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LAND AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Land Commission

1. Mr. Evelyn King asked the Minister
of Land and Natural Resources whether,
in the proposals he will bring forward for
a Crown Land Commission, he will devise
nomenclature to distinguish between the
phrase Crown Land, as used in the older
sense, and any land which may subse-
quently be vested in the new Land Com-
mission.

The Minister of Land and Natural
Resources (Mr. Frederick Willey): Yes,
Sir.

Mr. King : In view of the fact that con-
fusion will be caused by the use of the
word “ Crown ” in this highly controver-
sial piece of party legislation based on
nationalisation, will the Minister under-
take not to bolster it up by using the name
“Crown ”?

Mr. Willey : This is a piece of neces-
sary legislation which will be generally
welcomed, but 1 appreciate the point
which the hon. Gentleman has raised.

Mr. Hector Hughes: Is the Minister
aware that there is a striking difference
between the phraseology and nomen-
clature in English law and that in Scot-
tish law, which is derived largely from
and based on Roman law? Will he take
that into account for the benefit of the
ordinary citizen who will have to con-
strue any Measures which he introduces?

Mr. Willey: I am aware of that, but
I would ask my hon. and learned Friend
to address his observations about Scottish
law to my right hon. Friend the Secre-
tary of State for Scotland.

7. Mr. Jackson asked the Minister of
Land and Natural Resources, if he will
now announce the setting up of the Land
Commission ; and if he will make a
statement.

10. Mr. Bence asked the Minister of
Land and Natural Resources if he will
take steps to enable local authorities to
acquire land for essential house building
at reasonable prices.

The Joint Parliamentary Secretary to
the Ministry of Land and Natural
Resources (Mr. Arthur Skeffington) : My
right hon. Friend will be introducing
legislation to set up a Land Commission
and to deal with the problem of land
prices as soon as possible.

Mr. Jackson : Can my hon. Friend tell
me whether during the period in which
this legislation is being prepared there
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has been any drying up of the land
available for building development?

Mr. Skeffington : No, Sir.
such evidence.

We have no

Mr. Beyd-Carpenter : Will this legisla-
tion be preceded by a White Paper? If
it is, in order to keep himself in the
fashion will the Minister bave the White
Paper debated and then be prepared to
listen?

Mzr. Bence : Is my hon. Friend aware
that if a White Paper were issued on
land prices it would be found that in the
last 15 years land prices have rocketed
nearly 1,000 per cent. and that huge
fortunes have been made out of land?
Will he do something to stop this ex-
ploitation of people’s needs for housing
by stopping this racket in land prices?

Mr. Skeffington: The rise in the cost
of land is common knowledge and the
only way of dealing with it is by the
legislation which my right hon. Friend
has in mind.

Mr. Boyd-Carpenter : Will the hon.
Member be good enough to answer my
question as 1o his right hon. Friend’s
intention about a White Paper?

Mr. Skeflington: I apologise to the
right hon. Gentleman for not answering
the whole of his question, but I do not
altogether understand the second part of
it.  On the purely factual part of the
question, it is intended to publish a White
Paper.

Mr. A. J. Irvine : Arising out of the
supplementary question asked by my hon.
Friend the Member for Dunbartonshire,
East (Mr. Bence), will my hon. Friend
at least agree, so that we may have it on
the record, that it is entirely wrong that
when a local authority compulsorily
acquires land for housing or other social
purposes it should have to pay, within
the compulsory acquisition price, that
element of value which derives from the
planning permission which it itself gave?

Mr. Skeffington : This view is entirely
shared by the Government.
Barrage Schemes (Mersey Docks
and Harbour Board)

3. Mr. Tilney asked the Minister of
Land and Natural Resources whether the
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Water Resources Board, in its study of
the Dee and Morecambe Bay barrages,
will consult the Mersey Docks and
Harbour Board, on whose efficiency much
of the wellbeing of Merseyside must
depend.

Mr. Skeffington : The Water Resources
Board is not at present directly concerned
with the Dee Barrage. On the More-
cambe Bay scheme the Board will of
course have to consult very widely. My
right hon. Friend has not thought it
necessary to give the Board detailed in-
structions as to the scope of iis consulta-
tions, but I will bring the hon. Member’s
Question io their notice.

Me. Tilney : When the Water Resources
Board ultimately looks at the Dee barrage
will it also consider using sand dredged
up from the Mersey, which is at present
dumped in the Irish Sea, and the feasi-
bility of taking it across the Wirral?

Mr. Skeffingien : Now that the hon.
Gentleman has made that point, T shall
see that it is considered.

Forestry, South-West

4. Mr. Peter Mills asked the Minister
of Land and Natural Resources what
plans he has for the expansion of forestry
in the South-West, particularly in the
Hartland and Beaworthy area.

Mr. Skeffington: Together with the
Ministers responsible for forestry in
Scotland and Wales, my right hon. Friend
is reviewing the forestry programme for
Great Britain as a whole. Referring to
the specific districts mentioned by the hon.
Member the Forestry Commission is
examining various possibilities of estab-
lishing wood-using industries in the Bristol
Channel area, which might help the
marketing problems of the South-West,
including those areas which the hon.
Member has in mind.

Mr. Mills: Will the Minister bear in
mind the very real need for an extension
of forestry in the South-West, particularly
in these areas, which have some of the
poorer land? Will he also bear in mind
that what really would help the forestry
industry would be a chipboard factory
in that area?



















































37 Security Commission

in power and whatever Opposition is co-
operating with them in these matters. 1
agree, however, that it must be carried
out in such a way that there can never
be any suspicion that the right of any
individual to a free trial is prejudiced in
any way.

When, as the right hon. Gentleman
says, the previous Government announced
the establishment of the Security Com-
mission after consultation with myself,
we laid down machinery for the activation
of the Commission. But this weakness
has already come to light in the first case
in which the Commission came to be
activated. I am sure the House will
agree that it would have been wrong to
have announced the setting up of the
Commission and activaled it because ong
of the defences that any individual might
want to raise is that there has been no
breach of security.  To activate the
Commission involves a decision by the
Government ihat there has been a breach
of security. This has now been looked
after in the way I have suggested, namely,
that the Commission can be activated but
that, apart from telling the Leader of
the Opposition, therc is no announcemeni
unti! after the case is no longer
sub judice.

1 have suggested also that the terms of
reference should be widened not only
where the Government know that a
breach of security has occurred but where
there may be reason to think that it may
have occurred. There may be other less
clear cases than those involving decisions
of the courts. This will, I think, meet the
point that the right hon. Gentleman has
in mind.

I certainly agree that where the Com-
mission is activated it should not be
free during the period when the case is
sub judice to take evidence from people
outside the public service because of the
reason he gives. I fully agree with rhat,
and 1 welcome the right hen. Gentle-
man’s suggestion that we should keep
in touch on the future procedures while
these are being worked out, because this
is not a matter which is really suitable
for full public exchange across the Floor
of the House.

Mr. Grimond: I should like to ask
the Prime Minister two guestions. First,
will any part of the Helsby Report be
made available to this House? Secondly.
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on 23rd January last year the right hon.
Gentleman particularly stressed that if
there was mo prosecution, an announce-
ment ° the setting up of the Commission
shoult e made to this House. His state-
ment today seemed only to cover the
case in which there has been a prosecu-
tion and in which, therefore, no announce-
ment will be made. But a trial might
well be prejudiced by the prior setiing
up of the Commission, which itself might
uncover evidence leading to a prosecu-
tion. Do we take it, therefore, that no
announcement will be made to this [ouse
until such time as it is clear that no
prosecution in any circumstances may be
launched? This is rather different from
what the Prime Minister has said this
afternoon.

The Prime ! ister : The Report {from
Sir Laurence Helsby must be regarded as
an internal document. It contains a
~onsiderable amount of highly sensitive
naterial on the operation of the security
services. Just as in the past, by apree-
ment between the then Prime Minister
and the Leader of the Opposition, reports
such as the Radcliffe Report were not
published in full, T must take the view
that the Report of Sir Laurence Helsby is
not appropriate for publication.

With regard to what I said on 23rd
January last year, what T had in mind
then was a case, which was in all o=~
minds, in which perhaps, a person re.
ponsible for a breach of security, or a
presumed breach, had fled the couniry.
That should not prevent the establishment
of the Security Commission. [ asked
then that if that happened, there should
be an announcement of the establishment
of the Commission. T still take this view.

My own view is that while what T am
now suggesting makes things slightly more
flexible concerning the defence of secu-
rity, in every casc at the earliest appro-
priate moment there should be an
announcement in this House that the
Security Commission has been set 1o
work.

In those obvious cases such as I have
mentioned where the matter is sub judice,
I am sure that the whole House will agree
that it would be wrong to announce that
the Commission had been set to work.
Tn the case of a man who had absconded
abroad leaving a pretty clear trail behind
him, I think that the House could be
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[MR. DELL.]

so forth. There are two points to make
about that. The first is that the results
of our own overseas investment in these
terms are,” unfortunately, rather poor.
They are, unfortunately, much less satis-
factory than the achievements of the
United States in this direction in securing
a return in their overseas investment. The
reason very likely is that our own over-
seas investments have to far too great
an extent been defensive in character.

What we have been concerned with is
the possible loss of markets instead of
considering, as the Americans have done,
what are the best forms of investment
which are most likely to be profitable in
overseas markets. We have taken the
attitude that manufactures will be made
there, that there will be a tariff and
that we will be shut out and that, there-
fore, we must go in first. The Americans
have not taken that attitude. They have
considered the market in which they
wished to invest and have considered on
its merits what form of investment would
be most profitable. The relative failure
of our overseas development in this most
important respect is a criticism of British
management.

The second advantage which should
accrue from overseas investment is in the
control of raw materials. How extensive
these advantages are is, again, subject to
doubt. I do not know, for example, that
we get our raw materials any more
cheaply than other countries as a result
of controlling their production in certain
countries. Certainly, it is at least likely
that the return to this country from that
type of overseas investment in raw
materials, in mines, and so on, is likely
to fall in profitability if only because it
appears that the long-term trend is that
the prices of raw materials are
falling relative to the prices of manu-
factured goods. I know that there is a
lot of argument about how far this trend
can be taken as being established, but
certainly it seems to have been the trend
over the last decade. That argument
might lead us to consider critically the
value to this country of that sort of over-
seas investment.

The third advantage which is said to
accrue—and the argument here is much
stronger—is that overseas investments
assist in the promotion of United
Kingdom exports. Unfortunately, as I
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will go on to say, in this field also the
information is all too sparse. On all
these points we suffer from a considerable
lack of information upon which policy
can be based, and in considering these
matters we have the whole time to
remember that there are many different
forms of overseas investment. Therefore,
when I say to my right hon. Friend the
Chancellor that he should go carefully in
cutting foreign investment, it is not
because I believe that he is necessarily in
all cases wrong, but that it is impossible
at the moment to determine in which
cases he would be right and in which he
would be wrong.

Second Reading

One case in which my right hon. Friend
is clearly right is in respect of overseas
portfolio investment. We have an over-
seas portfolio valued at £4,000 million.
This is an enormous sum. Even the
private overseas portfolio of the United
States of America, a country much more
wealthy than ourselves and with a much
larger population, is valued at only £6,300
million. I cannot see that the return to
this country of this enormous portfolio
investment overseas justifies it. Certainly,
if the effect of Corporation Tax is to bring
some of that money back into the United
Kingdom, where it could be invested, that
would be all to the good.

The main question to which I wish to
devote myself is what has become the
gravamen of the charge that this attack
on overseas investment or a possible
reduction in overseas investment will
affect our exports. The argument with
which I have great sympathy, and with
which, in fact, I largely agree, is that it
will affect our exports because it will
reduce the number of overseas manufac-
turing projects in which we can engage. I
say it will reduce our exports. I would
refer to what the Chancellor said in a
very brilliant speech winding up the
Budget debate. He said:

“I have looked at the nature and level of
overseas investment by other countries, for
example, Germany and Japan as the two most
notable examples, in relation to their exports,
and I do not think there is any particular
correlation between the amount directly in-
vested overseas and the quantity of exports.”
—[OFFICcIAL REPORT. J2th April, 1965; Vol

710, c. 1082.]

I do not know what figures my right
hon. Friend was using. All I can say is
that what he said is certainly in
accordance with my own experience. It
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is certainly, according to my experience,
true that the Germans and the Japanese
have had their successes in exports, inde-
pendently of the amount of their overseas
investment. It is true also of one
particular year for which I have had the
figures produced for me, 1962, the last
year for which these figures are avail-
able, and which compare the flow of
overseas investment with exports. These
figures show that in that year the
Americans’ flow of oversea investments
was about 15 per cent. of the value of
their exports; the United Kingdom flow
of overseas investments was about 5 per
cent. of the total value of exports ; the
Japanese and German flows were about
2 per cent. ; in other words, substantially
less than our own.

I think it is probable that this estab-
lishes the truth of what the Chancellor
said, but I am afraid that this merely
re-emphasises the inadequacy of our ex-
port effort, despite our enormous over-
seas investment and many other notable
advantages which we have. In spite of
the enormous advantage we get from our
overseas investment and from our manu-
facturing projects overseas, nevertheless
our exports have not developed at the rate
they should have done, and certainly not
comparably with those of Germany and
Japan. It is not probably a reason for
taking out from under our export effort
the support which it apparently has.

As I am saying, the real trouble on
this subject is that far too little is known
about it. If I try to summarise what is
known I suppose it is as follows. First of
all, there is the impression of anyone
who has planned and carried through an
overseas manufacturing project that it
does bring a return to the United King-
dom in the form of additional exports.
That has recently been confirmed in
ficures which have been referred to in
the debate today and which have been
produced by the Chairman of I.C.I., the
Chairman of the British Motor Corpora-
tion and by the Managing Director of
Leyland’s. In these cases there is clearly
evidence that as one return on our over-
seas investment there has been a marked
increase in exports. We have such official
statements as that which appeared in
Economic Trends in August, 1964, in an
article on “Short-Term Economic Fore-
casting in the United Kingdom ”. It said
that
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“ Figures for past periods . . . show that
the development of private investment in
Western Europe has an important effect on
United Kingdom exports of capital equip-
ment.”

Second Reading

We know that the oil companies spent
£115 million in the United Kingdom
last year on equipment and raw materials,
but all these are specific examples which
do not take us to the final result we are
looking for, and that is, what is the likely
return in the form of exports on our
overseas investment? My hon. Friend the
Member for Meriden (Mr. Rowland), in
what I considered an excellent speech,
referred to a Question which he had put
down to the President of the Board of
Trade asking for this sort of information,
and the fact that he was told that this
information was not available. That is,
perhaps, not surprising, because when I
myself put down a similar Question to
the President of the Board of Trade I
also was told that the information was
not available.

Recently we have had two further
items of information on this subject. The
first is the report by the Federation of
British Industries in a recent edition of
British Industry, of 30th April, and we
have also got such information as we
can indirectly glean from what was pub-
lished in the Board of Trade Journal on
the subject of international trade credit.

I would like to examine these F.B.I.
figures. They are very interesting and
very valuable. The F.B.I. is to be com-
mended for collecting them. They
might have been collected before. Un-
foriunately they are totally inconclusive.
First of all they are a very limited
sample, and it is interesting to know that
out of 45 companies approached ten
failed to provide the information in a
form which could be used. The figures
show no direct relation between over-
eas investment and exports. It is curious
—I hope not typical because it would
go against the arguments I am trying to
deploy—that the company with the
second highest exports is the company
which has been disinvesting most rapidly
overseas. The export figures shown are
not net of any imports into the United
Kingdom from British overseas manufac-
turing projects as a result, perhaps, of
lack of capacity in the United Kingdom
which might not have existed if the
money had been invested in the United
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[MR. HORDERN.]

It is no use hoping that the credit
squeeze will work without doing some-
thing positive about investment to
improve the margin of productive poten-
tial. I am sure that the Chancellor
believes that he has done just this by
means of the Corporation Tax. He
attempted to decry the value of invest-
ment allowances, as other hon. Members
opposite have done, because, he said,
there was evidence to show that these
were not taken into calculation in judging
new investment projects. I should have
thought that all that it showed was extra-
ordinary political foresight and good
accountancy, because it was always known
that the Socialist Party had plans to bring
in a Corporation Tax and investment
allowances would, therefore, have been
devalued. Our investment allowances
were, and still are, as good as any in the
world and are given only for investment,
whereas under the Corporation Tax there
is mo incentive to invest rather than to
retain earnings.

What matters is the total amount spent
on investment. The Chancellor, I thought,
adopted a querulous tone in saying that
investment allowances cost the Exchequer
over £300 million a year. So they should.
A company should be taxed at a higher
rate on its retentions unless it invests and
at a low rate on its distribution. The
Chancellor has adopted precisely the
opposite course and there is no doubt
that industrial investments will suffer as
a result.

It is not only direct investment in
industry that will suffer, but investment
through the capital market is bound to
suffer through the Capital Gains Tax
under Part III of the Bill, for which there
is no economic justification. The Chan-
cellor admitted as much when he said
that the tax will provide a background
of equity and fair play for his right hon.
Friend the First Secretary’s work. 1In
other words, it may help him to get his
incomes policy no matter how much
damage is caused or how little revenue
is produced.

But many of my hon. Friends believe,
as I do, that the First Secretary’s version
of an incomes policy, based on nationally-
negotiated wage rates as opposed to actual
earnings without taking into account wage
drift, which is unmeasurable, is both in-
appropriate and irrelevant. Therefore, to
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obtain a policy for incomes which are not
incomes at all, we have to suffer a
Capital Gains Tax far higher than that
which is paid in the United States, in
addition to Income Tax and Surtax
graduated to a higher level than in any
other industrialised country, and all,
apparently, in the name of social justice.

There are two points of principle con-
cerning the capital gains tax which I
want to draw to the Chancellor’s atten-
tion. The first relates to gilt-edged
securities. Until now, the Government
have been able to finance their require-
ments at a low rate of interest on the
promise of a tax-free capital profit at
redemption. It is now proposed by means
of the Bill that this profit should be
paid in the form of a debased currency.
I will give an example, on which I should
like to have the Chancellor’s specific
comments. On 24th May, 1956, the Gov-
ernment of the day issued a further
tranche of 34 per cent. Treasury stock,
1979-81, at a price of £81. The yield on
that stock was £4 16s. 3d. per cent. The
nearest comparable yield to it was that
of British Electric 41 1974-79, which gave
a running yield at that time of £4 18s.
per cent. So here we had this Treasury
stock deliberately placed at a lower
running yield strictly on the understand-
ing that the stock would be repayed at
part without any form of tax interven-
tion whatever. The Chancellor knows
full well that if there had been any such
suggestion that stock would never have
got off the ground at all. I believe
that there is involved here a most im-
portant point of principle, because if the
Government are not prepared to accept
the debts of their predecessors a very
dangerous situation will thereby be in-
curred, and it will eventually bring our
national debt into something like the
position of the Hungarian external debt
and other foreign debts of that sort.

The second point of criticism which
I wish to make is on what is to be done
about investment trusts. In his Budget
speech the Chancellor made a lot of
play about forming a Government unit
trust. I would warn anyone who might
be tempted to invest in investment trusts
that it looks like an absolutely first-class
racket. For dealing with investment
trusts the Chancellor said:

**I propose, however, that the net capital gains
on which tax has been paid by the trusts

Second Reading
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should be deducted from the chargeable gain
of the shareholder.”—[OFFICIAL REPORT, 6th
April, 1965 ; Vol. 710, c. 246.]

But, of course, the investment trust has
to pay tax of 35 per cent. or 40 per
cent. against the private investor’s 30
per cent., In other words, the Chancel-
lor’s way of helping the small investor
for which these trusts were designed is
to make him pay a higher tax than he
would have to pay if he made his own
investment.

Incidentally, if the new Post Office
scheme outlined in the Budget by the
Chancellor is any guide, anyone invest-
ing in a State unit trust would need his
head examined. The Chancellor said the
investor would get 5 per cent. and in the
conditions of today, when local authori-
ties are offering 8; per cent. to 9 per
cent., if anyone is tempted to take 5 per
cent. in those circumstances he should
have his head examined.

As the result of this Budget and this
Finance Bill, can we be sure we are not
in for another bout of inflation? In cir-
cumstances of very full employment, with
a record level of wage drift, the pres-
sure on earnings and prices must be
higher than ever. Against this the Chief
Secretary stands like Canute against the
tide muttering fiery incantations to his
incomes policy.

But it will be the Chancellor, not the
First Secretary, who will be at fault if
inflation continues its endless march. The
Chancellor should have taken his mea-
sures earlier and together. I am not sure
that these measures will leave enough
room for exports, and my guess is that
further measures will be needed later on.

This Bill has nothing to do with the
economic state of the nation. It has to do
with so-called social justice. The First
Secretary of State went so far as to say
in the steel debate that
“if the argument is that one does not export
in the nation’s interest but only when one
makes money, one is doing a very un-
patriotic thing."—[OFFIcIAL REPORT, 6th May,
1965 ; Vol. 711, c. 1688.]

He could not conceivably have spoken
more heartening words to our competitors
abroad. They want us to make losses.
They want us to run down our assets.
That is what this Bill seems to be designed
to do. It was conceived in prejudice,
born in ignorance, and I hope will die
a thousand deaths.
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9.58 p.m.

Mr. Joel Barnett (Heywood and Roy-
ton): I hope the hon. Member for
Horsham (Mr. Hordern) will forgive me
if T do not follow him into the numerous
topics he dealt with, particularly as
they were not particularly constructive.
I hope I may be forgiven if I stick to
one point in the Bill, and that is the
Corporation Tax, and its effect or other-
wise on growth.

My hon. Friend the Chief Secretary in
his speech on 12th April went into some
rapturous praise of what he described as
Cal’s cap and corp. I cannot go all the
way with him, perhaps because I
have to deal with it on a day-to-day
basis, but I certainly would not go any-
thing like as far as some hon. Members
opposite have gone, and as some profes-
sional commentators outside have gone,
in some of the nonsense they have uttered
on the Budget as a whole.

One has grown to expect the level of
irresponsibility we have had from Front
Bench spokesmen opposite, but one
would expect something better from other
hon. Gentlemen, and indeed from com-
mentators outside, because their blanket
criticism certainly does them no credit.
To listen to them one would believe that
we are moving from a simple tax system
to a highly complex one. Anyone dealing
with the present tax system would accept
that it is an incredibly complicated one,
particularly so far as the method of
assessing companies both on the com-
mencement and cessation provisions. The
provisions have allowed for the almost
miraculous changes in assesments which
helped tax avoidance to a tremendous
degree. I suppose one grows accustomed
to almost anything, and we who have
worked with this tax system for so long
have grown accustomed to it, but some
hon. and right hon. Gentlemen opposite
seem to love it to such a degree that they
cannot bear the thought of change.

It is perhaps understandable, but they
should now see the holes that have been
exposed in their arguments by the
excellent speech of the Chief Secretary on
12th April and by the answers given by
the Financial Secretary today. This is
particularly so with reference to the argn-
ments that have been put forward on the
other side, that by encouraging distribu-
tion one thereby increases the amount of
money available for investments in new






distripution coula prejuaice requlrements,
as the clause puts it, it will pay 40 per
cent. Corporation Tax instead of the 362
per cent. Income Tax and -ofits Tax
which it was paying before, or would
have paid under the old arrangement, a
reduction of more than 25 per cent. in
the tax liability of the company.

1e greatest number of companies, al-
though not the greatest in profits—I shall
come to profits in a moment—will thus
have a tremendous incentive, by way of
reduction of tax, to plough back. This
argument has never been stated by right
hon. and hon. Gentlemen opposite. They
do themselves an injustice by not under-
taking some examination of this type of
company.

1 propose to consider now the com-
panies making the bulk of profits. These
are the smallest in number, but they make
the bulk of the profits. My hon. Friend
the Chief Secretary proved that the major
part of capital for this type of company
comes from retaining profits. These com-
panies would be under intense pressure to
maintain and increase dividends. In the
first year after the Corporation Tax comes
into force they will be likely to maintain
dividends even without sufficient cover.
This will reduce retentions, and will not
achieve the objective of the Government.
Later, this may be rectified. In later
years, with higher profits, they may not
increase dividends. But there is no clear
evidence on the matter.

Hon. Members opposite are screaming
before they are hurt: but equally the
Government should not sit back com-
placently and delude themselves into be-
lieving that their objective has been
achieved. They should keep an open

Tax |[HON. MEMBERS: ™ Really!™] Hon.
Members opposite should have listened
to the right hon. Gentleman’s speech.
Eowever much growth may be desired,
it can only be expressed in real terms
either in increased mechanisation or an
increase in or the full use of a company’s
labour force—or both.

In the short term this is the tough
problem. The Machine Tool Traders’
Association recently announced that
there was a nine-months gap between
order and delivery. With the best will
in the world, expamsion, through in-
creased mechanisation, is therefore diffi-
cult in the short term—and it is in res-
pect of the short term that we face our
greatest battle. In war, when we were
faced with a powerful enemy, we worked
long hours without question and gained
t great victory. We have a war on our
Jands now—a tough, economic war—-and
I would tell trade union leaders that their
members will respond to the great chal-
lenge if it is put to them squarely that
the time for greater leisure will come, but
it is not now. First we have to defeat
Our economic enemy.

10.7 p.m.

Mr, John Marvey (Walthamstow,
Bast): I wish the right hon. Gentleman
the Chancellor of the Exchequer no ill
at all in expressing the hope that he
will undertake to listen to the points
which have been put to him by his own
back benchers today. I have no doubt
that it will be reported to him that from
his own benches there has been on.  one
speech in unstinted praise of his Finance
Bill, and that was the speech of the hon.
Member for Woolwich, West (Mr.
Hamling).







































































































































