President Biden’s gaffes

When President Trump was in office the U.K. media and some on this site
sought to argue that most of what he said was unacceptable. Now we have
President Biden making a string of dangerous gaffes in a series of worrying
international conflicts these critics of the USA go quiet.

President Biden’s premature, sudden and ill judged withdrawal of US troops
from Afghanistan was unhelpful. President Trump wanted to get the troops home
but made it conditional, leaving him unable to withdraw before the election
as he wished. Joe Biden did not bother about conditions and did not
understand he was giving the country to the Taliban after 20 years of
fighting them. He failed to consult allies. Once he had done it he threw away
all the lives and treasure spent on trying to build an Afghan democracy.He
also let the Presidents of China, Russia, North Korea and others think the
West was weak, allowing them scope to plan power grabs of their own.

Tested in Taiwan he them misspoke in too tough a way. He invented a military
guarantee of Taiwan’s independence which the US has never expressly granted.
His staff rushed out a reiteration of the official policy of studied
ambiguity. The US might go to war over Taiwan . The President accepted the
correction.

Worse was to come over Ukraine. The President before Putin had crossed the
borders with troops said his response would be more modest if any Russian
incursion was limited. It seemed to give a green light to Russia grabbing
more of the Donbas and may have egged Putin on with his military plans.

Now we have the President saying he wants regime change in Russia.
Commentators and the public can wish that but if the President says it US
resources have to be deployed to achieve it. His staff moved quickly to deny
it is a US policy aim.

This is all unhelpful. Relations with countries like Russia, China and North
Korea need consistent firmness from the leader of the free world. There must
be no doubt what the rules are or where the red lines lie.

Taxes and sovereignty

When Parliament fell to debating various versions of a Withdrawal Agreement
between the UK and the EU some of us had no wish to enter binding

arrangements with the EU that could continue to prevent us making sovereign
decisions for ourselves through elections and Parliamentary votes. I along
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with 27 other Conservative MPs voted three times against Mrs May’s Withdrawal
legislation because it did not restore full Parliamentary sovereignty. We
tried to get her to insert a sovereignty override clause to reassure us that
in the event of disputes with the EU we could legislate ourselves out of
trouble, but she refused. Indeed her advisers said to put in such a clause
would render the Agreement void as it undermined the rights of the EU built
into it.

When we were asked to support Mr Johnson’s versions of the Agreement we again
expressed misgivings about parts of it, particularly over fish and Northern
Ireland. The government agreed to insert the all important sovereignty
clause. It assured us the parts of the Agreement we did not like would be
improved in the Future Trading Agreement, and were by any chance they to
still fall short then we would have the ultimate lock of a proper sovereignty
clause. It was on that basis the EU Withdrawal Act passed. It is important
today to remind people just how comprehensive Clause 38, the sovereignty
clause is. It leaves no one in any doubt Parliament is sovereign and can
exercise its sovereignty as it wishes, whatever interpretation the EU may
place on the ambiguous Withdrawal Agreement.

The immediate issue is VAT in Northern Ireland. I see no clause in the
Protocol which says the UK Parliament cannot change taxes in Northern Ireland
if it wishes. If government lawyers think there is some issue, then they
should furnish the government with the draft clause for the VAT legislation
which uses the sovereignty powers in Clause 38 to ensure the removal of VAT
from NI transactions as well as GB transactions is legal.

Clause 38 of the Withdrawal Act:

Parliamentary sovereignty

(1)It is recognised that the Parliament of the United Kingdom is sovereign.
(2)In particular, its sovereignty subsists notwithstanding—

(a)directly applicable or directly effective EU law continuing to be
recognised and available in domestic law by virtue of section 1A or 1B of the
European Union (Withdrawal) Act 2018 (savings of existing law for the
implementation period),

(b)section 7A of that Act (other directly applicable or directly effective
aspects of the withdrawal agreement),

(c)section 7B of that Act (deemed direct applicability or direct effect in
relation to the EEA EFTA separation agreement and the Swiss citizens’ rights
agreement), and

(d)section 7C of that Act (interpretation of law relating to the withdrawal
agreement (other than the implementation period), the EEA EFTA separation
agreement and the Swiss citizens’ rights agreement).

(3)Accordingly, nothing in this Act derogates from the sovereignty of the
Parliament of the United Kingdom.



Tax for the NHS and social care

As a long standing critic of the OBR and Treasury models and poor forecasts
let me clarify. I do support the need for Treasury financial discipline. One
of the Treasury orthodoxies I always supported was the one which said you
should not hypothecate or give a tax to a particular area of spending.

The Treasury rightly pointed out there was rarely a single tax which raised
just the right amount of money for a given service. If you found one or
created one, there was no guarantee that the revenue from that tax would grow
at the right rate for the service. It was always possible the tax would be
more buoyant than the financial needs of the service making it difficult to
rein in the tax and the spending. It was also possible the tax from time to
time would be insufficient. There would then be remorseless pressure for the
Treasury to provide a top up from general taxation.

I was therefore surprised when the current Treasury changed its mind and
invented a new hypothecated tax. Indeed they invented two. This year it is to
be a supplement to National Insurance. Next year it is to be a new social
care tax. These new taxes have been born of controversy. Here are some
questions I would like to see the government answer.

1. How will the money from these taxes be moved from assisting the NHS to
social care? What is the timetable or trigger points to scale back the
cash to the NHS and put it into social care?

2. As social care currently costs taxpayers around £40 bn and is paid for
out of general taxes and out of local authority taxes, how will the
future settlements of these sums be calculated bearing in mind the top
up money coming from the dedicated tax? What has been gained by ring
fencing a proportion of the cash when far bigger amounts still rest on
annual negotiation between local government, social care and Treasury?

3. The government has now announced a substantial increase in the threshold
before anyone pays National Insurance. Has this reduction in the money
from the ring fenced tax been agreed by the NHS and by social care? How
has this been possible? does it mean they can now manage with a smaller
tax or will there be more top up money? When can we see the spending

plans behind this? We would like to know what the new tax is buying.

Tax cutting governments

As a young man I was Economic Adviser to Prime Minister Thatcher during her
middle period. It was good to work with a tax cutting government. We set out
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to prove that lower rates of tax on income, work and investment generate a
larger economy and more tax revenue. We went for growth.

Over the Thatcher years as a whole the standard rate of Income tax was cut
from 33% to 25%. The top rate of Income tax was cut from 80% to 40%. The
investment income surcharge of 15% was removed completely. These measures
led to a large increase in total income tax take. They also led to the richer
taxpayers paying more tax in real terms and paying a larger proportion of the
total Income tax take. Only a very jealous socialist could legitimately
complain. Anyone else was invited to see that lower income tax rates
delivered more growth and more money for public services, and led to the rich
paying more as a proportion. As we regularly stated, the rich stay and pay,
they invest and work more when they keep more of the earnings. Those on lower
incomes needed tax breaks to boost their spending power and paid less tax.

It is true we took over from an extreme socialist position under the previous
Labour government. Charging 98% tax on the richest people with investment
income was a good way to send them offshore. 1970s UK was characterised by
the so called brain drain, where everyone from successful entrepreneurs to
popular bands and singers based themselves abroad to escape the tax net.
Ending the penal rates let them come home, to be joined by others who found
the UK attractive again as a place to work and invest. The Thatcher
government also cut the main rate of corporation tax substantially and
abolished various smaller taxes entirely.

Today I am pleased to hear the current Chancellor praising past glories and
expressing enthusiasm for tax cutting agendas. So far he has not cut the
Income tax rate, and has set out a substantial rise in the corporation tax
rate. He says he will cut the 1Income Tax rate from 20% to 19%. This is a
long way short of taking it down from 33% to 25%. It also has to be seen
against the background of the introduction of the social care levy which
offsets some of the putative cut in the Income tax rate. The total tax rate
rises from 33% when he took office to 36.2% (total tax as a proportion of
national income). It will take some bold moves on cutting Income tax and
Corporation tax rates to grow the economy enough to get a decent tax cut.

The Treasury paints another dark
picture

A year ago I spoke about the March budget and stated that the official
forecasts for were far too gloomy. In particular the deficit would be much
lower than the £233 bn for the current year that they expected.

At the half year stage the OBR changed its deficit forecast, slicing a large
£50bn off it. I commented that it was still too high. Yesterday they admitted
that the second half year saw the need to take another £55bn off the
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forecast, bringing the total change to a massive £105bn for the year as a
whole. A similar overstatement of the deficit had occurred in the previous
year. This year’s document contains an anguished passage on why they so
understated the tax revenues coming in from the lower rates being charged
before the rises this spring. The extra revenue is so huge that clearly they
do not need the extra £12bn from the National Insurance hike .

It is s pity the Treasury did not grasp the opportunity to use some of the
overshoot of revenue to allow some selective further tax cuts. Choose the
right ones and you may anyway end up with more revenue, as they did with
Stamp Duty.

The Treasury has at last got round to removing VAT from insulation, boiler
controls and other products that can help people cut their home heating
bills. This EU tax needed to go. It is disappointing to learn they think they
cannot remove these taxes for Northern Ireland under the Protocol. That is by
no means clear from the text. They say they are seeking a solution from the
EU as they acknowledge the UK government needs to be in control of all taxes
anywhere in the country. |They could go ahead and abolish these taxes in
Northern Ireland at the same time as the rest of the UK, and could buttress
the legal position by putting into the law a clause overriding any unhelpful
or errant interpretation of the protocol.

The Treasury forecasts are for slowing growth, inflation persistent for this
year, and too large a squeeze on incomes. Last year they also got inflation
badly wrong, telling us it would run at 1.8% this year, yet it has hit 6.2%.
Given the persistent money printing the Bank undertook all last year it is
difficult to know why they thought inflation would be so low.



