
I n speeches and op-eds and during 
media interviews I have tried to be 
very frank in my assessments. Good 

friends should be frank; and though we 
share so many interests and values, it’s 
not constructive to sweep aside our dif-
ferences. I truly believe that most peo-
ple appreciate an honest exchange that 
moves the needle.

I think that many in this room hold 
opinions similar to my own, and take 
a strategic, long-term view when it 

comes to the transatlantic relation-
ship. With that in mind, I am not 
here to complain or to lecture—I 
would rather take this opportunity to 
strategize.

Despite what you are hearing around 
town, the United States is open for busi-
ness and actively working to improve 
the global trade environment in ways 
that will ultimately benefit both sides of 
the Atlantic.

THE  
MAGICIAN

We should do everything we can to 
oppose the use of institutions that 
should be neutral in the elections 
for party political purposes.

S panish voters went to 
the polls on Sunday 
28 April to decide the 
future direction of 

the country. These elections 
mark the first time that Vox 
have entered the Cortes Gene-
rales. And have seen a decline 
in the number of seats for the 
conservative Peoples Party, 
who’s leader Pablo Casado, 
has taken the party in a more 
traditional direction. The Cit-
izens Party of Albert Rivera 
came in third place, with an 

increased number of seats. 
The Socialists are set to return 
with an increased majority. 

These elections were per-
haps the most fiercely fought 
in recent memory, highlight 
the divide within the country. 
The snap elections, called in 
February, were the result of the 
Socialist government of Pedro 
Sanchez failing to pass a bud-
get through the Parliament. 

This election has been nota-
ble for a campaign focused on 
public finances and the future 

direction of Spain’s economy, 
as well as debate about the 
future direction of Spanish 
culture. Elements of the cul-
ture war that has been taking 
place in other countries have 
been seen in this election.

What has also made this 
election different is the fact 
that three centre right par-
ties have contested the elec-
tion. The conservative Vox, 
the formerly governing Peo-
ples Party and the classically 
liberal Citizens party. These 

three parties have managed 
to secure 40% of the popular 
vote between them, showing 
a promising future for Spain’s 
conservative movement. 

Spain’s political situation 
has been turbulent over recent 
years, in 2016 snap election 
was called after the Decem-
ber 2015 elections failed to 
deliver a majority to any party 
or coalition. Mariano Rajoy 
and the Peoples Party man-
aged to form a coalition gov-
ernment with the Citizens 

party. This government found 
itself in difficulty following 
the controversial referendum 
in Catalonia. however a vote 
of no confidence in late 2018 
forced them out of power and 
saw the Socialists come into 
power with a minority gov-
ernment. The new Socialist 
government, lacking a demo-
cratic mandate resolved to call 
a general election, which they 
won. They will now have to 
form a coalition with the far-
left and regionalist parties. ■ by Roger Kimball

FRIEDRICH 
HAYEK

Conservative Icons

Ask anyone: the Industrial 
Revolution is a stigma that no 
amount of societal amelioration 
can remove.  p.18

CHINESE 
SPANIARDS 
AND JAPANESE 
ITALIANS
by Jay Nordlinger

Conservative Music

When asked, with a gun to my 
head, to name my top ten operas, 
I always include Porgy and Bess 
(Gershwin). It’s an American 
thing. I had it in my mother’s milk. 
It means the world to me. p.21

High-profile EPP MEP from 
Forza Italia, joins ECR

ELISABETTA 
GARDINI

Profile

p.10

Berlin, Munich, Brussels

CAMPAIGN 
DIARY Part V.

Jan Zahradil

p.16

When the ECR Group was founded 
in 2009, many critics said that it 
would not survive on. They said it 
was impossible to split from the 
EPP. However it managed to sur-
vive and grow, and became the 
third largest group in the Euro-
pean Parliament.

CONSERVATIVES 
CONTINUE TO 
GROW

ECR Group

p.3
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The Baltic takes on a further 
importance when it comes to 
security. As we all know, Russia 
is a Baltic state. It’s largest naval 
ports are on to the Baltic. 

WE MUST ACT 
NOW TO SAVE 
THE BALTIC

Richard Milsom

p.8

USA Ready for Trade
Ambassador Sondland’s Remarks at the European Parliament 
ECR Group Discussion on US-EU Trade - April 9, 2019

CONTINUED ON p.14

p.9

Peter Lundgren MEP

THIS TIME 
I’M VOTING 
EUROSCEPTIC

Eli Hazan 

So, how did this happen? How is 
it possible that despite everything 
described in the international  
media, the Israeli public trusts 
Netanyahu over and over again? p.9

NEXT WEEKEND IN

p.20
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Confederal Europe Conference

EU Shows “Symptoms of 
Institutional Decay”

O n the 11th of April, the inaugu-
ral meeting of the Confederal 
Studies Network was held in 

the European Parliament, Brussels. 
The discussions were focused on ways 
in which the EU could be reformed 
to protect the principle of subsidiar-
ity and prevent Europe from further 
travelling down its road towards state-
hood. Amongst the speakers was the 
esteemed German economist and aca-
demic Dr Markus Kerber.  

Dr Kerber delivered one of the open-
ing speeches, calling for powers to be 
returned to the member states, and 
protecting the principle of subsidiar-
ity that has been slowly eroded since 
the inception of the Lisbon treaty in 
2007. Dr Kerber stated that the Com-
mission had overreached and “can no 
longer claim to be the guardian of the 
treaties.” He decried the fact that the 
Commission had become increasingly 
political and stated that it was starting 
to show signs of “Institutional decay”, 

especially as the principle agent the-
ory that was added in Lisbon has been 
abused in order to turn the Commis-
sion into a “jobs factory.”

The event was hosted by German 
MEP Ulrike Trebsisus, who will not be 
standing for re-election in May. ■

Gaming Industry 

European Commission Goes After Gamers

T he European Commission has 
launched a statement of objec-
tions against  a number of the 

largest games companies in the world. 
Amongst those target was Valve, a com-
pany that runs a gaming platform with 
some 150 million users, and 47 million 
daily users. 

The claim is that the Valve, and five 
video games companies, had unfairly 
used geo-blocking to prevent users in one 
country, purchasing games for cheaper 
by changing their settings to another. 
The practice was apparently carried out 
in Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Latvia, Lithuania and Romania, over a 
number of years. The Eurozone has its 
own pricing structure, common across 
the entire currency area. 

The penalty for doing so would be 
10% of the company’s global income. 
Since Valve is a private company based 
in the United States, it does not have to 
publicly disclose its finances, however 
it is estimated the they earn around $4 
billion a year. The company, founded by 
game designer Gabe Newell, controls 

an estimated 70% of global online video 
games sales through its platform 
‘Steam’. 

The company has however defended 
itself in a press statement. “The region 
locks only applied to a small number of 
game titles. Approximately just 3% of all 
games using Steam (and none of Valve’s 
own games) at the time were subject to 
the contested region locks in the EEA. 
Valve believes that the EC’s extension of 

liability to a platform provider in these 
circumstances is not supported by appli-
cable law.”

Valve also highlighted that the region 
locks were the responsibility of the 
games publishers, not Valve themselves, 
however they have removed the locks. 
They also pointed out that the differ-
ence in prices was based on what the 
publisher asked, rather than the price 
set by Valve. ■

Emma McClarkin MEP

EUROPEAN-AMERICAN 
TRADE EVENT 

T he US Ambassador to the 
European Union spoke at 
an event organised by the 

ECR Group in the European Parlia-
ment recently. The event, co-hosted 
by Conservative MEPs Emma Mac-
Clarkin and Syed Kamal, was on the 
importance of the trade relation-
ship between the EU and the United 
States. 

Ambassador Gordan Sondland 
reassured participants that “Despite 
what you are hearing around town, 
the United States is open for business 
and actively working to improve the 
global trade environment in ways that 
will ultimately benefit both sides of 
the Atlantic.” 

He went on to say: “You might not 
appreciate the tactics being employed 
or the bluntness with which this 
administration speaks, but the time 
for politely demurring and turning a 
blind eye has long passed. The United 

States intends to address the funda-
mental inequities at the heart of trade 
in the 21st century, whether that’s 
through fighting unjustified, protec-
tionist barriers; the exploitation of 
gaps in WTO rules; or non-market, 
state-led industrial policy that dis-
torts the market.” 

Both the US ambassadors, and 
MEP MacClarkins comments are 
reproduced in our special report on 
trade on page. ■

W elcome to the 6th edition of The 
Conservative newspaper, Europe’s 
leading conservative paper. 

In this edition, we look at how the conserva-
tive movement is gaining momentum and going 
from strength to strength across the world, with 
increases in vote share in the recent election in 
Spain, and the victory of the Likud Party in Israel. 

The future of Europe is being decided on in 
the European Elections, but Belgians are more 
focused on the future direction of their own coun-
try. As millions of Europeans head to the polls on 
Sunday 26th of May, Belgians will be taking part in 
elections for not one, not two, but three levels of 
governance. Regional and general elections are 
taking place in parallel with the European ones. 
We have a look at what’s happening in the country 
that plays host to the capital of Europe. 

In Sweden we look at how heated debates over 
energy and Europe have upset the applecart. 

Historically Swedes have enjoyed relatively calm 
political debates, but these European Elections 
are testing nerves.  

Our Special Report is on trade, with articles 
ranging from regulation, to Brexit. We also give 
you coverage of a recent meeting in the European 
Parliament, in which the US Ambassador has set 
out the Trump Administrations priorities when it 
comes to trade. 

In our conservative icons segment, we discuss 
the father of modern day liberal economics and 
Nobel laureate, Frederick Hayek. It was said that 
former British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher 
carried around a copy of his seminal work, ‘The 
Road to Serfdom’ in her handbag. Hayek himself 
became a key thinker in the conservative move-
ment, advising the governments of Ronald Reagan, 
Margaret Thatcher and helped to plan the tran-
sition of many central European countries from 
planned economy to free market. ■

ECR Group

Conservatives  
Continue to Grow 

T he European Conservatives and 
Reformist Group managed to 
continue to grow, even in the 

last week of the current mandate. Ital-
ian MEP Elisabetta Gardini, the for-
mer leader of the Italian Delegation in 
the European Peoples Party, defected 
to join ACRE Party Fratelli d’Italia. She 
cited problems within Forza Italia as 
her reason for leaving, and accused the 
party of being out of touch with voters 
when it came to Europe. 

When the ECR Group was founded 

in 2009, many critics said that it would 
not survive on. They said it was impos-
sible to split from the EPP. However 
it managed to survive and grow, and 
became the third largest group in the 
European Parliament. 

At the end of the current man-
date, the European Conservatives and 
Reformists Group has 77 members. At 
the end of the 2009-2014 mandate the 
ECR was only 54. The upcoming Euro-
pean Elections provide a strong oppor-
tunity for the group to grow further. ■  

Conservatives
Forwardmoving

p.5 p.14 p.18

I ’m the last few weeks have seen ACRE organ-
ise a number of events. As expected, the main 
focus has been on issues that matter in the 

upcoming European Elections. Namely the Envi-
ronment, European Security and Free Trade. 

In Brussels, ACRE President Jan Zahradil held 
the Brussels Business Breakfast as part of his 
campaign to become President of the European 
Commission. He engaged in an honest discussion 
with top business leaders from across Brussels, 
covering a range of important issues around the 
single market. 

In Turin, we joined our Italian partners for a 
lively discussion on the Future of Europe. Listen-
ing of speakers from both Italy and the wider EU 
about how best to tackle future challenges faced 
by the Union. 

In Stockholm we took the Blue Green series 
on the road and held the Baltic Sea Summit in 
the old Swedish Parliament building. We heard 
from a number of experts and stakeholders, 
as well as members of our Swedish Democrat 
partners. Topics included the impact of Rus-
sian waste disposal in the Baltic on fishing and 
tourism.

In Riga we held an event with our Latvian part-
ner party, The National Alliance, in which ACRE 
Presidential Candidate Jan Zaharadil spoke of 
the need to ensure that all member seats are given 
a fair hearing and respected, no matter how small 
or new they are. The conference also covered the 
topic of Energy Security and the need to prevent 
the construction of Nord Stream II or risk putting 
control of Europe in Russias hands. ■

ACRE Events
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Russian Influence

UK and Netherlands cut 
security ties with Austria

I t has emerged that both the UK 
and the Netherlands have begun 
to limit the flow of intelligence 

they send to their Austrian counter-
parts. This is due to the fact that classi-
fied and sensitive information has been 
leaked from Austria to Russia. 

It is believed that this was related to 
alleged strong ties between Russia and 
the Freedom Party of Austria (FPO), 
who are currently the junior partners 
in the government led by Chancellor 
Sebastian Kurz. 

Concern has been raised before 
about the alleged ties of the FPO to 
Russia. Most recently when Vladimir 

Putin attended the wedding of Aus-
trian Foreign Minister Karin Kneeissl, 
and who is not a party member but 
was appointed by its leader. She was 
filmed dancing with him during the 
reception held near the border with 
Slovenia. The FPO also has a signed 
cooperation agreement with Putin’s 
United Russia party. 

These concerns have long been 
under the surface but are now coming 
to light. The Freedom Party currently 
control both the Ministry of Defence 
and the Interior Ministry directly, 
meaning that they oversee Austria’s 
intelligence agency, the BVT. ■

Ukraine

British foreign secretary slams illegal 
occupation 

I n a statement on the anniversary 
of the annexation of Crimea, Brit-
ish Foreign Secretary Jeremy Hunt 

attacked the Russian regime, accus-
ing them of breaching human rights in 
Crimea. He also called for a full Russian 
withdrawal from the Crimean Peninsu-
lar, which is internationally recognised 
as an integral and sovereign part of 
Ukraine. 

Foreign Secretary Jeremy Hunt said 
in a statement: “I condemn the illegal 
annexation of the Autonomous Repub-
lic of Crimea and the city of Sevasto-
pol, Ukraine, five years ago. The UK will 
never recognise Russia’s illegal annex-
ation of Crimea and we call on Russia 
to end their illegitimate control of the 
peninsula and their attempts to redraw 
the boundaries of Europe. Russia’s pat-
tern of unacceptable behaviour has con-
tinued with their supply of weapons and 
personnel to the conflict it initiated in 

eastern Ukraine, the illegal construc-
tion of a bridge connecting mainland 
Russia with Crimea, and their relentless 
attempts to monopolise the Kerch Strait 
in a campaign intended to undermine 
Ukraine’s economy and demoralise its 
citizens.” 

The Russian occupation of Crimea 
has become one of many obstacles to 
Ukrainian accession to NATO and the 
EU, much as the Russian occupation 
of South Ossetia and Abkhazia have 

prevented Georgia from pivoting west-
wards in the same way as the people 
would have liked. 

The Foreign Secretary concluded his 
remarks by saying: “We join NATO and 
the EU in condemning Russia’s unjus-
tified use of force on Ukrainian vessels 
in November last year. The UK, along 
with our EU and G7 partners, remains 
unwavering in our support for Ukraine’s 
sovereignty and territorial integrity. 
Crimea is Ukraine.”■

Reverting to type

Dutch Monarchy is losing support

I t is often said that France is a repub-
lic but a monarchy at heart. The 
opposite could be said about the 

Netherlands. The country is a monar-
chy but a republic at heart. It has only 
been a monarchy since the beginning of 
the 19th century and, ironically, it was 
France that installed the monarchy. 

After hundreds of years of a very strong 
and successful republican tradition, the 
Netherlands became a monarchy when 
Napoléon Bonaparte put his third brother, 
Louis Bonaparte, on the Dutch throne. 
Soon after the installation of Louis in 
1806, Napoléon Bonaparte’s empire fell 
apart, but the Dutch monarchy, under the 
rule of the House of Orange, stayed. Now-
adays the House of Orange has virtually no 
real political power.

Over the past decade support for the 
monarchy has been in steady decline, 
especially among the younger age 
groups. In 2007, 70 per cent of Dutch 
between the ages of 18 and 40 supported 

the monarchy; now only 55 per cent of 
the same age group do. The financial 
benefits that the royals receive seem to 
play a big role in why they are losing the 
support of the young Dutch. According 
to the research centre Ipsos, another 
explanation for the loss of support lies 

in the fact that young Dutch people find 
the monarchy outdated, and direct elec-
tion of a head of state more modern. 
Looking at Dutch history, the monarchy 
is a recent – modern – tradition. Maybe 
the country is just reverting to an older – 
more established – convention. ■

Elections in Finland

Grumpy voters in the world’s happiest nation

F inland is the happiest nations 
in the world according to the 
United Nations. But in the elec-

tions on April 14, large numbers of 
Finns registered their dissatisfaction 
with centrist politics. Outgoing  Prime 
Minister Juha Sipila’s Centre Party, lost 
13% of their vote compared to the last 
election. The voters gravitated away 
from the traditional center giving the 
political elites’ whiplash by simultane-
ously giving the center-left Social Dem-
ocrats forty seats and the Eurosceptic 
Finns Party thirty-nine seats in the 
200-member parliament. The result 
for the conservative National Coalition 
Party, which came in third place with 37 
seats, didn’t change significantly. The 
election has been watched for signs of 
how the voters in Finland might do in 
next month’s European Parliament 
elections. The answer is that the disen-
chantment with mainstream politics in 
Finland as it does across Europe. 

The elections in Finland were 
respectful and scandal-free with a voter 
turnout of 72 per cent and a record 
number of ninety-two women elected 
to parliament. It was expected that the 
European trend of Eurosceptic par-
ties critical of mass migration doing 
well would help the Finns Party. But it 
was not expected that the Finns Party 
would be emerged as the second largest 
party with 17,5 per cent of the vote, only 
slightly behind Finland’s Social Demo-
crats with 17,7 per cent. 

The Finns Party gained at the 
expense of centrists Center Party. The 
success was in part due to the par-
ty’s criticism of migration and Euro-
sceptic political agenda. But climate 
change was the dominant theme of the 

campaign even overshadowing welfare 
state reform and migration. Green-
peace called it a ‘climate election’. Most 
mainstream political parties supported 
additional government actions to curb 
global warming. Proposals include 
increasing support for electric vehicles, 
reducing meat consumption through 
taxes and serving more vegetarian 
food as part of publicly funded meals 
in places like schools and the military. 
The Finns Party advocated for a mod-
erate policy that wouldn’t disadvantage 
industry in Finland, winning the vote of 
many rural voters and other residents 
who feel that the climate change plans 
of the leading parties would require too 
much sacrifice.

After an election in Finland, the 
party that got the most members of 
parliament typically try to form a new 
government with other parties as part-
ners. Since, the Social Democrats got 
the most seats according to the parlia-
mentary convention they are trying to 
form a cabinet made up of ministers 
from different political parties. Over 
the next few weeks they are likely to 
negotiate with the Green League, Left 
Alliance, and the National Coalition, 
but differences over health-care reform 
and economic policy will not be easily 
resolved. The Finns Party are unlikely 
to be invited to join the next coalition 
because of differences in migration pol-
icy and climate change. ■

Dutch election campaign

"European elections are  
not relevant"

W ith just over a month to go 
before the European elec-
tions, the campaign is still 

dormant in the Netherlands. This may 
not be a coincidence. Recently Dutch 
Prime Minister Mark Rutte, on the 
well-known weekly political talk show 
Buitenhof, remarked that the ‘’European 
elections are really not that relevant”. 
The Prime Minister then explained that 
he was much more interested in the out-
come of national elections in France and 
Germany, because that was where ‘’the 
real power lies’’. 

Rutte’s surprising statement is proba-
bly due to the fact that his government is 
under attack, and the outcome might be 
better for him if citizens did not register 
to cast ‘’protest votes’’ in the upcoming 
European Parliament elections. 

A lot has changed in the Dutch polit-
ical landscape since the last European 
elections five years ago. The Nether-
lands’ most federalist party, the Dem-
ocrats 66 (D66), lost many votes in the 
national elections two years ago, and 
after winning the Dutch provincial elec-
tions, polling indicates that the Euro-
sceptic party Forum for Democracy 
(FvD) is currently the largest party in 
the country. But these are not the only 
reasons to expect Forum for Democracy 
to do well and D66 to do poorly in the 
European elections. In the European 
elections, turnout is key.

Four years ago turnout in the Euro-
pean elections was only 37 per cent, with 
the largest number voting for D66. The 
probable explanation is that people who 
had a strong belief in the EU made the 
effort to go out and vote. But FvD has 
turned the turnout game on its head. 

Turnout was significantly higher in 
March’s provincial elections compared 
to the election four years earlier because 
FvD gave many long-time non-voters an 
incentive to go and vote. If the European 
elections follow a similar pattern the 
result could be dramatic. 

A second reason to believe that FvD 
will do well is the party’s top candidate, 
Derk Jan Eppink. Eppink is a promi-
nent and respected journalist and politi-
cian, with a longstanding and impressive 
career as a journalist, member of the 
cabinet of the Dutch liberal Commis-
sioner Frits Bolkestein, and an ECR 
MEP for List Dedecker. He has pub-
lished a book on Europees Realisme 
(European Realism), in which he gives 
a detailed view of exactly what is wrong 
in the EU and how to effect change. No 
wonder Prime Minister Rutte is playing 
down the importance of the elections 
in the hope of limiting further political 
damage to his government. ■

Belgian federal and regional election campaign 

PUBLISH AND BE DAMNED

I n recent weeks the Belgian elec-
tion campaign has focused on the 
somewhat esoteric question of 

whether the Central Bank should, or 
should not, publish a comprehensive 
study on the cost of migration before 
the upcoming federal and regional 
elections on 26 May. 

The background to the debate is 
that, in April 2018, the then acting 
Belgian Finance Minister Johan Van 
Overtveldt, a member of the N-VA, 
requested that the Belgian Central 
Bank conduct an investigation into 
the cost of migration. The aim was to 
improve the immigration debate by 
having an independent body review the 
effect of migration on the “economic 
impact on social security, labour mar-
kets and productivity”. Similar studies 
had been carried out in the past, also in 
the Netherlands. The N-VA was hop-
ing that the results would be published 
before the elections to inform the elec-
toral campaign. 

However, in December of last year 
the N-VA left the federal government 
after a conflict within the coalition 
over whether to adopt the UN “Global 
Compact for Migration”. The care-
taker government decided to postpone 
the study, citing “delays in provision of 
data”, setting a new publication date 
of June 2020. It also declared that it 
would not “instrumentalise the Cen-
tral Bank for the elections”.

Opinion polls indicate that voters 
have rewarded the N-VA’s principled 
stance on the Global Compact, and 
the former coalition partners seem to 
fear that the N-VA would profit even 
more from the results of the study on 
the cost of migration being published 
before the election.

Similar studies in the Netherlands 
– the studies thought to have inspired 
the original N-VA proposal – indicate 
that more than half of those receiv-
ing state support in the Netherlands 
are of non-Western migration back-
ground, costing an estimated €3 bil-
lion per year. The Dutch Government 
has also revealed that around €1 bil-
lion per year was provided in 2015 
and 2016 to help asylum seekers. Ten 
years ago, Dutch magazine Elsevier 
attempted to calculate the total cost 
of immigration for the Netherlands, 
estimating it to be around €200 billion 
when including spending by different 
ministries. The data for this calcula-
tion came from the wide-ranging 2003 

study “Immigration and the Dutch 
Economy”, carried out by Dutch Gov-
ernment think tank CPB. The latter 
study mentioned that any non-West-
ern immigrant entering the Nether-
lands at the age of 25 could be expected 
to cost on average a total of €43,000.

Former State Secretary for Asylum 
and Migration and leading N-VA politi-
cian Theo Francken has reacted to the 
delay in the publication of the Belgian 
study, saying that “so many people ques-
tion the cost of mass migration ... We 
regret that this taboo is being sustained 
by the traditional parties. It will not 
reduce the scepticism among that part of 
the population which looks in a critical 
manner at migration; on the contrary.” ■

France

Fire devastates Notre Dame

T ragedy struck on Monday 
16th of April, as one of the 
great icons of Paris caught 

fire. The fire began at about 18:30 in 
the evening, and would not be extin-
guished till the early hours of Tuesday 
morning. 

The fire devastated the 850 year old 
Cathedral, that has stood as a symbol 
of French resilience and the strength 
of the Catholic Church in France. The 
main spire, and roof collapsed in on 
themselves, leaving only the stone 
shell of the building. Other than the 
statues, which were in storage, the 
first artefacts to be confirmed as res-
cued from the blaze were the crown of 

thorns and the Tunic of St. Louis.
Already plans are underway for 

the restoration of the Cathedral. 
French President Emanuel Macron 
announced that an international 
fundraiser would help to raise the 
money required. But within hours of 
the fire, money had already started to 
pour in from Frances wealthy. entre-
preneur and billionaire François-
Henri Pinault pledged to support the 
rebuilding of Notre-Dame with €100 
million and Louis Vuitton owner Ber-
nard Arnault pledged a further €200 
million. 

It is not yet known how long it will 
take to reconstruct. ■

EP election in Sweden 

First TV debate unusually 
antagonistic 

B y European standards, televised 
election debates in Sweden are 
usually remarkably tame and 

polite affairs. Not so of the first televised 
debate between the different parties’ 
top candidates ahead of the 2019 Euro-
pean Parliament elections. The conflict 
was heated and – by Swedish standards 
– loud, with issues ranging from avia-
tion tax and nuclear power to joining the 
euro and supranationalism.

The topic that energised the differ-
ent party representatives the most was 
whether the EU should invest in devel-
oping nuclear power. The Sweden Dem-
ocrats in ECR, along with the Moderates 
in EPP and the Liberals in ALDE, argued 
in favour of nuclear power because it is a 
climate-friendly energy form. The argu-
ment, basically, was that the climate 
science was settled and that we, to save 
the climate, should invest more in both 
renewable energy and nuclear power. 
If Sweden shut down its nuclear power 
reactors, the result would be an increase 
in carbon dioxide emissions.

The Left and Greens argued against 
nuclear power, but both parties were 
more interested in changing the topic 
to the new aviation tax introduced by 
Sweden. The parties argued in favour of 
extending the aviation tax to European 
level, but wanted the income to accrue 
to the different Member States so as not 
to give the EU taxation powers.

Another hot topic was whether Swe-
den should join the eurozone. Peter 
Lundgren of the Sweden Democrats 
argued that to respect the outcome of 
the 2003 referendum, Sweden should 
not join the euro at all, and that the Lib-
erals were the country’s most extreme 
party for wanting to join. He added that 

“there will soon be no area that you [the 
Liberals] are not prepared to sell out [to 
the EU]”. To which Karin Karlsbro of the 
Liberals responded, “You have under-
stood things correctly – the Liberals 
are Sweden’s most European-friendly 
party”.

Another dividing line was the ques-
tion of whether the EU should take more 
action to distribute migrants between 
the Member States. Most Swedish par-
ties wanted the EU to take such action 
and to punish Hungary and Poland 
for not accepting EU quotas. Only the 
lone voice Peter Lundgren of the Swe-
den Democrats had a different outlook, 
saying that “if the EU cooperation is to 
work, there must be a functioning exter-
nal border protection. It is not avail-
able today. Step two is that there has 
to be a system for seeking asylum out-
side Europe’s borders. Finally, it should 
not be up to the EU to have a manda-
tory redistribution of migrants. It must 
be a question for each Member State to 
decide how many migrants the country 
wants to receive”. ■

Conservative Manifesto

Vox promise lower taxes and lower 
spending

T he Spanish Socialist Party, led 
by Prime Minister Pedro Sán-
chez, has launched an economic 

manifesto for the general elections on 
28 April. The Socialists want to raise the 
minimum wage, increase the power of 
the unions and increase corporate taxes. 
The strategy of Pedro Sánchez, clearly, is 
to attract the voters who used to support 
the Socialist Party but who in recent 
elections have defected to the Podemos 
communist coalition. 

The Spanish centre-right has not yet 
produced a coherent answer to this chal-
lenge. Ciudadanos, the self-described 
liberal party, has talked about modernis-
ing the labour market, reducing bureau-
cracy and making limited tax cuts. But, 
the party’s programme does not include 
proposals to reduce public spending or 
liberalise over-regulated markets such 
as education or healthcare.

The People’s Party is struggling to 
find its bearings after losing half of its 
voters in the past five years, and has 
not proposed a credible coherent pol-
icy. New party leader, Pablo Casado, 
insists that he believes in cutting taxes 
to boost economic growth, and has 
recruited the well-known economist 
Daniel Lacalle, but the party has not 

presented any plans for cutting spend-
ing. The voters doubt the People’s Par-
ty’s intentions on taxes because, in 
2011, Mariano Rajoy won a general 
election campaigning for lower taxes, 
and only one year later raised income 
tax, corporation tax and VAT, only 
reversing these tax increases after vot-
ers expressed their anger. 

Vox has probably produced the most 
ambitious economic programme, with 
the sharpest conservative proposals. 
The Vox manifesto advocates a large 

reduction in public spending – about 
€25 billion – and the elimination of 
inheritance tax and wealth tax. The 
party also offers a radical simplification 
of income tax, which would turn into a 
system with only three income brack-
ets: 0% for the first €12,000, 22% for the 
following €48,000 and 30% for any gain 
over €60,000. In addition, Vox wants to 
develop a school voucher scheme and is 
also committed to increasing the weight 
of private savings as a complement to 
the pension system. ■

Photo: European Parliament Media Centre
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E urope is still coming to terms 
with the consequences of the 
biggest economic crisis since 

the Great Depression. Certain EU 
economies are only now returning 
to pre-crisis levels of growth. Oth-
ers continue to struggle to find the 
path back to sustainable economic 
growth. 

Driving growth is imperative, and 
the best driver is trade. Reducing the 
cost of trade by the elimination of tar-
iff and non-tariff barriers, ensuring 
trade regulation is fit for purpose, and 
removing subsidy distortions can help 
trade grow. The more trade, the more 
economic development, the more eco-
nomic development, the more jobs 
in the economy, and the greater the 

contribution to the broad well-being 
of society. 

Over the next 20 years, 90% of global 
growth is expected to come from out-
with the EU. It is therefore essential to 
leverage the value and attractiveness 
of the EU’s single market and its 500 
million consumers to secure bold new 
trade deals with the rapidly growing 
economies beyond our own shores. 

In this report, leading economist Dr 
Matthias Bauer of the European Cen-
tre for International Political Economy 
(ECIPE) shines a spotlight on trade 
prospects with the nations of South-
east Asia. As a potential market of 
more than 600 million individuals such 
a trade agreement has the potential to 
drive economic growth both here and 

there. The report is not just an aca-
demic exercise, however, instead it sets 
out a serious of recommendations that 
can make such trade link a reality. ■  

BOOSTING EU TRADE 
WITH SOUTH EAST ASIA 

New Direction report

You can download report at 
www.newdirection.online1st JUNE 2019 | MADRID | SPAIN

newdirection.online

Trade negotiations

COULD TRUMP USHER IN NEW AND  
IMPROVED FREE TRADE AGREEMENTS?

E U Member States have agreed 
to open negotiations with the 
United States on a limited free 

trade agreement. The aim is to lower tar-
iffs on industrial goods in order to pre-
vent US tariffs targeting Europe’s auto 
manufacturing industry.

Preparations are being accelerated 
due to a deal between US President 
Donald Trump and EU Commission 
President Jean-Claude Juncker in July 
2018, when it was agreed not to further 
impose any extra trade barriers. Trump 
had threatened to do so because the US 
was losing “hundreds of billions of dol-
lars” due to its trade deficit with the EU. 
As this trade deficit subsequently wid-
ened, Trump decided to increase import 
tariffs on steel and aluminium. 

Tensions had increased ahead of the 
EU’s decision to participate in trade 
talks, with Trump threatening import 
duties on goods coming from the EU, 
including Dutch cheese. Trump claimed 
that this was a reaction to support 

for Airbus, the European competitor 
of Boeing. The EU’s response was to 
threaten to impose €19 billion in tariffs 
in response to Washington’s subsidies 
of Boeing. Both sides have been pre-
paring lists of potential products to tar-
get for sanctions. A WTO arbitrator will 
decide which sanctions can be imposed 
in response to both the Boeing and Air-
bus cases.

EU negotiators were keen to start 
trade talks before Trump took a deci-
sion on car tariffs, but France managed 
to delay an EU agreement on the negoti-
ating mandate. France also declared that 
it would vote against the opening of trade 
talks. The French declaration was mostly 
a symbolic gesture, as it was clear from 
the outset that the country could not 
prevent an EU decision to open negotia-
tions. To get France on board, the EU was 
forced to make a declaration that agri-
culture would not be part of the negotia-
tions, even if this had been a US condition 
for the negotiations to move ahead.

EU governments have also declared 
that the negotiating directives for 
the Transatlantic Trade and Invest-
ment Partnership (TTIP) must be con-
sidered obsolete. TTIP was a failed 
attempt to agree a trade deal between 
the EU and the US during the Obama 
Administration.

Meanwhile, the EU’s trade relation-
ship with China is also in trouble. Until 
recently, the EU considered China a 
strategic partner, but its newly proposed 
China strategy, developed by the Euro-
pean Commission and the EU’s Euro-
pean External Action Service, shows a 
change of heart with regard to China. 
The EU now considers the country to be 
a partner with whom it has close coop-
eration and aligned objectives, a nego-
tiating partner with whom it needs to 
find a balance of interests; whilst simul-
taneously seeing it as an economic 
competitor in pursuit of technological 
leadership, a systemic rival promoting 
alternative models of governance.

To address Chinese concerns about 
the term “systemic rival”, Juncker made 
assurances during a summit with the 
Chinese President in Paris that “China 
and Europe must and can do great things 
together. We are strategic partners, and 
yes, rivals, but competition among us is a 
good thing”. He also urged China to give 
EU companies the same access to Chi-
nese markets that Chinese companies 
enjoy in the EU. Reciprocity may well be 

an excuse for old-fashioned protection-
ism, but support for it in both the EU 
and the US is on the rise. 

All eyes are now on how the trade 
conflict between China and the US will 
play out. Many expect Trump to agree 
a deal with China that would increase 
chances for a deal between the EU and 
the US. This in turn would create the 
conditions for a deal in EU-Chinese 
trade relations. ■

Tables turned on FBI and DoJ

Wrongdoing 
during Trump 
campaign 
investigation 
will now be 
examined

A ttorney General William Barr 
shocked officials in Washing-
ton when he said at a Congress 

hearing recently that the FBI investiga-
tion into the Trump campaign in 2016 
could have involved illegal actions based 
on political motives. Barr also indicated 
that he was planning to start an investi-
gation to determine whether the Obama 
Administration had engaged in elec-
tronic surveillance of the opposition’s 
presidential campaign and candidate 
without a proper legal basis.

If the investigation finds that the US 
Government spied illegally on the Trump 
campaign during the election, it would be 
the greatest scandal since Watergate.

The legality of the electronic surveil-
lance is not the only possible significant 
violation to be investigated. The inves-
tigation will also cover possible rule 
and ethics violations committed by FBI 
agents and officials at the Department 
of Justice. A catalogue of the suspected 
abuses can be found in a recently released 
testimony that ex-FBI official Bill Pries-
tap provided to Congress in a closed-door 
interview last summer.

In particular, Republicans have 
demanded that the collection of “howlers 
and hearsay” compiled by Christopher 
Steele must be investigated. The allega-
tions in the Steele dossier were sold to 
the public as a report from a high-minded 
former British spy, but the dossier was 
in fact part of the Democrat campaign 
and provided by a man paid by the Clin-
ton camp to dig up dirt on Trump. Steele’s 
dossier was legitimised by the FBI and 
DoJ by the very fact that they accepted to 
receive it, even though those authorities 
knew that Steele was peddling political 
opposition research paid for by the Dem-
ocratic National Committee.

Republican voices have charged 
that Steele’s dossier was used to perpe-
trate a fraud on the FISA Court. They 
have demanded that a second special 
counsel be appointed because, they 
claim, “the FBI and DoJ used politi-
cally biased, unverified sources to obtain 
warrants issued by the United States 

Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court 
of Review (FISA Court) that aided in the 
surveillance of US citizens”.

Bill Priestap, who was Assistant Direc-
tor of the FBI’s Counterintelligence Divi-
sion, managed both of the Bureau’s most 
politically sensitive investigations: the 
inquiry into Hillary Clinton’s handling 
of classified information, and the probe 
into whether the Republican presiden-
tial campaign conspired with Russia. His 
testimony provides rare insight into the 
attitudes and thoughts of officials who 
launched the Russia probe and the probe 
of Special Counsel Robert Mueller. 

More importantly, his testimony con-
tains indications of wrongdoing, including 
that the FBI and DoJ targeted Trump, and 
did so with information it made no effort 
to verify. It paints a portrait of the Obama-
era Bureau as one that was unconcerned 
with political interference in investiga-
tions and willing to enlist the help of for-
eign allies to bring down its target. 

Testimonies like this explain why the 
current Attorney General and Head of 
Department of Justice, William Barr, 
take such a clear stance in his intention 
to investigate the claim that US officials 
spied on the Republican presidential 
campaign during such an important and 
sensitive moment in an open and free 
country. It showcases the euphemisms 
that can be used to disguise “spying”.

The explosive Barr hearing foreshad-
ows a bleak future for all those FBI, DoJ 
and intelligence community operatives 
who used their official positions and 
governmental powers to undermine the 
presidential campaign of Donald Trump. 
The stakes could not be any higher.

One voice on network television 
claimed that, since Barr merely “thought” 
spying had occurred, he had not con-
firmed that it had really happened. And 
some columnists in big media outlets 
have called for Barr’s impeachment. 
These reactions to the House Appropri-
ations Subcommittee hearing of William 
Barr show how desperate the Democrats 
really are. Clearly the Left knows that 
trouble is on the way. ■

Civil war in Libya

Proxy war between French 
Total and Italian ENI

I n recent weeks the Libyan civil 
war has reignited. General Khal-
ifa Haftar, a Libyan warlord, has 

launched a major attack on the capital 
in a bid to oust the Tripoli Government 
led by Prime Minister Fayez al-Sarraj. 
The assault on Tripoli, in contraven-
tion to numerous international appeals 
for ceasefire, is ruining UN attempts to 
broker a truce in the civil war. In par-
ticular Italy, the former colonial power 
in Libya, is worried about the attacks 
on the capital, and the Italian Foreign 
Office has warned against toppling the 
Tripoli Government. The Italian secu-
rity services have also issued warn-
ings that Libya could become “another 
Syria”, and that human traffickers may 
take advantage of the situation to create 
a new refugee crisis. 

It is an open secret that the main out-
side interests in the Libyan civil war are 
Italy and France. It is equally accepted 
that the conflict to some extent is a 
proxy war to control oil and gas, and 
for strategic influence in Africa. Many 
observers are convinced that the main 
reason for the continuation of the civil 
war is the rivalry between Italian and 
French interests in oil and gas. For 
example, Mohammed al-Diari, Foreign 
Minister in the Tobruk Parliament from 
2014 to 2018, has explained the armed 
conflict as the “the rivalries between 
the Italian group ENI and [the French 
group] Total”.

Italy supports the UN-recognised 
Government of National Accord (GNA) 
in Tripoli under Prime Minister Fayez 
al-Sarraj (the Tripoli Government). The 
Prime Minister has little influence out-
side Tripoli but the GNA controls the 
National Oil Company of Libya (NOC). 
Italy is giving political support to the 
GNA. For example, Italy has reopened 
its embassy in Tripoli and has convinced 
other countries to do the same. The Ital-
ian Government has also been instru-
mental in convincing the EU to finance 
the GNA-controlled Libyan Coast Guard 
as a border force to keep migrants out of 
Europe. Underlying the Italian Govern-
ment’s actions is the fact that the Ital-
ian energy group ENI has been involved 
with NOC for half a century and has 
large investments in the country’s oil 
and gas sector. The Tripoli Govern-
ment is also supported by Germany, the 
United States and the United Nations.

France has sided with the unrec-
ognised government in the eastern city 
of Tobruk and General Khalifa Haftar’s 
self-styled National Army of Libya 
(LNA). The French have given both 
political and intelligence – and possibly 
military – support for Haftar’s opera-
tion in the south. Paris justifies its back-
ing of Haftar as part of the fight against 
Islamist militias in the Sahel. In an 
operation called “Barkhane”, the for-
mer colonial power is fighting terrorism 
with more than 4,000 troops in the five 
Sahel countries of Burkina Faso, Chad, 
Mali, Mauritania and Niger. France 
wants to use Libya to pursue terrorist 
groups in Libya’s neighbouring coun-
tries to the south. The French Govern-
ment has been concerned about the high 
cost of the operation and has asserted 
that the only way to bring it to an end is 
to stabilise Libya. This, the French have 
claimed, is the reason why they have 
opted for Haftar.

A more credible reason for French 
support for Haftar may be the coun-
try’s oil and gas interests in Libya. The 
LNA already controlled the oil crescent 
around Benghazi in the east of Libya 
and, since early February, also controls 
the oil fields in the south-west of the 
country, including the El Sharara oil 
field, considered the largest in the coun-
try. The El Sharara field has been oper-
ated by a joint venture between several 

international oil companies, including 
France’s Total and Austria’s OMV.

Egypt, Russia, Saudi Arabia and the 
United Arab Emirates also support 
Haftar. Egypt, Saudi Arabia and the 
United Arab Emirates are providing 
both funding and arms to the LNA, in 
part due to oil and gas interests, but also 
over concerns that the Muslim Brother-
hood would gain influence over the Trip-
oli Government. Russia’s assistance to 
Haftar in the form of funds, equipment, 
training and diplomatic support is caus-
ing concern at NATO’s headquarters. 
The aim, in addition to gaining influ-
ence over oil and gas resources, is to get 
a political foothold to construct a new 
Mediterranean naval base. But Vadym 
Prystaiko, Ukraine’s Ambassador to 
NATO, has warned of the Russian inten-
tion to instigate another inflow of ref-
ugees into Europe in order to leverage 
Moscow’s influence in other questions.

General Haftar is not new to Libyan 
power games. In 1969 he helped Mua-
mmar Gaddafi to seize power. In the 
1980s, however, he joined the opposi-
tion and moved to the United States for 
20 years. Haftar return to Libya in 2011 
and since then has projected himself as 
the scourge of Islamist militants and 
the militias that grew powerful after the 
uprising against Gaddafi.

A central challenge in negotiating 
lasting peace is the disunity of West-
ern governments in Libya. The tensions 
between France and Italy, which in Feb-
ruary led to France recalling its ambassa-
dor in Rome, was in part due to political 
differences over the future of Europe. 
However, in part it might also have been 
due to the conflict between the two EU 
Member States over the control of Afri-
ca’s largest oil and gas resources. In the 
view of Abdul Hafiz Ghoga, a former 
member of the Transitional Council in 
2011, there will be no peace or stability 
in Libya unless the international com-
munity reaches a consensus.

The civil war in Libya is widening 
the political divide that already exists 
between France and Italy. On the ini-
tiative of Italy, EU Member States were 
planning to issue a joint statement call-
ing “on all parties to immediately cease 
all military operations” and for Haftar 
to withdraw his troops. France objected 
to the issuing of a joint statement, and 
as a result, the proposed joint EU state-
ment was downgraded to a mere decla-
ration by the EU’s High Representative 
for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. 
The differences within the EU have led 
to the Italian President of the European 
Parliament, Antonio Tajani, complain-
ing that “we need more unity, we need 
to speak with only one voice as Europe-
ans, but unfortunately Europeans are 
divided on this”.

The differing interests of Italy and 
France in Libya, and the normally close 
allies’ intra-EU conflict regarding the 
position that the EU should take in the 
Libyan conflict, illustrate how hard it is 
for the EU to forge a unified foreign pol-
icy. ■

Ukrainian Elections

The Chocolatier and the Comedian 

T he saga that is the Ukrainian 
elections came to end on Sun-
day 22nd of April, with actor 

and comedian Volodymyr Zelensky 
winning over 73% of the popular vote 
against his rival, incumbent presi-
dent and former confectionary mag-
nate, President Petro Poroshenko. This 
is the highest result ever in a modern 
Ukrainian election. 

However many see the result as less of 
an endorsement of Mr Zelensky and more 
of a protest vote against the establishment. 
This was most clear during the farcical 
Presidential debates that took place in the 
Olympic Stadium the day before. 

During the debate, which had been 
organised at the last minute, the two 
candidates faced off against each other, 
whilst standing in opposite goals in the 
stadium. Common sense quickly pre-
vailed with incumbent President Poro-
shenko walking across the pitch to 
join his opponent on the same stage. 
Mr Poroshenko’s supporters joined 
him on the other side of the pitch, out 

numbering those of Mr Zelensky quite 
substantially. 

Ukraine has been plagued with prob-
lems since the end of Euro-Maidan pro-
tests in 2013. Crimea was annexed by 
Russia in 2014 for a start, with a civil war 
breaking out soon after in the Russian 
majority Donbas region. Accusations 
that the pace of change has been too 
slow crippled Mr Poroshenko’s chances 
of being re-elected, paired with a high 
voter turnout in the east of the country 
for Mr Zelensky who has promised to 

reverse controversial language laws. 
For many Ukrainians, this election 

has been about style over substance. 
Whilst Mr Poroshenko has been able 
to talk about policy and the successful 
reforms to the police and judiciary he 
has implemented, Mr Zelensky has run 
an almost entirely populist online cam-
paign, lacking any real policies at all. 

Some Ukrainians are sceptical that a 
man who once played the President on 
a popular TV show, will be much good 
doing the real thing. ■

Israel

Likud Party 
win Israeli 
elections

T he Likud Party have won 
another term of office in a 
close fought election. The 

Party of Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu narrowly won in one 
of the closest races in recent years, 
against the former Military Chiefs of 
Staff Benny Gantz.

4.3 million Israelis headed to the 
polls on the 9th of April, to decide 
their new representatives in the 120 
seat Knesset. It was a close race, but 
in the end Netanyahus centre right 
coalition won, with his own Likud 
party gaining an extra five seats, 
despite polls suggesting he might 
lose as many as seven MPs. The 
Israeli Labor party, a former gov-
erning party affiliated to the Party 
of European Socialists, lost thirteen 
seats, producing its worst result ever.

“I’d like to congratulate Bibi Net-
anyahu, it looks like that race has 
been won by him,” President Trump 
told reporters on the South Lawn of 
the White House.

ACRE President Jan Zahradil 
commented on the result saying, 
“The Likud Party is a valued mem-
ber party and a reliable friend in 

Israel. I thank them for their com-
mitment and support to our polit-
ical family in the past, and believe 
that following the election result, 
our friendship and cooperation will 
continue to move forward in the 
future. I look forward to consolidat-
ing the close cooperation that exists 
between the ACRE and the Likud 
Party, and assure them of our contin-
uous support.” 

Mr Netanyahu must still form a 
coalition, but by all accounts he will 
maintain the same one with which he 
entered the election. ■

Japan

Japanese 
Emperor 
Abdicates 

J apans Emperor Akihito, who 
has sat on the Chrysanthemum 
Throne since 1989, has abdicated. 

This will be the first abdication in over 
200 years. The abdication marks the 
end of the Heisei Era in Japan and the 
start of the Reiwa, with the coronation 
of Crown Prince Naruhito. 

The Emperor has only held a cere-
monial power in Japan since the end of 
World War Two, when under the terms 
of the American armistice, forced the 
surrender of divine power. The role of 
the Emperor is very much similar to 
that of the British Monarch, in that the 
government meets in his name and he 
appoints the Prime Minister. 
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S ince 1992, one of the conditions for a cen-
ter-left victory in Israel was that the can-
didate for prime minister was a former 
Chief of Staff. This time, the Blue and 

White party was led by not one or two, but three 
former chiefs of staff. Over the past ten years, the 
Israeli left and media developed an image that 
Israel is a terrible place to live. Prime Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu faces three indictments 
pending a hearing. The right-wing bloc came to 
the polls when it was divided into several small 
parties struggling to reach the 3.25 percent elec-
tion threshold. Despite all of these challenges, 
Netanyahu won a fifth (fourth consecutive) term, 
and he will soon present his coalition.

So, how did this happen? How is it possible 
that despite everything described in the interna-
tional media, the Israeli public trusts Netanyahu 
over and over again? In order to understand the 
answer, we must put the media and external criti-
cisms aside, collect the facts and see the wider pic-
ture.  After we piece together the puzzle, we will 
understand that Netanyahu is actually a magician.

The Israeli public is moving 
rightward
From 1948 to 1977, the Labor Party controlled 
Israel. It created a state out of nothing and 
achieved miraculous accomplishments, but 
simultaneously discriminated against Jew-
ish immigrants from Arab countries. Labor ran 
Israel in what appeared to be democratic, except 
it excluded right-wingers. Its economic system 
was socialist and gave special political and eco-
nomic status to those close to power. But the vic-
tory of Menachem Begin and the Likud 42 years 
ago changed the world: Israel developed econom-
ically and new elites were born. Those who had 
been excluded and ignored became an integral 
part of the government. Israel became much freer 
and pluralistic. 

But it’s not only about Menachem Begin and 
his leadership. Another event that cannot be 
forgotten is the signing of the Oslo Accords in 
1993.  The Labor government of 1993 signed a 
political agreement with the hope of establish-
ing peace with the Palestinians. The right and 
specifically Netanyahu warned that an agree-
ment with a terrorist like Arafat would endan-
ger the country and not lead to the desired 
result. The five years of the al-Aqsa intifada 
and almost 1,500 Israelis murdered proved that 
Netanyahu was right.

Since 2009, the Israeli left has not succeeded 
in beating Netanyahu at the ballot box, so instead 
they began putting pressure on state institutions 
by publishing fake news claiming that Netanyahu 
is a criminal. Mass demonstrations by left-wing-
ers, along with pressure from left-wing politicians 
and left-leaning media, led to the Attorney Gener-
al’s decision. It should be remembered that since 
1997, the Prime Minister has been charged with 19 

different allegations, 16 of which were closed and 
the other three were subject to selective enforce-
ment, distorted interpretation and a complete 
disregard of facts, and they too will end up being 
nothing. The Israeli media and left chose to ignore 
this, but many Israelis preferred to focus on this 
and vote for Netanyahu.

Netanyahu led an economic and 
political revolution
When Netanyahu returned to power in 2009, Israel 
was ranked 43rd in the world economically with 
an income per capita of $28,000. Thanks to Net-
anyahu policies, Israel jumped to 25th place with 
income per capita now being more than $40,000, 
ahead of many European countries. Unemploy-
ment fell to a time low and the wealth gap shrank 
to the lowest it’s been in two decades. Moreover, 
Israel is a country of almost 9 million inhabitants, 
but its exports have grown from $ 60 billion a year 
to $ 110 billion. Netanyahu decided to invest huge 
sums in the development of cyber and hi-tech and 
he placed Be’er Sheva, a neglected city at the edge 
of the desert, at the forefront of the frontier.  At the 
same time, he invested huge investments in trans-
portation infrastructure that completely changed 
the periphery in Israel. It’s important to note that 
the residents of these cities are the very same peo-
ple that were ignored by leftist governments and 
thanks to Netanyahu’s free market policy, they 
became financially successful. That does not mean 
there is no poverty in Israel, but it is dramatically 
declining. One of the indicators is the global wealth 
index: Israel was ranked 13th.

And yet, Israel is suffering from expensive 
housing and a high cost of living. In recent years, 
Netanyahu has led a policy of reducing regula-
tion and bureaucracy while opening the market to 
competition. This comes at a time when the Israeli 
left is encouraging the very opposite. For exam-
ple, Blue & White’s candidate for finance minister 
was the chairman of the Histadrut, the national 
trade union in Israel that empowers monopolies, 
opposes opening the market to competition, and 
supports the very stakeholders maintaining the 
cost of living.

Netanyahu also led a diplomatic upheaval: Arab 
countries previously opposing Israel became 
allies against Iran. Some Arab countries even 
import gas from Israel. Netanyahu led a diplo-
matic revolution, including the rapprochement 
with Russia, China, South American countries, 
and assistance to African countries. Of course, 
this was done alongside the strengthening of rela-
tions with the United States and European coun-
tries, which were traditionally friendly to us.

Looking at the overall picture, it is not hard to 
understand why Netanyahu is considered a magi-
cian. This July he will break the record of David 
Ben-Gurion as the prime minister who served in 
office the longest, and we have no choice but to ask 
what other records he can break?. ■

THE MAGICIAN

Eli Hazan 
Foreign Affairs Director of The Likud Party in Israel 

and a Lecturer in Politics

@realEliHazan

So, how did this happen? 
How is it possible that 

despite everything described 
in the international media, 

the Israeli public trusts 
Netanyahu over and over 

again?

THIS TIME 
I’M VOTING 
EUROSCEPTIC

O n the April 18th the European Parlia-
ment launched the platform thisti-
meimvoting.eu in 24 languages. The 
parliament terms the operation a 

pan-European, grass roots campaign of volun-
teers to get more people involved in the European 
elections with the purpose is to encourage as many 
as possible to vote. Supposedly it is a non-parti-
san community, dedicated to raising democratic 
awareness. But that can be questioned.

Given that it is financed and organized by 
the European Parliament is it really is a grass 
roots campaign or is it more of a masked publicly 
financed federalist movement. How, for example, 
were the over one hundred and fifty thousand vol-
unteers in all member states recruited. And, was 
there no fear that the volunteers, who signed up 
to persuading people to vote in the European elec-
tions on 23‑26 May 2019 and to mobilise their fam-
ilies, friends, neighbors and communities to do 
the same, would be recruited primarily from those 
already convinced of the blessing of the federalist 
project. Furthermore, how neutral can thistimeim-
voting.eu when the Parliament’s liaison offices in 
the member states acts as the information hubs and 
supports public debate by offering local platforms, 
easy-to-access online tools, seminars and informa-
tion material. The quick-response services, avail-
able in all languages, for example, is named “What 
Europe does for meyou” not “How much does the 
EU cost meyou”.

By now we are all used to the constant cam-
paign to promote the European Union. All project 
funded by the European Union must use a part of 
the funds the receive to promote the Union and to 
paint the institutions in a positive light. Because 
of the already low and continuously falling turn-
out in each election threatens the democratic 
legitimacy of the entire project we have been 
forced to get use to the publicly financed get-out-
the-vote operations in European elections. This, 
essentially, is political propaganda to change the 
minds of the citizens financed with the taxes the 
citizens pay.

The European Parliament’s Bureau – made up 
of senior MEPs; essentially the leaders of the EP 
– in 2017 planned a taxpayer-funded campaign to 
dissuade people from voting for Euroskeptic par-
ties in the elections. The leaked internal strategy 
memoranda penned by the European Parliament 
Secretary-General Klaus Welle recommended 
meddling directly in the election campaign to 
try and hinder the rise of Eurosceptic parties. 
The aim was “to bring voters to the polls, but also 

convince them to support the European project.” 
The strategy was to use tax payer funds to and the 
power of the EU institutions to intervene in sup-
port of a particular political outcome rather than 
simply supporting the democratic electoral pro-
cess and remaining neutral in the contest among 
parties and candidates.

The Klause Welle’s strategy document noted 
that a lower turnout potentially would favour 
Euroskeptic parties. Thus, the supposedly neu-
tral get-out-the-vote efforts has the effect of sup-
porting federalist parties that can’t convince 
their own voters to go to the polling booth. That 
in itself says something about the European proj-
ect. A central element of the strategy was to focus 
on people who “look favourably” on the EU but 
don’t vote in European elections. The rapport 
identified as “employed professionals” and “man-
agement” as “opinion-makers”, as well as young 
voters and students as those that were to be influ-
enced. The Parliament aimed to “maximize cost-
free media coverage” and to use the institutions 
to persuade journalists to report on stories in a 
favourable light. The report notes that “Media do 
not need ready-made material but they do require 
good stories and guidance ... Media are key allies 
in building a positive narrative about the EU”. 

There have been other changes that affect the 
election. The Code of Conduct of the European 
Commission use not to permit Commissioners 
to stand as candidates without having to imme-
diately give up their seat in the Commission. This 
has been changed so that Commissioners now can 
run without giving up their wages, benefits and 
perks. And, who does the work of the Commis-
sioner when he or she is out campaigning while 
being paid by the taxpayer. Another change, sup-
posedly to make the European elections more 
transparent for citizens and to give them a clear 
idea of in what direction the various political 
groups want to take Europe, is that the so called 
European political parties have been given even 
larger amounts of financial support from the EU 
budget to run their campaigns. Most of these par-
ties – an overwhelming majority in fact - are in 
favour of an ever-closer union.

It is immoral and undemocratic to use the 
funds taken from the tax payers to fund federalist 
(or Eurosceptic) campaigns. Every genuine dem-
ocrat should be appalled by this undemocratic 
mindset and we should do everything we can to 
oppose the use of institutions that should be neu-
tral in the elections for party political purposes. ■

We should do everything 
we can to oppose the use of 
institutions that should be 
neutral in the elections for 

party political purposes.

Peter Lundgren
Member of the European Parliament and 
delegation leader of Sweden Democrats

T he Baltic Sea has been an 
important life line for Sweden 
and the other nations around 
it. Since ancient times, when 

the first Nordic people moved into the 
region, the Baltic has been a vital source 
of food, trade and security.

Throughout the early Middle Ages, 
Scandinavian traders built a commercial 
empire around the Baltic coast, found-
ing settlements along the sea line that 
would one day become the foundations 
of countries like Russia, Finland, Esto-
nia, Sweden and Denmark.

From the 13th Century onwards, the 
Baltic would again grow in importance 
for the entire of Northern Europe as 
the Hanseatic League became one of the 
worlds first free trade areas. The trans-
fer of goods along its shipping lanes 
would see Northern Europe become 
the economic powerhouse it would con-
tinue to be up until the present day. 

Trade continues to play an import-
ant role in the region, with Maersk, the 
largest shipping company in the world, 
headquartered in the former Hanseatic 
city of Copenhagen. 

The Baltic takes on a further impor-
tance when it comes to security. As we 
all know, Russia is a Baltic state. It’s larg-
est naval ports are on to the Baltic. Both 
Kaliningrad and St Petersburg are bases 
for large numbers of warships, subma-
rines and troops. And be under no illusion, 
they continue to have malicious intent 
when it comes to their neighbours in Esto-
nia, Latvia and Lithuania. Just look at 
their actions in Ukraine and Georgia. 

And lets not forget about the con-
stant sightings of Russian submarines 
off the coast of Sweden. As recently 
as October last year, there have been 
sightings in Stockholm harbour. And 
in 2014, the Swedish Navy launched 
a large scale search for similar 

vessels. It’s time to tell Russia, enough 
is enough. 

It’s easy to see, how important the 
Baltic is for commerce and security, but 
what is not often seen, is the toll that 
humans have had on this body of water. 
Irreversible damage has been done to 
the Baltic over a number of years, from 
munitions dumping to over fishing. 

Perhaps one of the worst culprits in all 
of this is Russia. They are currently pol-
luting the Sea itself through organised 
negligence. Russia pours a daily dose of 
150,000 cubic meters of raw sewage into 
the Baltic. That’s the waste of 450,000 
Russians and their industry. 

This raw waste causes mass algae 
bloom. Which in turn uses up all of the 
oxygen in the water. As a result, the fish 
in the Baltic are suffocating because of 
Russia. Herring and Cod, both staples of 
the Baltic fishing industry, are dying out. 

What’s more, is it is no longer safe 
to swim in some parts of the Baltic as a 
result of this. Meaning that the tourism 
industry is being damaged just as much 
as the fishing industry.

This is perhaps one of the most 
understated environmental disasters of 
our time. And it is for us to ensure that 
we can take the moral high ground. As 
conservatives, we must ensure that we 
take good care of our waterways and 
the wider environment. If not for future 

generations, but to make an example out 
of Russia.

And as conservatives we are the heirs 
to a great tradition of conservation and 
environmentalism. From Republican 
President Theodor Roosevelt in Amer-
ica establishing the National Parks sys-
tem to the concerted efforts of European 
conservative governments today ban-
ning single use plastics to clean up our 
oceans. We have always led the charge. 

Whilst the greens cause disruption and 
protest, we legislate and deliver results. 
It was after all a Conservative MEP who 
managed to update the Carbon trading 
scheme. It was a Danish conservative 
who recently passed through changes to 
EU regulations governing the transport 
of live animals in order to protect their 
welfare. We have been and will continue 
to the lead the debate when it comes to 
sensible and sustainable green policies. 

But it’s not just government that 
holds the answer to our environmen-
tal problems. Responsible businesses 
and private citizens can also make a big 
difference. 

New start ups appear every day pro-
moting smart solutions to end our 
dependence on single use plastics and 
to clean our oceans. From biodegradable 
water bottle, to disposable plates made 
out of plant matter, the market can pro-
vide affordable alternatives. 

And after all it is the free market 
that has given us companies like Tesla, 
that are producing electric cars for 
the masses and driving innovation in 
energy storage technology. And because 
of Tesla, electric cars are going main-
stream. 39% of new car purchases in 
Norway in 2017 were electric cars. The 
International Energy Association esti-
mates that by 2030, there will be another 
220 million electric cars on the roads. 

Voluntary society is also providing us 
with solutions to cleaning up our oceans. 
Take the Ocean Clean Up project for 
example, started by a Dutch teenager in 
2013, it raised over $2 million in funding 
via crowd funding websites, and today 
has grown to win corporate backing. 
This project has made huge inroads into 
cleaning up the Pacific Garbage patch.

Hunting is another unexpected 
source of good practice when it comes 
to conservation. Hunters are some of 
the best conservationists in Europe. 
Because without wild spaces such as 
thick uncultivated forests, there is 
nowhere to carry out their sport. Own-
ership of the land by hunters has pro-
tected it from being built on. And what’s 
more, they do more work than anyone 
else to ensure that the nature returns to 
these areas. That’s why we must protect 
Europe’s hunters from meddlesome and 
poorly thought-out regulations. 

Finally smarter technology in the 
energy industry means that we can cut 
down our reliance on fossil fuels. In par-
ticular Nuclear Power is now safer than 
ever before and could provide us with 
almost unlimited green energy. If the 
political will was there, nuclear power 
could fuel Europe with few side effects. 

Preservation of the Baltic, both envi-
ronmentally and in terms of security, 
should be a top priority in the years to 
come.  ■

The Baltic takes on a further 
importance when it comes to 

security. As we all know, Russia is a 
Baltic state. It’s largest naval ports 

are on to the Baltic. 

WE MUST ACT NOW TO 
SAVE THE BALTIC

Richard Milsom 
ACRE Chief Executive

Preservation of 
the Baltic, both 

environmentally 
and in terms of 

security, should be 
a top priority in the 

years to come. 

Adapted from a Speech given at the  
Baltic Blue Green Summit in Stockholm. 
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B ulgarian voters should be for-
given their general lack of 
interest in European affairs, 
as they are no different from 

anyone else when it comes to the trend 
across the continent. Decades of bland 
bureaucracy have numbed Europeans’ 
interest to European politics. The trend 
however is changing and Bulgarian 
Members of the European Parliament 
(MEP) are at the forefront of familiaris-
ing Bulgarians with the decision making 
process inside the Euro-bubble. 

Angel Dzhambazki, became inter-
ested in politics as a law student, when 
he joined VMRO, a political organisation 
created in the late 19th century with the 
aim to unify the Bulgarian lands that 
remained under foreign rule after lib-
eration from the Ottoman Empire in 
1878. Nowadays, VMRO is considered 
a political party promoting patriotism, 
traditionalism and conservatism. On 
the EU, the party stands on a platform 
of increasing democratic accountabil-
ity and transparency whilst trying to 
achieve meaningful reform to the EU. 
In 2009 Dzhambazki was elected Vice 
President of VMRO.

After a 7-year long term as a city coun-
cillor of Sofia, in 2014 Angel Dzhamba-
zki became Member of the European 
Parliament. Since then, he has achieved 
a formidable record as the most active* 
Bulgarian MEP. In the European Parlia-
ment, Dzhambazki defends the idea of 
European Union of sovereign nations 
and vehemently opposes any attempt 
of entrusting the European Institu-
tions with additional powers. Currently 
he is a Member of the Bureau and Dep-
uty-Chief Whip of the ECR Group, ECR 
Group Coordinator in CULT and JURI, 
Vice-Chair of the Delegation to the 
EU-North Macedonia Joint Parliamen-
tary Committee, as well as Substitute 
Member in AFET and SEDE. 

Through his active work in the Euro-
pean Parliament, Dzhambazki has 

refreshed the debate about European 
politics in his home country. With the 
imminent European Parliament Elec-
tions in May 2019, the political delibera-
tions in the country are more focused on 
the European Union than ever. Usually 
in past European Parliament elections, 
the focus of political disputes has been 
on national political issues. Dzhamba-
zki, however, has used his and his party’s 
popularity to shift the focus towards the 
future of Europe. A future in which the 
EU is reformed to allow respect of sov-
ereignty of Member States and where 
Europe is safe and secure. 

Coming from one of EU’s exter-
nal border countries, Dzhambazki is a 
strong opponent to illegal migration. 
According to him: ‘The open internal 
borders of the EU are the biggest asset 
that we have. It enables EU Citizens to 
travel freely and the single market to 
function unhindered. However, in order 
to keep the internal borders open, we 
have to be very clear about the defence 
of the external borders of the EU.’

Furthermore, Dzhambazki has been 
an active defendant of the EU integra-
tion of the Western Balkans. Prior to 
the Bulgarian Presidency of the Council 
of the European Union, he successfully 
managed to convince Bulgarian leaders 
in government to include said integra-
tion as Bulgaria’s top priority during its 
Presidency as Western Balkan integra-
tion to the EU will open new markets, 
promote security in the region and facil-
itate new infrastructural projects. 

Many Bulgarians consider them-
selves patriotic and with traditional 
and conservative views. This gives high 
hopes for VMRO for the forthcoming 
European Parliament elections in May 
2019 with Angel Dzhambazki being 
re-elected for a new term. Bulgaria 
needs MEPs like Angel Dzhambazki to 
defend the Bulgarian interests and posi-
tion in Brussels and Strasbourg and to 
promote the need for EU reform. ■

Angel Dzhambazki
DEFENDING BULGARIAN INTERESTS AT HOME AND ABROAD

O n 16 April the ECR Group 
had the pleasure of 
announcing a recent addi-
tion to the growing ECR 

family. Elisabetta Gardini, a high-pro-
file politician in the EPP Group and 
Forza Italia leader in the European 
Parliament, published the news on her 
personal website during the Strasbourg 
plenary. She stressed that it was with 
great sorrow, and after long reflection, 
that she had come to the decision that 
the political path taken by Forza Italia 
in recent times – putting the interests 
of the EU ahead of those of Italian vot-
ers – was one that was destructive for 
the nation. And for this reason she had 
to choose another path.

Elisabetta Gardini is a veteran pol-
itician who first ran for office in the 
general election of 1994. Even before 
this, however, she was a successful 
and well-respected television host and 
actress, appearing on the popular tele-
vision shows Unomattina and Europa, 
Europa, and starring in the leading role 

of the series Una donna per amico as 
Laura Andrei. 

In 2004 Berlusconi selected Gardini 
as spokesperson of Forza Italia. Gardini 
was elected to the Regional Council of 
Veneto in 2005 and to the Chamber of 
Deputies in 2006. In 2008 she replaced 
Renato Brunetta as MEP, and the year 
after she was elected for full term with 
The People of Freedom. In the 2014 
European elections Gardini was not only 
re-elected, but also appointed leader of 
the new Forza Italia in the European 
Parliament. 

As a member of the EPP group, Gar-
dini fought passionately for national 
sovereignty, defending Hungary in the 
debate on Article 7. Gardini rightly 
pointed out the political agenda in the 
debate, and highlighted the hypocrisy 
of the fact that several other Member 
States’ severe wrongdoings had been 
passing without consequence. The Con-
servative and ACRE are delighted to 
welcome Elisabetta Gardini to the ECR 
family. ■

I magine Britain is simply left with no 
agreement. What would occur?

EU citizens would continue as now 
with de facto rights of abode, provided sim-
ilar rights accorded to our citizens. Free 
migration from Europe would stop. Britain 
would pay the EU no money, as it is at lib-
erty to do. 

 But what about trade? Would Britain not 
face trade barriers selling into the EU? And 
would Britain not impose similar barriers to 
their exports sold to us? Would all this not 
destroy the British economy? This is where 
the misunderstandings come thick and fast, 
for two reasons. On the British side, we have 
never much thought about these matters, as 
they have all been handled by Brussels on 
our behalf for the past 45 years. On the EU 
side, a view of trade rules that says “exports 
good, imports bad” – the doctrine of mercan-
tilism; so they believe that, as their exports 
to Britain are a smaller percentage of their 
GDP than Britain’s to them, we must come 
off worse if trade barriers go up between us. 
Yes, they will suffer but Britain will suffer 
more because of this preponderance of Brit-
ish sales to the EU in the economy.

Matters have not been helped by the 
adoption of similarly mercantilist think-
ing by the Treasury and its allies in the IMF, 
the OECD, the NIESR and the LSE. This 
has come in the guise of a “gravity” model 
which alleges that the UK cannot easily sell 
more on world markets and hence should 
put its efforts into selling to the EU, its clos-
est and most “natural” market. This model, 
highly fashionable among trade econo-
mists, implies that protection is often a good 
thing and EU protection boosts British own 
industries selling into Europe. It assumed 
that British industries have monopoly 
positions where we currently sell and face 
monopolies in other markets.

Just as Keynesianism captured the eco-
nomics profession after the war and took a 
lot of dislodging in favour of the return to 
classical thinking about money, inflation 
and the economy, so in trade this neo-pro-
tectionist view has displaced the classical 
view that world markets are competitive 
and that a country’s exports to these mar-
kets depend on its comparative advantage 
created by supply-side factors such as mar-
ket openness and supplies of skilled labour. 
Yet it is plain enough that with the advent 
of globalisation and the elimination of dis-
tance by containerisation we live in a world 
well described by the classical view. This is 
why the government of Theresa May has 
proclaimed that it will pursue free trade as 
the post-Brexit policy. Both policy common 
sense and the evidence favour this approach. 
How else would one account for the huge 
rise in British exports of services around the 
world, and especially to America and other 
non-European countries? Gravity modellers 
claim that trade patterns following “geogra-
phy” prove that their model is right. It does 
no such thing, as the same broad patterns 
also emerge from the classical model. What 
differs in the classical model is the causal 
competitive process, which conforms to a 
market-orientated view of the economy and 
also accounts for such crucial factors as the 
boom in UK services trade.

Now consider how the classical model 
treats the Brexit question. The key element 
is the high rate of European protectionism 
on food and manufactures. This erects a 
peripheral wall around the EU, keeping up 
the prices of imports from the rest of the 
world and so raising prices to EU consum-
ers for not just imports but all EU-made 
products competing with them. In both sec-
tors the protective rate (from tariffs and 
non-tariff barriers) is around 20 per cent, 
raising UK consumer prices by around eight 
per cent. This in turn artificially boosts 
farming, the price of land and the ineffi-
cient parts of the manufacturing sector. By 
removing it with Brexit and going to free 
trade Britain would reverse this and in the 
process raise consumer welfare and pro-
ductivity, with a four per cent boost to GDP.

There are two routes to free trade: a nego-
tiated route via Free Trade Agreements, 
with the EU and then with significant oth-
ers, and the route of unilateral elimination 
of our own protection, such as happened in 
1846 when Peel abolished the Corn Laws. 
He got fed up with foreign recalcitrance 
over reducing trade barriers and simply 
struck out with unilateral free trade. Mod-
ern Britain too could well get fed up as the 
mercantilist EU insists on special demands 
for its industries or its migrants and even 
other countries hold out for demands Brit-
ain cannot meet. The FTA route to free 
trade depends on others cooperating in gen-
uine free trade.

It might just work and go well. One could 
hope so.

But realism suggests it could get bogged 
down and derailed. So suppose it falls at the 
first fence, with no EU deal. What is the UK’s 
best option? It is to go unilaterally for free 
trade, with the gains described above. Britain 
would simply say to Brussels: look, we abol-
ish these barriers against you anyway and by 
implication under WTO rules we will do so 
against all others too. We thus reduce con-
sumer prices, increase competition and pro-
ductivity and boost GDP.

Yes, the EU would levy its tariffs on our 
exports. Yes, other countries would maintain 
their existing tariffs against us. But in a com-
petitive world market where Britain would 
be selling at world prices, this has no effect 
on Britain’s national welfare. The reason is 
straightforward: these world prices reflect 
world demand and supply and the EU tar-
iffs do not affect the EU’s total demands and 
so do not affect world prices at all. All they 
do is cause EU demands to move towards 
home products away from us, but as they do 
so their home output is now not available in 
third markets where Britain will make up the 
deficit.

The EU tariffs are as it happens rather 
low – around 3.5 per cent on manufacturing 
industry. We estimate that they can easily 
absorb this cost in the short run when ster-
ling is low and boosting their profits; and in 
the long run they can raise productivity to 
offset it.

As for British farmers, after Brexit they 
will face world prices: protection of the CAP 
and high EU tariffs will be removed. They 
will sell on world markets for food instead of 
on European markets where prices are arti-
ficially raised. So EU tariffs on British farm-
ing are simply irrelevant. Britain will revert 
to helping struggling farmers whose activi-
ties are necessary for the rural environment 
directly from the public purse. Britain has 
many large and efficient farmers who will 
change their practices and adapt by raising 
productivity.

So no deal is better than a bad deal. Indeed, 
what the above shows is that no deal is better 
than any deal. But of course Britain will try to 
get a sensible EU deal in good faith, simply 
to maintain good relations even if it is not so 
sensible in pure economic terms. ■

HOW TO MAKE A 
SUCCESS OF BREXIT

The UK’s best 
option? It is to go 

unilaterally for  
free trade.

Elisabetta Gardini
HIGH-PROFILE EPP MEP FROM FORZA ITALIA, JOINS ECR
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So wrote Lord Macaulay, the poet, 
historian and politician, in 1824. 
His words were true then and are, 
if anything, even more true today. 
Which is bizarre when we consider 
the improvement that free trade 
has brought to the human con-
dition during the intervening two 
centuries.

As Deirdre McCloskey, who 
writes in this special issue, has 
chronicled at length, the last two 
centuries have seen a rise in liv-
ing standards on a different scale 
from anything homo sapiens had 
experienced up to that point. In 
Macaulay’s time, almost everyone 
subsisted on around $3 a day. The 
life of a peasant farmer in Poland 
or Ethiopia or India or Japan 
would have been recognisable 
to his Iron Age ancestors. Since 
then, our species has increased its 
wealth by, at a conservative esti-
mate, 3000 per cent.

True, there are still a few unfor-
tunate souls living on $3 a day. 
These wretches are overwhelm-
ingly concentrated in countries 
that have refused to join global 
markets. North Korea, for exam-
ple, regards self-sufficiency 
(“Juche”) as the supreme goal of 
public policy.

Yet clever people continue to 
campaign against an economic 
system that eradicates poverty 
wherever it is practised. In indus-
trialised countries, the fear is that 
free trade will shift jobs to places 

with lower wage levels; in devel-
oping countries, that wealthy 
corporations will take over. Both 
fears were logically disproved 
200 years ago by David Ricardo; 
and yet, they linger. Why? Why do 
rich countries elect protectionists 
like Emmanuel Macron and Don-
ald Trump?

Why do poor countries cling to 
the policies that are demonstrably 
arresting their development? 

There are three explanations, 
one psychological, one aesthetic 
and one political.

First, free trade is counter-intu-
itive. Our hunter-gatherer instinct 
is to provide against famine, to 
hoard. The idea of depending on 
others for basic necessities feels 
wrong. Never mind that Singa-
pore, which imports even its drink-
ing water, transformed itself from 
a mosquito swamp into a gleam-
ing city state simply by dropping 
barriers to trade. Such facts are 
up against millions of years of 
evolution.

Which brings us to the aes-
thetic objection. Our children’s 
homework are full of stories about 
nasty corporations exploiting tex-
tile workers in Bangladesh and 
Vietnam. Sure, you and I wouldn’t 
want to work in a Vietnamese 
sweatshop. But we have not spent 
our lives bending our backs in rice 
paddies. We have not fled villages 
that lacked electricity, clean water 
and schools. Employees of foreign 

companies in Vietnam earn 210 
per cent of the national average 
income, and their wages are rising. 
It’s the political objection, though, 
that motivates the Trumps and the 
Macrons. Free trade brings dis-
persed gains but concentrated 
losses. Importing, say, cheap Chi-
nese steel will make almost every-
one a bit better off, as prices fall, 
productivity rises, new jobs are 
created and money is freed up 
for other things. But voters, being 
human, will attribute that rise in 
living standards to themselves, 
not to free trade.

The losers, by contrast – the 
small number of workers in indus-
tries that are undercut – will 
blame the government and vote 
accordingly.

Can free traders win? Yes. It’s 
precisely the counter-intuitive 
ideas that can be proved with 
logic. Aesthetic objections to 
the industrialisation of the Third 
World (“poverty, to be scenic, 
should be rural”, as the Victorian 
novelist Anthony Trollope put it) 
are not shared by the workers in 
those industries, who compare 
their lives to their parents’. And 
the political objections crumble 
in the face of success. No one in 
Hong Kong or New Zealand seri-
ously wants to go back to tariffs.

In short, we have the better 
songs, some of them in the pages 
that follow. So, take a deep breath, 
and start singing. ■

“Free trade, one of the greatest blessings 
which a government can confer on a people, 

is in almost every country unpopular”

TRADE
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A ll around the world, politicians are 
punished for pursuing international 
free trade – for not putting Amer-

ica or Britain or Moldova first. That is the 
way voters divide up, and always have done. 
Trumpism is nothing new. English medieval 
guilds defined “international” as “anything 
outside Norwich” and applied tariffs to 
match. The United States was fixated on not 
having Norwich-type traffic between states 
– but in international terms it was protec-
tionist from the beginning, encumbering its 
small international trade with “scientific” 
tariffs.

Yet the distinction between domestic 
and international free trade is really non-
sense. What matters, and has always mat-
tered, is freedom to trade, tout court. Free 
trade, with no additional adjectives, is a 
good principle at every point on the scale, 
from your household up to the World Trade 
Organisation. 

The Blessed Adam Smith described it 
as “allowing every man [and woman, dear] 
to pursue his own interest in his own way, 
upon the liberal plan of equality, liberty, and 
justice.” If you are not allowed to set up as 
a professional economist because the state 
requires an expensive licence and an oath 
of allegiance to free trade, you are not being 
allowed to pursue your own interest – an 
interest that benefits the voluntary custom-
ers of your splendid economic advice. 

In other words, freed international trade 
is merely an application of the principle of 
non-violent agreements, exchange-tested 
betterment. We call it liberty. By a voluntary 
agreement between me and thee, we are bet-
ter off.  

The state does not “protect jobs” in any 
useful way by stopping trade, any more than 
you would if you refused to trade with your 
grocery store or your employer. Grow your 
own wheat. Make your own accordion. The 
Trump administration’s recent indigna-
tion against Canadian “dumping” of lum-
ber is silly. For one thing, if Canadians want 
to subsidise American consumers by letting 
Canadian forestry companies harvest tim-
ber on public lands for free, good on them, 

and good on us Americans, who get the 
cheap lumber. For another, the more expen-
sive lumber favoured by the new and notably 
gormless American secretary of commerce 
will hurt other Americans. If the UK pro-
tects British steel makers, British users of 
steel  are made worse off. 

“Protecting jobs” is a fool’s errand. On 
his trip to China, Milton Friedman was 
shown an excavation. He asked why there 
was no mechanised earth-moving equip-
ment on the site, only shovels. The Com-
munist party official replied proudly that 
this meant there were more jobs. “Oh, I 
see,” said Friedman. “In that case I have a 
proposal. Take the shovels away and give 
them all teaspoons. That way there will be 
even more jobs.”

The two ways of organising human life 
are through voluntary agreement or vio-
lent coercion. Yes, we need some coercion, 
for the defence of the realm and protection 
against domestic force and fraud. But we 
do not need it in the economy. No tariffs. 
No licences. No prohibiting of earth-mov-
ing equipment and other “robots”. My lit-
tle canary-yellow car in Chicago has a 
bumper sticker recommending “Separa-
tion of Economy and State”. As John Stu-
art Mill put it in On Liberty, “society admits 
no right, either legal or moral, in the disap-
pointed competitors to immunity from… 
suffering; and feels called on to interfere 
only when means of success have been 
employed which it is contrary to the gen-
eral interest to permit – namely, fraud or 
treachery, and force”.  

Another way to reckon the good of liberty 

in trade, the Professional Economist’s way, 
is to speak of marginal ups and downs of the 
liberty: higher or smaller tariffs on Tatsuro’s 
car, say, or less or more stringent licensing 
of foreign doctors practising in London. The 
watchword in such economics, which I have 
taught with enthusiasm for 50 years, is effi-
ciency. It is splendid that goods and services 
are provided in the cheapest way that pres-
ent technology allows. We reap numerous, if 
modest, efficiencies from it. 

But such efficiencies from marginal 
changes are, well, marginal. The huge pay-
off from Smith’s formula of social equality, 
economic liberty, and legal justice – as he 
himself did not realise – comes from future 
technologies, what the so-called Austrian 
economists call “discovery”. Not mere shuf-
fling, but very large novelties.

How large? Since 1800, Britain, Japan and 
Sweden have created a rise in goods and ser-
vices per person of at least 3,000 per cent. 
If the improved quality of those goods is 
acknowledged, such as better medicine and 
speedier transportation, the figure is more 
like 10,000 per cent. 

Why? It happened, and will go on hap-
pening, because Smith’s “liberal plan” was 
adopted more and more widely. Equality, 
liberty, and justice made ordinary people 
bold: bold to venture, to have a go. Of course 
it was imperfect. But even such an imperfect 
liberalism was epoch-making.

All of which is to say that liberty in soci-
ety, politics, and law, expressed in liberal 
economic policies, made us rich. Not gov-
ernments. To quote Smith again, “it is the 
highest impertinence and presumption… 
in kings and ministers, to pretend to watch 
over the economy of private people”.  When 
the French minister Colbert asked the bour-
geois in 1681 what L’État could do for them, 
they replied, Laissez-nous faire. Let us do it. 
Indeed. ■

W hether or not you think 
Brexit is a good idea, it 
affords the United Kingdom 

new opportunities, including in the area 
of trade. By acting on its own, instead of 
having to reach a common negotiating 
position on behalf of 28 countries, Brit-
ain can become a voice for trade liberali-
sation across the world.

In one way, the stars seem to be 
aligned. In Washington, the new admin-
istration is interested in simple bilateral 
deals, such as one between the United 
Kingdom and the United States, instead 
of complicated and opaque multilateral 
arrangements, often seen as infring-
ing on national sovereignty. There is a 
strong constituency for fast-tracking the 
US-UK FTA, ready to enter into force as 
soon as Britain leaves the EU.

Walking away at the end of March 
2019 with no deal would not be innocu-
ous. It would be an act of gratuitous eco-
nomic self-harm.

However, in order to capitalise on new 
opportunities, we must stay grounded in 
the reality of international trade. On the 
practical side, it is laudable that the Brit-
ish government is beefing up its capac-
ity to conduct trade talks after a hiatus of 
over 40 years – for instance, by drawing 
on support from Commonwealth coun-
tries such as New Zealand, which has 
already seconded an official to help train 
the UK’s trade policy unit.

More importantly, the British polit-
ical class must not dream about a new 
British Empire and recognise that trade 
liberalisation in the 21st century is 
rarely glamorous, involving hard politi-
cal trade-offs and lots of tedium. 

If there is one lesson from decades 
of research into international trade, it 
is the following. The size of trade flows 
between economies is determined pri-
marily by their distance and size. Large 
economies trade more than small ones 
and geographically close economies 
trade more than distant ones. That pat-
tern has not been weakened, as one 
would expect, by the dramatic fall of 
transport costs over recent decades.

For the UK, that means that its pri-
mary focus has to be on not disrupting 
economic integration with its largest 
trading partner, the EU. Walking away 
at the end of March 2019 with no deal 
would not be innocuous. Quite the con-
trary: it would be an act of gratuitous 
economic self-harm. The single Euro-
pean market, predicated on the prin-
ciple of mutual recognition and on the 
alignment of regulatory practice, has led 

to the development of production chains 
spanning multiple countries, shipping 
intermediate products back and forth 
across borders seamlessly.

For instance, while Guinness beer 
is brewed in Dublin, it is packaged at a 
Diageo facility in Belfast before being 
shipped back to Ireland. The Nissan 
factory in Sunderland is part of a much 
more complicated production network 
integrated through EU countries. If 
Britain were to just crash out of the sin-
gle market, countless businesses would 
have to start working around costly cer-
tifications and inspections, both at and 
beyond the border.

The broader lesson is that as long as 
economies are governed by complex reg-
ulations, trade liberalisation will always 
be complex. Tariffs are at historic lows 
and quotas are practically non-existent. 
Explicit discriminatory measures break 
World Trade Organisation rules, invit-
ing retaliation and legal proceedings. 
The biggest challenge for companies 
doing business across borders is there-
fore compliance with the countless envi-
ronmental, safety and sanitary rules of 
different jurisdictions. 

In a case cited by the Alliance of Auto-
mobile Manufacturers, for instance, 
a US company that sought to export a 
popular model of light truck to Europe 
had to create 100 unique parts, spend-
ing an additional $42 million on design 
and development, and perform rigor-
ous tests of 33 different vehicle systems 
– “without any performance differences 
in terms of safety or emissions”.

Free-market conservatives might 
deplore the rise of the regulatory 
state but it remains a fact of life across 
advanced industrialised economies. 
Even if Brexit leads, as some of us hope, 
to a bonfire of unnecessary red tape in 
the UK, the issue of divergence between 
regulatory regimes will remain at the 
heart of efforts to liberalise trade.

For free marketeers, the tool of choice 
when dealing with divergent regulatory 
regimes is mutual recognition. Applied 
consistently, it could lead to extremely 
simple FTAs bridging different regu-
latory regimes and fostering competi-
tion. In such a world, a drug approved 
by European Medicines Agency (EMA) 
could be marketed, say, in the United 
States without the need for further 
testing. 

While mutual recognition has obvious 
appeal, its practical use has been limited 
to situations where governments see 
regulatory practices as closely aligned. 

In the European Union, the Cassis de 
Dijon principle is contingent on a high 
degree of harmonisation of rules. Per-
haps the most successful example of 
mutual recognition involves Australia 
and New Zealand – two countries with 
a shared political history, common legal 
heritage and close coordination of regu-
latory policies. By contrast, the United 
States and the EU have a number of 
mutual recognition agreements that are 
not enforced as a consequence of diver-
gences in regulation on both sides of the 
Atlantic.

The political problem with mutual 
recognition is one that conservatives 
should be attuned to: national sover-
eignty. By allowing for unconditional 
recognition of rules set by other coun-
tries, domestic regulation can be ren-
dered ineffective. Whether that is a good 
thing may be an open question. Either 
way, it is highly controversial. 

As a result, effective trade liberalisa-
tion will involve a messy, sometimes acri-
monious, process of political bargaining 
over the forms of regulatory cooperation 
used to bring down non-tariff barriers. 
In some cases, trade agreements mean 
a harmonisation of rules. In other cases, 
governments commit to open-ended 
partnerships on regulatory policy, or 
to using international standards set by 
transnational organisations, or to mutu-
ally recognising each other’s assessment 
bodies in evaluating conformity with 
their respective regulations (that way, a 
drug developed by a European company 
could be tested by the EMA for compli-
ance with US standards). Each of those 
of approaches has different costs and 
benefits – and is likely to trigger differ-
ent responses from the public. 

Regulation lies at heart of the reality 
of opening up markets to foreign compe-
tition. That will not miraculously change 
after Brexit – even if President Donald 
Trump’s Anglophilia translates to real 
political action. The sooner the British 
learn to navigate that reality, the greater 
the likelihood that Brexit will boost the 
cause of free trade and open markets. ■

M ercantilism – the idea that exports 
are good and imports are bad – is 
back in fashion. Populist politi-

cians around the world rail against jobs lost 
to other countries and demand punitive tar-
iffs. Trade megadeals like the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership and Transatlantic Trade and 
Investment Partnership are dead or dying. 

That’s because trade’s enemy number 
one is something politicians love: regula-
tion. Trade leads to what Joseph Schumpeter 
called “creative destruction” – old industries 
and companies that can no longer compete 
disappear, giving way to more beneficial and 
creative industries and businesses. 

That gives cover to politicians looking to 
protect domestic industries from increased 
foreign competition. They use regulation as a 
sort of backdoor tariff. If you cannot charge 
a tariff on imports, you can effectively ban 
them by imposing onerous regulations that 
erode other nations’ competitive advantage – 
in a phenomenon called “non-tariff barriers”. 

A widely accepted approach for address-
ing non-tariff barriers has been to negoti-
ate increasingly complex trade deals, trading 
off a barrier on one side for one on the other, 
and “harmonising” regulations across bor-
ders. The problem is that harmonisation 
has generally meant ratcheting up regula-
tory requirements to meet the most onerous 
among an agreement’s parties.  

This led to a global trade regime that 
cannot accurately be called free. The big 
trade deals are really about managed trade, 
with politicians and bureaucrats setting 
the parameters for trade. Non-tariff barri-
ers have been a major issue of contention in 
negotiations of the General Agreement on 

Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and its successor, 
the World Trade Organisation.

The European Union took harmonisation 
of non-tariff barriers to unprecedented levels. 
The EU created a customs union in which most 
trade within the union was subject to the same 
regulations. However, the union also acted as a 
giant non-tariff barrier to the rest of the world. 

These regional blocs have done little to 
gain popular support for even slightly lib-
eralised trade. The problem has been the 
impact of domestic regulations on various 
industries. Americans who have lost manu-
facturing jobs to Mexico or China now find 
themselves in a job market where 25 per cent 
of professions require occupational licensing, 
a major barrier to starting your own business. 
With the annual cost of regulation on the US 
economy approaching $2 trillion, fewer small 
and medium-sized businesses are being cre-
ated, and historically it has been those busi-
nesses that have provided new jobs. 

Yet there is a way forward for trade policy. 
Even a vocal free trade sceptic like President 
Trump has said that he is open to a free trade 
agreement with a post-Brexit Britain. Other 
advanced economies such as Canada, South 
Korea and Australia have said the same. If these 
agreements go back to the original premise 

of GATT – “a substantial reduction of tariffs 
and other trade barriers … on a reciprocal and 
mutually advantageous basis” – it could be 
possible to negotiate trade agreements based 
on mutual recognition of regulatory systems, 
rather than regulatory harmonisation.

Such trade deals would help advance not 
more regulation, as is the case with har-
monisation, but less onerous regulation as a 
result of competition. Moreover, if a princi-
ple were to be set that countries that meet 
certain minimum but exacting standards for 
stable business environments could join the 
club, it would encourage economic liberal-
isation in other areas worldwide. Require-
ments should include recognition of private 
property rights, strong rule of law and con-
tract protection. Meanwhile, reduced reg-
ulatory burdens would enable greater 
economic growth by allowing creative 
destruction to give many countries’ econo-
mies a necessary shake-up.

Such a new world trade order is plausible, but 
it would require a radical change of approach 
from developed world governments. ■

I t is often forgotten that the European 
Union and the United States have a 
shared view of global trade and those 

areas where they have so much to offer the 
global economy. Throughout my time in 
the European Parliament, I have cham-
pioned the transatlantic relationship 
and the foundation it provides for global 
trade. The huge commercial relation-
ship between our two economies demon-
strates the desire for businesses on both 
sides of the Atlantic to invest and trade, 
and the huge potential to build closer 
relations. 

It has always been my personal view 
and that of the ECR Group that the Trans-
atlantic Trade & Investment Partnership 
(TTIP) represented a great opportunity 
for the EU and the US to be the stan-
dard-bearer for how nations do trade by 
setting the rules of the multilateral trad-
ing system. With a combined economic 
area worth just under half of the global 
economy, the rest of the world would fol-
low the rules set by these economies. Alas, 
the EU shied away and made mistakes that 
prevented transatlantic trade with the US 
to prosper.

Whilst circumstances meant that a 
comprehensive EU-US trade agreement 
was not possible, it is the duty of keen 
advocates of the EU-US trade relation-
ship to make the case for closer, stronger 
trade relations. For instance, transatlan-
tic trade is the cornerstone of the global 
trading system and of economic and stra-
tegic significance to both the EU and US. 
Every day, goods and services worth €2 
billion are traded bilaterally, promoting 
economic growth and supporting millions 
of jobs in both economies.  

Yet, the nature of this trade is trans-
forming and developing by the day. We 
operate in a complex global economy 
where sophisticated value chains stretch 
across borders. Trade is becoming more 
centred on digital platforms, data flows, 
and value-added from the input of ser-
vices. These issues are exciting and chal-
lenge our preconceptions of conventional 
trade and we have so much in common 
to reap the rewards of harnessing these 
developments in trade.

From negotiating ambitious provisions 
on data flows in bilateral trade agree-
ments, to agreeing common positions on 
e-commerce at the WTO. There is a pos-
itive agenda we must pursue with vigour 
and conviction to enable cheaper prod-
ucts and greater choice for our consumers 
and opportunities to grow and invest for 
our businesses.

The adoption by the Council of the 
mandates for negotiations with the US 
is the first major step of this this posi-
tive agenda. These mandates, one on tar-
iffs on industrial products and another 
on conformity assessments, will not only 
help to de-escalate rising tensions, but 
more importantly will bring substantial 
benefits to EU businesses and consum-
ers. For instance, the US applies some 
very high tariffs on manufactured goods 
such as clothing and footwear. The elim-
ination of tariffs in these sectors would 
open up opportunities for EU exporters 
and increase the international competi-
tiveness of our industries. In addition, our 
SMEs would benefit from the elimination 
of duplicate testing, inspection and certifi-
cation requirements, possible with a con-
formity assessment agreement. 

It is very frustrating that it has taken 
nearly a year for the EU to move from ini-
tial discussions to adopting the mandates. 
Such delays indicate the EU has not learnt 
some key lessons from the TTIP negotia-
tions to avoid making the same mistakes 
again. First, we must be clear about where 
our ambitions meet, and equally clear 
about where they diverge. Second, we 
must be proactive. It is the role of lawmak-
ers and politicians to make sure SMEs 
are equipped with the knowledge and 
resources to navigate their way through 
new markets.

Moving forward with these negotia-
tions is also important when looking at 
the bigger picture. With the growth of 
authoritarian and state-led economic 
growth around the world, more than ever 
it is vital that we, the US and the EU, make 
the shared case for free trade and a rules-
based trading system. 

The rise of China, from being a devel-
oping country, to a strategic competitor of 
the EU and the US, has significant impli-
cations for the global trading system. By 
nurturing and exporting an economic 
model that stifles competition, flouts 
open markets and prevents innovation, 
China has taken advantage of the rules-
based system the US and the EU cherish. 
These issues are at the centre of many of 
the challenges today in the global econ-
omy – and should be at the centre of any 
solution too. 

It is right both the EU and the US 
call out unfair practices when we see 
them – and respond forcefully. How-
ever, it is important that the EU and the 
US develop a common positon that does 
not lock out China, but instead ensures it 
cooperates on systemic reform that will 
last. 

To ensure that China plays by the rules, 
we must also look to see whether those 
rules and the system it creates are work-
ing as they should. It is clear that the WTO 
has not kept up to date with developing 
in global trade and has not created the 
framework to incorporate countries such 
as China to become open, thriving market 
economies, as many anticipated would 
happen.  

The US and the EU agree that the WTO 
needs reform and modernising. These 
updates need to be anchored in stronger 
rules, rules fit for purpose for this century, 
anchored in issues like industrial subsi-
dies and forced technology transfer. Both 
the EU and the US have published pro-
posals and ideas on reform, which is wel-
come. If we can effectively reform and 
update the WTO, we can set the rules of 
globalisation.

It cannot be overstated the importance 
of countries coming together to listen to 
the concerns the US has, and sharing ideas 
that will enable a way forward to emerge.

Securing a trade agreement between 
the EU and the US will send a strong mes-
sage, showing a united front against other 
actors in the world who purport to defend 
and uphold the international system, but 
instead seek to undermine it. In order to 
tackle head-on the challenges we face and 
the opportunities at our fingertips, we 
must all work together to develop a com-
mon vision. ■
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We must all 
work together to 

develop a common 
vision.

It’s time to rethink the trade policy 
status quo. Instead of maintaining 

trade restrictions to punish another 
country for selling low-priced 

products, the strategy should be 
to eliminate import restrictions 

to take advantage of the other 
country’s foolishness.

Mercantilism – the 
idea that exports are 

good and imports 
are bad – is back in 

fashion. 

Allowing every man 
[and woman, dear] 
to pursue his own 

interest in his own 
way, upon the liberal 

plan of equality, 
liberty, and justice.
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D onald Trump has 
repeatedly emphasised 
his preference for “fair 

trade” while casting doubt on 
the desirability of “free trade”. 
In his address to a joint ses-
sion of Congress on 27 Febru-
ary, the president said: “I believe 
strongly in free trade, but it also 
has to be fair trade. It’s been 
a long time since we had fair 
trade.”  

This may be news to the 
White House, but the world 
has never experienced a trad-
ing environment that has been 
entirely fair. What’s more, a 
country doesn’t need to worry 
about what other nations 
are doing in order to experi-
ence free trade – all it has to 
do is keep its borders open to 
imports.  

First, unfairness. It’s generally 
accepted that life itself is unfair. 
Thus it should be no surprise 
that world trade also is unfair. 
Manufacturers and workers fac-
ing competition from imports 
are unlikely to see the situation 
as fair. Likewise exporting firms 
dealing with other countries’ 
import restrictions. Fairness and 
unfairness are very much in the 
eye of the beholder.

America has been dealing 
with trade unfairness since its 
early history. The Navigation 
Acts, imposed under English 
law, required all imports to be 
purchased from Britain. Tea 
from India or wine from France 
could enter the North Ameri-
can colonies only after it had 
cleared customs in England. 
Not surprisingly, many colonists 
found this policy to be both 
costly and unfair.  

Recent years have witnessed 
an abundance of unfairness in 
world trade. Japan has used 
regulatory policies to discour-
age importation of automo-
biles. The European Union has 
applied food safety standards 
not based on science to keep 
out genetically modified corn. 
China has used industrial plan-
ning and subsidies to encour-
age growth in its steel industry, 
thus leading to massive exports. 
The United States has imposed 
388 antidumping or counter-
vailing duty (AD/CVD) mea-
sures to restrict the importation 
of products that the Depart-
ment of Commerce deems to 
be traded unfairly. And AD/CVD 
restrictions themselves are seen 
to be unfair by the people who 
pay the costs.

If trade often is not fair, can 
it still be beneficial? Building 
on Adam Smith’s earlier work, 
David Ricardo answered that 
question 200 years ago by 
articulating the concept of com-
parative advantage. Ricardo 
observed that it made no eco-
nomic sense to pursue self-suf-
ficiency, because no nation 
can do everything well. Rather, 
countries should specialise in 
activities at which they have 
the strongest relative advan-
tages, then trade to obtain 
other needed goods and ser-
vices.  Trade based on compara-
tive advantage allows resources 
to be put to their highest-value 
uses, which helps to spur eco-
nomic growth. 

So, what is free trade? It does 
not depend on whether the pol-
icies of other countries are good 
or bad, or even whether they 
are fair. In fact, free trade is not 
about what other countries do 
at all.  Rather, it exists when a 
country allows its own citizens 
the opportunity to buy and sell 

in the global marketplace with-
out restrictions. People’s living 
standards rise when they have 
open access to millions of prod-
ucts, services, and customers 
available in the world market.   

Judged by that criterion, the 
governments most commit-
ted to free trade are in Singa-
pore and Hong Kong, cities with 
few natural resources that have 
become two of the wealthiest 
places on earth. Open markets 
played a major role in building 
that wealth.

Despite having an economy 
that is generally market-orien-
tated, the United States can’t 
really call itself a free trader. 
It restricts imports through 
numerous tariffs, duties, quo-
tas and other policies. From the 
perspective of individuals and 
businesses disadvantaged by 
these trade-distorting policies, 
they seem neither free nor fair. 

Economists across the politi-
cal spectrum agree that remov-
ing import restrictions always 
increases a country’s economic 
welfare. The gains to consumers 
are greater than any possible 
losses experienced by firms that 
compete against imports. In 
other words, the United States 
would be better off ending its 
tariffs and other import restric-
tions unilaterally, as Singapore 
and Hong Kong have so admi-
rably demonstrated. 

It’s time to rethink the trade 
policy status quo. Instead of 
maintaining trade restrictions 
to punish another country for 
selling low-priced products, 
the strategy should be to elim-
inate import restrictions to take 
advantage of the other coun-
try’s foolishness. If a country 
is willing to transfer wealth to 
America by selling items at arti-
ficially low prices, perhaps it 
would be best just to buy them 
and say, “Thanks!”

But what about firms and 
workers that compete against 
unfair imports? Don’t they 
deserve help?  Perhaps, so long 
as that help doesn’t involve 
trade-distorting subsidies or 
import restrictions. Govern-
ments may wish to encourage 
firms to restructure or to adopt 
new technologies. Workers who 
lose their jobs may benefit from 
some combination of unem-
ployment compensation, edu-
cational support, and relocation 
assistance. The goal should be 
to facilitate the transition to new 
employment. 

President Trump and other 
free-trade sceptics fail to 
understand the true beauty of 
open and competitive markets. 
A country that allows goods 
and services to flow freely 
across its borders creates a cli-
mate of opportunity for its citi-
zens. Free trade is an approach 
to trade policy that a coun-
try adopts for its own bene-
fit, regardless of what other 
nations may be doing. It is 
something we can and should 
do to help ourselves. ■
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You might not appreciate the tactics 
being employed or the bluntness with 
which this administration speaks, but 
the time for politely demurring and 
turning a blind eye has long passed. The 
United States intends to address the 
fundamental inequities at the heart of 
trade in the 21st century, whether that’s 
through fighting unjustified, protec-
tionist barriers; the exploitation of gaps 
in WTO rules; or non-market, state-
led industrial policy that distorts the 
market.

In the U.S., while we are launching 
and finalizing major trade deals, some 
public, some not, while the EU struggles 
to reach agreement on negotiating man-
dates. To put it bluntly, we need Brussels 
to get its act together.

We are hard at work reforming the 
WTO, and restoring that organization 
to its original vision and function so it 
can work efficiently and effectively on 
behalf of its members. For instance, the 
Appellate body was originally charged 
with a very narrow mandate – simply to 
“secure a positive solution to a dispute,” 
and “…to assist the Dispute Settlement 
Body in discharging its responsibili-
ties…” That was its narrow mandate. 
Instead, the Appellate Body has strayed 
from its mandate, allowing for “advisory 
opinions” that go beyond issues that 
need to be addressed in order to settle 
a dispute and instead make new laws to 
which members have not signed up.

We reject that narrative that we are 
somehow not committed to the WTO. 
In fact, I assert that we are among the 
strongest defenders of the institution.

Our long record of leadership at the 
WTO, however, makes us clear-eyed 
about the challenges ahead. In our 
assessment, Members are in the early 
stages of grappling with our collective 
failure to confront problems that have 
been growing for years.

We are pushing hard to turn China 
into a responsible member of the inter-
national trading community, because 
we know that the long-term gains will 
far exceed any short-term disruptions to 
our economy.

While the U.S. and the EU are wast-
ing time on what I call “small ball” and 
fighting petty skirmishes over things 
like money-laundering blacklists, the 
Chinese are snapping up valuable intel-
lectual property.

Beijing is buying its way into strategic 
toeholds around the world, including in 
Europe. This will have far-reaching con-
sequences. Despite this, the EU seems 
more intent on selling a bit more from-
age in New York or preventing American 
steaks from reaching the tables of Ber-
lin than focusing on the really import-
ant things.

We need the EU to take a strategic 
worldview, rather than an unhelpful, 
overly reactionary stance.

Regulations and other types of 
non-tariff trade barriers, including 
thinly veiled anti-Americanism like 
the exorbitant taxes on Google, is not a 
sustainable model if the EU wishes to 
remain a competitor on the world stage.

Barriers like these stifle innovation, 
growth, and job creation—and I mean 
both the operations of U.S. companies 
in Europe and indigenous EU start-ups. 
It’s no way to grow an economy.

I was just back in the United States at 
the end of March to meet with Ameri-
can businesses based on the West Coast, 
many of which have significant opera-
tions in Europe.

Some of these firms are grow-
ing through organic expansion, some 
through acquisition. But they are all 
creating jobs for Europeans and all are 

paying taxes in Europe. However, there 
are real concerns that doing business 
in Europe and with Europe is becoming 
more and more difficult.

On the flip side, hundreds of Euro-
pean startups have turned to places 
like Silicon Valley to grow or even relo-
cate their business. Most of these com-
panies needed access to financing to 
scale-up their businesses, and many 
moved to avoid growth-killing bureau-
cratic hurdles.

Just to provide an example, I’d like 
to highlight a recent winner of the U.S. 
Department of Commerce Innovation 
Challenge – Prodsmart. This company 
is a Portuguese start-up that recently 
moved their headquarters from Portu-
gal to San Francisco. Prodsmart pro-
vides real time analytics for production 
lines and job shops. They’re a crowd-
sourced Manufacturing Execution Sys-
tem (MES) that turns any shop floor into 
a digital smart factory, by using mobile 
devices to collect process data directly 
from the shop floor, eliminating paper, 
and providing real time analytics that 
allow for waste reduction and efficiency 
improvements.

This is only one example, Euro-
pean companies like Skype, Transfer-
wise, Criteo, and PromoRepublic have 
all taken advantage of the innovation 
environment or the greater financ-
ing options so readily available in the 
United States.

This should be raising alarms here 
Europe. I want to work together with 
the EU to make innovation happens in 
Europe AND the United States. There 
is absolutely no reason for the United 
States to have a monopoly.

How will this happen? I think largely 
through more visionary leadership and a 
willingness to accept that defensive pro-
tectionism will not work in the Fourth 
Industrial Revolution.

In a minute, I will take some time to 
talk about trade and a few other parts of 
our relationship. But before I do, let me 
make one thing clear. While the United 
States and the EU sometimes disagree 

about tactics, we always, always share 
the same goal: to improve our mutual 
security and prosperity. Our differ-
ences make for exciting headlines, but 
what is very often overlooked is our 
cooperation.

Since I arrived in Brussels, I have 
tried to make one thing clear: the United 
States and the European Union work 
best when we work together.

Unfortunately, that simple idea is all 
too often lost in the noise as we go run-
ning to put out one fire after another—
and these are fires of our own making.

At the same time, I have also made 
clear that nothing in this world is cer-
tain. If we don’t fix what are now small 
irritations in the relationship, before 
long we will risk them tearing the rela-
tionship apart.

We are good partners and this is an 
important relationship—too important 
to let drift. We need to work together to 
get things back on course.

At our best, the U.S. and the EU set 
global standards that ensure safety and 
health. We provide an example for fledg-
ling democracies.

We collaborate to counter the threat 
of terrorists, we isolate rogue regimes, 
and we deliver developmental assis-
tance and disaster response to those 
countries most at risk.

We confront China, Russia, and world 
actors who fail to share our vision or 
values and who are actively working 
against all.

At our worst, we are distracted by 
challenges that are readily solvable. We 

waste time locked in endless discussions 
that produce no results, despite the fact 
we seek the same goal.

Let’s look at trade, for example.
Forty trillion dollars combined GDP. 

A stock of $5 trillion in two-way foreign 
direct investments which fuels annual 
trade of a little over $1.2 trillion in goods 
and services, which supports 16 million 
jobs on both sides of the Atlantic. Let 
that sink in just a minute. It’s huge.

I arrived in Brussels last July highly 
optimistic. I came to government ser-
vice from the business world, and I was 
pleased that, after years of deadlock, 
Presidents Trump and Juncker met in 
Washington on July 25, 2018.

On that day, both men pledged to 
make the wildly imbalanced U.S.-EU 
trade relationship freer, fairer, and 
more reciprocal. President Trump, 
whether you like him or not, is a man of 
action, and it seemed as if things were 
happening.

Since then, we have made little prog-
ress—in fact USTR Lighthizer just told 
Congress our trade talks are at a com-
plete stalemate.

One of the key sticking points is agri-
culture. Since I took office, I have heard 
about this redline over and over and 
over—as if food and culture were some-
how uniquely sacred to Europe.

Our farmers and ranchers are just as 
important to us, and the issue is just as 
emotional in the U.S. Our farmers speak 
English, and some of yours might speak 
French, but their concerns and influ-
ence in government are just as great.

If our trade talks are to move forward, 
agriculture must be included. However, 
this isn’t a zero-sum game.

We simply need to agree to trade 
freely and fairly and let the market be 
the ultimate arbiter. Let the market 
decide. There will be winners and losers 
on both sides, in agriculture and other 
sectors. The key is for the playing field 
to be level.

I have spoken with many industry 
leaders in Europe who feel as though the 
EU is not taking their concerns to heart, 

and these are European business peo-
ple, not American business people. And 
they urge us to reach an agreement in 
a reasonable amount of time to reduce 
market uncertainty and to forestall an 
escalation.

The most important elements the 
Trump administration brings to our 
trade discussions are seriousness and 
urgency. And, to be frank, the more the 
EU leadership plays the delay game, the 
more the resentment grows in Washing-
ton, DC.

Eventually, we will have no choice and 
will use leverage to realign the relation-
ship. To be clear, that leverage is access 
to certain sectors of the U.S. market.

But no matter what I say some believe 
they can delay and wait out this Pres-
ident. The problem is that that tactic 
really doesn’t work because a President 
of either party is very likely to demand a 
realignment.

Let me give you a case in point: I 
recently had the opportunity to escort 
some of the Democratic party’s most 
senior leaders, including House Speaker 
Nancy Pelosi, to their meeting with EU 
officials. In those meetings it was crystal 
clear that while the Democrats disagree 
with the President on many issues, when 
it comes to fixing our trade imbalance 
with the EU there is no daylight between 
them. None.

In addition to trade, we will also 
continue to work with EU partners 
who are also NATO Allies to increase 
their spending in line with President 
Trump’s call for Allies to fulfill their 
commitment to spend 2 percent of 
GDP. A secure Europe is also one in 
which Allies and partners cooperate on 
military mobility.

NATO Allies and EU Member States 
must be able to quickly and reliably 
move military equipment and person-
nel to respond to threats. As the EU 
also deliberates where and how to make 
investments as part of its new defense 
initiatives, I am working to ensure the 
United States works closely with the EU 
to align its efforts with NATO security 
priorities but more importantly to open 
its tenders to U.S. companies.

The United States government will 
always seek out the best ideas and tech-
nologies regardless of whether they are 
domestic or from a trusted partner.

Just recently I heard a group of EU 
Ambassadors repeat a narrative they 
should know to be false: U.S. defense 
markets are closed to European com-
panies. This is a narrative spun around 
since I’ve been here in July. It is not 
true. European companies are doing 
billions of dollars of business in the 
United States. This is how this notion is 
proliferating.

In fact, European firms make up the 
majority of exporters worldwide of mili-
tary equipment to the United States.

In only the last year, the Italian firm 
Leonardo, BAE Systems, Rheinmetall, 
and CMI Defense have all secured or 
are close to securing multi-billion dol-
lar defense contracts in partnership 
with U.S. firms. And on R&D, the U.S. 
Defense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency, aka DARPA, just awarded Air-
bus a contract to participate in the new 
U.S. Blackjack satellite program.

So in conclusion: No one should 
seriously question the United States’ 
commitment to the transatlantic 
relationship.

The areas of close and likeminded 
cooperation are not going to change or 
be put on hold because we have a few dis-
agreements in a few areas. At the same 
time, we will not be content to maintain 
the status quo in areas that so clearly 
disadvantage the United States. ■
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T he last few decades have been 
characterized by a worry-
ing economic trend: stag-
nating incomes and living 

standards for an increasing share of 
the population of developed nations. 
For instance, a quick analysis of labour 
market indicators across Europe 
reveals that in Germany real wages in 
2015 were 2.4 per cent below their 2008 
peak; that in the UK real wages were lit-
tle changed between 2000 and 2013 and 
that the southern European countries 
most affected by the euro crisis (such 
as Greece, Portugal and Spain) all dis-
played lower median real wages in 2013 
than in 2004. If anything, data for the 
United States makes for even bleaker 
reading: according to the Economic Pol-
icy Institute, median wages in the US 
were only 6 per cent higher in real terms 
in 2013 relative to 1974. 

In turn, this development has had a 
number of problematic consequences. 
In particular, it has served gradually 
to erode public support for free trade, 
as well as for free markets in general. 
A 2015 YouGov analysis found that a 
plurality of the French (35 per cent) 
thought that free trade was bad for busi-
ness in their country (while only 31 
per cent thought it was good), while 31 
per cent thought trade had a negative 
impact on jobs (while only 29 per cent 
thought trade had a positive impact on 
employment). 

Even in export powerhouse Germany, 
only a narrow plurality of respondents 
(30 per cent to 27 per cent) thought 
that free trade was good for business, 
while on the topic of jobs Germans who 
thought that trade had a negative effect 
on employment outnumbered those 
who thought that the opposite was true 
(29 per cent considered trade to have a 
negative impact on employment while 
only 22 per cent considered trade bene-
ficial for jobs). 

Moreover, scepticism about interna-
tional trade is now also widely shared 
by Americans, traditionally perceived 
as one of the nations most support-
ive of free trade. Research by the Pew 
Research Center revealed that in 2015, 
34 per cent of Americans thought that 
free trade agreements slow down eco-
nomic growth (as opposed to 31 per 
cent who believed that they accelerated 
growth), 46 per cent believed that they 
reduced wages (as opposed to 11 per cent 
who believed they make wages higher) 
while 46 per cent believed they lead to 
job losses (compared to 17 per cent who 
believed free trade agreements helped 
create jobs). 

Worse, the pace of this widespread 
decline in public support for a liberal 
trading environment appears to have 
accelerated during the fallout from the 
Great Recession. 

Faced with squeezed living standards 
and the perceived unfairness of the dis-
tribution of the costs of the financial 
crisis, voters in several rich countries 
have asked their elected representa-
tives to erect trade barriers to protect 
them from international competition. 
Moreover, politicians themselves have 

contributed to the shift in public mood 
against free trade. Traditionally protec-
tionist voices were joined by other, more 
opportunistic ones, in blaming foreign 
competition for a wide range of adverse 
economic outcomes, many of which 
were, in fact, the result of domestic pol-
icy failures. 

These latter trends were perhaps 
most visible in the US presidential 
elections, when Donald Trump was 
elected on an explicitly protection-
ist and anti-trade platform. However, 
there are ample signs of similar shifts 
in public opinion elsewhere, including 
in Europe. Thus, the conducting of TTIP 
negotiations drew extensive public oppo-
sition and even protests in a number of 
European countries; the ratification of 
CETA was slowed down and almost scup-
pered by a combination of intense public 
and political opposition; while in the UK 
the government’s initial reticence in pro-
tecting the local steel industry triggered a 
significant public outcry. 

Interestingly, the recent harden-
ing of public attitudes to trade liber-
alization has been accompanied by a 
significant shift in the balance of opin-
ion among academic economists, 
who have traditionally been support-
ive of free trade. Starting with the early 
years of the last decade, 
a number of studies have 
uncovered a series of sub-
stantial economic costs 
associated with trade lib-
eralization. Some of the 
most influential among 
these have focussed on 
the impact of increas-
ing exposure to import 
competition from devel-
oping countries, particu-
larly China, on economic 
outcomes in developed 
nations.

The findings of this 
strand of research make 
for a bleak reading for 
proponents of trade lib-
eralization: increased 
exposure to import com-
petition was associated 
with increased unem-
ployment, reduced and 
increasingly variable 
earnings, an accelerated 
pace of factory closures 
and increased reliance 
on welfare transfers. 
Moreover, the negative 
effects of import compe-
tition were not restricted 
to the directly affected 
domestic producers, 
but extended to busi-
nesses both upstream 
and downstream of 

those producers, as well as to non-trad-
able activities. Even more worryingly, 
the negative effects of trade liberaliza-
tion were found to be both geograph-
ically concentrated within countries 
and also concentrated among a narrow 
set of particularly vulnerable occupa-
tions and demographics. Last but not 
least, the negative economic impact of 
import competition was found to have 
knock on effects in the social realm: 
the communities most exposed to for-
eign competition display significant 
drops in marriage and fertility rates, 
worse health outcomes, higher mor-
tality rates, increases in the number of 
children born out of wedlock or to teens, 
increased crime rates and lower quality 
of local public services. 

The ensuing change in the tone of the 
academic debate surrounding free trade 
has been stark, with support for trade lib-
eralization increasingly lukewarm. This 
is perhaps unsurprising if one considers 
the optimistic and arguably complacent 
views traditionally held by economists on 
the issue of international trade. Classical 
theories of trade emphasized that trade 
is a win-win for all countries that partic-
ipate. Freer trade, the argument went, 
improves consumer welfare by lower-
ing prices and increasing the variety of 

available goods, while at the same time 
raising the productivity of economies by 
helping reallocate resources to the most 
productive sectors and firms. 

In fairness, economists had long 
acknowledged that the benefits of trade 
are likely to be unevenly distributed 
across different segments of the pop-
ulation, and that the destruction and 
expansion of industries that accompa-
nies trade bears its own risks and costs. 
Until recently, however, the economic 
consensus was that these transition 
costs were likely to be small, and the 
gains were large enough to compensate 
for the losses that some do suffer. That 
consensus has now evaporated in light 
of recent research findings. 

The main thesis of New Direction’s 
paper is that the pendulum in the tone of 
the debate surrounding trade liberaliza-
tion has now swung too far in the direc-
tion of scepticism regarding its merits. 
To rebalance this discussion, this paper 
puts forward four main arguments in 
support of free trade: 
• Recent findings do not undermine the 
fact that there are substantial aggregate 
gains for both developed and develop-
ing countries from maintaining a liberal 
trading regime and continuing trade 
liberalization; 

• These gains are likely 
to be particularly sig-
nificant for developing 
nations, making trade 
liberalization a key tool 
for poverty alleviation; 
• Some of the short and 
medium run costs associ-
ated with trade liberaliza-
tion might be overstated, 
wrongly attributed to 
trade liberalization or 
may have been incurred 
anyway due to other fac-
tors such as technical 
progress; and finally 
• Many of the short to 
medium run costs of 
trade have either been 
amplified by deficient 
domestic policies or 
could be partially miti-
gated via improved policy 
interventions. 

After developing these 
points on the benefits 
of free trade, the paper 
turns to the question of 
how to advance the cause 
of trade liberalization to 
ensure that the prospec-
tive gains are realised. 
Here, it argues that the 
main question support-
ers of freer trade need to 
ask themselves is: “What 
is the least costly (i.e. 

the least distortionary) way to main-
tain and advance public consent for 
trade liberalization?” In truth, we do 
not inhabit an economy, but a political 
economy, and, at least in democracies, 
the pursuit of trade liberalization relies 
crucially on continued public support. 
It is surprising how often this point is 
lost on analysts focussed on narrow 

economic considerations and on high-
lighting the aggregate gains from trade. 

In light of recent research, the paper 
suggests that proponents of free trade 
should consider shifting their position 
and message on a number of counts 
in order to secure public consent for 
trade liberalisation. First, they should 
embrace gradualism. As adjustment 
costs to the impact of trade liberaliza-
tion have been shown to be significant, 
allowing for a phased implementation of 
trade liberalization measures is likely to 
reduce disruption and allow those nega-
tively affected more time to adapt. This 
is likely to reduce their opposition to 
liberalization. 

Second, supporters of trade liberal-
ization should endorse activist domestic 
policies aimed at mitigating the short run 
distributional and adjustment costs of 
liberalization. These may include policies 
aimed at promoting the mobility of work-
ers across sectors, such as job re-training 
programs, or policies aimed at promot-
ing geographical mobility. Third, greater 
attention should be paid to public con-
cerns regarding the unequal distribu-
tion of the gains from trade. Proponents 
of freer trade should therefore consider 
supporting [at least] limited transfer pro-
grams that ensure a more equitable dis-
tribution of these gains. 

Last but not least, supporters of trade 
liberalisation need to improve their 
communication strategy with the wider 
public. In particular, two shifts in com-
munication approach are likely to be 
particularly consequential for improv-
ing the quality of the public debate 
around trade. The first is to more ener-
getically challenge and disprove the 
myths and misunderstandings sur-
rounding the politically contentious 
issue of trade deficits. The second is to 
show greater willingness to discuss hon-
estly and openly the trade-offs between 
national sovereignty and (deep) trade 
integration involved in negotiating mod-
ern trade agreements. This latter course 
of action may or may not enhance pub-
lic support for trade liberalization, but 
would probably guard against some of 
the wild swings in support for free trade 
observed recently. 

The rest of this paper is organized as 
follows. Section 2 describes the bene-
fits of trade liberalization for developed 
economies. Section 3 focuses on the 
gains from trade liberalization for devel-
oping countries. Section 4 discusses 
political economy considerations and 
tackles the issue of how to secure public 
consent for continued trade liberaliza-
tion. Section 5 concludes by offering a 
set of key lessons and policy recommen-
dations specifically aimed at informing 
future trade policy debates in the Euro-
pean Union. ■
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F or those colleagues with elec-
tions looming on the horizon, 
this article focuses on the met-

aphorical ‘icing on your grassroots 
campaigning cake’. Get out the Vote 
(GOTV). 

Everything you do in the weeks, 
months and years leading up to elec-
tion-day may be worth little should 
you get this part of your ‘recipe’ wrong. 
You may have all the correct ingredi-
ents. You may have worked incredibly 
hard to achieve the perfect outcome. 
But… if you cannot finish your project 
properly you will not win that highly 
coveted first prize. In other words, you 
might have worked diligently to find 
your supporters, to reach your pledge 
target, to identify their specific key 
issues, to engage with them regularly 
and enthuse them but if you fail to get 
them out to vote for you on the big day 
- you will have largely wasted your time.

The preparation work that your 
Campaign Team has already put in on 
GOTV really starts to come into play as 
polling day approaches. Now, as always, 
exactly what you are legally entitled to 
do within your own country will be gov-
erned by individual national Electoral 
Commissions, national election law 
and so on. Some of you will have laws 
which insist on compulsory voting, 
some will not. There cannot, therefore, 
be any ‘one size fits all’ GOTV advice. 
Any generic advice must be taken with 
both eyes totally open with regards to 
what is allowable, and not allowable, 
nation by nation. And this article is 
written in that spirit. 

Having said all that, there is no 
excuse if the law allows for certain 
endeavours during GOTV but these 
activities are not actioned due to cam-
paigning ineptness.

So, the guidance on GOTV has to 
be this. Be utterly robust and ruth-
less in implementing the widest rang-
ing GOTV plan as possible - but always, 
always, always stay within the laws 
applicable to you in your country.

For the purposes of this advice, we 
are assuming that postal voting is not 
permissible as part of the electoral pro-
cess. Further to this, we will assume 
that the elections are based on a form 
of proportional voting rather than a 
majoritarian system. Lastly, we will 
work on the basis that whilst voting is 
not compulsory, you cannot campaign 
for up to 48 hours before the opening 
of the polls.

Naturally, those particular sets of 
elections which usually illicit a high 
voter turnout will normally see the 
most loyal of Party supporters trudge 
out to vote without much prompting 
or coercing. And whilst these num-
bers seem to be shrinking election after 
election, in many countries, it is still 
the case that voters in traditionally 
lower turnout elections are much more 
easily influenced to vote if proactively 
reminded. 

This does not mean to say that you 
should ever take your support for 
granted. That attitude can backfire 
spectacularly. However, if you have 
been campaigning properly you will 
know, well in advance, if there is a prob-
lem fermenting within your core vote. 

Occasionally, however, there will be 
forces outside of your control where 
the tide turns existentially against 
you. Under such circumstances, even 
Party members have been known to 
go AWOL. If this happens, rather than 
GOTV, it is damage limitation that 
should be the flavour of the day. Vote 
suppression rather than voter turnout 

becomes the key. The UK Conservative 
Party may be in this exact position, for 
example, if they contest the European 
elections in May. If the UK does take 
part in those particular elections, the 
Conservatives should consider a very 
low profile GOTV exercise. To do other-
wise may only exacerbate the turnout 
of votes against them from their own 
traditional supporters, members and 
activists. This might be a time where 
inactivity might be the better policy 
whilst treading through the tradition-
ally dormant volcano of European elec-
tion turnout. This time, the volcano is 
definitely smouldering rather heavily. 
The UK Tories need to be careful that, 
through their consistent lack of polit-
ical acumen and by ignoring facts and 
insisting that nothing has changed, 
they don’t accidently precipitate a full 
scale eruption.

Such things are all about political 
judgement and strategy - two items 
that particularly trouble me about the 
current UK Conservative Party. Aside, 
however, from the occasional wholly 
unnecessary and self-inflicted active 
volcano, your GOTV strategy should 
now be well defined by now. Follow it. 
Be disciplined and follow it.

The essence of GOTV is all about 
reminding voters of the date of the elec-
tion and the polling times. It is about 
persuading them that their vote can 
help make the difference. 

Nevertheless, GOTV is about more 
than just a gentle reminder to vote. 
GOTV is about emotion and motiva-
tion of your supporters. On that basis, 
you may need to motivate different 
supporters with different messages. 
One person may respond well to one 
type of message whilst another will 
be inspired by something quite dif-
ferent. If you have run a strong cam-
paign by talking to people individually, 
you should be able to co-ordinate such 
things correctly.

GOTV is the culmination, therefore, 
of everything. It is about your candi-
date(s); name recognition; profile; 
messages; tone of messaging; belief; 
enthusiasm; loyalty and so on. And, like 
your overall campaign itself, it has to be 
a mix of doorstep contact; phone calls; 
direct messaging; email; direct mail; 
literature etc. Never rely on just one 
method. Humans are not technology. 
They are human. Each responds differ-
ently to different methods of commu-
nications, as well as the content of the 
communication itself.

The first question to answer is when 
to commence your GOTV operation. 
My advice is to utilise a D Minus Grid 
and work back from the last possible 
time that you are legally entitled to 
contact your supporters with GOTV 
messaging. Work through the plan you 
have conceived and measure it against 
the human resource you have to make 
it happen productively. Then steadily 
fill in the ‘gaps’, day by day, hour by 

hour, area by area, street by street, 
supporter by supporter. It is almost 
akin to a military style logistical oper-
ation. It needs exceptional planning 
for it all to work. 

In an ideal world, you will have 
reached your ‘Pledge Target’ long 
before election day. So, in the last week 
to ten days, your sole focus needs to 
be your supporters and, perhaps, very 
likely supporters. The logic of this is 
that if you have successfully hit your 
‘Pledge Target’ you know that you 
have enough votes promised to suc-
ceed in the election. You do not need 
to keep trying to find more ‘Pledges’. 
Any new support you obtain is a lovely 
bonus that you will gladly receive with 
open arms and gratitude. All you have 
to achieve now, though, is to get those 
canvassed “Pledges’ out to vote for you. 

A well planned and profession-
ally implemented GOPTV strategy is 
always worth its weight in gold. The 
lower the traditional turnout, though, 
the more likely your GOTV efforts are 
to have a disproportionately positive 
effect on your result.

Differential turnout is the phrase to 
focus upon here. Different definable 
groups within the electorate often dis-
play a strongly divergent likelihood 
vis-a-vis voter turnout. These groups 
might be applicable to age, gender, 
social and educational backgrounds, 
employment status, ethnicity and so 
on. Aside from these obvious factors, 
the differential turnout achieved by 
individual GOTV campaigns is fun-
damental. Your opponent may have 
a larger natural base of support than 
you but if they do not know who they 
actually are, or cannot motivate them, 
they could be in trouble. That is why a 
resilient GOTV campaign can win in 
some of the least likely circumstances. 
Remember that in GOTV scenar-
ios, the saying - "It ain’t over until the 
fat lady sings" - has never been truer. 
Differential turnout can bring you 
success completely below the radar. 
Often, nobody will be more surprised, 
and shocked, than your political oppo-
nents when the ballot boxes are tipped 
open after close of poll. 

As we said last time out, if you end up 
losing by one vote - and it has happened 
many times - you will forever kick your-
self. So, apart from wishing you well in 
your endeavours, let us end this piece 
with a handful, or two, of extra top tips 
to make your GOTV bring you the suc-
cess you deserve:

Remind people where to vote - not 
just the date and times of poll

People respond best to the GOTV 
messages which they receive most - 
especially those that they receive last

Emotional messaging speaks louder 
than factual messaging

Only target your own supporters 
within your GOTV efforts. No loud hail-
ers. You job is to get out your own vote 
and not everyone else’s!

Don’t rest on your laurels. Keep 
going. Once you have encouraged and 
motivated your supporters to vote - go 
and do it again … and again

Use every communication channel 
possible and try and personalise your 
contact as much as possible

If your grassroots resources are 
smaller than you might like, focus on 
the more densely populated areas of 
support

Keep persevering until the last legal 
time permitted. Every vote counts

Good luck with everything and do 
not forget that your next campaign 
starts as soon as this one is over! ■

Richard Murphy
Managing Director of Communication 

Strategy and Management (CSM), 
ACRE’s Campaigns’ Consultant

info@csm-limited.com
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Debate with  
Die Tageszeitung in Berlin Bauma fair in Munich Brussels business breakfast 

11:15 PM - 9 Apr 2019
As @ACREurope president, I congratulate 
our regional partner @Likud_Party, its 
leader Benjamin @netanyahu + their 
coalition allies to another electoral victory 
in #Israel! Good work. Wish you and your 
country all the best.

TWEETS

EVENTS

IN THE NEWS

MUSIC

ZAHRABEER
Berliner Berg – very good beer  
I got in Berlin before the 'tazlab' 
discussion forum.

Doro Pesch

Breaking  
the Law  
(Judas Priest Cover)

U.D.O.

Princess of  
the Dawn

WHAT I AM LISTENING TO RIGHT NOW

5:24 AM - 16 Apr 2019
“Great buildings, like great mountains, 
are the work of centuries” 
 (Victor Hugo, The Hunchback of Notre 
Dame). Exactly. And that’s why  
@notredameparis will remain so and 
survive, against all odds!

12:25 AM - 13 Apr 2019
Very good news, I say as @EP_Trade Vice-chair 
but also as @ACREurope “spitzenkandidat”. 
We must not succumb to @EmmanuelMacron  
geopolitical ambitions. #EU + #US = huge 
market, great chances. Time for both sides to 
open talks again.

6:16 AM - 9 Apr 2019
Today I am at @baumaOfficial in Munich 
discussing #trade barriers with key 
companies in construction equipment 
business. They all agree that a legislation 
on EU harmonised road circulation 
requirements for non-road mobile 
machinery is needed. #bauma2019  
@CECE_Europe #CECEatBAUMA

Do you know how many times since we left the EPP in 
2009 we have heard that we would not survive? In 2009 
they said we would not survive a year. We did. Then they 
said we would survive only one term and then disappear. 

Now we are the third largest group in the European 
Parliament and we are growing.

GOTV can help you win the day  
- unless, of course, you are  
naively stoking a volcano!

Berlin, Munich, Brussels

Jan Zahradil 
CAMPAIGN 
DIARY
Part V.
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Tanzania, Nicaragua – should suggest 
that there might be something about 
socialism that does not conform to cer-
tain facts.

It should, but it hasn’t. And the rea-
son, Hayek suggests, lies in the peculiar 
rationalism to which a certain species of 
intellectual is addicted. The “fatal con-
ceit” lay in believing that, by exercising 
reason, mankind could recast society 
in a way that was at once equitable and 
prosperous, orderly and conducive to 
political liberty.

I say “mankind,” but of course the 
fatal conceit is always pursued by a tiny 
elite who believe that the imposition of 
their reason can effect the desired revo-
lution in society. The rest of us “deplor-
ables” are the raw material for the 
exercise of their fantasy.

Hayek traced this ambition back 
through Rousseau to Descartes. If man 
is born free but is everywhere in chains, 
Rousseau argued, then why does he 
not simply cast off his fetters, begin-
ning with the inconvenient baggage of 
traditional social restraint? Whether 
Descartes deserves this paternity suit 
is perhaps disputable. But I see what 
Hayek means. It was a small step from 
Descartes’s dream of making man the 
“master and possessor of nature” (as 
he said at the end of the Discourse on 
Method) through science and technol-
ogy, to making him the master and pos-
sessor of man’s second nature, society.

How much that was recalcitrant 
about human experience and the world 
had suddenly to be rendered negotia-
ble even to embark upon that path! All 
that was summed up in words like “man-
ners,” “morals,” “custom,” “tradition,” 
“taboo,” and “sacred” is suddenly up 
for grabs. But it was part of the intoxi-
cating nature of the fatal conceit – for 
those, again, who were susceptible to its 
charms – that no barrier seemed strong 
enough to withstand the blandishments 
of mankind’s ingenious tinkerings. 
“Everything solid,” as Marx famously 
said, “melts into air.”

John Maynard Keynes – himself a 
conspicuous victim of the fatal conceit 
– summed up its psychological metabo-
lism in his description of Bertrand Rus-
sell and his Bloomsbury friends: “Bertie 
in particular sustained simultaneously a 
pair of opinions ludicrously incompat-
ible. He held that in fact human affairs 
were carried on after a most irrational 
fashion, but that the remedy was quite 
simple and easy, since all we had to do 
was to carry them on rationally.”

What prodigies of existential legerde-
main lay compacted in that phrase “all we 
had to do.” F. Scott Fitzgerald once said 
that the test of “a first-rate intelligence” 
was “the ability to hold two opposed ideas 
in the mind at the same time” and still be 
able to function. In fact, that ability is as 
common as dirt. Look around.

Friedrich Hayek (he dropped the aris-
tocratic “von” to which he was born) was 
a supreme anatomist of this species of 
intellectual or intellectualist folly. Born 
to a prosperous family in Vienna in 1899, 
Hayek had already made a modest name 
for himself as an economist when he 
departed for England and the London 
School of Economics in 1931. Over the 
next decade, he published half a dozen 
technical books in economics (sample 
title: Monetary Theory and the Trade 
Cycle). Life changed in 1944 when The 
Road to Serfdom – published first in 
England, then a few months later in the 
United States – catapulted him to fame.

The story of this short but extraor-
dinary book – which is less a treatise 
in economics than an existential cri de 
Coeur – is well known. Three publish-
ers turned it down in the United States 
–  one reader declared it “unfit for pub-
lication by a reputable house” – before 
the University of Chicago, not without 
misgivings, took it on. One of Chica-
go’s readers, while recommending pub-
lication, cautioned that the book was 
unlikely to “have a very wide market in 
this country” or “change the position of 
many readers.” 

In the event, Chicago could hardly 
keep up with demand. Within months, 
some 50,000 copies were in print. Then 
Reader’s Digest published a condensed 
version, which brought the book to 
some 600,000 additional readers. A few 
years later, a Look picture-book version 
– the “graphic novel” of the day – further 
extended its reach.

The Road to Serfdom transformed 
Hayek from a retiring academic into an 
international celebrity. By the time he 
died, six weeks shy of his 93rd birthday, 
in 1992, Hayek had become a dar-
ling of the academic establish-
ment. He’d been a professor 
at the London School of 
Economics, the Uni-
versity of Chicago, 
and the University 
of Freiburg, and 
was the recipi-
ent of numer-
ous honorary 
degrees. In 
1974, he was 
a w a r d e d 
the Nobel 
Prize for 
Economics 
– the first 
f r e e - m a r -
ket econo-
mist to be so 
honoured – 
and his theo-
ries helped lay 
the intellectual 
groundwork for 
the economic revit-
alisations that Marga-
ret Thatcher and Ronald 
Reagan undertook in the 
1980s.

In a deeper sense, however, 
Hayek remained a maverick, out-
side the intellectual or at least the aca-
demic mainstream. 
The message of 
The Road to Serf-
dom shows why. The 
book had two pur-
poses. On the one 
hand, it was a paean 
to individual lib-
erty. On the other, it 
was an impassioned 
attack on central 
economic planning 
and the diminution 
of individual lib-
erty such planning 
requires.

It might seem 
odd, in the wake of 
the Reagan and Thatcher revolutions, 
to describe an attack on central plan-
ning or a defense of individual liberty 
as “maverick.” But in fact, although 
Hayek’s theories won some major skir-
mishes “on the ground,” in the world 
of elite intellectual opinion his views 
are as contentious now as they were in 
the 1940s. Even today, there is wide-
spread resistance to Hayek’s guiding 
insight that socialism is a nursery for 
the growth of totalitarian policies.

With the example of Nazi Germany 
before him, Hayek saw how naturally 
national socialism, leaching more and 
more initiative away from the indi-
vidual in order to invest it in the state, 
shaded into totalitarianism. A major 
theme of the book is that the rise of 
fascism was not a reaction against the 
socialist trends of the 1920s, as is often 
contended, but on the contrary was a 
natural outcome of those trends.

What began as a conviction that, if 
planning were to be “efficient,” it must 
be “taken out of politics” and placed 
in the hands of experts, ended with 
the failure of politics and the embrace 
of tyranny. “Hitler did not have to 
destroy democracy,” Hayek noted; “he 
merely took advantage of the decay of 
democracy and at the critical moment 
obtained the support of many to whom, 
though they detested Hitler, he yet 
seemed the only man strong enough to 
get things done.”

Britain, Hayek warned, had already 
travelled far down the road of socialist 
abdication. “The unforeseen but inev-
itable consequences of socialist plan-
ning,” he wrote, “create a state of affairs 
in which… totalitarian forces will get 
the upper hand.” Hayek quotes numer-
ous influential commentators who 
cheerfully advocate not only whole-
sale economic planning but the out-
right rejection of freedom.

Today, some of us warn about the 
growth and insidiousness of “the admin-
istrative state” or “the deep state” – that 
permanent bureaucracy of busybod-
ies who are not elected but neverthe-
less wield enormous power over every 
aspect of our lives. The growth of that 
unaccountable apparatus of control 
has deep roots. In 1932, for example, 
the influential political theorist Harold 
Laski argued that “defeat at the polls” 
must not be allowed to derail the glori-
ous progress of socialism. Voting is all 
well and good – so long as people vote 
for the right (ie, the Left) things. In 1942, 

the historian E. H. Carr blithely argued 
that: “The result which we desire can 
be won only by a deliberate reorganisa-
tion of European life such as Hitler has 
undertaken.”

The two great presiding influences 
on The Road to Serfdom were Alexis 
de Tocqueville and Adam Smith. From 
Tocqueville, Hayek took both his title 
and his sensitivity to what Tocque-
ville, in a famous section of Democracy 
in America, called “democratic despo-
tism.” Hayek, like Tocqueville, saw that 

in modern bureaucratic societies 
threats to liberty often come 

disguised as humanitarian 
benefits.

If old-fashioned 
despotism tyran-

nises, democratic 
despotism infan-

tilises. Echoing 
and extending 

Tocqueville, 
Hayek argued 
that one of 
the most 
i m p o r t a n t 
effects of 
e x t e n s i v e 
government 
control was 
psychologi-

cal, “an alter-
ation of the 

character of 
the people.” We 

are the creatures 
as well as the cre-

ators of the insti-
tutions we inhabit. 

“The important point,” 
he concluded, “is that the 

political ideals of a people 
and its attitude toward authority 

are as much the effect as the cause of 
the political institutions under which it 

lives.”
A major part of 

The Road to Serfdom 
is negative or critical. 
Its task is to expose, 
describe, and analyse 
the socialist threat to 
freedom. But there 
is also a positive side 
to Hayek’s argument. 
The road away from 
serfdom was to be 
found by embrac-
ing what Hayek 
called “the extended 
order of coopera-
tion”; aka capitalism. 
(Although Hayek 

uses the term “capitalism,” I prefer the 
term “free market,” which is innocent of 
Marxist overtones.) 

In The Wealth of Nations, Adam Smith 
noted the paradox, or seeming paradox, 
of the free market: that the more indi-
viduals were left free to follow their own 
ends, the more their activities were “led 
by an invisible hand to promote” ends 
that aided the common good. In other 
words, private pursuits advance public 
goods: that is the beneficent alchemy of 
the free market, of capitalism. Hayek’s 
fundamental insight, enlarging Smith’s 
thought, is that the spontaneous order 
created and maintained by competitive 
market forces leads to greater prosper-
ity than a planned economy.

The sentimentalist cannot wrap his 
mind, or his heart, around that datum. 
He cannot understand why we shouldn’t 
favour “cooperation” (a pleasing-sound-
ing arrangement) over “competition” 
(much harsher), since in any competi-
tion there are losers, which is bad, and 
winners, which may be even worse. 

It is at this juncture that advocates of 
a planned economy introduce the word 
“fairness” into the discussion: wouldn’t 
it be fairer if we took money from person 
“A,” who has a stack, and gave it to per-
son “B,” whose stack is smaller? (“That 
is,” as W. S. Gilbert put it in The Mikado, 
“assuming I am ‘B’.”)

Socialism is a version of sentimen-
tality. The socialist, the sentimentalist, 

cannot understand why, if people have 
been able to “generate some system of 
rules coordinating their efforts,” they 
cannot also consciously “design an even 
better and more gratifying system.” Cen-
tral to Hayek’s teaching is the unyield-
ing fact that human ingenuity is limited, 
that the elasticity of freedom requires 
the agency of forces beyond our super-
vision, that, finally, the ambitions of 
socialism are an expression of rational-
istic hubris. As David Hume, another 
of Hayek’s intellectual heroes, put it, “a 
rule, which, in speculation, may seem 
the most advantageous to society, may 
yet be found, in practice, totally perni-
cious and destructive.”

A spontaneous order generated by 
market forces may be as beneficial 
to humanity as you like; it may have 
greatly extended life and produced 
wealth so staggering that, only a few 
generations ago, it was unimaginable. 
Still, it is not perfect. The poor are still 
with us. Not every social problem has 
been solved. In the end, though, the 
really galling thing about the sponta-
neous order that free markets produce 
is not its imperfection but its sponta-
neity: the fact that it is a creation not 
our own. It transcends the conscious 
direction of human will and is therefore 
an affront to human pride.

The urgency with which Hayek con-
demns socialism is a function of the 
importance of the stakes involved. As he 
puts it in The Fatal Conceit, the “dispute 
between the market order and social-
ism is no less than a matter of survival” 
because “to follow socialist morality 
would destroy much of present human-
kind and impoverish much of the rest.” 
We get a foretaste of what Hayek means 
whenever the forces of socialism tri-
umph. There follows, as the night the 
day, an increase in poverty and a dimi-
nution of individual freedom.

The curious thing is that this fact 
has had so little effect on the attitudes 
of intellectuals. No merely empiri-
cal development, it seems – let it be 
repeated innumerable times – can spoil 
the pleasures of socialist sentimental-
ity. This unworldliness is tied to another 
common trait of intellectuals: their 
contempt for money and the world of 
commerce. The socialist intellectual 
eschews the “profit motive” and recom-
mends increased government control 
of the economy. He feels, Hayek notes, 
that “to employ a hundred people is… 
exploitation but to command the same 
number [is] honourable.”

It is not surprising that Hayek is 
often described as “conservative.” In 
fact, though, he was right to object that 
his position is better described as “lib-
eral,” understanding that term not in its 
contemporary deformation (ie, Leftist, 
statist) but in the 19th-century English 
sense in which Burke, for example, was 
a liberal. There is an important sense in 
which genuine liberals are (in Russell 
Kirk’s phrase) conservative precisely 
because they are liberals: they under-
stand that the best chance for preserv-
ing freedom is through preserving the 
institutions and traditional practices 
that have, so to speak, housed freedom.

Although cautious when it came to 
political innovation, Hayek thought tra-
ditional Tory conservatism too wedded 
to the status quo. “The decisive objec-
tion” to conservatism, Hayek wrote in 
“Why I Am Not a Conservative,” a post-
script to The Constitution of Liberty, is 
that it is by nature reactive and hence 
unable to offer alternatives to the “pro-
gressive” programme. It can retard our 
progress down the socialist path; it can-
not, Hayek thought, forge a different 
path.

At the end of the day, Hayek’s ines-
timable value is to have dramatised 
the subtle and seductive insidiousness 
of the socialist enterprise. “It is sel-
dom that liberty of any kind is lost all at 
once”: that sentence from Hume stands 
as an epigraph to The Road to Serfdom. 
It is as pertinent today as when Hayek 
set it down in 1944. ■
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W hat’s the one thing every-
one knows about capital-
ism?  Why, that it started 
out as a mean, nasty tool 

of greedy industrialists. “The Industrial 
Revolution,” we all learned, was a ter-
rible Moloch that devoured children, 
put profits before people, and though it 
made great fortunes (or, perhaps, partly 
because it made great fortunes), was a 
wicked development. The Industrial 
Revolution, we’ve all been taught, was 
the original sin of capitalism, necessary, 
perhaps (perhaps) to prime the engine 
of economic progress, but lamentable 
nevertheless.

Ask anyone: the 
Industrial Revolu-
tion is a stigma that 
no amount of socie-
tal amelioration can 
remove. The “factory 
system,” an integral 
part of the Industrial 
Revolution, was an urban nightmare, a 
Dickensian melodrama in which rural 
innocence was mauled and blighted 
in those horrific, unsanitary “Satanic 
mills” that William Blake anathema-
tised. Once upon a time, before the 
advent of the factory system, workers 
enjoyed:

A passably comfortable existence, 
leading a righteous and peaceful life and 
all piety and probity; and their material 
condition was far better than that their 
successors... They did not need to over-
work; they did no more than they chose to 
do. and yet they earned what they needed. 
They had leisure for healthful work in 
garden or field, work which, in itself, was 
recreation for them, and they could take 
part beside in the recreation and games of 
their neighbours ... [which] contributed to 
their physical health and vigour... Their 
children grew up in fresh country air, and, 
if they could help their parents at work, it 
was only occasionally.

Alas, this Eden, as described by Fred-
erick Engels in a fairytale called The con-
dition of the working classes in England 
in 1844, was destroyed by the advent of 
the machine. “The proletariat,” writes 
Engels, “was called into existence by the 
introduction of machinery:”

The consequences of improvement in 
machinery under our present social con-
ditions are, for the working-man, solely 
injurious, and often in the highest degree 
oppressive. Every new advance things 
with the loss of employment, want and 
suffering.

That’s the sad story of capitalism we 
all imbibed with mother’s milk, or for-
mula. No less an authority than Bertrand 
Russell has assured us that “the Indus-
trial Revolution caused unspeakable 
misery both in England and in America. 
I do not think any student of economic 
history can doubt that the average hap-
piness in England and early nineteenth 
century was lower than it had been hun-
dred years earlier.”

As Friedrich Hayek points out in Cap-
italism and the Historians, an extraor-
dinary collection of essays he edited 
and published in 1954, “The widespread 
emotional aversion to ‘capitalism’ is 
closely connected with this belief that 
the undeniable growth of wealth which 
the competitive order had produced was 
purchased at the price of depressing the 
standard of life the weakest elements of 

society.” This picture of economic dep-
redation, notes Hayek, is “one supreme 
myth which more than any other has 
served to discredit the economic system 
[capitalism] to which we owe our pres-
ent-day civilisation.”

When we move from the realm of 
myth-making to historical truth, how-
ever, we see that the Engels-Russell nar-
rative, the narrative upon which we’ve 
all been battened, is a tissue of exaggera-
tions, misrepresentations, and outright 
lies. A “careful examination of the facts,” 
which is what Hayek and his colleagues 
provide in Capitalism and the Histori-

ans (or, to give it its full title, Capital-
ism and the Historians: A Defense of 
the Early Factory System and its Social 
and Economic Consequences), has led 
to a “thorough refutation of this belief.”

Alas, the fact that a poisonous idea 
has been “thoroughly refuted” does 
not mean that it has been disarmed. 
Far from it. Some bad ideas exert a 
catnip-like fascination on suscepti-
ble souls, partly because they speak to 
that species of naiveté that undergirds 
all utopian schemes, partly – and more 
darkly – because it plays into the hands 
of those who wish to wield power over 
others.  

Consider, for example, the case of 
Benito Mussolini. In 1929, when he was 
still riding high as the man who made 
the trains run on time, Il Duce boasted 
that: “We were the first to assert that the 
more complicated the forms assumed 
by civilisation, the more restricted 
the freedom of the individual must 
become.”

Of course, Mussolini was wrong 
about his historical priority, just as 
he was wrong about most other 
things. The palm for first pro-
mulgating that principle in 
all its modern awfulness 
must go to Lenin who, 
back in 1917, boasted 
that when he finished 
building his workers’ 
paradise “the whole 
of society will have 
become a single 
office and a sin-
gle factory with 
equality of work 
and equality of 
pay.” What Lenin 
didn’t know about 
“restricting the 
freedom of the indi-
vidual” wasn’t worth 
knowing.

Granted, things 
didn’t work out quite 
as Lenin hoped – or 
said that he hoped – since 
as the Soviet Union lum-
bered on there was less and less 
work and mostly worthless pay. 
(“They pretend to pay us,” one wag 
said, “and we pretend to work.”) Really, 
the only equality Lenin and his heirs 
achieved was an equality of misery and 

impoverishment for all but a shifting 
fraction of the nomenklatura. Trotsky 
got right to the practical nub of the mat-
ter, observing that when the state is the 
sole employer the old adage “he who 
does not work does not eat” is replaced 
by “he who does not obey does not eat.”

Nevertheless, a long line of West-
ern intellectuals came, saw, and were 
conquered: how many bien-pensants 
writers, journalists, artists, and com-
mentators swooned, as did Lincoln Stef-
fens: “I have been over into the future,” 
he said of his visit to the Soviet Union 
in 1921, “and it works.” Jeremy Corbyn 

updated the senti-
ment when, in 2013, 
he said that Hugo 
Chavez “showed us 
that there is a differ-
ent and a better way 
of doing things. It’s 
called socialism, it’s 
called social justice 

and it’s something Venezuela has made 
a big step towards.”

Yes, Jeremy, it has. And how do you 
like it? Of course, you can’t make an 
omelette without breaking eggs. But 
it is remarkable what a large accumu-
lation of egg-shells we have piled up 
over the last century. (And then there is 
always Orwell’s embarrassing question: 
“Where’s the omelette?”)

I forget which sage described hope as 
the last evil in Pandora’s box. Unfair to 
hope, perhaps, but not inapplicable to that 
adamantine “faith in a better world” that 
has always been at the heart of the social-
ist enterprise. Talk about a hardy peren-
nial! The socialist experiment has never 
worked out as advertised. But it continu-
ally blooms afresh in the human heart – 
those portions of it, anyway, colonised by 
intellectuals, that palpitating tribe which 
Julien Benda memorably denominated 
“clercs” (as in “trahison de”).

But why? What is it about intellectu-
als that makes them so profligately sus-
ceptible to the catnip of socialism?

In his last book, The Fatal Con-
ceit: The Errors of Socialism (1988), 
Hayek drily underscored the oddity: 

The intellectuals’ vain search for a truly 
socialist community, which results in 
the idealisation of, and then disillu-
sionment with, a seemingly endless 
string of “utopias” – the Soviet Union, 
then Cuba, China, Yugoslavia, Vietnam, 

The widespread emotional aversion 
to ‘capitalism’ is closely connected 
with this belief that the undeniable 

growth of wealth which the 
competitive order had produced was 
purchased at the price of depressing 

the standard of life the weakest 
elements of society.

FRIEDRICH HAYEK
and the fatal conceit of socialism

Ask anyone: the Industrial Revolution 
is a stigma that no amount of societal 

amelioration can remove.  
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RIGA
Next weekend in by Barnaby Whiteman

Explore Riga Zoo 
A great day out for children. One 
of the oldest zoos in Eastern 
Europe, Riga Zoo has a tropical 
house and a petting zoo. 

Visit Riga  
Central Market
Marvel at this magnificent 
building made from former 
German Zeppelin hangars in one 
of the largest Eastern European 
markets. This incredible market 
boasts more than 3,000 stalls, 
so is a must-see in Riga. 

Take a daytrip  
to Bauska Castle 
On the peninsula where the 
Musa and Memele rivers meet 
stands Bauska Castle. You can 
climb to the top of the medieval 
tower for views across Bauska, 
or learn traditional Latvian 
dancing on a themed tour. 

Visit the Latvian 
National Museum of Art 
This museum displays Latvia’s 
artistic heritage, covering the 
Expressionism, Art Nouveau 
and landscape periods. Why not 
end your visit by heading to the 
terrace to enjoy the views across 
the Old Town of Riga.

Take the Soviet 
Heritage Tour of Riga
In a city teeming with history, 
delve into the past to find out 
what life was like in Riga under 
Soviet rule. Departing from 
the Freedom Monument, this 
wonderful tour will transport 
you into the city’s fascinating 
past, and will illuminate the 
legacy left behind. 

Taste the local food 
Riga is home to the dessert, 
Vecriga, named after the Old 
Town within the city. Indulge 
in a treat filled with vanilla 
cream and curd and made 
from delicious choux pastry!

What to do?

When to go?

61 2 3 54

Winters temperatures in Riga can range from a cool 5°C to as low 
as -30°C, so make sure you pack appropriate clothing! The under-
ground cave bars are a fantastic experience if you visit Riga in winter. 
Folkklubs Ala Pagrabs will give you an authentic Latvian experience, 
and you can sample the local drink, Black Balsam. Another great 
attraction to be had at this time of year is the Staro Riga Light Fes-
tival. From 15 to 18 November 2019, the city’s buildings and monu-
ments will be lit up by visual artists. The Christmas market in Doma 
Laukums Square is particularly beautiful, especially if you are lucky 
enough to see the Old Town dusted with snow! 

Spring in Latvia often sees the rivers flood onto their surrounding 
plains, so is a great time of year for being on the water. Riga runs boat 
tours along the Daugava River, but those with a taste for more adven-
turous sports can try dolphin jet-packing or canoeing on the river! A 
daytrip to the city of Dobele is very worthwhile at this time of year 
– you can see some of the country’s most magnificent lilac blooms. 

With temperatures of around 24°C in July and August, Riga is the 
perfect summer destination for those who want a mild but pleas-
ant heat. As well as having beautiful architecture, Riga is just a short 
distance from the coast. You can be at Jurmala beach in just 30 min-
utes by train from Riga. Dzintari Concert Hall is situated on the 

beach and hosts lots of music 
events throughout the sum-
mer. For a wonderful view of 
the sunset in the summer, visit 
Terrace Riga, which sits at the 
top of the shopping centre Gal-
leria Riga. 

As autumn sweeps the city, 
temperatures drop quite drasti-
cally, but the city looks its most 
beautiful as the leaves begin to 
turn. A great autumn activity 
is cycling – Latvia is fairly flat 
so there are no hills to contend 
with! It is a great way to see Riga 
if you are just there for a week-
end trip. 

The Old Town is a UNESCO World Heritage Site and has build-
ings that date back to 1201. One of the most striking buildings is the 
Dome Cathedral, which was constructed over a number of decades 
and has Gothic, Romanesque and Baroque features. Alberta Street 

celebrates the golden age of Riga 
and is all in the style of Art Nouveau. 
For stunning views across the city, it 
is worth visiting St Peter’s Church 
Tower, a structure that stands at 
72m tall!

The occupational history of Riga 
is well-documented throughout the 
city. The Swedish gate is part of the 
old city walls, and was built in 1698 

when the Swedish took over the city. More recent changes are cel-
ebrated with the Freedom Monument, which commemorates sol-
diers killed during the Latvian War of Independence in the early 
20th century. 

For those looking to experi-
ence the city’s culture, the Latvian 
National Opera and Ballet is defi-
nitely worth visiting. This resplen-
dent building is cherished by 
locals, and performances are well 
attended. The festival season runs 
from early June to early July: lov-
ers of opera should not miss out on 
a visit here! 

The Hotel Justus is a beautiful boutique hotel, just moments away 
from the Dome Cathedral. A great choice for families, couples and 
friends alike (the hotel offers a range of different suites), you are 
guaranteed a friendly and comfortable stay. It is in a perfect cen-
tral location, so no need for public transport! The four-star stay is 
very reasonably priced, with English-speaking staff and a fantastic 
restaurant. 

For a stay that matches up to Riga’s fascinating historical past, 
check out the Gallery Park Hotel & Spa. The interior speaks of the 
country’s Soviet history, with Russian decor throughout. The hotel 
is in the Art Nouveau district of the city, within an easy distance of 
the Latvian National Art Museum. You can learn about Baltic cui-
sine with a cooking masterclass, or relax in its beautiful spa.

Where to go? Where to stay?

I dentity plays a role in music, as 
it plays a role in life. Some music 
is universal. Some music is more 
national and particular. Even 

some of that music is universal. Who 
doesn’t like a good Slavonic Dance, for 
example?

The Czech Philharmonic played two 
of them as encores in New York’s Car-
negie Hall. They are by Dvořák, the 
Czech Republic’s most prized com-
poser. The Philharmonic was marking 
the hundredth anniversary of Czech 
independence. The concert was all-
Dvořák, featuring his Cello Concerto 
and his Symphony No 7.

Are those works Czech? They have 
ethnic or national elements, to be sure, 
but they are also music, plain and sim-
ple (and glorious).

The next day, once more in Carne-
gie Hall, the Philharmonic played a sin-
gle work: Mahler’s Symphony No 2, the 
“Resurrection.” Nothing Czech about 
that, right? Well, let me tell you a story.

A friend of mine, a conductor, was 
being interviewed on the radio in 
Prague. He mentioned the Big Three 
Czech composers: Dvořák, Smetana, 
and Janáček. The interviewer said, “But 
there are four.” It turned out that he 
was including Mahler.

How human it is to want to claim glo-
rious others! To include them in your 
tribe! Gustav Mahler was born in Bohe-
mia, to be sure, and he spent his first 
15 years there. But he belonged to the 
Jewish, German-speaking minority, 
and he got to Vienna as fast as he could.

The best musicians are cosmo-
politan, or at least unconfined to the 
national and particular. It was said 
of Artur Rubinstein, the Polish-Jew-
ish-American pianist, that he was a 
Frenchman in French music, a Span-
iard in Spanish music, a Russian in Rus-
sian music, and so on. And it was true. 
Composers, too, can slip on the skin of 
other nations.

In Madama Butterfly, Puccini is Jap-
anesey. He really is. And in Turandot, 
he is Chinesey. And in The Girl of the 
Golden West, he is American-ish. His 
musical sympathy is astounding. Is he 
guilty of “cultural appropriation”? No, 
he is guilty of talent, and an apprecia-
tion of the great broad world.

There is ample Spanish music by 
Albéniz, Granados, Turina – real 

Spaniards. But you can’t leave out 
the Frenchmen: Chabrier, for exam-
ple, who wrote España, and Bizet, 
who wrote Carmen! Don’t forget the 
Russians either: Rimsky-Korsakov 
produced Capriccio espagnol; Shosta-
kovich produced Spanish Songs (a set 
of six).

Every classical guitarist is a Span-
iard, no matter where he was born. 
That’s because the repertory is dom-
inated by the Spanish. A guitarist 
acquires a Spanish soul, if he doesn’t 
have one already. A Chinese woman, 
Xuefei Yang, made an album called 40 
Degrees North. The title refers to the 
line of latitude connecting Madrid and 
Beijing. Jiji is a (one-named) guitarist 

from South Korea. When she plays, 
she’s as Spanish as anyone.

Ned Rorem is from Chicago. But 
when he was a child, Debussy and Ravel 
rattled his brain, and he has always 
been a composer with a French mind-
set. For him, there is no greater work 
than Ravel’s opera, L’enfant et les sor-
tilèges. Ravel, for his part, loved Amer-
ican jazz. The middle movement of his 
Violin Sonata No 2 is marked “Blues.”

Spirituals belong to black Amer-
ica, of course. But Marian Anderson, 
Leontyne Price, and others made them 
famous all over the world. They “travel,” 
touching hearts and souls everywhere. 
George London, the bass-baritone, 
made an album of them. He was born 

George Burnstein in Montreal. His par-
ents had immigrated from Russia. He 
knew that spirituals belonged to him, 
regardless.

My fellow Americans have always 
been touchy about their classical 
music. They feel defensive, in the face 
of their older European cousins. This 
goes way back. A 19th-century Amer-
ican composer, George Frederick Bri-
stow, had a famous fight with the New 
York Philharmonic Society. The soci-
ety was too German-minded, he said. 
He had a question, a rhetorical zinger: 
“Is there a Philharmonic in Germany 
for the encouragement of American 
music?”

I have a question of my own: Is the 
music of Bach, Mozart, Beethoven, and 
the rest German music (or Austro-Ger-
man music)? You will find native dances 
and the like in it. Still, for most of us, it 
is simply music, I think.

It has long amused me that many 
Americans who otherwise would have 
no use for nationalism whatsoever, in 
any form, get all blood-and-soil when it 
comes to music. They demand the pro-
gramming and championing of Amer-
ican music. It is a patriotic duty, they 
practically say.

One of my heroes in life is Edward 
MacDowell, the American composer 
who lived from 1860 to 1908. An orga-
nization wanted to include a piece of 
his in a concert devoted to American 
music, exclusively. He refused, saying 
he wanted his music to be judged on the 
merits, no matter the nationality of the 
composer.

For my part, Bach, Mozart, and 
Beethoven – and Ravel, Dvořák, and 
Shostakovich – mean a lot more to me 
than, say, Ives, Carter, and my friend 
MacDowell. And yet, and yet…

When asked, with a gun to my head, 
to name my top ten operas, I always 
include Porgy and Bess (Gershwin). It’s 
an American thing. I had it in my moth-
er’s milk. It means the world to me. And 
a few summers ago, the Salzburg Festi-
val did something rare: it staged a musi-
cal, West Side Story (Bernstein). I found 
myself rather overcome by emotion, 
embarrassingly. These things are bur-
ied deep, and will out.

How fortunate to have the universal, 
the national or tribal, and the blend of 
them. ■

Jay Nordlinger
is a senior editor of National Review 

and the music critic of The New 
Criterion. He is the author of Peace, 

They Say: A History of the Nobel 
Peace Prize (Encounter Books). His 

latest book is a study of the sons and 
daughters of dictators: Children of 

Monsters (also Encounter). He lives in 
New York. 

@JayNordlinger

NOTES ON NATIONS SHOULD INCLUDE
CHINESE SPANIARDS AND 

JAPANESE ITALIANS
When asked, with a gun to my head, to name my top ten 

operas, I always include Porgy and Bess (Gershwin).  
It’s an American thing. I had it in my mother’s milk.  

It means the world to me. 

Poster’s adapted from those used by the UK’s Conservative Party c1877-2007. New Direction is a not-for-
profit organisation and is partly funded by the European Parliament. The European Parliament assumes no 
responsibility for the opinions expressed in this publication. Sole liability rests with the author.

www.newdirection.online
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The International Democrat Union 
(IDU) is a global alliance of cen-
tre-right political parties founded 
in 1983 by George H Bush, Margaret 
Thatcher and Helmut Kohl to unite 
conservative parties across the world 
through a shared network promot-
ing good governance and sound eco-
nomic practices.   On the 12th of April 
the IDU met in Santiago de Chile 
for their Executive Meeting and 
Latin American Conference. Its cur-
rent chairman, the Rt Hon Stephen 
Harper, the 22nd  Prime Minister of 
Canada and one of the most successful 
conservative leaders of our time, gave 
the opening address.  

With keynote speeches and topic 
driven panel discussions, the confer-
ence explored the pan Latin Ameri-
can shift towards the centre-right and 
challenges for governments across 
the continent, as well as the disas-
trous situation in socialist Venezuela.  

The event was joined by the Chil-
ean President Sebastián Piñera, For-
eign Minister Roberto Ampuero and 
other ministers as well as key deci-
sion makers from Argentina, Bolivia, 
Columbia and Peru.    In addition, the 
British Conservative Party Chairman, 
Brandon Lewis and former Party trea-
surer Lord Ashcroft gave updates on 
the UK situation surrounding Brexit 
as well as interventions from Chair-
man of the European Parliament 
Foreign Affairs Committee David 
McAllister MEP. 

The President of the Alliance of 
Conservatives and Reformists in 
Europe, Jan Zahradil is a vice-chair-
man of IDU and ACRE holds a 
regional partnership of the organiza-
tion, with a majority of our members 
also represented in their own right.  

IDU Executive 
Meeting in 
Santiago De Chile 

ACRE’s  
Future of Europe 
conference in 
Turin, Italy

The Baltic Sea Summit in Stockholm 
brought together more than a hun-
dred regional politicians to discuss 
what has been called perhaps one of 
the most understated environmental 
disasters of our time - the tragic situ-
ation of the environment in the Bal-
tic Sea area. The discussion was on 
the environmental effect that human 
activity have had on the sea and ranged 
from the historic environmental dam-
age due to munitions dumping to 
the irreversible damage from Rus-
sia pumping raw sewage  in to the sea 
causing mass algae bloom. When the 
algae then decompose it uses up all the 
oxygen in the water resulting in the 
death of large quantities of fish - pri-
marily herring and cod - compound-
ing the over fishing in the Baltic. The 
discussion also touched on the affects 
the environmental degradation had on 
the Baltic fishing industry, the coastal 
communities and tourism.

Time to save 
the Baltic Sea

ACRE held a meeting in Riga, Latvia 
alongside out member party, The 
National Alliance, discussing energy 
and defence, and the threat posed by 
Nord Stream II in particular.
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