, in particular about Palin.  They will get a 

reputation for being the nasty party, which will take a long time to go away.  They have already lost. 

 

I would make an obvious point.  The reason for being in politics is all to do with bringing about 

change.  There have not been any occasions when the state of nations has been so good that it has 

been prudent to conserve it and appeal to the voters on a – No Change Ticket. 

 

I am relieved that we got in first with our slogan.  And that is all I’ve got to say on the matter. 

 

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