1371 Murder Bill—Committee

HOUSE OF COMMONS
Wednesday, 19th May, 1965

The House met ai half-past
Ten o'cleck

PRAYERS

[Mr. SPEAKER inn the Chair]

ORDERS OF THE DAY

MURDER (ABOLITION OF DEATH
PEINALTY) BILL

Considered in Committee [Progress

12th May].
[Dr. HORACE KING in the Chair]

Clause 1.—(ABOLITION OF DEATH
PENALTY FOR MURDER.)

10.35 a.m.

The Chairman: Before¢ 1 call the first
Amendment I have a word or two to say.
Last week I undertook that the com-
plaints about the non-ringing of the
Division bells would be inquired into.
This was done at once and before the
end of the morning I had a full and
complete report of the testing of the bells.
I am happy to say that the bells were in
working order. 1 say “happy” as I
welcome the opportunity which this gives
me of paying a tribute, which 1 know
both sides of the Committee would wish
to support. to the servants of the House
to whose devoted labours every hon. and
right hon. Member is deeply indebted
every day, and whatever divisions there
are in the Committee there are certainly
no divisions about that.

Hon. Members: Hear, hear.

The Chairman : Tn the unusual position
in which the Committee finds itself I have
selected Amendment No. 30 in the name
of the hon. and learned Gentleman the
Member for Warwick and Leamington
(Sir J. Hobson). The Chair is of the
opinion that the question whether the
length of imprisonment be left to the
court or to the Minister has been already
fully discussed. I hope, therefore, that
any debate on this Amendment will be
confined now to whether the Amendment
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ought to be used to fill the hiatus left in
the Clause.

Sir John Hobson (Warwick and
Leamington): I beg to move Amendment
No. 30, in page 1, line 7, in lieu of the
word “life ” left out, to insert:

“such period as the court shall determine .

I am sure that the whole Commuittec
supports you, Dr. King, as it has shown
by the way in which it received your
thanks to the servants of the House who
attend upon us and whose duties have
been made far more onerous and more
lengthy by the proceedings of this Com-
mittee every Wednesday morning, par-
ticularly at a stage when this coincides
with the period when the Finance Bill
is also being considered.

I bow to your suggestion, and will con-
fine myself 10 the Amendment and treat
it not so much as a proposal as a way
of inquiry to ask, first, the sponsors of
the Bill and, secondly, the Government,
whether and in what way they propose.
as it is their Bill, that the matter should
be dealt with. The hon. Member for
Nelson and Colne (Mr. Sydney Silverman)
said last week that the Committee
“ . . . will certainly have to decide what it
shall do about the position”
and he supported the Motion to report
Progress. The hon. and learned Member
for Northampton (Mr. Paget) said:

“] agree that we must reconsider this
situation.”—[OFFICIAL  REPORT, 12th May,
1965 . Vol. 712, c. 474-7.]

The situation is certainly anomalous.
We spent many days in Committee con-
sidering whether capital punishment
should be retained at all. That was the
first step, and having decided that it
should not be retained for any case of
murder the vital question arises as to
what is to be the alternalive in such
circumstances. We had some discussion,
and there is now a complete hiatus in
the Bill and, apparently, after all our
labours, the Bill will not produce an
answer which makes any sense at all. I
had hoped and expected that either the
sponsors, or the Government, or both,
would put down an Amendment to deal
with the situation, but, to my astonish-
ment, nothing has happened. 1 thought
it right, therefore, to put an Amendment
down so that the gap would be filled.

I did so so that we might ascertain
what the sponsors proposed, whether the
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—was his soggestion that this was a
wrecking Amendment.

Mz, Paget rose

I . Percival: 1 hope that the hon.
and learned Gentleman will listen for
moment. We have had to listen to a
lot from him.

The Clause is wrecked now. What
we are seeking to do is to make some
sense of it, and if hon. Members who
support the Bill so passionately would
bend their heads to it a little more, they
would see that the Amendment of my
right hon. and learned Friend the Mem-
ber for Warwick and Leamington (Sir
J. Hobson) is not only acceptable to
them, but introduces consistency where
at present there is inconsistency.

Mr. Paget rose

Mr. Percival : No, I will not give way.

I hope that I shall be in order if I
advance an argument which has not
been put before. In subsection (3) it
is provided—I paraphrase—that when
Section 70 of the Army Act is applied,
when a person subject to military law
commits the offence of murder overseas
and is tried by court-martial—if he com-
mits it in the United Kingdom, he will
not be tried by court-martial-—he shall
be liable to imprisonment for life. 1In
his case, a sentence of imprisonment for
life is not mandatory, but the court-
martiz! may sentence him to anything up
to an¢ icluding life imprisonment. That
would be the effect of the Amendment
moved by my right hon. and learned
Friend.

11.30 a.m.

The Chairman : Order. We are .o take
that Amendment later. The hon. and
learned Gentleman must apply any refer-
ence that he makes to it to the Amend-
ment under discussion. I have not seen
that yet.

Mr. Percival : One has to lay the basis
for something that one is going to say
later. My purpose in making that point,
which I h e to develop later, is directed
to the fa.. that the hon. Member for
Nelson and Colne has said that he can-
not accept the Amendment because it is
inconsistent with the line that he has
adopted.
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I am asking him and the Committee
to accept that it is not. The Amendment
would introduce consistency into the Bilj,
for the reasons that [ have mentioned.
We would then have the same provision
for punishment for murder committed by
a person under military law as for a per-
son not under military law. I therefore
suggest, both to the hon. Member for
Nelson and Colne, and to the hon. and
learned Member for Northampton, that
they would do well to think about this a
little more.

Mr. Paget: The only thing that [ want
to say is that I do not suggest, and never
have done, that **-s is a wrecking Amend-
meni. The onl, peint that I made was
that it would be possible for there to be
wrecking Amendments on Report. I
never said anything beyond that.

%  Percival: [ think that we must
leave this to our recollections and to to-
morrow’s Hansarp. It is plain that if
the hon. and learned Gentleman did not
mean that, he conveyed that impression
to more than one Member on this side
of the House. I am glad to have it
cleared up, and I take the hon. and
learned Gentleman to mean that if he
said it, it was inadvertence, and he does
not make any such suggestion now.

Perhaps [ might consider the reascns
for filling the gap in the Bill with some-
thing—and the wording suggested by my
right hon. Friend is as good as one could
have for the time being. 1 hope that
I might have the attention of the Home
Secretary. 1 am sure that he will not
mind my saying that it reduces debate
to someihing rather meaningless if one
cannot have the attention of the person
who has made the point with which one
is dealing, or the attention of the person
who is to deal with it.

The Secretary of State for the Home
Department (Sir Frank Seskice) : 1 apolo-
gise to the hon. and learned Gentleman.

Mr. Percival - As my right hon. Friend
the Member { = Ashford (Mr. Deedes)
said, if we leave the gap, a great many
questions arise for consideration as to
what Amendments are or are not in order.
You have ruled on one Amendment, Dr.
King, and whatever happens it will not
be in order to discuss that. That might
be overcome b illing the gap with some
other wording which would keep that
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Mr. Peart: 1 cannot understand the
hon. Gentleman’s reasoning because many
factors which affect, for example, com-
modities such as beef are beyond the
control of the Price Review. In any case
in the Price Review this year we have
encouraged a sensible expansion of the
beef industry.

Mr, Snow : Does my right hon. Friend
consult the President of the Board of
Trade on this matter? Some imports of
butter and cheese come from countries
such as New Zealand and Denmark which
have persistently favourable balances of
trade with us. To that extent, surely
there should be greater encouragement of
-domestic production?

Mr. Yeart: Of course, I consult my
right hon. Friend the President of the
Board of Trade, but we have treaty
obligations and we must bear in mind
our traditional suppliets. Obviously,
I am anxious to increase home pro-
duction. Here again, however, if T had
increased production from the point of
view of getting more milk for manu-
facturing, this would have reduced the
price to the producer here and would
have harmed the small farmer.

Mr, Brewis ; In that case, when imports
of butter and similar products are
increased the price also increases and it
costs the country much more.

Mr. Peart: The prices of butter from
some of our main suppliers have been
going down.

Smallholdings, Noriolk

13. Mr. Fell asked the Minister of Agri-
culture, Fisheries and Food what were
the average net earnings of agricultural
smallholders in Norfolk in the year 1964 ;
what he estimates the average net eamn-
ings will be for 1965; what was the
average size of agricultural smallholdings
in Norfolk in 1964 ; and what is the
estimated figure for 1965.

Mr. Hoy : The average size of Norfolk
County Council’s statutory smaltholdings
was 42 acres for fullstime and 6 acres
for part-time holdings on 3lst March,
1964. The corresponding figures for 31st
March, 1965, were 43 acres and 6 acres
respectively. T have no information about
net earnings on Norfolk smallholdings.
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Mr. Fell: I am grateful to the hon.
Gentleman for that reply. As the Minister,
in the Price Review, did not have to
cope with a strong credit squeeze, what
action is he now taking with regard to
the redit squeeze and the availability
of credit facilities for smallholders and,
indeed, small farmers generally in view
of the bank’s directions? This is very
important. Will he ask the Chancellor
to give a directive specifically excluding
small farmers and smallholders from the
credit squeeze on capital?

Oral Answers

Mer. Hoy : That is a different question.
I was asked what was the average size
of smallholdings in Norfolk compared
with last year. I have given the hon.
Gentleman the figures. We do not have
any inforination about the earnings of
these smallholders; nor do we have the
right to ask them to give us the informa-
tion.

14. Mr. Fell asked the Minister of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food how
many agricultural smallholdings were let
in Norfolk at the end of 1960 : and how
many there were at the latest date for
which figures exist.

Mr, Hoy: At 31st March, 1961, the
Norfolk County Council provided for let-
ting 1,284 statutory smallholdings, of
which 712 were considered to be full-
time. At 31st March, 1965, the com-
para_bIe figures were 1,143 and 657 res-
pectively. I have no accurate information
about the number of small private hold-
ings available for letting in Norfolk.

Mr. Fell : T apologise to the hon. Gen-
tleman for the fact that my supplemen-
lary question to No. 13 was different
from the Question on the Order Paper,
but things happen so quickly with this
Government

Mr. Speaker : Order. So far, the hon.
Gentleman’s present supplementary ques-

tion does not appear to relate to Question
No. 14,

Mr. Fell : T was trying to prepare the
ground, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker : The ground is iz no need
of preparation. We are not making
very good progress.

Mr. Fell: In view of another catas-
trophe which has taken place as
far as the small farmers are concerned,
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economic regulators extended not only
against consumer demand but against
Government demand, which means
Government spending as well.

The Chairman : Order. That would
mean amending this Clause. Tt is too
late for that now.

Mr. Ridsdale: 1 am sorry, Dr. King,
that you are forbidding me to make the
point because I have been too late in
putting down an Amendment

The Chairman : I am sorry, but I hope
the hon. Gentleman does not think that
1 am treating him unfairly. We are
debating the Question, “ That the Clause
stand part of the Bill ™, and all we can
debate on that Question is the Clause
itself.

Mr. Ridsdale: 1 will conclude by
saying that 1 hope the Chancellor will
realise that when my right hon. and
learned Friend the Member for Wirral
introduced the economic regulator he
did so to encourage productive invest-
ment and not the kind of unpreductive
spending which is at present taking place.

4.30 p.m.

Mr. Terence L. Higgins (Worthing):
As has already been pointed out, we
are concerned in this Clause with the
economic regulator which gives the
Chancellor power to vary indirect taxa-
tion plus or minus 10 per cent.

As behoves one speaking {or the first
time in a Committee of this House on the
Finance Bill, T thought that I ought to
do some little research into the debate
which took place on the origina niro-
duction of the regulator by my right hon.
and learned Friend the Member for
Wirral (Mr. Selwyn Lloyd). The object
of the regulator is, of course, to regulate
the balance between the supply of goods
in the economy and the demand for
them.

It was noticeable in the first debate in
1961 that the right hon. Member for
Battersea, North (Mr. Jay), now the
President of the Board of Trade, put
down n Amendment which paid par-
ticular regard to the need (o maintain
full employment in all parts of the
United Kingdom. Indeed, hon. Members
divided the Committee on the suggestion
that this Amendment should be carried
on the grounds that the Clause as it
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stood did not devote sufficient attention
to the need to maintain full employ-
ment.

Commiitee

This is significant, T think, in view of
the fact that the present Prin  Minister
and the present First Secretary, but not,
I should add, the present Chancellor,
divided in favour of this Amendment,
and it is strange that we do not find
a similar Amendment on the Notice
Paper together with the Clawse which is
now before the Committee.

There is a grave damger at present,
in view of the Government’s economic
policies, that we shall find them achiev-
ing what has not been achieved by any
previous Government, namely, rapidly
rising prices and a rise in unemployment
at the same time. We should have grave
doubts about the timing of the substan-
tial measures which the Chancellor has
been introducing since the present
Labour Government came to power. It
is right that we should look with some
question at the proposal to take yet fur-
ther powers or to continue the present
measures with regard to the regulator.

Before I come to one important point
that I want to raise I should like to
mention in the debate in which the regu-
lator was first introduced the right hon.
Member for Battersea, North chided one
Conservative Member for saying that if
a tax had not been increased for 30
years that was a good reason for putting
it up. It woult seem that the present
Government tal the view that if any
tax has been lowered in the last 13 years
that is a good reason for putting it up.

On the whole, the regulator is a good
measure for the reasons advanced by my
right hon. and learned Friend the Mem-
ber for Wirral when he introduced it. In
particular it gives the Governmeni ower
to vary the level of demand and ._pply
during the course of the year and, there-
fore, it gets away from the rigid idea of
an annual Budget or, as seems to be the
case nowadays, a twice-a-year Budget.
This is a good thing. But there is one
main objection to it, and that i< that there
is reason to suppose that the __.e of the
regulator may result in gains or losses
on tax-paid stocks. The regulator
enables the Chancellor to alter the level
of the taxes by 10 per cent. and this
means that people with tax-paid stocks
may make a considerable capital gain or
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T assure the hon. Member for Worthing
{Mr. Higgins) that we had better leave the
aspects he referred to until we get to
the Clauses dealing with the Capital
Gains Tax. The tax involved in this
Clause applies to consumer goods and
people selling them will be chargmg, pre-
sumably, higher prices. It might yield
higher profits which would be there for
the purpose of tax but not, I would
have thought, for Capital Gains Tax. But
perhaps we can return to that later.

5.15 pm.

Mr. Heath: This has been a very
interesting and useful debate in which
hon. Members from both sides of the
Committee have taken part, contributing
valuable views. The Chancellor has given
us some interesting information in
response to the gquestions. We were
inderested to hear that obviously he finds
no great hurry about the Bill. From
his concluding remarks about the trade
deficit, it is obvious that he wants to
provoke this side of the Committee. The
more he does that the longer we are
likely to go on discussing this matter.
Perhaps he will let us know when he
wanis to end these provocative remarks
and then perhaps we can make progress.

Mr. Michael Foot (Ebbw Vale): The
Chancellor gave the facts.

Mr. Heath : The right hon. Gentleman
is allowed to give facts, but so far he
has not given them. He has not referred
to the White Paper of 26th October, pub-
lished by the First Secretary of State—
presumably the Chancellor was allowed
to see it beforehand—which said firmly
and categorically that there was no undue
pressure on tesources calling for action.
That was issued after the Government
had taken power and after they had
examined the situation. Therefore, :
the measures that the Chancellor has had
to take he has taken on his own respon-
sibility, and, as he himself has stated, his
action was far more severe than that
taken by his predecessors.

At the same time, also in the White
Paper, the Government said that they
rejected any return to so-called “stop-
g0 ” economics. Yet the right hon. Gentle-
man admits that the action he has taken
through two Budgets, a 7 per cent. Bank
Rate, two credit squeezes and two letters
to the Bank of England is far more severe
than we have had before.

Finance (No. 2) Bill—

19 MAY 1965

1494

The right hon, Gentleman is perfectly
aware, when he talks of a deficit of £800
million in the calendar year 1964, that
ten months of that year were already
gone when he came to office and that
the deficit which had developed had
alread been handled by my right hon.
Frienc the Member for Barnet (Mr.
Maudling). [Laughter)] Indeed, yes. It
just shows the extraordinary ignorance
of hon. Members opposite of the figures
of the trade deficit that they can laugh
at the fact that ten months of the year
were already past and that that amount of
the deficit had been handled already.

As the White Paper prophesied, and
as the right hon. Gentleman himself
said in his Budget speech, 1965 was
already known fo be a pe d of much
better conditions, as had been forecast
by my right hon. Friend the Member
for Barnet. I do not accept the right
hon. Gentleman’s siatement that what
he has said are the facts. They are
not. I am happy to go on arguing
about that every day on the Committee
stage so long as he insists on introducing
this element into his statements.

My right hon. Friend the Member for
Flint, West (Mr. Birch) asked what was
in the Chancellor’s mind abount the use
of the regulator. The right hon. Gentle-
man was right in saying that greater
flexibility was introduced into the regnla-
tor last year, but it was not quite in
the form he suggested. After a debate
in which the right hon. Gentleman took
part, my right hon. Friend the Member
for Bammet took power to deal with
groups of items and different percentages
for those groups. The right hon. Gentle-
man has not used it so far but has not
really explained why. He has chosen
other  methods—budgetary  methods,
Bank Rate, credit squeeze, letters of
requests to the banks and so om.

The Chancellor has told us that he is
prepared to use it if necessary in future
in order to get stability into the economy.
What was most striking about the few
remarks that he made was his brave fore-
cast of the future. In particular, he said
that money incomes are growing very
fast and that prices are increasing fast.
At the same time he thinks that the
credit squeeze is going to bite. This may
lead, as my hon. Friend the Member
for Worthing (Mr. Higgins) said quite
rightly, to the extraordinary situation in
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Weatherill, Bernard
Webster, David

Whitelaw, William
Williams, Sir Ro!f Dudley (Exeter) Woodnutt, Mark

Mr. Powell: I beg to move Amend-
ment No. 102, in page 3, line 33, to
leave out from the beginning to “and .

The Temporary Chairman : It may be
for the convenience of the Committee if
I say now that it would be in order to
discuss also Amendment No. 104, in
page 3, line 35, leave out “II, III™;

Amendment No. 10, in line 36, at end
insert :

* for vehicles licensed in England and Wales ™.

Amendment No. 12, in line 37, leave
out subsection (2) ;

Amendment No. 13, in page 4, line 15,
leave out “Parts II and” and insert
“Part™; and

Amendment No. 106, in Schedule 5,
page 123, line 19, leave out Parts II
and III.

Mr. Powell: The Amendment raises
one of the major questions in the increase
in the vehicles excise duty. It relates to
the increase of the duty on goods vehicles
of various kinds. There is no doubt
what kind of tax it is which is repre-
sented by this part of the increase in the
excise duty. It is a tax upon the raw
materials and upon the tools of produc-
tion and distribution.

7.15 pm.

Let us recall for a moment what the
magnitude of that imposition is. A sum
of £27 million approximately will be
added to the costs of operating com-
mercial vehicles of various kinds, and
there falls to be added to that about £8
million related to cars operated for com-
mercial purposes. The increase in
vehicle excise duty in itself therefore
increases by about £35 million the annual
production and distribution costs of
industry and commerce. But in consider-
ing this, the Committee has to take it in
conjunction with the effects of the
Chancellor’s Autumn Budget and the
increase in the petrol duty. Of the £100
million approximately which that increase
in petrol duty brought in, it is broadly
agreed that some £60 million will be
attributable to petrol consumed by com-
mercial vehicles of various kinds.
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In total, therefore, taking these two
measures together, the costs of production
and distribution have been increased by
a total of about £95 million by these two
imposts. This faces the Committee with
the question why, having to raise a given
amount of additional revenue—and for
the purpose of discussing this Amend-
ment we start with the hypothesis that
there was a certain quantum of addi-
tional revenue which he decided he had
to obtain in some way or another—the
Chancellor chose to raise this revenue not
in relation to consumption but in relation
to one of the factors of production and
distribution.

It is so surprising, so paradoxical, so
unnatural for a Chancellor to use taxa-
tion to raise the costs of production and
of industry that we are bound to ask
ourselves why he resorted to this measure,
why he was prepared to put this sub-
stantial slab of taxation—£35 million in
this Bill alone—upon the costs of
production and distribution.

In his Budget speech the right hon.
Gentleman, of course, used the standard
argument in these circumstances which is
available to all in need—that it is “ only
a liftle one”. We were told that the
increase represents only between 2 per
cent. and 4 per cent. of the cost per ton-
mile of conveying goods.

This, although it seems at first sight
small, is in itself a substantial addition
to costs when one bears in mind two

things.  First, something like 80 per
cent. to 90 per cent. of all the
goods carried in this country are
carried by road. This additional

cost therefore will fall on the over-
whelming majority of all goods trams-
ported from one place to another in this
country. I am sure that the Chancellor
will agree, and T am sure that it will be
the advice he will receive from the Minis-
ter of Transport, that in no circumstances
would any degree of success which we
hope for British Railways reduce appre-
ciably the proportion of the total national
freight which will continue to go by road.
Therefore this is an impost upon the vast
majority of all freight transport.
Secondly, we have to remember that
this is not just a once-for-all addition to
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the cost of any given product. In the
production of hundreds of thousands of
items transportation enters in not just
once but repeatedly—the transport of the
raw material, the transport of the semi-
finished parts, the transport of the finished
article. Transport is not simply the final,
distributive element in the productive pro-
cess : it is built into production at many
stages throughout our industry. There-
fore, for many goods, this addition will
be cumulative ; it will be an addition
added at successive stages of the process
of production.

The Chancellor of the Exchequer—
again with the object of playing down the
size and importance of this impost—said
that there had not been any change for
about thinty years. He went back to 1933,
the implication being, I suppose, that it
was time we got around to increasing
vehicle excise duties again. - I wholly
repudiate the idea that the fact that a
tax has not been increased for a certain
number of years can in itself be a justi-
fication for increasing it now. It is no
excuse, when one is taxing a factor of
production and increasing the impost upon
it, to say: “ We have not increased the
imposition for some thirty years™. It
really makes the absurdity greater rather
than less. that one should now reach back
a generation in order to haul out one of
the factors of production and crack down
an additional tax upon it.

Finance (No. 2) Bill—

Of course, there is a vast difference
between 1933 and 1965 for road trans-
port. It is true that the vehicle excise
duty is, in terms of money, the same and,
therefore, in real terms, naturally
appreciably less ; but this is not the whole
or the greater part of the taxation which
is levied upon road transport. We have
to take this in conjunction with the in-
crease in fuel duties. The difference
between the fuel duty in 1933 and now is
that on petrol is was 8d. a gallon in that
incredibly remote golden period as
against 3s. 3d. today, and on diesel fuel
it was 1d. a gallon compared with 3s. 3d.
today.

We have to take the whole of taxation
upon road transport together, and, if we
do that, the notion that there has been
no increase in the imposition upon road
transport for a period of years vanishes
into thin air. In fact, this is the second
blow in six months. Let there be no
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nonsense about 1933. This is the next
increase following upon last November.
Thus, there is no substance either in the
Chancellor’s contention that it does not
matter because it is a very little one or in
his contention that it was road transport’s
turn now to have its tax increased because
these duties have not been raised for
over thirty years.

Again, the Committee has to ask: Why
this extraordinary act of picking upon a
productive  process and taxing it
additionally and heavily in this way?

Committee

There seems to be some theory implicit
in what has been said by right hon. Mem-
bers opposite that, perhaps, the users of
the roads for road haulage are somehow
now paying enough. We find this theory
associated with the really separate notion
that one could somehow protect rail
traffic, or even shift goods back on to
the railways, by increasing taxation of
road transport. I shall examine these
two propositions because I suspect that
they are part of the psychology which
explains this taxation. They are fallacies
to which wide currency is given, and it is
important that it be understood that
neither has any substance.

I take the second first, the notion that,
if one taxes road transport, one will pro-
duce a dramatic rearrangement of freight
so that great masses of it will go back
on to the railways. This is a complete
misconception. [Interruption.] Theoreti-
cally, of course, one could tax road trans-
port off the roads altogether, but, with
any conceivably practical level of taxation
of road transport, the amount of freight
which could go back on to the railways
is very small indeed. Those who believe
most strongly in the possibility of de-
veloping the railways for forms of freight
transport for which they are specially
suited have never pretended that more
than a very small percentage of the traffic
now using the roads—I have heard 2 per
cent. mentioned in this context—could
go back on to the railways in the best
case. So it is a pure delusion that by
putting on an extra £30 million or £50
million of taxation on to road transport
one will alter the balance of the situation
as between road and rail. Broadly, what-
ever success we wish for the railways or
secure for the railways, this volume of
traffic will flow by road and will increase
as the years go by.
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[MRr. POWELL.]

We come then to the other leg of the
theory, that in some sense road traffic
is not paying enough, that there is un-
fairness, in that the costs which road
traffic, particularly the transport of goods
by road, and, above all, the transport of
heavy goods by road, imposes upon the
community are not fully made good by
what road traffic pays in terms of taxa-
tion.

Can one make out a case that road
haulage is not paying its whack of the
costs which it causes? The argument
might be advanced—it is the only remain-
ing resort of the Chancellor to defend
what he is doing here—that the cost of
road transport to the public exceeds what
freight transport is paying and that, there-
fore, he is justified in increasing what
road transport pays in taxation. This
view has been fairly clearly implicit in
what has been said from a number of
sources on the benches opposite. I am
glad to see the right hon. Gentleman the
Minister of Transport back with us in
the Chamber. I notice that on 3rd March,
for example, he said:

13

. . Nobody vet knows to what extent a
good deal of road transport in this country is
in fact being subsidised by the general public .
—{OrFiciaL RePorT, 3rd March, 1965 ; Vol
707, c. 1321.]

In other words, no one knows to what
extent the cost to the public of road
haulage exceeds what road haulage pays
into the public by way of taxation.

Next—this was very ominous and it
only shows how one should read the
omens—the President of the Board of
Trade, speaking on the Third Reading of
the Finance Bill last year, said that my
right hon. Friend the Member for
Barnet (Mr. Maudling)

“might at least have had a look at the
vehicle tax on goods’ vehicles . . . which has
not been raised since as long ago as 1933 ”.

That was a suggestive remark, and one
on which his right hon. Friend has now
acted.

i

. . . he could have looked at an example
where we might have achieved some secondary
benefit at the same time, as for instance balan-
cing a little better the costs of goods trans-
port between the railways and the roads”.—
[OFFiciAL REPORT, 3rd July, 1964 ; Vol. 697,
c. 1699.] -

We see the same thought again—Let us
put a bit more on to the costs of road
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transport, on the assumption that they
are not paying their share of the cost
which they impose upon the public by
way of the maintenance and building
of roads and in other respects.

7.30 p.m.

This is a subject on which there is
not a complete absence of at any rate
statistical material or the expression of
opinions. The Committee will recall that
last summer British Rail produced a
report which was put before the Geddes
Committee, then sitting, and which pur-
ported to show that road haulage
vehicles were not paying in tax as much
as the full costs of their track, that is,
of providing and maintaining the roads
in the full sense of the words. But the
Ministry of Transport did not agree with
this and promptly produced its own
figures and evidence which contradicted
British Rail and showed that, on the
contrary, there was and had at all
material times been a big excess of what
is paid in terms of tax by road haulage
and any possible road costs which could
be attributed to road haulage.

These views of the Ministry of Trans-
port were embodied in the evidence
which the Transport Holding Company
subsequently submitted to the Geddes
Committee. The conclusions are so im-
portant that I would like to remind the
Committee of what they were. The
Transport Holding Company said:
“These conditions of surplus ”™—

that is, the excess of tax paid over total
road track costs—

“however calculated, apply to all main cate-
gories of roads and all main categories of
motor transport, including heavy goods vehicles
and buses . . . and substantial surpluses will
continue as far ahead as can be reasonably
foreseen.”

It said that when the figures of the
Railways Board

si

. were adjusted for certain major ques-
tions of fact and approach ...~

the result was

“ that far from heavy goods vehicles
paying only a half of their fair share of
the costs they are in fact”—

and this was before this Bill—
“ paying about double.”
The Company then wisely went on to

dismiss the suggestion that taxation of
road users was necessarily related in
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any precise way to expenditure upon
the roads. It put tha" on one side
and said:

“What the su—-y does conclude, however,

is that no argun ¢ for increasing the present
contributior- of road trapsport can validly
be founde on the theory that the users
are paying less than the real cost of the
roads.” .
We do not yet know at what conclu-
sion the Geddes Committee, to which
these differing views—of the Ministry,
of the Transport Holding Company and
the Railways Board—were submitted,
will eventually arrive. It may be that
the Minister of Transport does not agree
with his own Ministry on this. It may
be that the Chancellor does not agree
with the Minister of Transport. But the
fact is that there is at least a conflict
of evidence, to put it at its lowest, before
the public at the moment, and the Com-
mittee set up to resolve it has not yet
done so—at least so far as is known to
the public.

Yet the Government, in advance of
the report of the Geddes Committee, with
this issue unresolved, with this only
remaining argument which could con-
ceivably justify the Chancellor’s action
unproven, have hurried forward to put
this tax on road transport in addition
to the fuel duty imposed last November.

The whaole proceeding reeks of pre-
judice. This is not the action of people
who are really interested in getting at
the facts and ensuring that the imposi-
tion of taxation is not only related to
established facts, to principles of fair-
ness which are generally agreed, but
also takes into account the undesirability
of taxing the factors of production and
distribution.

This is the action of prejudiced men,
of men who are profoundly prejudiced
against one of the modern forms of
production and distribution. They are
giving way to their innate prejudices
in this piece of legislation. The object
of the Amendment is to extract it or,
if we cannot extract it, then to expose
it and to show it up for what it reaily is.

Finance (No. 2) Bill—

Sir A. V. Harvey: This is a most
extraordinary piece of legislation. In
the 1945-50 Labour Government none of
the three Chancellors of the Exchequer
—JXord Dalton, Sir Stafford Cripps and
Mr. Hugh Gaitskell—did this. T wonder
why. They held views on transport and
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British Railways and created British
Road Services. But they left this one
alone.

I agree with my right hon. Friend the
Memnber for Wolverhampton, South-West
(Mr. Powell) in what he says about this
proposed tax. It is quite extraordinary
to put a 50 per cent. increase on to goods
vehicles when it must be in the Govern-
ment’s own interest to keep the cost of
living down. This means in the long
term and in the short term almost over-
night an effect on the daily lives of
the people.

As my right hon. Friend said, this
involves £27 million on the cost of
operating commercial vehicles in distri-
bution over long distances and £8 m™"“on
on commercial vehicles used by mdu..cy,
both of which must be added to the &d.
increase on fuel tax totalling £60 million.
The grand total reaches £95 million. That
is bound to affect the cost of living. It
has already done so, as we see from the
newspapers today, for there has been
a sharp increase,

These things cannot be blamed on 13
wasted years of Tory rule. They are
the result of the Government’s own
actions. They got themselves into a hope-
less muddle last October and November.
1 remind the Committee that Mr. Patrick
Gordon Walker, when Foreign Secretary,
went to the United States on 27th Octo-
ber, 12 days after polling day and said
that there was no question of raising
Bank Rate. Thus, the Tories can be
absolved from that one. Subsequent
events which have brought about this
legislation are the result of actions which
were the Government’s own fault and
built up in the first place on lack of con-
fidence. They have done it although
the Attlee Government avoided it.

Mr. Cwil Bence
East}: Oh.

Sir A, V. Harvey : The hon. Member
for Dunbartonshire FEast laughs, but
these are not joking matters. There are
four back benchers opposite present,
apart from a Parliamentary Private Secre-
tary. It is disgraceful that so few should
be present when we arc discussing taxa-
tion totalling £95 million, unlike the pre-
vious Clause which dealt with £1 million
on motor cycles. That total of £95
million will affect the cost of living of
every soul in the country.

Commiitee
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Wednesday, 19th May, 1965

AGRICULTURE, FISHER §
AND FOOD

Veterinary Establishments (Standards)

15. Mr. Dudley Smith asked the Minis-
ter of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
whether his Department lays down a
standard for the conduct of veterinary
establisnments used for dogs and cats
in guarantine ; and if regular inspections
of such premises are carried out.

Mr. John Mackie: Yes, the Depart-
ment’s requirements are concernad with
security and with adequate provision for
the health of the animals. All quarantine
kennels are regularly inspected by our
veterinary stafi.

Foeod Prices

26. Mrs. Renée Short asked the Minis-
ter of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
what invesligation he has made into the
gap that exists between food prices paid
to producers and the retail price paid by
the housewife ; and if he will make a
statement.

Mz, Peart : Such investigations are best
made commodity by commodity and
linked with a consideration of possible
reforms in the structure of marketing.
The improvement of the structure of
marketing is one of my main prioriies.
As the House knows, I have proposals
for improving meat marketing which are
now being discussed with the interests
concerned ; and 1 have iastituted an in-
quiry into certain aspects of the struc-
ture of milk distribution.

Bread and fiour prices have, of course,
been referred to the National Board for
Prices and JIncomes.

Fat Caitle (Guaranteed Price)

31. Mr. Ian Gilmour asked the Minis-
ter of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
if he will take steps to assist those beef
producers who will derive no benefit from
the increase of 4s. per live cwt. in the
guaranteed price of fat cattle.

Mr. Hoy : The increase in the gunaran-
teed price for fat cattle will benefit the
industry as a whole. Other changes in
the guarantee arrangements will affect
individual producers differently, depend-
‘ing on the time they sell their cattle

and on the rtelationship between the
market price and the standard price.
These changes are intended to influence
the production and marketing plans of
producers.

Hill Land

34. Mr. Bence asked the Minister of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food if he
will take steps to improve the hill land
of Great Britain, so that food production
may be increased.

Mr. Hoy : As announced in the Annual
Review White Paper we are considering
urgently what more should be done to
make the best use of agricultural re-
sources in the hills, bearing in mind the
economlic, social and other factors in-
volved. We will of course inform the
House when we have firm proposals to
put before them.

Runssian 2and Japanese Trawlers
(Morth Atlantic)

43, Mr., Hecfor Hughes asked the
Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Food if he is aware of the increase in
the Russian and Japanese giant freezer
trawlers which compete with British
trawler fleets in British traditional fishing
grounds, and of the danger of inroads by
them into the supply of fish to British
consumers ; and if he will state his plans
to protect the British fishing industry and
British consumers.

Mr. Hoy: I am aware of the increase
in fishing effort in the international waters
of the North Atlantic. We are play
our full part with the other countries
concerned in the work of the international
commissions responsible for the conserva-
tion of the fish stocks and we are assisting
the continuing modernisation of our fleat
with the object of ensuring adequate sup-
plies for consumers.

Milk

44. Mr. Hastings asked the Minister «of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food wheth.er
he intends to increase the standard qu -
tity of liquid milk as the market expands ;
and whether he expects an expansion
during the current year.
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Zoological Collections
(Animal Imports)

59. Sir B. Janner asked the Minister
of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, what
progress has been made since January,
1961, in making a general standing order
to cover all importations of animals for
recognised zoological collections; and
what was the cost of preparing and pre-
senting to Parliament the Order dated
6th May authorising the landing at Liver-
pool of one Red River hog.

Mr. John Mackie: A standing order
made in 1961 allows the importation of
ruminating animals and swine by the
main zoological societies under suitable
safeguards.

The Red River hog was imported by
the Jersey Zoological Park for quaran-
tine in this country because there are
no suitable quarantine facilities in
Jersey.

The cost of preparing and presenting
the special order was about £10.

Meat Products (Standards)

25. Mr. Park asked the Minister of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food whether
he will introduce standards for meat
products.

Mr. Peart: Yes. I am satisfied after
considering the relevant reports of the
Food Standards Committee that there is
a real need to protect the consumer by
prescribing standards governing the
composition and labelling of meat pro-
ducts. Regulations on meat paste are in
existence which are now being reviewed
by the Committee, and I am hoping
shortly to receive proposals for bringing
them up to date. So far no regulations
have been made implementing the Com-
mittee’s recommendations on sausages,
canned meat and meat pies, and I have
today issued proposals for regulations to
cover these and other meat products. My
intention is that the proposals, which
would be made jointly with my right
hon. Friend the Minister of Health, would
prescribe compositional standards and
labelling requirements for canned meat,
meat pies, sausages and other meat pro-
ducts. Similar proposals for regulations
will be issued by my right hon. Friend
the Secretary of State for Scotland and
the Minister of Health and Social Ser-
vices for Northern Ireland.
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In accordance with the provisions of
the Food and Drugs Act, 1955, the pro-
posals are being circulated for comments
from interested parties. But I regard it
as important that the regulations should
be made as soon as possible and I shall
do everything I can to this end.

Written Answers

Toxic Chemicals

Mzx. Farr asked the Minister of Agricul-
ture, Fisheries and Food if he will now
announce his decision on the future con-
trol of poisonous chemicals used in agri-
culture and horticulture.

Mr. Hoy: No. The Advisory Com-
mittee on Pesticides and Other Toxic
Chemicals has not yet completed its re-
view of the present arrangements for the
safe use of pesticides in agriculture and
food storage.

Water Resources Act, 1963

Sir M. Redmayne asked the Minister of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food whether
he is aware that there is misunderstanding
about the Water Resources Act, 1963,
and the licensing provisions contained in
it, with particular reference to the Spray
Irrigation (Definition) Order, 1965 ; and
if he will circulate to farmers a simple
explanatory note giving guidance as to
how and by whom applications for licence
should be made.

Mr. Peart: I was not aware of any
misunderstanding, but I appreciate the
complexity of this subject. If in doubt
on the need to apply for a licence, farmers
can obtain advice from river authorities,
the National Farmers’ Union or the
Ministry’s Divisional Offices. But a safe
rule is, if in doubt, apply for a licence—
and do so before 1st July. My right hon.
Friend the Minister of Housing and Local
Government is arranging publicity about
applications for licences. I do not think
I would be justified in going beyond this
by circularising farmers individually.

Foreign Agricultural Products

Mr. Jackson asked the Minister of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food what is
his estimate of the extent to which the
entry of foreign agricultural products on
a competitive basis helps to keep the
cost of living steady.

Mr. Peart: I regret that it is not pos-
sible to provide such an estimate. But









































