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It was only a few years ago that British politics was regarded by many in the UK as having 
become stale and uneventful.  My word, how things have changed since then.  

In the last three years, the political Geiger counter has been anything but stable.  
Because since 2014, Britain has experienced two referendums - the Scottish one and 
the European Union one - a general election and the coming to power of a new leader.  
And that trend shows no signs of abating as the Scottish Parliament voted, earlier on 
this year, for a second independence referendum for Scotland, while Brexit is set to be 
a long-drawn-out affair.  Furthermore, if that was not enough, this April, Prime Minister 
Theresa May announced a snap general election on June 8! The words unpredictability 
and uncertainty have been given a new meaning by UK politics.  

With polling day rapidly approaching, Politics First has asked Patrick McLoughlin, 
Jeremy Corbyn, Angus Robertson and Tim Farron to set out their respective cases for 
why the British electorate should vote for them on June 8, in what is the Spotlight of 
this edition.  

It is with great pleasure that I can announce that Lord Rowan Williams, the former 
Archbishop of Canterbury, gives us an exclusive interview on the major problems facing 
the world today and how Christianity has a significant role to play in bringing about peace 
and stability to the planet we inhabit.

In the Corridors section, Rebecca Long-Bailey sets out Labour’s Industrial Strategy, 
while Lord John Selborne discusses the measures necessary to stimulate growth for the 
UK economy in a post-Brexit world.  James Gray makes the case for Britain’s defence 
budget, and Kate Osamor says how a Labour Government will regenerate towns and 
cities across Britain.

As always, that is just a snippet of some of the articles in this edition.  

Whoever wins on June 8, one thing is clear: the ongoing political and economic 
uncertainty in the UK is certain to continue – and continue indefinitely.  

I look forward to seeing you again in the next Parliament.

Dr Marcus Papadopoulos,
Publisher and Editor of Politics First

Be first to get Politics First with guaranteed delivery on the day of publication. Why not treat a friend with a gift 
subscription to keep them up-to-date with key issues of the day. 
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Lord Rowan Williams, former Archbishop 
of Canterbury, discusses with Marcus 
Papadopoulos the problems in the world today 

and explains how these can be remedied 

Lord  
Rowan 

Williams

Healing the world’s ills 

A day does not go past without the world being 
reminded of the plague of problems, in many cases 
deadly, confronting humanity, the environment 
and the animal kingdom.  From terrorism to war 
to climate change to organised crime, the world is 
becoming increasingly ill, with no end in sight and 
no cure in sight to this grave situation.  

Whilst it would be unfair and also misleading 
to say that the governments and religions of the 
world are not taking the threats to the security and 
wellbeing of the planet seriously, self-interest 
appears to be prevailing over collective interest, 
and the terribly dangerous mindset of “them and 
us”, which has, throughout human existence, 
been the catalyst for grievous suffering, is not just 
enduring but also intensifying.  

Despite the terribly problematic nature of the 
challenges in the world, it is not as if humans have 
not faced perils before.  Indeed, it was only 72 years 
ago that the most horrific and potent force to have 
confronted humanity, Nazism, was defeated.  And 
there is always hope that the current predicaments 
can be resolved.  Moreover, in the context of this 
exclusive interview, there is always faith – faith to 
confront and remedy perilous problems.

Lord Rowan Williams, the former Archbishop of 
Canterbury, is a revered man in Britain and across 
the world.  Revered not just for his high intelligence 
but, arguably more importantly, for his bold and 
progressive views and his steadfast commitment 
to uncovering the roots to problems and not 
being deterred or intimidated from putting forward 
alternative solutions.  Furthermore, Lord Williams’ 
compassion for people and for the planet we live 
on is exemplary and should be emulated by people 
from all walks of life.  

It is a great privilege for Politics First to have the 
views of the esteemed Lord Williams expressed 
here in this edition.  

In this exclusive interview, Lord Williams 
identifies and elaborates on the global challenges, 
and discusses how Christianity can help to 
alleviate these.
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Q.  Is the world in a healthy state today? 

A.  Not particularly, in my view.  Given that there are no golden 
ages, it is not necessarily spectacularly worse than some past 
periods, but we need to be honest about the specific threats 
of our time. 

Q.  Can you cite the main challenges.

A.  The challenges are numerous and major.

Firstly, cynicism about political leadership and 
‘establishment’ politics, leading to a fascination with extreme, 
populist or, otherwise, out-of-the-mould figures (Donald 
Trump and Marine Le Pen, for example), or an investment in 
non-parliamentary activism with vaguely defined goals (for 
instance, Occupy).  We need to recover some confidence in 
‘routine’ politics, a better valuation of prosaic civil service 
virtues, lower expectations of individual leaders and a 
robust local and communal capacity for effective political 
organisation. And also, a capacity for a politically critical and 
argumentative culture that is not cynical about the very idea of 
public service.

Secondly, environmental change.  Even those who are 
obstinately sceptical about the human contribution to that (I am 
not one of them) have to recognise that the climate is changing 
and that this impacts threateningly on food production and the 
habitability of land – desertification in parts of Africa and rising 
water in Bangladesh and the Pacific, for example.  

Thirdly, the utterly unresolved problems of the Middle East - 
not only Israel and Palestine, but the general unchallengeability 
of Saudi Arabia as a Western ‘ally’ because of oil supplies 
and the steady homogenisation of the Arab world in a Salafist 
direction, overturning a history of diversity within Islam and 
between Islam and other faiths.

Fourthly, increasing functionalising of education in 
developed societies; the loss of a commitment to (in the widest 
sense) education as a civilising process (producing both 
literacy in the story and resources of a culture), and capacity to 
address intelligent questions to governing systems.

And fifthly, short-termism and nationalist narrowness - the 
failure to see human interests as radically interlinked so that 
the neighbour’s security is inseparable from mine.  At worst, 
the reduction of international politics to a new version of the 
Cold War        

Q.  What role can Christianity play in alleviating the 
problems?

A.  The Christian vision of the world is one which has, at its 
centre, the model of mutuality, mutual responsibility and the 
call to nurture and empower the neighbour, fully expressed 
in the Christian community as ‘one Body’ (an interdependent 
organism).  It also insists on the non-negotiable dignity 
of every person, including those who do not make ‘useful’ 
contributions to the economy.  Human dignity does not have to 
be earned; it is given by infinite love, and this is what we must 
seek to reflect.  
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Born on 14 June, 
1950, in Swansea;

Studied theology 
at Christ’s College, 
Cambridge, and 

then graduated from 
Wadham College with 

a PhD;

Lectured at the 
College of the 
Resurrection;

In 1978, ordained  
as a priest;

From 1992 - 2002, 
Bishop of Monmouth;

From 2000 - 2002, 
Archbishop of Wales;

And from 2002 - 
2012, Archbishop of 

Canterbury;

Since 2013, Master  
of Magdalene.  

Lord
ROWAN 

WILLIAMS

Christianity also says that failure is both real and remediable; we do genuinely 
sin, that is, we injure ourselves by selfish and cruel acts, and we can genuinely 
be forgiven and restored to relationship.  In a culture that is, in various ways, both 
permissive and unforgiving, those commitments are of the greatest importance.  
There is no magic formula for how people can be persuaded of such things, but 
the Christian churches must go on seeking ways of telling the stories of how actual 
lives are changed by such beliefs, pointing to healing communities and individuals 
(the L’Arche communities for the disabled, the witness of a Desmond Tutu or Mother 
Teresa and all their anonymous local equivalents in food banks and co-operatives 
and care-sharing schemes, as well as the lives of contemplation and dedication 
shown in traditional monastic life).

Q.  Finally, are churches in the world, of all denominations, doing enough to 
promote global peace and stability?

A.  Often as much as they can do in a hostile or sceptical environment.  But we must 
all work harder at looking for the vehicles that can carry the stories. And that also 
means looking at how we most effectively press the case for a different approach 
to education.  This is not about demanding confessional education, but about 
rethinking the role of imagination and personal formation in schools and colleges.
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Did Theresa May take a big gamble by 
calling a snap election on June 8? Or 
would not having an election have been a 
bigger gamble?

Her critics claim the Prime Minister is 
risk-averse and leaves nothing to chance. 
That’s why she won’t debate head-to-head 
with Jeremy Corbyn on TV, they argue.

But she did agree to take part in a Sky 
News-Channel 4 election programme 
and a Question Time-style show on the 
BBC, taking questions from a live studio 
audience in both. And, eventually, after 
accusations of only speaking to invited 
audiences of Tory activists in the early part 
of the campaign, she has been out and 
about and met some real voters.

It hasn’t always been a happy 
experience. In Abingdon, an angry and 
distressed voter, Cathy Mohan, pleaded 
with the PM about cuts in disability 
payments, always a sensitive subject for a 
politician campaigning for votes.

The opinion polls suggest a hefty Tory 
majority on June 8, but the local elections 
on May 4 suggested differently. While the 
opinion polls consistently put Conservative 
support at well over 40 per cent, on May 4 
they polled only about 38 per cent.

On the basis of the local election results, 
our Sky News elections analyst Professor 
Michael Thrasher predicted a Tory general 
election majority of only 48 seats. If that 
happens on June 8, the PM’s critics will 
say her gamble has failed. 

The PM wouldn’t have thanked him for 
it, but her predecessor David Cameron 
let the cat out of the bag about why she 
changed her mind and decided to go to the 
polls on June 8.

 “It’s so important,” he said, “that the 
Conservatives win and win well, so Theresa 

can negotiate that Brexit deal, so she can 
stand up to people who want an extreme 
Brexit either here or in Brussels.”

Who could he have meant? It’s obvious: 
the Bill Cashes, John Redwoods and other 
Brexit hardliners on the Tory Right who’d 
give her grief if she only had a small majority 
in the House of Commons.

When Cameron’s comments were put to 
her by Nick Ferrari on LBC, she said: “The 
reason I called the election was because I 
think we need the security, the stability for 
five years of greater certainty that can take 
us through Brexit and beyond.”

And by “five years of greater certainty” 
what she really meant was five years 
with a decent Commons majority so 
she wouldn’t have to worry about every 
important Commons vote on Brexit being 
on a knife-edge.

So not calling an election would have 
been the bigger gamble.

But Theresa May isn’t the only party 
leader taking no chances in this election. 
Like the PM, Jeremy Corbyn is no gambler. 

At times we’ve been left wondering 
which election campaign the Labour leader 
is fighting. Is it the general election? Or the 
Labour leadership election that will follow a 
disastrous result for his party on June 8?

It’s claimed that, rather than visit 
marginal constituencies or target seats, 
Mr Corbyn is going to places with large 
number of Momentum members, to 
boost his prospects if he does face a 
leadership challenge.

Another area where both party leaders 
have left nothing to chance is candidate 
selection. Theresa May wants loyalists in 
safe Tory seats, while the Labour leader 
wants left-wing Corbynistas selected.

So, for example, arch Euro-sceptic Daniel 
Hannan, an MEP since 1999, was blocked 
by No. 10 from standing in Aldershot – where 
local Tories wanted him to succeed the veteran 
right-winger Sir Gerald Howarth – because he’s 
regarded as a troublemaker.

However, another MEP, Remain supporter 
Vicky Ford, was selected to take over from 
former minister Sir Simon Burns in Chelmsford, 
where she will defend his 18,000 majority.

Jeremy Corbyn, not surprisingly, wanted 
his left-wing cronies selected in safe Labour 
seats, but wasn’t very successful. His 
political secretary, “Red Katy” Clark, failed 
to be selected in Andy Burnham’s former 
constituency of Leigh, after a backlash 
among local Labour activists.

However, Dan Carden, who works for 
Mr Corbyn’s chief union cheerleader, Unite 
general secretary Len McCluskey, was selected 
as Labour’s candidate for Liverpool Walton, 
formerly held by former Corbyn aide and new 
Merseyside mayor Steve Rotheram.

Then came claims that Momentum had 
been diverting campaigners away from the 
marginal seats of some of the Labour leader’s 
most vocal critics, including Wes Streeting 
and Neil Coyle, who are both defending 
highly marginal seats in London.

Of course, party leaders wanting loyalists 
selected in safe seats is nothing new. Tony 
Blair did it. David Cameron did it. So we 
shouldn’t be surprised. Or shocked.

The polls suggest that by not gambling 
on soldiering on until 2020, Theresa May 
will emerge as the big winner on the 
morning of June 9.

And Jeremy Corbyn will hope that by not 
gambling on going after Tory marginals but 
shoring up his core vote instead, he’ll stand a 
better chance of continuing as Labour leader 
after the election. 

Is June a gamble 
for May?

JON CRAIG
Eye in the Sky
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Dear Minister,

As you assimilate your new brief, the good news is that growth in quality 
apprenticeships rightfully commands cross-party support.  A post-Brexit 
Britain has to train more of its own, so this source of goodwill could prove 
useful.  The Association of Employment and Learning Providers (AELP) wants 
to help the government ensure that we have a long-term sustainable offer of 
apprenticeships across all sectors, in all regions and at all levels.

Your challenge is to take forward four years of rather chequered apprenticeship 
reform and implementation, which has regularly piqued the interest of 
Commons select committees, the NAO and others.  Too often the reform 
process has ignored the cardinal rule of policymaking which is that it should 
be evidence based.  In this case, we mean reforms which work for employers 
and apprentices.  More recently, there has been an over-ambitious tendency to 
try and introduce too many of the reforms at the same time and to ignore those 
who understand the consequences on the ground.  

AELP represents experienced and expert training providers who deliver three 
out of every four apprenticeships and we offer you the following scorecard on 
where we are at with the reforms:

Apprenticeship Levy / Large levy employers – Overall: good – demand led 
system, £2.5bn of funding, driven large company engagement, amazing new 
opportunities particularly at higher and degree level, additional government 
funding support when levy is used up. 

Non Levy / SME employers – Overall: bad – government funding agency 
contracts distorting market, not enough funding, scraps from the levy for 
SMEs with no certainty – needs a £1bn annual budget commitment  to provide 
stability and commitment -  prime providers and colleges being starved of 
funds, high quality long-term subcontractors being terminated, irreparable 
damage especially to specialist provision, regional and sector gaps in provision 
with loss to social mobility and productivity, non-levy companies needing to go 
onto The Apprenticeship System from now as they take on apprentices, funding 
for 16 to 18 year olds not good enough.

Institute for Apprenticeships, Standards and End Point Assessment 
– Overall: good, bad and ugly – It is in all our interests, especially employers 
and learners, to work closely with the Institute for Apprenticeships (IFA) to 
ensure that everything to do with programme quality is excellent as soon as 
possible, and with the appropriate funding.  But the IFA must stop making 
new apprenticeship standards available for delivery until the end point 
assessment is in place and not just the organisation who may deliver it.

Your predecessors deserve credit for recognising that level 2 apprenticeships 
provide a vital starting point for many learners to get on the ladder of opportunity 
valued by many employers as often their main form of training.  The social 
mobility agenda demands that there should be no departure from this policy.

If you get a grip on the reform issues, employers and young people can look 
forward to befitting from quality apprenticeships up to and including level 7, 
backed by good assessment and a single inspection framework.

But above all, please sort out the funding for SMEs’ apprenticeships.  Otherwise 
‘apprenticeship deserts’ will appear across the country in the very communities 
that need them most just when we are exiting the EU.

Yours sincerely,
Mark Dawe, Chief Executive
E: markdawe@aelp.org.uk 

Association of Employment and Learning Providers, 9 Apex Court, Bradley Stoke, Bristol BS32 4JT 
T: 0117 986 5389  W: www.aelp.org.uk  Twitter: @AELPUK

LETTER TO THE NEW SKILLS 
MINISTER ON APPRENTICESHIPS

ADVERTORIAL
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The next five years will be the most challenging that Britain has faced 
in recent memory.

Our future prosperity, our place in the world, our standard of living, 
all depend on getting the next five years right.

Just 11 days after Election day, the European Union have said that 
they want to begin Brexit negotiations with Britain, and the person in 
that negotiating chair with responsibility for our country’s future will 
either be Theresa May or Jeremy Corbyn.

The person in that chair is so important because getting those 
negotiations right is central to everything. They need to be up to the 
job and ready to start from day one.

Get Brexit wrong and we get everything else wrong. From looking 
after our elderly to educating our children to the vital public services 
we all rely on – everything depends on getting Brexit right.

Now more than ever Britain needs strong and stable leadership to 
take advantage of the opportunities which Brexit brings and control 
our borders, our laws – and to protect our national security. The only 
person who can do that is Theresa May. 

Theresa May and her Conservative team have a plan for Brexit and 
the ability to deliver. And she needs every vote from every part of the 
country to give her the best hand at those negotiations, just 11 days 
after you vote.

With a strong hand in Brexit negotiations, Theresa May can 
guarantee our economic security and deliver her plan for a stronger 
Britain, that will secure the best deal from Brexit to control our laws, 
borders and money. That will be an outward looking deal that will strike 
new trade deals for our goods and services with new friends and old 
partners around the world.

It will be the right deal for business, backing those who want to 
work hard, by helping businesses create more and better-paid jobs – 
with new rights and protections for workers.

And crucially, at a time when the threat posed by those who wish 
to do us harm and attack our way of life has never felt more close 
to home, Theresa May’s plan will protect our national security and 
defences by fighting terrorism and taking effective action against 
extremists.

It is vital that we give Theresa May the strongest possible hand in 
the Brexit negotiations, to deliver her plan for a stronger Britain for you 
and your family.

This vote is crucial. In the days of shock election results, Jeremy 
Corbyn really could become Prime Minister – and the polls are 
tightening. No one can be sure who will win. And with so much at 
stake, we cannot risk it.

A loss of just six seats and Theresa May’s Government loses its 
majority. It would mean Jeremy Corbyn imposed as Prime Minister, 
propped up by the Scottish National Party and minor parties calling the 
shots on Brexit and tax rises in return for their support

And Jeremy Corbyn simply is not equipped to negotiate Brexit, keep 
our economy strong or our nation secure. Three-quarters of Labour 
MPs do not think Jeremy Corbyn is up to the job of leading Labour, let 
alone leading the country. If you do not want Jeremy Corbyn to be the 
prime minister of this country and if you do not believe he is equipped 
to  negotiate Brexit, keep our economy strong or our nation secure, 
then there is no safe way to vote Labour – wherever you live.

We have a plan to get the best deal from Brexit, but need every 
vote to strengthen Theresa May’s and the UK’s negotiating position. 
Our Labour, Liberal Democrat and SNP opponents are already seeking 
to disrupt our negotiations. That is in addition to the 27 European 
countries lining up to oppose us. 

Vote for Theresa May and her local Conservative candidate in your 
area to help us secure the best deal to strengthen our economy, and 
helps us get on with the job of making life in the UK even better.

Patrick McLoughlin
Chairman of the Conservative Party and Conservative Party Parliamentary Candidate for Derbyshire Dales

The Conservatives will give Britain strong and stable 
leadership at what is a crucial time for our country
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You have a clear choice at this General Election. A choice between a 
Labour Party for the many and a Conservative Party for the few.

A choice between a Conservative Party that will continue to cut 
taxes for the rich and big business, while cutting budgets for schools, 
hospitals and the police, and a Labour Party that will build a fairer Britain 
and give our public services the resources they need.

The Conservatives have held people back for too long. They have 
held back young people, tripling university tuition fees and saddling 
graduates with tens of thousands of pounds of debt.

They have held back families, making them £1,400 a year worse off 
and allowing rip-off utility companies to hike prices while siphoning off 
billions of pounds into shareholders’ pockets.

Now they plan to hold back older people who, instead of enjoying a 
well-earned retirement, are left wondering how they will pay for social 
care if they or their partner need it, how their incomes will be protected if 
the triple lock on pensions is removed, or how they will heat their home 
if their winter fuel allowance is cut.

Older people have paid into the system for years. We should value the 
contributions they have made to our society and thank them by ensuring 
they have dignity and comfort in their later years, not worry and stress.

By pitching the generations against one another, the Tories want to 
foster division and suspicion. Labour will bring people together for a 
fair deal for young people, a fair deal for pensioners, for a fairer Britain.

We do not believe the success of one generation, or one group of 
people, should come at the expense of another. That does not strengthen 
our society; it makes us weaker. It is not Labour’s way; we will do things 
differently.

Instead of forcing students to pay through the nose for their education 
and making pensioners pay for their care with their homes, Labour will 
ask the big corporations and the richest 5 per cent to pay a little bit more.

We will ensure work pays and reverse the decline in living standards 
by raising the minimum wage to £10 an hour, the level of the living 
wage. It has always struck me as outrageous that, given the living wage 
is judged to be the lowest amount you need to get by, that people are 
still paid less.

To tackle the housing crisis that the Conservatives have presided over 
for the last seven years, we have pledged to build one million homes 
over the next five years, making more of them genuinely affordable and 
for social rent. We will give tenants new rights and consumer protection 
and enforce minimum standards to rein in rogue landlords.

The tragic events in Manchester are a stark reminder of the importance 
of protecting the frontline. The heroes in our emergency services have 
faced years of cuts. Theresa May accused police of “scaremongering” 
when they warned about the consequences of budget cuts just a few 
years ago.

Labour will put 10,000 more police officers in our communities, we 
will recruit 3,000 more firefighters, 3,000 more prison officers, 1,000 
more security and intelligence agency staff and employ 500 more 
guards at our borders.

Our commitment to ensure the safety of our communities, with 
proper resources, is matched by a commitment to upholding individual 
rights and civil liberties, and promoting community relations and 
community cohesion. The Britain I love is the Britain we saw in the spirit 
of Manchester in the wake of that vile terrorist attack.

The Tories have spent the past seven years cutting taxes for the rich 
and big business while cutting services for the rest. Labour will build a 
fairer Britain, based on an economy that puts people and jobs first. A 
Britain for the many, not the few.

Jeremy Corbyn
Leader of the Opposition and Labour Party Parliamentary Candidate for Islington North

Labour will build a strong  
and fairer Britain
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This General Election is about what kind of country we want to be - and 
the choices could not be more stark.

Inevitably, this is the Brexit election for Scotland, which voted by 
a very substantial majority to remain. At the moment, the progress on 
Brexit is not very inspiring. In fact, it is chilling to hear the Tories say 
that no deal is better than a bad deal. No deal would be a disaster for 
the UK and for Scotland.

What the Scottish National Party are saying, quite clearly, is that 
now, more than ever, it is vital we have strong SNP voices standing up 
for Scotland and to stop the Tories from having a free hand. 

Take the issue of pensions that has come into sharp focus, with 
changes that have been completely unfair to hundreds of thousands of 
women born in the 1950s and with the refusal by the Tories to commit 
to the triple lock on pensions. 

I, myself, have challenged the Prime Minister directly on those 
issues on many occasions, and now we see the Tories hitting 
pensioners hard with their manifesto proposals, as feared. SNP MPs 
will continue to fight for pension fairness after June 8th. Pensioner 
poverty is on the rise across the UK, and the last thing we need are 
more Tory attacks on pensions. 

Only the SNP are providing serious opposition on those issues. At 
Westminster, Labour are an utter shambles and may even be plunged 
into a full party split if the polls are to be believed, as they are heading 
for their worst result since the 1930s. 

An effective opposition at Westminster is absolutely vital for the 
people of Scotland. We have seen the kind of damage and deep 
wounds inflicted on communities and families by the Tories when they 
have an unfettered majority. The SNP will always put the people of 
Scotland first.

We all know the Tories have done more to divide society, create 
instability and destroy opportunities for young people than any other 
government in living memory – and now they are asking people to vote 

for them to fix the problems which they, themselves, have created.

The fact is that any Tory MPs elected in Scotland at this election 
will put Theresa May’s extreme Brexit before the very jobs in Scotland 
that they should actually be protecting.

By contrast, the SNP will stand up to Tory threats on jobs, our 
economy and funding for our public services, and every vote for the 
SNP will strengthen Nicola Sturgeon’s hand to ensure that Scotland 
has a seat at the Brexit table. A hard Brexit or a no deal Brexit will 
mean that we will all be poorer. The Tories have shown that they do not 
care about European Union nationals resident in the UK; they do not 
care about manufacturing and exporting industries; and they do not 
care about vital research being carried out at academic institutions. 
All they care about is mopping up every last UKIP vote by pandering 
to that vote.            

Worse for Scotland is that the Tories at Westminster have shown 
they will have no regard for Scottish jobs and industries without the 
SNP at the negotiating table and putting on the pressure. Every vote for 
the SNP makes it more imperative that the SNP Scottish Government 
have a say in that process.

In the crucial years ahead, the SNP will continue working hard for 
the people of Scotland and we will never allow Scotland’s voice to be 
silenced. 

Now more than ever, it is vital that we have strong SNP voices 
standing up for Scotland at Westminster.

Angus Robertson
Scottish National Party Westminster Leader and SNP Parliamentary Candidate for Moray

The SNP will never allow Scotland’s voice  
to be silenced 
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I agree with Theresa May – on one thing at least.  She is right to declare, 
on the opening page of the Conservative manifesto, that “Brexit will 
define us: our place in the world, our economic security and our 
future prosperity.” But she is wrong to suggest that Britain’s national 
interests will best be served by a hard break with our neighbours across 
the English Channel, which is likely to inflict severe damage on our 
economy and our security.

Liberal Democrats are patriots, but we are also internationalists.  We 
recognise that it is in Britain’s long-term national interest to cooperate 
closely with our neighbours.  We reject the nostalgic idea that the UK 
can somehow go back to sovereignty and global power, which rested 
upon an empire that denied sovereignty to many millions in our colonies 
across the world.  The Conservative manifesto, itself, admits that “there 
is increasingly little distinction between domestic and international 
affairs in matters of migration, national security and the economy.”  A 
bad-tempered breakdown in negotiations that leaves Britain outside the 
wide range of multilateral networks that link our government to other 
European countries would be disastrous.  Britain would be poorer, less 
secure, and a marginal player in global politics.

Theresa May has attempted to define this general election also in 
presidential terms - as a choice between two leaders alone.  She asks 
voters to trust her, as a strong leader; and she tells us that she has a plan, 
but without explaining what it is.  But the UK is a parliamentary system, 
in which Cabinet government is moderated by parliamentary opposition 
and challenge.  A larger group of Liberal Democrats in Parliament 
will provide an effective challenge to a government that, in reality, is 
deeply divided, between the hard Europhobe right and the moderate 
pragmatists.  The ‘nasty party’ has not gone away; it will be sitting 
on the back-benches, ready to make life difficult for a Conservative 
leadership that puts the national interest above their prejudices.  

Many on the right are also radical free market economists, dismissive 
of the complexities of modern business in manufacturing and services.  
Liberal Democrats appreciate the need for well-regulated markets, and 
for intelligent government policies that assist companies to develop 

and prosper.  Investment in education and training is key to future 
growth.  The current squeeze on school budgets will make it harder to 
overcome Britain’s productivity problems; young people need higher 
mathematical and literacy skills to succeed in our changing economy. 
If we fail to invest in our young people, the country will continue to 
depend on skilled and semi-skilled immigration, whatever promises 
are made about reducing its scale.

It would be wonderful if the burden of taxation could be lessened.  
But we have invested too little, for too long, in our national infrastructure, 
as well as in our rising generation, and we face the long-term challenge 
of an ageing population and a revolution in healthcare.   The National 
Health Service is one of the most efficient in the world in terms of 
services provided at limited cost.  But Britain continues to spend much 
less than the Netherlands or Germany, for example, on health and social 
services, and the strain on the system is acute.  Liberal Democrats 
are proposing an additional penny on income tax to support the NHS, 
while also supporting integration of health provision and social care, 
and more active public health policies to improve the health of the next 
generation.

Britain is a deeply divided country.  The economy of England is 
dominated by London and the south-east, while northern towns and 
coastal communities struggle.  There is deep disillusion with our 
political and economic elites among the wider population – likely to 
be reflected in low voter turnout in this election.  It is not impossible 
that a badly-managed Brexit could lead, in time, to the separation of 
Scotland and Northern Ireland.  No single party – let alone a single 
leader, with a divided party behind her – can reunite our country.  
Liberal Democrats, the political alternative to Labour in many northern 
cities and to the Conservatives across many southern counties, can 
help to bring the country back together, making the case for reasoned 
debate and cooperation within our own, often over-partisan, politics, 
free of the nostalgia for the industrial and imperial age which still grip 
the Conservatives and Labour.  

Tim Farron
Leader of the Liberal Democrats and Liberal Democrat Parliamentary Candidate for Westmorland and Lonsdale
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In particular, he highlighted three 
important aspects to this change: the 
substitution of mechanical devices for 
human skills; the use of inanimate power 
rather than that of human or animal; and 
improvements in the getting and working of 
materials. But, rather than the one-off and 
infrequent technological innovations of the 
past, technological change was sustained. 
Indeed, it continues to this day. 

The technological change has allowed 
productivity and thus living standards to 
increase across vast regions of the earth over 
the last 200 years. The Industrial Revolution 
has transformed, and continues to transform, 
our world.

Some, including Landes, have regarded 
the technology as coming in clusters, to 
which the terms first, second, third and, 
perhaps, fourth industrial revolution have 
been attached. Each new wave of technologies 
would filter through the economic system 
bringing about improvements in productivity.

The first of those technological changes, 
however, has its origins in late eighteenth 
century Britain. It was there, in factories such 
as Albion Mill, in Southwark, that Boulton and 
Watt, in 1784, invested in the first large scale 
steam-powered factory, and in Arkwright’s 
Mill, in Cromford, that the famous waterframe 
was installed in the 1770s.

The dramatic changes taking place 
were not lost on contemporaries. Patrick 

Colquhoun in 1815 remarked that: “It is 
impossible to contemplate the progress of 
manufactures in Great Britain within the last 
thirty years without wonder and astonishment. 
Its rapidity…exceeds all credibility. The 
improvement of steam engines…the woolen 
and cotton manufactories by ingenious 
machinery, invigorated by capital and skill, 
are beyond all calculation.”

If the Industrial Revolution is the process of 
continuous technological improvement, how 
will Britain’s exit from the European Union 
affect it? Whilst the process of continuous 
technological change is unlikely to stop, it 
may well be hampered by a mishandling of 
Brexit.

Firstly, Brexit throws up risks to investors 
and threatens investment. Investment is the 
way in which new technology is put into our 
economy. 

As such, it is of vital importance to 
technological change that productivity 
increases. Investment in R&D is also the way 
in which new technologies are invented in the 
first place. Britain’s record on investment is 
already poor in relation to our counterparts. 
In 2015, as a proportion of GDP, we invested 
about 17.6 per cent compared to 19.2 
per cent in Germany, 20.3 per cent in the 
United States and 22.3 per cent in France. 
We should not compound that further so we 
urgently require an industrial strategy which 
seeks to encourage capital formation.

Secondly, a bad Brexit threatens trade. 
We need to ensure that we reach a trade deal 
with the EU which is tariff and impediment 
free. Access to the EU market is vital for the 
state of our economy and industry, as the EU 
provides a hugely important export market for 
goods and services. Furthermore, modern 
supply chains often criss-cross borders. 
UK regions outside of London are anything 
from 50 per cent to 100 per cent more 
dependent upon EU trade than with London. 
A bad Brexit thus undermines the industries 
of the very regions, the North and Midlands, 
which witnessed the birth of the Industrial 
Revolution.

It is absolutely imperative to reach a 
good trade deal and develop an industrial 
strategy which helps support investment. 
Labour’s six Brexit tests are intended to act 
as a bench mark to ensure just that, and 
Labour’s industrial strategy will tackle the 
barriers that private and public investors face 
in championing and growing great British 
industries. 

That is why we intend to ensure real 
collaboration between private investment 
and capital expenditure and why we hope to 
encourage private investment through our 
national investment bank.

In that way, we can ensure Britain’s role at 
the forefront of the Industrial Revolution is not 
just a historic one.
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Labour’s industrial strategy will  
ensure the UK’s role at the forefront  
of the Industrial Revolution

What do we mean by the Industrial Revolution? David 
Landes defined the Industrial Revolution, in his classic 
account of its origins and history, The Unbound 
Prometheus, as continuous technological change. 

Rebecca Long-Bailey, Shadow Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial 
Strategy and Labour Party Parliamentary Candidate for Salford and Eccles
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The UK is beginning to be exposed to a 
global revolution in the world of work. Machine 
learning, artificial intelligence, automation and 
Industry 4.0 already impact the type and the 
scale of employment. That impact will start to 
pick up pace and will affect all types of jobs from 
manufacturing to service, including the public 
and private sectors. The scope and speed of that 
change will be profound and rapid.

We cannot wait for Brexit negotiations to 
conclude before acting to embrace the future. 
We need long-term commitment to creating 
a Britain configured to ensure that the whole 
population benefits from the technological 
advances ahead.  For that to come about, the 
Government needs to create a strong consensus 
between all sectors of society. Not just business 
and Government, but the education sector, not-
for-profit enterprises and voluntary organisations. 

For that consensus to hold, we need to 
agree that the purpose of our economy must 
be to create sustainable wealth that benefits all 
aspects of society and all regions. It has to be 
seen as an essential component in creating a 
stronger and fairer society

Although Brexit is a concern for much of 
business, it is not enough to solely focus on this 
issue if we are to deliver long-term growth and a 
new economy.  Our global competitors will not 
wait for Brexit negotiations to finish, and will use 
any uncertainty as an opportunity to assert their 
advantage. There is much to be done, but the 
Liberal Democrats will fight to ensure we have a 
competitive economy in a globalised world. To 
do that, we need to meet some key challenges.

We need to develop the skills which the 
country needs to be competitive in a global 
marketplace. That work must be backed by 
real and substantial funding for education, 
skills and training, whilst protecting our 
flexible labour market via continued freedom 
of movement for European Union nationals.

We must create sustainable green growth. 
The Liberal Democrats want to ensure that 
we have sustainable growth led by world-
class green industries.  Green businesses are 
already a huge segment of the UK economy 
and we must drive this further, while ensuring 
all activity becomes more sustainable.

We must deliver a 21st century infrastructure 
for the UK. Without the necessary physical and 
digital infrastructure, existing business cannot 
thrive and the underperforming regions and 
districts cannot catch up.

We must invest in world-class research 
and development. That includes ensuring that 
business, government and academia work 
in partnership; for example, though catapult 
centres but also developing other models of 
cooperation.

 We must nurture sector excellence and 
meet the needs of entrepreneurs. We must 
support sectors where we already have 
strength, but, equally, we must understand 
and assist the vital role of entrepreneurs in 
our economy. In many cases, it is those 
people who will help the UK succeed in the 
technological revolution.

We must support regional development 
whilst driving diversity. It is not acceptable 

for one or two regions to flourish whilst 
others suffer. Driving successful place-based 
development can help to help ensure that the 
whole country, and all of society, can benefit 
from prosperity. Government must at last use 
public procurement to drive social benefits.

We must establish a strong financial 
and regulatory framework so that business 
and industry is underpinned by access to 
appropriate finance with good corporate 
governance and fair tax regulation. Those must 
not act as a barrier to growth or disadvantages 
smaller business. 

Using its position in the EU, the UK already 
has an enviable economy: the fifth biggest in 
the world. It is the biggest exporter of financial 
services and the host to top international 
firms from professional services to advanced 
manufacturing. Three or four of the top ten 
universities in the world are situated here. 
We host R&D intensive industries such as 
pharmaceutical and have the second largest 
aerospace sector. None of that is fixed 
however; everything can change.

The UK also has a very unbalanced 
economy with stark contrasts between the 
successful and those left behind, wide 
regional variation and productivity levels 
which vary from excellent to very poor. The 
UK’s exit from the EU risks magnifying those 
disparities. The Liberal Democrats will work 
to create an inclusive and successful 21st 
century economy.
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Working for an inclusive and 
successful UK in a post-Brexit world

It is not just Britain’s political world that is in flux; 
technology is also moving at a pace that is bringing 
change at a rate probably faster than the world has 
ever experienced. This country is at a major inflection 
point. With that comes new challenges - challenges 
to the whole basis of work; challenges in the way that 
we capitalise on opportunities to deliver social, health 
and educational benefits; and challenges in how we 
control, regulate and manage the new world.

Lord Chris Fox, Liberal Democrat Business Spokesperson 
and a Liberal Democrat Peer
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That project encourages ambition, 
positivity and desire within the North. People 
have begun to act upon the massive potential 
for growth that has always existed in our 
region by working to improve industry and 
infrastructure. 

The project has already delivered, and 
will continue to deliver, tangible benefits, 
especially now that we are leaving the 
European Union. 

The North is the most promising area for 
growth in a country that has just chosen to 
decide its own budgets and trade by leaving 
the EU. By leaving the bloc, we will be able 
to focus on spending taxpayers’ money 
appropriately on devolution settlements. 
No longer will we have to go through the 
bureaucratic middle-man of the EU when 
it comes to deciding funding formulas for 
devolved regions; instead, we will be able to 
decide directly where money is spent and on 
what. Local leaders will be able to determine 
vital areas of need and address them directly. 
That will provide a huge boost for regional 
economies and, specifically, for the Northern 
Powerhouse.

Working locally in and around my 
constituency, there are three key areas I 
have identified and have begun working on 
which can be improved through the Northern 
Powerhouse: Transport, Innovation and 
Education.

Transport for the North was created to 
drive economic growth through transport 
infrastructure development. I have already 
witnessed, first-hand, the positive impact that 
transport for the North has on modernising 

outdated and underused railways. I met 
Transport for the North representatives when 
campaigning for improvements to a local 
rail station - Morley Station. Morley is an 
important commuter belt for Manchester and 
Leeds, while its connectivity with the rest of 
the North is crucial.

Following those meetings, I was able to 
secure improvements to rail service regularity 
and reliability, as well as ticketing options and 
lighting at the station. I believe that can happen 
across the North, so that other railway stations 
can be improved, footfall can be increased and 
players in the Northern economy can travel 
regularly, reliably and quickly.

Another area of improvement that the 
Northern Powerhouse has begun to tackle is 
innovation. 

Being a former manager in the retail 
industry, I know exactly what a crucial role 
small and medium sized business (SMEs) 
play in our modern economy. They provide 
jobs, prosperity, growth and opportunity, and 
they connect our communities along high 
streets and in town centres. It is no surprise 
that the value of SMEs is recognised in the 
Northern Powerhouse Strategy, to strengthen 
innovation and enterprise. 

In February of this year, £400 million was 
allocated to a Northern Powerhouse Fund for 
SMEs. That money will go a long way towards 
helping business owners achieve their dreams 
and, in turn, build the Northern economy.

The Northern Powerhouse cannot be a 
sustainable project for generations to come 
without having skilled individuals running it. 

The Northern Powerhouse Schools strategy 
seeks to teach pupils the relevant skills which 
they will need to improve the North’s economic 
output and to build a more prosperous future 
for themselves and their families. That is being 
done through a pledge of £20 million a year 
to help teachers, local heads and academy 
chains create the best possible learning 
environment for our pupils. Furthermore, £5 
million of grants are being distributed to five 
sponsors in order to tackle attainment gaps 
in the region. Two of those five sponsors are 
local to me and include the Outwood Grange 
Academies Trust and the Wakefield City 
Academies Trust. 

Last year, I took part in a roundtable 
discussion about the benefits that the Northern 
Powerhouse will bring to education in our 
region. I spoke about schools incorporating 
skills-based training to connect pupils 
with industry to deliver the infrastructure 
improvements that we need. That idea was 
met with enthusiasm by the whole panel, and 
it is something I look forward to seeing the 
Northern Powerhouse strategy implement.  

The Northern Powerhouse is the most 
exciting regional strategy around. Having 
already provided tangible benefits, and with 
huge projects planned for the future, that 
development strategy is already acting upon 
the work rate, appetite for growth and ambition 
that exists in the North. I cannot wait to see it 
continue to drive our region’s growth into the 
next Parliament and beyond.

The Northern Powerhouse:  
A new beginning for the North 

This article must begin by thanking George Osborne 
and David Cameron, because they created a powerful 
project that will turn the North into the engine room of 
this country: the Northern Powerhouse.

Andrea Jenkyns, Conservative Party Parliamentary Candidate  
for Morley and Outwood



A partnership approach to creating economic growth in the North East 
could also help position the UK as a global player in the advanced 
manufacturing sector. 

Designated as a scheme of ‘national significance’, the International 
Advanced Manufacturing Park – ‘the IAMP’ positioned just off the A19 
on the South Tyneside/Sunderland border is set to play a key role in 
transforming the fortunes of the region, and the UK as a whole. 

The IAMP is a core element of the City Deal for Sunderland and 
South Tyneside. Located close to the Nissan car plant, the IAMP will 
provide a world class environment for hi-tech industries and advanced 
manufacturing business, bringing with it more than 5,000 highly skilled 
jobs. With £42.2 million of the North East’s £49.7m funding from central 
government to support the infrastructure of new roads, access and 
utilities, the development is also expected to bring in more than £300m 
of private sector investment during the next decade by attracting a wide 
range of international companies to invest in the area. 

South Tyneside and Sunderland City Councils have pledged to do all they 
can to make sure local people can unlock and take full advantage of the 
many opportunities that the IAMP presents.  Both Local Authorities have 
signed a Memorandum of Understanding with South Tyneside College, 
Sunderland College and the University of Sunderland to deliver the 
training and skills required by future employers situated on the IAMP. 

The MOU sets out an agreement to create ‘an innovative, integrated and 
systemic pathway to deliver the learning, skills and talent development 
needs of IAMP and its wider supply chain’.

It is only by having a long term strategic plan that a well-qualified, 
adaptable and fit-for-purpose workforce can be delivered to support the 
advanced manufacturing sector.

Councillor Iain Malcolm, Leader of South Tyneside Council, said: “The 
IAMP development demonstrates the crucial role Local Authorities play in 
creating growth and jobs.  

“Located at the heart of Britain’s only net exporting region, this 
development gives us the power to shape our own destiny by capitalising 
on the unrivalled skillsets of our workforce and allowing us to grow the 
region’s reputation as the manufacturing capital of the country. The 
IAMP will build on this foundation by providing the space, facilities 
and skilled workforce needed to help to put us on the world stage for 
advanced manufacturing in the automotive industry.

“As one of only two ‘Business or Commercial Projects’ to be designated 
by Government since 2013 as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure 
Project, the crucial importance of this development for future growth 
and prosperity at local, regional and national level is plain to see.” 

Councillor Paul Watson, Leader of Sunderland City Council, said: “The 
IAMP is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to transform not only 
the Sunderland and South Tyneside economies, but the economy of 
the North East region, bringing with it a wealth of possibilities for our 
communities.

“The growth of the automotive and advanced manufacturing sector 
in this region is testament to the strong relationships that we have 
developed between public and private sector and this, coupled with the 
investment the IAMP will attract, will be a game-changer for our current 
and future workforce.”

ADVERTORIAL

(L- R) Cllr Paul Watson, Leader of Sunderland City 
Council and Cllr Iain Malcolm, Leader of South 
Tyneside Council

A MAJOR BOOST FOR 
MANUFACTURING 
IN THE NORTH EAST
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The two biggest causes of cancer are 
smoking and obesity yet cuts to the Public 
Health budget have led to a reduction in 
smoking cessation services, while the 
recently published Childhood Obesity Plan 
had clearly been emasculated in the transition 
from David Cameron to Theresa May.

With regards to early diagnosis, there are 
positives in that performance against the two 
week target for urgent clinic referrals are in 
the high 90s, but performance against the 
overall target, of GP referral to first treatment 
in less than 62 days, has deteriorated and, 
this February, was achieved in only 79.8 per 
cent of cases. 

The key bottleneck is in obtaining a 
diagnosis. While patients who are referred 
urgently with a breast symptom are usually 
seen, diagnosed and have their first treatment 
within 62 days, for lung, bowel and urology 
patients, this was only achieved around 70 
per cent of the time. That is because most 
Breast Clinics carry out mammograms, US 
scans and needle biopsies at the first visit, 
but this is not the case with most other types 
of cancer. In addition, many patients will be 
diagnosed outside of ‘cancer’ clinics as they 
present with non-specific symptoms and 
there are far too many who still present as 
emergencies. 

The delay in making the diagnosis 
highlights one of the difficulties in trying 
to improve cancer services. Other than 
the specific oncology treatments, such 

as chemotherapy and radiotherapy, the 
diagnosis and initial surgical treatment of 
most common cancers take place within 
general hospital services and, therefore, face 
all the same problems as the NHS in general. 

One of the biggest challenges for NHS 
services, across the UK, is workforce 
shortages. That has not been helped in 
England by the bitterness between Jeremy 
Hunt and junior doctors, only half of whom 
have committed to continue training with 
NHS England after their first two years. 
Workforce difficulties will be further 
exacerbated by Brexit as we lose the ability 
to attract European Union nationals into the 
NHS. Those shortages affect all specialities 
but the most important at the diagnostic 
stage is the Radiologist who interprets 
various scans and x-rays and often performs 
the biopsies which diagnose cancer. The 
Royal College of Radiologists survey shows 
a consistent vacancy rate of approximately 9 
per cent but this masks the fact that many 
hospitals have given up advertising unfilled 
posts. It also does not reflect that demand for 
advanced scans has increased by over 25 per 
cent, leading to long delays.

Radiologists do not just deal with cancer 
patients and, therefore, expensive plans to 
outsource cancer services and pathways are 
almost impossible. As cancer is treated by 
a Multidisciplinary team, integration and co-
operation of the whole service is crucial and 
this is much more effective within the NHS, 
rather than competing private providers in the 

The threat posed to  
cancer patients from Brexit

The Cancer Strategy for England was launched in July 
2015 and its main aims were the prevention of cancer 
and early detection and diagnosis. Unfortunately, as is 
often the case, the Government’s own decisions have 
undermined rather than supported those objectives. 

Dr Philippa Whitford, Scottish National Party Parliamentary Candidate  
for Central Ayrshire
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The threat posed to  
cancer patients from Brexit

Dr Philippa Whitford, Scottish National Party Parliamentary Candidate  
for Central Ayrshire

fragmented, competitive system that has developed in NHS England 
since the Health and Social Care Act.

Once diagnosed, the patient requires the right surgery, 
radiotherapy and drug treatment carried out to a high standard. 
It is important that national clinical standards are agreed and 
audited regularly to assess performance and encourage quality 
improvement. In Scotland, the collection of Clinical audit data 
became mandatory in all units in 2003 and now covers 11 common 
cancer types. For Breast Cancer, which was my speciality, there is 
a national conference at which data from every unit is reviewed, 
problems highlighted and solutions shared. While Peer Review 
audits are being re-established in England, they currently only 
cover a few cancer types.

Brexit poses an additional threat to cancer patients through 
the Government’s decision to leave the Single Market and the 
European Medicines Agency (EMA). The EMA allows new drugs 
to go through a single licensing system which speeds up their 
availability to patients and keeps costs streamlined for the British 

Pharmaceutical Industry. Drugs are launched first in the United 
States and EU due to the sheer size of those markets, while 
countries like Canada and Australia have to wait 6-12 months 
longer. The new evaluation process, by the National Institute for 
Health and Care Excellence (NICE) and NHS England, is likely to 
further delay the uptake of new drugs by the NHS which could 
mean drug companies simply will not rush to go through a UK-only 
licensing system. Currently, some patients gain access to new 
drugs through such funds as the Cancer Drugs Fund in England 
and the New Medicines and Rare Diseases fund in Scotland, but 
this will be difficult if they are not licensed for use in the UK.

Research and innovation is key in the fight against cancer, and 
the EU is currently the biggest research network in the world. From 
next year, there will be a single safety and ethics process which will 
make establishing new clinical trials much easier. Sadly, the UK is 
unlikely to be taking part, and our medical academics, universities 
and patients will be left looking in from the outside.

“ “

Research and 
innovation is key 
in the fight against 
cancer, and the 
EU is currently the 
biggest research 
network in  
the world



Q What will the General Data Protection Regulation require organisations to do?

The General Data Protection Regulation focuses on strong enforcement of compliance requirements, 
stressing the importance of creating trust to allow the digital economy to grow inside the European 
Union. The GDPR brings consistency to the current data protection laws across EU member states as 
it stands, and provides guidance on how customer data should be stored as well as how companies 
must respond in the event of a data breach.

The impending regulation introduces new regulatory requirements for how organisations must 
manage the personal data that they hold on their customers, including the segregation, masking 
and encryption of this data. It requires businesses to implement security controls to address the risk 
presented by personal data processing, such as accidental or unlawful destruction, loss, alteration 
and unauthorized disclosure. Organisations will be expected to demonstrate compliance at every 
stage of personal data processing, with potential heavy fines being levied by regulators on top of the 
high costs of dealing with data breaches.

Q How is Unisys preparing themselves for GDPR from their own standpoint?

As an integral security provider to a variety of vertical markets for over 30 years, we use our own 
internal expertise and workforce to ensure that any gaps in operational or reactive capacity to security 
incidents are filled immediately. Solutions such as Unisys Stealth, which secures organisations 
through micro segmentation, means that our organisation is already well equipped to be compliant 
and market leading in relation to regulatory compliance. 

Q  What steps are Unisys undertaking to support businesses on their GDPR compliance 
journey?

Unisys have over 30 years’ experience working with leading sector experts on improving 
organisation’s compliance and security strategies. Unisys offers a variety of integral services to 
support clients on their journey to GDPR compliance. Advisory and Consultancy Services: Unisys 
can support by providing organisations with security expertise to carry out specific data protection 
impact assessments to evaluate the origin, the nature and the severity of the risks related to the 
processing of personal data. Unisys Consequence Based Assessment establishes long-term trusted 
advisor relationships with organisations and provides a strategic roadmap to meet the GDPR and 
identify the most effective protective measures.  Security Intelligence and Response: To mitigate the 
impact of personal data security breaches, Unisys provides integrated solutions to plan and create 
a holistic end-to-end security ecosystem that detects and responds, in real-time, to security alerts. 
Unisys supports by giving them a better understanding of what damage security incidents can do and 
provide incident response plans that make the difference between a security event and a reputational 
disaster.  And finally, Managed Security Service Provider: The GDPR requires organisations to have 
an efficient process to provide detailed documentation and visibility of data breaches. That requires 
new and efficient security services to proactively monitor network and identify threats, in real-time, 
to prevent and stop cyber-attacks to fulfil the GDPR compliance requirements. Unisys, as an MSSP, 
delivers comprehensive real-time protection solutions orchestrating Security Information and Event 
Management (SIEM), Security Device Management (SDM), Governance Risk & Compliance (GRC), 
and Managed Identity and Access Management Services (IAM). As a MSSP, Unisys provides an 
integrated and cohesive ecosystem of security capabilities, integrating information and value flows. 
This helps organisations to manage overall GDPR compliance in a cost-effective manner. 

Q  What advice would Unisys have for public sector bodies and organisations to ensure that 
they reduce the chances of a regulation breach?

Any public-sector body or organisation must ensure that they have sufficient security capabilities in 
operation as soon as possible. They should recruit or work with the right team and trusted partners, 
as well as source advice from industry bodies to ensure their capabilities can match the requirements 
being imposed. Therefore, organisations must be sufficient in offering: security persistence and 
ubiquity; security scalability; and more efficient and secure use of resources.

Q What is Unisys’ opinion of GDPR and its proposed successes?

Unisys suggests a thorough review of an organisations’ security posture and data protection policies 
as well as roles and responsibilities. Unisys is the security trust advisor to meet such challenges with 
a broad range of cost effective services and solutions that support an organisation’s effort to meet the 
GDPR compliance requirements and reduce penalties associate with personal data breaches.

It is paramount for businesses to not only have the right technology in place, but to work with a 
trusted organisation and partner that has the credentials and pedigree to help manage this compliance 
journey. 

UNISYS: YOUR TRUSTED PARTNER

Salvatore Sinno, Chief  
Security Architect at Unisys,  
talks with Marcus Papadopoulos 
about the importance of having 
the right technology in place 
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More than half of those questioned in 
another survey estimated their chances 
of becoming blind as less than one in a 
thousand, whereas for the population as a 
whole they are more like 1 in 60 (1 in 12 for 
those over 60).  Indeed, 1 in 5 people aged 
over 75, and as many as 1 in 2 of those aged 
over 90, are living with sight loss in the UK.

What should we conclude from that? 
Sight is of critical importance to us.  From 
that, you would think that the NHS would 
treat threats to sight as one of its highest 
priorities - on a par with, say, cancer - 
and that it would be properly resourced to 
cope with their frequency.  Apart from its 
importance for the welfare of individuals, 
eye health has a significant economic 
impact which argues for according it high 
priority.  Research commissioned by the 
Royal National Institute of Blind People 
(RNIB) estimated the total cost of sight 
loss to the UK in 2013 as £28 billion.  Yet 
the fact that we grossly under-estimate our 
vulnerability to sight threatening conditions 
means that they receive neither the priority 
nor the resources that they deserve.

Sight problems already account for 
the second highest number of hospital 
outpatient appointments.  The population 
aged over 65 is set to grow by 40 per 
cent over the next two decades, and the 
proportion over 85 is expected to more than 
double in this time.  An ageing population 
means that demand for eye care services 
will increase commensurately.  The NHS 

is already experiencing problems of under-
capacity.  I have heard of people unable 
to get follow-up appointments until their 
consultant personally went with them to 
the people who book the appointments, to 
tell them it was urgent.  Now the NHS has 
abandoned the 18-week target for cataract 
operations and a postcode lottery in access 
to services is beginning to develop.  RNIB 
recently reported a 30-fold difference 
in waiting times between the best and 
worst performing clinical commissioning 
groups in England.  The Royal College 
of Ophthalmologists recently found that 
patients are losing vision due to delayed or 
lost follow-up appointments, and RNIB is 
concerned that people are losing their sight 
unnecessarily.

Investment in eye research also needs to 
be a priority alongside access to services.  
Advances in early detection and new and 
improved treatments can make a real 
difference to what the health service can do 
for people with sight problems.  A number 
of major advances in the development of 
treatments for blindness, involving retinal 
implants, gene therapy and the use of stem 
cells, which even a decade ago would have 
been unthinkable, are now beginning to 
emerge from the experimental stage.  Those 
hold out the prospect of a real breakthrough 
in the treatment of different eye conditions, 
but the research necessary to bring the 
developments to fruition as standard 
treatments need to be properly funded.  

Currently, research in the sight loss field is 
woefully underfunded compared with other 
areas.  Figures from Fight for Sight, the eye 
research charity, indicate that we spend a 
mere £22.7 million a year on eye research 
(just 1 per cent of overall expenditure 
on medical research) compared to £402 
million a year on cancer research.  Doubling 
investment in eye research, over the next 
Parliament, could revolutionise eye health.

An ophthalmology advisor to NHS 
England’s medical director has recently 
been appointed, which is good news.  But 
we need a Clinical Director within the 
NHS, such as exists for other specialties 
such as cancer and cardiovascular disease 
prevention, with responsibility for eye health 
and who is able to fight its corner and push 
for it to be given the priority it deserves.  
With commitment and leadership, the 
Sustainability and Transformation Plans 
provide the framework within which a more 
systematic prioritisation of eye health 
should take place.
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WHY EYE HEALTH SHOULD BE AN ISSUE  
AT THE GENERAL ELECTION 

Sight is the sense that we most fear losing. Sixty-
four per cent of people surveyed for the College of 
Optometrists said that they value their sight more than 
any other sense.  But they did not think that they were 
very likely to lose it.

Lord Colin Low, Co-Chair of the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Eye 
Health and Visual Impairment and a Crossbench Peer
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The longest lasting periods of economic 
growth in our history have been driven by 
innovation.  The mass production system, 
electrification and the microchip are 
examples of new technologies becoming 
the dominant driver for long-term growth. 
In the UK, as in every other developed 
economy, innovation will be the key driver 
for economic growth for the next generation 
and longer.

This May, I wrote to the Secretary of 
State for Business, Energy and Industrial 
Strategy setting out the conclusions of the 
House of Lords Science and Technology 
Committee, after taking evidence from a 
range of witnesses on what would be the 
essential components of a coherent national 
industrial strategy.

We can build on some key national assets. 
We have a strong science base, a powerful 
finance industry and some world beating 
technological and engineering skills. An 
effective industrial strategy would need to 
build on those national advantages.  Science 
and innovation must be at the heart of any 
such strategy.  The Green Paper Building on 
Industrial Strategy, published this January, 
promoted the concept of reshaping the 
relationship between government, business 
and universities with the creation of UK 

Research and Innovation (UKRI) and with 
a welcomed increased public investment 
in science and innovation.  What was 
missing was the vision needed to develop 
an industrial strategy that is fit for purpose, 
with clear goals as to its intended economic 
outcomes and which can be implemented 
and monitored effectively.

The Green Paper did not set out how many 
sector deals the Government aspired to or 
whether it aimed to make deals with every 
sector. It failed to explain how industries of 
the future, which cannot be mapped onto 
existing sectors, will be promoted. The 
government must use UKRI to help develop 
ways to support research and businesses 
which do not fit easily into existing sectors.

We must put in place a coherent 
approach to tax and regulation for industry 
and science.

Brexit presents opportunities for 
businesses in the UK to gain competitive 
advantage from reforms to taxation and 
regulation that were previously not possible 
as part of the EU framework.  Innovate UK 
has a good record of supporting the early 
transition of research out of universities, 
but it is the next stage, the scale up stage, 
where much larger and longer-term funds 
are required. 

The need for an effective  
industrial strategy 

The 2017 General Election marks a pivotal stage in 
preparing the UK’s economy for life outside of the 
European Union. Cut adrift from Europe, we have to 
put into place strategies which will ensure that the 
UK, with a mere 1 per cent of the world’s population, 
can remain competitive with countries of hundreds of 
millions of people.

 Lord John Selborne, a Conservative Peer



Q What is the mission of the GW4 Alliance?

The GW4 Alliance brings together four of the most research-intensive and ambitious universities 
in the UK - the universities of Bath, Bristol, Cardiff and Exeter. Together, we have a combined 
turnover of over £1.8 billion, and we employ over 8,000 staff, making us a major employer and 
economic driver in the region. 

Our mission is to deliver, globally, competitive research at a scale that would be impossible for 
a single institution, and build a highly skilled workforce through doctoral training and researcher 
development. 

We also lead the Great West Taskforce (a collection of 36 universities, businesses, LEPs and 
Welsh Government) to respond to major policy developments and to make the voice of the Great 
West heard in Westminster. We worked together to deliver our region’s Science and Innovation 
Audit, showcasing the region’s world-leading capabilities in areas such as advanced engineering 
and digital innovation. 

Q How can the Great West deliver on a place-based research and industry agenda?

We are proud of our heritage as the birthplace of innovation, a reputation forged by pioneers such 
as Isambard Kingdom Brunel.  

Today’s Great West is home to the UK’s largest aerospace sector and pioneering automotive, 
nuclear and marine renewables industries. Our region is synonymous with digital innovation, 
and our tech clusters generate £2.1 billion GVA and over 50,000 jobs. The Great West is a 
global powerhouse in microelectronics, with the growth potential for the world’s first compound 
semiconductor cluster. We are making the UK a global leader in smart communities, digital 
health and environmental science. The Great West is also home to more climate expertise than 
any other area worldwide. The UK’s first nuclear power station for a generation, based in our 
region, will generate over 25,000 jobs. 

Science, engineering and technology are not are only research and industry strengths – our 
region is also home to a thriving creative and cultural sector. The Great West is famous for its 
cultural icons such as Bath, a UNESCO World Heritage city, and numerous National Trust, English 
Heritage and CADW properties. In terms of the creative economy, major businesses such as the 
BBC and Aardman Animations work cheek by jowl with innovative start-ups and SMEs. 

Q What is the value of university-industry collaboration post-Brexit?

Although Brexit may prove challenging in terms of access to European Union research funding 
such as Horizon 2020, the emphasis from all political parties on investing in universities to grow 
the UK economy is encouraging. Now more than ever it is vital that universities demonstrate their 
value to the UK economy and their communities by showcasing their ability to provide real-world 
solutions. By collaborating with industry partners, universities can translate research findings into 
commercial successes and pioneer new technology.

One of our projects amply demonstrates the value of that kind of collaboration: researchers 
from all four of our universities are working with partners Cray Inc and the Met Office to 
create a world-first supercomputer, Isambard. For our researchers, they are getting access to 
cutting-edge technology and ready-made users, and for the organisations, they get deeper and 
accelerated insights from the scientific community. Since the launch of the Isambard project, 
our research team has been inundated with requests from world-class academic and industrial 
High Performance Computing users to access the service, and the project has featured in Nasdaq 
reports on Cray Inc’s financial performance. Projects like those are putting British universities and 
businesses firmly on the world stage. 

Q What are your priorities for a new government?

It is vital that all political parties recognise the potential for the Great West region to make the UK 
a global leader, and to outline how they plan to invest in our research and innovation ecosystem 
to fully realise this potential. We are in a period of almost unprecedented political change, which 
brings with it unprecedented opportunity. The new government must demonstrate that they will 
recognise and support our region as an economic and productivity powerhouse in its own right.

There is much to shout about in terms of our region’s research and industry strengths, and we 
look forward to taking the case for investment into the Great West to the next Government. 

The Great West: A new regional 
force for research and innovation

Dr Sarah Perkins, Director  
of the GW4 Alliance, shares  
with Marcus Papadopoulos 
her vision for making the region 
a world-leading research and 
innovation powerhouse  
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The need for an effective  
industrial strategy 

 Lord John Selborne, a Conservative Peer

One model can be shown to be world beating, that of Wall Street and 
its investment in Silicon Valley technology. Whilst London has a leading 
stock exchange, we do not have an investment culture within the fund 
management industry which is prepared to embrace the needs for long-
term capital, particularly for emerging science-based firms with the 
potential to grow significantly.

Sovereign wealth funds and US venture capital funds have recognised 
that gap in the UK and are taking advantage of the opportunity, to the 
detriment to our economy. The government needs to recognise its 
responsibilities for improving the availability of such long-term finance 
from UK funds.

The Government presented the Green Paper as a vision for the whole 
UK.  Policy and delivery responsibilities for key features are devolved to 
administrations in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, including skills, 
higher education, economic development and areas of procurement and 
infrastructure. It is not evident how great a role the devolved administrations 
played in writing the Green Paper. An industrial strategy, which successfully 
embraces the opportunities and needs of the whole UK, must be based on 
extensive consultation and collaboration with all devolved governments.

Over the coming months, much parliamentary scrutiny will be needed to 
help identify which polices are most likely to deliver economic growth for 
the next generation.  I am confident that the House of Lords Science and 
Technology Committee will play its part.

“

“

Over the coming 
months, much 
parliamentary scrutiny 
will be needed to 
help identify which 
polices are most 
likely to deliver 
economic growth for 
the next generation
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Industrial strategy has finally become policy that commands cross 
party support coupled with consensus across the wider business 
community, following a period of absence from public debate lasting 
many decades. The fact that there is now agreement we need a long 
term strategy that transcends narrow parliamentary terms – is a positive 
step forward,  creating more certainty for many engineering companies 
like Siemens and our supply chains.                                                                  

The UK is now getting to the detail of designing this strategy. The 
Government’s Green Paper marked the start of a consultation across 
the UK. It outlined ten strategic pillars ranging from stronger R&D, better 
skills and robust business growth, to name a few. I have agreed to 
contribute to some of the thinking, leading a business review spanning 
companies large and small, assessing the impact of new radical digital 
technologies on UK manufacturing and industrial sectors. The essence 
of which should detail why industrial strategy must have a digital 
backbone, making the most of what is often described as a ‘fourth 
industrial revolution’. 

The types of technologies I am referring to include Artificial Intelligence 
(AI), advanced data analytics, automation, and machine learning. But 
also the mass acceleration of additive manufacturing which will reshape 
global supply chains and robotics operating in environments where 
physical ‘things’ in factories are connected to the internet. Alan Mak 
MP, has rightly identified this as a major economic trend of the next 
decade with the establishment of the APPG for the ‘fourth industrial 
revolution’ which seeks to understand the impact and adoption of these 
radical digital technologies in UK industry. Indeed, Germany has its own 
approach to Industry 4.0 and a long term digital investment strategy. 
The US is forging ahead with their Industrial Internet projects. Other 
nations are following suit. And they are doing so for the same reason 
that we in the UK must do too – to improve productivity and have a clear 
long term strategy that will create more high value, well paid jobs than 
the technologies themselves will displace

So, behind all this talk of technology - new jobs that boost living 
standards should be the real reason why we should get behind 
industrial digitalisation. According to the World Economic Forum (WEF) 
digitalisation added 18 million jobs to the global economy from 2007 
to 2008, and 19 million jobs from 2009 to 2010. It created 6 million 
jobs globally in 2011 even in the very unfavourable global economic 
situation. WEF also estimates that with a 10% increase in digitalisation 
there will be a 1.02 percent drop in the global unemployment rate, which 
is 4.6 times greater than the effect of broadband adoption on reducing 
unemployment. In the UK, according to Tech Nation, the digital tech 
economy generated 2.8 times faster job growth than the rest of the 
economy, with 1.56 million jobs within the digital tech economy. Existing 
research also shows that if all industries in a country had the highest 
level of robot-intensity for each of the industries,  employment would 
increase by 7 percent in UK in the long run. We know these jobs pay 
more too. Industries will be able to increase their competitiveness by 
adopting digital and expand the industrial workforce while increasing 
productivity. Through the faster adoption of new digital technologies by 
industry and through more innovation and R&D, we can create many 
more brand new industries in the UK too.

Britain forged ahead and made its way in the world by being at the 
forefront of the first industrial revolution in the 19th century. It capitalised 
on the second by leading in methods of mass production with the US 
in the early 20th century. Somehow in the 1970’s we lost our way and 
missed out on the revolution of automation that Germany and others fully 
embraced. That is part of the reason for that era’s high unemployment. 
With that said there is little point in seeking to recapture lost ground, or 
old industry. Now is the time to leap ahead and fully immerse the UK in 
digital  - so that we lead by creating the best industries and highly paid 
digital jobs of the future. That way we won’t miss this fourth industrial 
revolution and be waiting with baited breath for a fifth. 

Put the 
fourth 
industrial 
revolution 
at the 
heart of 
industrial 
strategy
JUERGEN MAIER
CEO, SIEMENS UK 
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Well, that is all right then.  Given the 
range of issues exercising animal welfare 
charities at the moment, it is, quite frankly, 
astonishing that a party confident of forming 
the next Government should be so vague.  

Take domestic pet welfare as an 
example.  Every welfare charity, including 
the RSPCA and the Dogs’ Trust, argues 
that enforcement of our animal welfare 
standards is incredibly weak, with huge 
variation across the country.  Cash-
strapped local authorities lack resources 
and often the expertise to ensure effective 
dog control services and a rigorous 
approach to the licensing of dog breeding 
establishments.   Nothing in the manifesto 
suggests that a Tory government will 
redouble its efforts to find a way of 
properly resourcing that critical aspect of 
animal welfare policy; and yet there is a 
strong consensus amongst the relevant 
charities to find a way forward.  What a 
missed opportunity.  

The manifesto does commit to 
implementing reforms on pet sales and 
licensing.  What is not clear, however, 
is whether the regulations underpinning 
those reforms will be robust and fit for 
purpose; the reference to the reforms is 
underwhelming, to say the least. 

Equine welfare charities and other 
campaigning groups will be pleased 
with the commitment to make CCTV in 
slaughterhouses mandatory.  Breaches in 
welfare standards in those establishments 
are frequent and intolerable and progress 
towards an effective monitoring regime 

has been too slow.  What remains to 
be seen, however, is whether the Tory 
commitment extends to ensuring that 
CCTV is introduced in all the relevant 
areas of the slaughterhouse; this is 
crucially important if we are to ensure a 
robust monitoring process that protects 
not just welfare standards but food safety, 
too.

No commitment is given to banning 
wild animals in circuses. After years of 
promising to deal with that outdated and 
morally repugnant practice, it is clear the 
Tories have decided to quietly drop this 
aspect of its welfare offer.  And yet all 
it would take to enact a ban would be a 
Private Members’ Bill, supported by the 
Government.  How hard can it be?  

That brings me to the biggest 
commitment in the manifesto, one which 
utterly undermines any claim that Tories 
might want to make about being a party 
which cares about improving animal 
welfare.  The commitment to grant a free 
vote, on a government bill in government 
time, to give Parliament the opportunity to 
decide the future of the Hunting Act, flies 
in the face of public opinion.  A significant 
majority of voters have consistently 
supported Labour’s Hunting Act and 
do not want to see the cruel practice of 
hunting with dogs made legal again.  
They understand entirely arguments about 
predator control, but believe that there 
are more humane ways of controlling the 
fox population than hunting them down to 
their deaths.  What is more, the evidence 
backs them on that point. 

I am confident that a majority of the 
newly elected Parliament will vote against 
any repeal of the Hunting Act, but I believe 
that animal welfare activists up and down 
the country will be keen to establish the 
views of Parliamentary candidates on this 
point. 

In summary, then, the Tory animal welfare 
promise is vague, half-baked and extremely 
limited in range.  It promises to translate 
European Union farm welfare standards 
into UK law but says nothing about actually 
improving these standards.  It promises 
to “take early steps to control the export 
of live farm animals for slaughter”, but, 
note, nothing about stopping the practice 
all together.  It says nothing about tackling 
the growing problem of puppy smuggling, 
an issue which greatly concerns all of the 
major animal welfare charities.  And it says 
nothing about strengthening sentencing 
powers in relation to animal cruelty.

It is a poor show from a party serious 
about winning power.   And in the context of 
our withdrawal from the EU, it is worrying.   
Those of us, however, who are concerned 
about animal welfare issues will continue 
to campaign for a more humane society 
– one that looks after those weaker than 
themselves.

Repealing the Hunting Act shows the 
true face of the Tories on animal welfare

The animal welfare commitments in the 2017 Tory 
manifesto amount to just two short paragraphs.  
There is a vague promise to “continue to take action to 
improve animal welfare”.  

Angela Smith, Labour Party Parliamentary Candidate  
for Penistone and Stocksbridge



Dear Parliamentarians 

The science of animal welfare is a comparatively new and dynamic field with innovative steps being made to further our 
understanding of how animals see the world.  The British and Irish Association of Zoos and Aquariums (BIAZA) is proud 
to represent the best zoos and aquariums in our country.  Our members commit not just to providing the highest levels of 
animal care, but also to ensure that we stay up to date with the most current welfare thinking.  We support our members 
in achieving their goals by providing a forum for professional links between our welfare practitioners and the academic 
knowledge within the UK’s colleges and universities.  The relationships we develop allow our zoos and aquariums to 
contribute towards innovative research into all aspects of animal care, as well as benefit from knowledge transfer between 
these sectors, maximising on the opportunities provided by the UK’s international reputation for world-class science and our 
world-leading zoos and aquariums.  We commit to ensuring that the work our members do in conservation, research and 
education is underpinned by the highest standards for the animals within our zoo and aquariums.  

One of the most fundamental aspects of animal care and welfare is ensuring that we have staff trained to the highest 
standards and with access to Continued Professional Development to maintain those standards.  BIAZA, in association 
with Sparsholt College, has developed a Diploma in the Management of Zoo and Aquariums Animals which is globally 
unique.  In addition, our Association runs a series of workshops throughout the year designed to increase the knowledge 
and expertise of our staff members.  

Within the UK our standards are underpinned by the Zoo Licensing Act (1981).  This piece of legislation, which contributed 
to the establishment of the EU Zoos Directive, is the root of a system of implementation and inspection which is widely 
recognised as being one of the most robust across Europe. A zoo licence is issued by the local authority for a six year period 
after an inspection by Defra appointed experts.  A periodical inspection is also held on the three year interval and the local 
authority inspect on an annual basis.  

BIAZA zoos and aquariums represent the highest standards within the UK, and BIAZA’s contribution to the zoo and aquarium 
profession is recognised globally.  We embody the ‘Best of British’ for the care and welfare of zoo and aquarium animals, 
and for conservation, education and research goals. 

Best of British Parliamentary Reception 

Andrew Rosindell, Chair of the All Party Parliamentary Group for Zoos and Aquariums, is hosting a Parliamentary Reception 
for BIAZA to celebrate the Best of British on the 13th June 2017 at 7.00pm in the Terrace Pavilion. The event is open to all MPs 
and Lords so please come along to find out more about the work of the British and Irish Association of Zoos and Aquariums.

Dr Kirsten Pullen, 
Chief Executive Officer at BIAZA

For more information on BIAZA, visit: 

www.biaza.org.uk
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And furthermore, it is also right that 
there is no pretence that just because 
something takes place online it should be 
subject to different laws or regulations than 
real life.

It is all the more extraordinary that 
Britain is in the leading position it is in 
despite spending less than the OECD 
average on R&D – the government’s 
pledge to work up to 2.4 per cent within 
ten years and eventually to 3 per cent 
should excite all those who care about the 
future of our technology industries and, 
by extension, about citizens at large. It 
is a commitment to making sure that the 
coming new technological revolution is 
something that will not happen to Britain 
but will be led by us. 

At the heart of this science and 
technology investment is, of course, 
connectivity – from 5G to broadband, the 
continued commitment to a roll-out that 
is both world-leading and painfully slow 
is to be welcomed. I have, myself, lobbied 
to expand the geographic coverage of 5G, 
and it is welcome to see a meaningful 
commitment in the manifesto.

Nonetheless, there is more that needs 
to be done on connectivity; it is not good 
enough that some will inevitably be 
forced to rely on satellite broadband, and 
it is not good enough that mobile phone 
coverage remains patchy. Commitments 
from train companies for better WiFi and 
a host of other targets need to be backed 
up by regulators who are prepared to use 
their powers.

Most controversially, however, is the 
governance of the emerging online world. 
It is no secret that Facebook, Twitter and 
WhatsApp have wrestled with free speech, 
image sharing and encryption, and it is 
becoming ever clearer that the idea that 
technology should permit safe spaces for 
terrorists and other criminals is an idea the 
public does not want to tolerate.

Getting the right balance on that issue 
will be immensely difficult but it is crucial. 
No parent wants their child to be at risk 
online in a way that they cannot, to some 
extent, manage using the same skills 
they would in the real world. That means, 
above all, an open set of responsible 
conversations between parents, teachers 
and children about what is acceptable 
behaviour. But it also means clear rules 
defined not by Facebook and Google but by 
government on what is legal, either online 
or offline. The two are merging more than 
ever, and coherent, comprehensive rules 
are required for transnational companies 
such as the giants of Silicon Valley - be 
this on tax or on responsible corporate 
citizenship. This is about principles, not 
about technology.

Technology, itself, does, however, 
provide unique opportunities. It was 
previously thought that identifying 
child abuse images automatically 
was impossible; today it is the norm, 
augmented, of course, by human experts. 
The aim should be, eventually, to get to a 
similar, sophisticated and nuanced point for 
other criminal behaviour online. However, 
until then, one basic principle should be 

that: a platform online providing a meeting 
place for criminals should expect as little 
toleration as a pub might. The technology 
of encryption makes that fantastically 
difficult to achieve but there can only be 
one answer to this: just as the brightest 
minds developed encryption itself, those 
working at reputable firms should work 
with government to find safe, credible ways 
for the sharing of information within legally 
watertight, judicially authorised ways.

The opportunities which digital provides 
are greater than the challenges it poses - 
this optimism should be our guide. We 
should be neither afraid nor complacent, 
and we should remember that new things 
may be hard, and all the more vital for it.

Putting science and technology  
at the heart of government

Science and technology should be at the heart of 
government policy, now more than ever. In an era where 
digital infrastructure could empower far-flung parts of 
the country to lead the world, and where Britain has a 
unique opportunity to build on our outstanding record 
in research, artificial intelligence and robotics, it is 
right that the Conservative manifesto places research 
and development investment right at its core. 

Matt Warman, Conservative Party Parliamentary Candidate  
for Boston and Skegness



Children educated today are being prepared for jobs that don’t 
yet exist.  We can argue over the degree, but not the evidence. 
Thirty years ago schools were not geared up to ready pupils for 
roles as web analysts or quant traders; in thirty years’ time the 
children at school today will be working in new and unimaginable 
sectors and jobs.

The question is: how can we ensure that the UK is able to educate 
children today so that they are able to take advantage of the new 
opportunities when they arise, to allow the UK to have the skills it 
will need to allow the country to succeed in the future?

Well, we can’t predict the future, but we can learn from the past. 
Analysis of the labour force shows that people trained in physics 
are employed today in all sectors of the economy, from traditional 
roles in manufacturing to “new” jobs in industries such as software 
development and digital services.  Sectors that have been built 
on new scientific and technological breakthroughs. 

The agility and adaptability that comes from physics education, 
the way of thinking it imparts, has been an excellent preparation 
for working in today’s “new” economy.

So how can we ensure that today’s children are able to take the 
same advantage? How can we ensure that all pupils have the 
opportunity to benefit from a physics education? 

The evidence suggests that the key is teachers.  Specialist 
physics teachers, with a strong background in the subject and 
ready access to CPD and training, have been shown to be a 
driver of progression of pupils in physics from GCSE to A-levels, 
vocational qualifications, and beyond. 

The UK currently has a shortage of specialist physics teachers. 
We need to recruit 1000 teachers every year for the next decade 
to reach the stage where every pupil studying physics is taught by 
a specialist the subject. Huge progress has been made in recent 
years and the Institute of physics is working, with partners, to 
ensure that this target is met. 

More specialist teachers means more people studying physics 
which means more people able to be specialist teachers. A 
virtuous circle.

We cannot project the future, but we can ensure that today’s 
children are able to succeed in it.

Alex Connor 
Head of Policy  
The Institute of Physics

TEACHING THE FUTURE

The Institute of Physics is a leading scientific membership 
society working to advance physics for the benefit of all. We 
have a worldwide membership from enthusiastic amateurs 
to those at the top of their fields in academia, business, 
education and government. Our purpose is to gather, inspire, 
guide, represent and celebrate all who share a passion for 
physics. And, in our role as a charity, we’re here to ensure that 
physics delivers on its exceptional potential to benefit society. 
Alongside professional support for our members, we engage 
with policymakers and the public to increase awareness and 
understanding of the value that physics holds for all of us.  Find 
out more at www.iop.org

ADVERTORIAL



politics first | Corridors

38

Meanwhile, according to the Society 
of Motor Manufacturers and Traders, in 
2013, 3,500 plug-in full electric or hybrid 
vehicles had been registered in the UK.  
Today, that figure stands close to 90,000.  
The direction of travel is therefore clear.

But, and there is always a but, do not 
expect every car, bus and lorry in the 
country to be purring silently on clean 
electric motors anytime soon.  There are 
a number of reasons why the electric 
revolution may not deal a fatal blow to all 
those carbon-driven machines just yet.  The 
first and probably most significant of those 
is the global supply of, and demand for, 
lithium.  Batteries in phones and laptops 
are made from it, but so are those in electric 
vehicles, and the market has responded 
very aggressively to the increased need.  
In the past four years, the market price for 
lithium has doubled and there is no sign 
of the trend doing anything but continuing.  
What is more, it is not one of the most 
common metals on the planet, and an 
assessment by Credit Suisse suggests that 
demand could outstrip supply by 25 per 
cent within three years.  Goldman Sachs 
has dubbed lithium as “the new gasoline”, 
and countries with significant deposits are 
increasingly turning to established mining 
companies to exploit them more fully.  
Most reserves are held in China, Australia 
and Latin America, but as China is also 
the world’s largest electric vehicle market, 
western manufacturers cannot expect to 
rely on endless supplies from that source.

Then there is the question of why we 
want to drive electric cars in the first 

place.  The answer is, of course, to reduce 
emissions.  However, electric vehicles do 
not necessarily do that at all.  The crucial 
factor is what kind of power generation 
is involved in producing the electricity to 
charge the batteries.  The US Department 
of Energy did some analysis which was 
picked up by Scientific American in an 
article last year.  Taking as its baseline 
the average pollution caused by power 
generation across the country, it deduced 
that “a conventional Toyota Prius hybrid 
vehicle, which burns gasoline when its 
batteries are not engaged, and the all-
electric Nissan Leaf produce roughly the 
same amount of greenhouse gas pollution: 
200 grams per mile.”  If the electricity is 
generated from coal-fired power stations 
(more than fifty per cent of total capacity 
in China, for example), such vehicles 
are more polluting than diesel or petrol-
powered equivalents.  Rather than cutting 
pollution, all that happens is it moves from 
city streets to communities living around 
power stations.

Power sourcing is not the only pollution 
problem associated with electric vehicles.  
Some of the deadliest toxins associated 
with motoring are likely to become more 
prevalent as electric vehicle numbers 
increase.  Particulates released on the road 
itself, rather than from exhaust emissions, 
were responsible for 16,335 premature 
deaths in the UK in 2012, according to 
study undertaken by the University of Bath 
and the World Health Organisation.  The 
particles themselves come from asphalt 
wear, tyre wear, brake wear and the fine 

grinding of larger particles already torn 
loose from the road surface.  In other words, 
we are not just breathing in fumes from 
exhausts but bits of road, tyres and brake 
dust.  The crucial factors determining the 
quantity of toxins produced in this way by 
any vehicle are weight and effectiveness of 
suspension, not fuel.  The average electric 
car is twenty to thirty percent heavier than 
its fossil fuel equivalent, and therefore 
likely to produce significantly more of 
those poisonous materials.  Remember, 
a very few years ago, we were being told 
to buy diesel vehicles because their lower 
carbon dioxide emissions were deemed 
preferable to petrol engines.  Now that 
advice is reversed because NOX is the 
problem.  With enough electric vehicles 
on the road, how long before these other 
pollutants are singled out for concern?

Electric vehicles most definitely will and 
should be a part of the future of transport in 
this country but nobody should get carried 
away with the idea that they are some sort 
of panacea for all of us to drive when and 
where we want to, with no environmental 
consequence.  No technology comes free 
of cost to the planet.  What is more, we 
should not be too quick to dispose of 
those fossil burning alternatives - which 
have become such a staple of modern-day 
existence - because they will probably be 
needed for a long time to come. 

A QUIET REVOLUTION:  
ELECTRIC VEHICLES 

Earlier this year, the market value of the Tesla car 
company surged past that of traditional motor 
manufacturer, Ford.  That might be considered odd 
in most markets as Tesla sold 76,000 electric cars 
in 2016, while Ford sold almost 6.7 million vehicles, 
nearly ninety times as many.  

Robert Flello, Labour Party Parliamentary Candidate  
for Stoke-on-Trent South 
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The disappointment and anger that I 
felt then has been tripled since the onset of 
Brexit.  For whilst industry, unions, lawyers 
and environmentalists are, rightly so, getting 
a hearing in Whitehall as to how we exit the 
European Union, the voice of consumers has 
not been heard.  Indeed, when I questioned 
the Minister in the Lords, he misleadingly 
replied that there were regular meetings with 
consumer groups. Challenged in writing, 
he told me that there was a meeting last 
December – but the consumer participants 
said that the meeting had not discussed 
Brexit.  They have since written to the Prime 
Minister asking to be heard on the impact of 
Brexit on consumers; however, they still await 
a response, weeks later. Lord Bridges, the 
Department for Exiting the European Union 
Minister, referenced the letter at the National 
Consumer Federation’s Congress this April. 
However, congress participants emphasised 
that vital consumer input on such complex 
issues would be difficult without specific 
financial support.

Given how good the EU has been for 
consumers, and the importance of access to 
safe products and services, easy travel and 
high standards, consumer interests should 
be centre stage of the government’s plans for 
Brexit, rather than absent from its thinking.

Should the EU-wide system of standards 
and their scrutiny be lost, the potential 
problems facing consumers are enormous, 
from an even more uncompetitive energy 
market and higher prices; tariffs on imported 
food, Italian shoes, French cheese and 

clothing, German, Italian and Slovak cars; 
and – less obvious but more serious – unsafe 
food, white goods, toys or household items.

The UK is currently part of Rapex, whereby 
market surveillance authorities across the 
EU alert their opposite numbers to fraud and 
dodgy products. UK consumer representatives 
feed into the European Standard Setting 
Bodies (CEN, CENELEC and ETSI) directly and 
through ANEC, the European Consumer Voice 
in Standardisation, ensuring the safety and 
fitness for use of products and services traded 
anywhere in the EU. ANEC also campaigns for 
improved standards for services, including 
when people travel abroad.

Cooperation with other Member States 
(vital for consumer rights) is undertaken via 
the cross-border enforcement and cooperation 
(CPC) regulation but this will fall away unless 
the government can negotiate a similar deal 
with the EU27.

Meanwhile, EU membership helps reduce 
airfares, provides compensation for delayed 
and cancelled flights (under the Denied 
Boarding Regulation), and has facilitated 
cross-EU car insurance such that we no longer 
require Green Cards when driving abroad – all 
now at risk, along with the European Health 
Card, animal passports and even, possibly, 
visa-free travel across the other 27 countries.  

Patients might also have less access to 
new drugs as we withdraw from the European 
Medicines Agency, which tests and authorises 
emerging treatments, pooling experience and 
testing across the continent to hasten approval 

of innovative medicines.  Not only will a new 
licensing agency be expensive to set up and 
staff, but any delay in approvals puts patients 
at risk.

The government will need to negotiate 
some sort of continuing relationship with other 
key regulations under the Rome and Brussels 
Regime, which enables consumers to use our 
courts to get redress when things go wrong 
elsewhere. Importantly, cross-EU agreements 
allow family rulings (whether on child custody 
or maintenance) to be recognised and 
enforced in all 28 countries, vital where one 
parent takes a child into another jurisdiction.  
UK lawyers currently have audience rights in 
EU courts, so they can continue to represent 
British clients in such cross-border cases.

The worry about all of those items – 
and many others – is that the government 
is not even engaging with consumer 
representatives about how to mitigate these 
looming problems, which cannot be covered 
in domestic legislation (such as the Repeal 
Bill) as they require reciprocity – that is, an 
agreement with the other countries to share 
information, access or rules. Some issues are 
urgent. If we lose mutual recognition of child 
care proceedings in March 2019, it will not be 
many days before a child from the UK finds 
itself with a parent elsewhere, despite any 
lawful proceedings here. 

If a post-EU UK is to serve its people, the 
interests of consumers must be recognised 
and met. It is not too late for the government to 
listen and to act. But time is running out.

Time is running out for UK  
consumers to be protected 

I still find it hard to forgive the Coalition Government for 
abolishing the National Consumer Council, with its long 
and distinguished record in ensuring that consumers – 
alongside businesses via the CBI and unions through the 
TUC – had a voice in the decision-making of government. 

Baroness Dianne Hayter, Shadow Minister for Brexit,  
Shadow Minister for Consumers and a Labour Peer
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We were concerned with the whole spectrum 
of advice and legal support, extending all the way 
from public legal education, through informal 
and formal information and general advice 
(often provided by local authorities), to specialist 
advice, legal help and legal representation.  But 
we increasingly focused on advice because, with 
cuts of the order of £100 million a year in legal 
aid, it seemed clear to us that the advice end of 
the spectrum was going to need to take more of 
the strain.

Advice has a triple strategic value; not only 
is it valuable for assisting people with their 
immediate problem, but it helps to make them 
more resilient, generally, in dealing with life’s 
challenges across the board.  Moreover, in 
helping people to be more resilient, it reduces the 
burden on public services and public expenditure 
further down the line.

Our most important recommendations were 
that: the government should develop a National 
Strategy for Advice and Legal Support, preferably 
with all-party support, with a minister in the 
Ministry of Justice with a cross-departmental 
brief to lead the strategy; the government should 
establish a National Advice and Legal Support 
Fund of £50 million a year for ten years, split 
three ways between the MOJ, the Cabinet Office 
and the DWP, so as to spread the load so that no 
part of government was asked to bear too great 
a burden; and supported by this fund, local 
authorities should produce Local Advice and 
Legal Support Plans with the local not-for-profit 
sector and commercial advice agencies.

Local authorities should be responsible for 
finding an additional £50 million per annum 
to match the national fund from other national 
and local statutory, voluntary and commercial 
sources.  Those include NHS clinical 
commissioning groups, housing associations 
and additional Money Advice Service funding; 
for example, by introducing a levy on payday 
loan companies.  Trusts and foundations, the 
Big Lottery Fund and lawyer fund generation 
schemes could also contribute.

Our third report showed how timely legal and 
other specialist advice can lead to better health 
outcomes.  It showed how the right welfare advice 
in the right place, associated with GP surgeries, for 
instance, produces real benefits for patient health 
and reduces demand on the NHS.  The beneficial 
health effects of receiving good advice include: 
better general health, better relationships, lower 
stress and anxiety, better sleeping patterns, more 
effective use of medication, ceasing smoking, 
greater housing stability and improved diet and 
physical activity.  So far as demand on the NHS 
is concerned, welfare advice in primary health 
settings can reduce the estimated 15 per cent 
of their time that GPs spend on benefits issues, 
and lead to fewer repeat appointments and fewer 
prescriptions.  Social prescribing is an idea 
whose time has come.

As regards our key recommendation of a 
National Advice Strategy supporting Local Advice 
and Legal Support Plans, money is not really the 
issue.  There is no shortage of potential funding 
streams, either from government, the Lottery or 
government through the Lottery.  We estimate 

that a top slice of all these funds of just 1 per 
cent would yield the £50 million a year needed 
to fund our National Advice and Legal Support 
Fund.  What is needed is strategic coordination 
of those funding streams with provision of advice 
services as a central strategic theme.

Why should the Government fund those 
recommendations? Well, even in times of 
austerity, £50 million a year, split between three 
government departments, is not exactly mega 
money.  Our Commission published a review 
of the evidence emerging from cost-benefit 
analyses of the provision of social welfare advice.  
It concluded that there was a great deal of 
evidence to suggest that early legal advice saves 
the state money, so that, pound for pound, there is 
a return on investment.  All those considerations 
add up to a substantial argument that it would be 
a good investment for the Government to find 
the money to fund our National Advice and Legal 
Support Strategy.

THE PRESSING NEED FOR  
GOOD ADVICE SERVICES 

I recently chaired a commission established by the 
Legal Action Group which was tasked with developing a 
strategy for advice and legal support on social welfare 
law, following major cuts to legal aid under the Coalition 
Government.

Lord Colin Low, a Crossbench Peer
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We have seen a raft of Tory policies push 
people into poverty, and now the threat to 
the state pension triple lock is the latest 
attack from the Conservatives. The triple 
lock plays an invaluable role in protecting 
the incomes of older people. If the Tories 
were to drop the triple lock commitment, 
it could lead to a huge notional loss of 
£642 (Basic State Pension) or £817 (New 
State Pension) over the next five financial 
years. Currently, those who advocate a 
move to the double lock are relying on the 
the OBR earnings projections, that show 
pensioners will still be protected with 
earnings inflation. However, if the OBR are 
to revise projections to say that average 
earnings could be less, and with the Bank 
of England projecting CPI could be as 
low as less than 1 per cent, pensioner’s 
incomes could be significantly put at risk.

Unlike others, the Scottish National 
Party is not in the business of pitting 
generations off against each other. And 
we certainly will not take lessons from 
the austerity obsessed Tory party on our 
commitment to ending poverty for our 
children, after they scrapped the targets 
to reduce child poverty. In any matter, 
research by Age Scotland showed that 
over 200,000 over-65s in Scotland are 
struggling financially, demonstrating that 
pensioner poverty is a reality. That is why 
we need the state pension triple lock to 
protect pensioners from being pushed 
into poverty.

Those who point to sustainability and 
affordability of the triple lock, would be 
better placed to question the economic 
choices of the Tory party. Austerity is 
a political choice, not a necessity. The 
biggest threat to Scottish pensioners and 
children on low incomes is Tory Britain 
and the Tory obsession with austerity. 
We know that austerity cuts will depress 
our economy, and it is only by delivering 
fair, inclusive growth that we can lift all 
generations out of poverty. Increasing 
productivity and driving up real wage 
growth is key. In the last Parliament, we 
consistently called for the establishment 
of a Savings and Pensions Commission 
to look responsibly at the pensions and 
savings policies and ensure they are fit 
for purpose and sustainable. Using a snap 
election to drive down the Government’s 
liabilities is simply another cost saving 
exercise to benefit the Treasury, not 
pensioners in Scotland.

This general election presents a real 
opportunity to pensioners in Scotland to 
vote for a strong SNP voice that will stand 
up for Scotland and stand up for dignity in 
retirement. We know the Tories cannot be 
trusted on pensions; after all, they already 
have form on punishing pensioners – as 
millions of women continue to face pension 
injustice at the hands of the Tories.

Pensions are a right, not a benefit; those 
who pay in expect to get their due paid 
out. That is only fair and right. Yet instead 

of protecting pensioners, the Tories are 
continuing to punish women, making them 
work for longer, many, of whom, struggle 
in hardship. The SNP continues to support 
the WASPI women. I, with my colleague 
Mhairi Black, hand-delivered independent, 
credible, costed solutions to Downing 
Street to end the inequality facing those 
women across the UK. However, Theresa 
May and the Tories continue to duck and 
dive their responsibilities to the WASPI 
women, despite the National Insurance 
Fund being in surplus to cover the cover. 

It is clear that only a strong SNP 
opposition can secure dignity in retirement 
for pensioners in Scotland. Our record is 
clear: we have not shied away from the 
challenges facing the pensions landscape, 
and we have tried to work constructively 
with all to get the best deal for those in and 
facing retirement. However, with a potential 
raid on pensioner’s incomes by the Tories, 
it is vital, now more than ever, that we have 
a strong SNP voice for Scotland to stop 
an unfettered Conservative Government 
having a free hand over the futures of 
Scottish pensioners.

Only the SNP can safeguard  
the futures of Scottish pensioners 

Theresa May’s promise to pensioners is nothing short 
of a con. From risking the triple lock to short-changing 
overseas UK pensioners, the Tories have downgraded 
the rights and protections for pensioners across 
Scotland and the rest of the UK.

Ian Blackford, Scottish National Party Parliamentary Candidate  
for Ross, Skye and Lochaber
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The scandals of children being treated 
on adult mental health wards, and of people 
being sent for treatment miles away from 
home, must be stopped. And a long-term 
strategy for tackling the surge in mental ill 
health in our children and young people must 
be developed urgently. 

Theresa May has spoken of the “burning 
injustice” of mental health in our society. 
She has talked about reducing the stigma 
of mental ill health and the differences 
in treatment of those with mental health 
problems compared to physical health.

Speeches and public campaigns are 
important if we are to change attitudes and raise 
public awareness of mental health. But talking 
about mental health is not enough. Campaigns 
to change attitudes must be backed by better 
resourcing, and we have not seen this from the 
Conservatives in government.

Reducing the stigma around mental 
health is no substitute for properly resourced 
services, while the treatment gap between 
mental and physical health will not be 
closed by speeches and campaigns. Nor will 
speeches help reduce the number of people 
with poor mental health. 

For the parent who is waiting months 
for their child to be assessed by Child and 
Adolescent Mental Health Services, the 
patient who is sent hundreds of miles away 
from the support of their family for a mental 
health bed, or the young child who is being 
treated on an adult mental health ward, what 
is needed is not more talk but more resources 
and more action.

The reality is that our mental health 
services have never been under more 
pressure. Funding to mental health 
services has been cut by over 8 per cent 
since 2010, while the number of mental 
health nurses has fallen by more than 
6,000. 

Mental health budgets have been 
raided to plug financial black holes in 
NHS budgets. This March, we learnt that 
£800 million intended for mental health, 
community and primary care services was 
used, instead, to stem financial deficits in 
the NHS. Those pressures are only set to 
worsen as the NHS seeks to make further 
efficiency gains. 

NHS England said, in 2016, that Clinical 
Commissioning Groups should spend an 
extra £1 billion on mental health by 2020-
21. Yet, 46 CCGs are not expected to meet 
that standard in 2016-17. Indeed, a recent 
survey found that CCGs in five areas plan 
to cut a combined £35 million from their 
mental health budgets in 2017-18.

With services so stretched, there is little 
attention given to reducing the number of 
people getting ill in the first place. Half 
of people with mental health problems 
as adults present symptoms by age 14, 
and 75 per cent by age 18. One in ten 
children aged between five and 16 has a 
diagnosable mental health disorder. 

The average onset age for depression 
is now just 14 years. Yet, just 8 per cent 
of the Mental Health Budget is spent on 
children and young people.

A quarter of children and young people 
who are referred to Child and Adolescent 
Mental Health Services are turned away, 
with many not receiving any help until 
their condition becomes chronic or life-
threatening.

Despite that, this Tory government has 
done nothing about the silent epidemic 
of mental ill health in our classrooms, 
promising only that schools will have mental 
health “first aid experts”. 

School counselling services are patchy, at 
best, and, as the House of Commons’ Health 
and Education select committees recently 
highlighted, these essential support services 
will be the first to go when school budgets 
are cut as a result of the Tory Government’s 
changes to the school funding formula.

Tackling the burning injustice of mental 
health requires more than warm words. 
Attitude change is important, but is not a 
substitute for resourcing services properly. 
Encouraging people to seek help for mental 
health problems is important, but what 
happens when they pluck up the courage to 
see their GP only to be told that there is a 
waiting list of six months for talking therapy?

Warm words are no longer enough. Now 
is the time for real action. 

The terrible strain inflicted by the 
Conservatives on mental health services 

This General Election must be a turning point for mental 
health. 

The next government must commit to preventing 
mental health budgets from being raided to plug financial 
gaps in the NHS, and commit to increasing funding for 
Child and Adolescent Mental Health services.

Barbara Keeley, Labour Party Parliamentary Candidate  
for Worsley and Eccles South
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The removal of dictators in Iraq and 
Libya, and of the Taliban in Afghanistan, 
coupled with a six year bloody civil war 
in Syria, have all left a huge political 
vacuum at the heart of the Middle East 
and North Africa, into which Daesh, Al-
Nusra, AQAP, Kurdish terrorists and a host 
of gangsters, of one sort or another, have 
hurried. The end result of fifteen years of 
bloodshed in Iraq and Afghanistan is that 
these countries, and the entire region, are 
significantly worse than they would have 
been had we done nothing.

Afghanistan, on which we spent a vast 
wealth of men and materials, seems likely 
to go back to the Taliban, or perhaps ISIS, 
whose links across the border into Pakistan 
create a potential Jihadist force, chillingly 
(if Pakistan were to collapse) in possession 
of nuclear weapons. Indo/Pakistani rivalry, 
over Kashmir in particular, and religion in 
general, is ancient, but constitutes one 
of the most likely causes of a nuclear 
exchange in the 21st century.

Daesh are still rampant across Iraq, Syria 
and Libya, while other Jihadist groups are 
on the rise elsewhere. As a result of that, 
there has been a horrific spread of terrorist 
atrocities across Europe and the Middle 
East, as well as an uncontrollable flow of 
refugees, asylum seekers and ill-disguised 
terrorists across our borders.

A resurgent Russia, meanwhile, has 
invaded Crimea and Eastern Ukraine – both 
actions, of which, were outlawed by the 
United Nations. President Putin is widely 
presumed to be considering what action 

he can, or should, take in the Baltic states 
- Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. They have 
large Russian populations, were part of the 
USSR, and block Russia’s access to their 
Baltic enclave, the most heavily militarised 
zone in the world, Kaliningrad. How Mr 
Putin must wish he could simply annex 
them. But they are different to Crimea. They 
are members of NATO, Article 5, of whose 
Treaty, swears that foreign aggression 
against any one member is deemed to be 
against us all - and also of the European 
Union. Would we really tolerate a Ukrainian-
style attack, even a partial, deniable or 
covert one, on part of the EU? Surely not.

But what would happen if Russia 
occupied Jotland, the small Swedish 
island close to Kaliningrad? It is owned by 
Sweden, which is not a NATO member. Or 
what of Spitzbergen? That is a demilitarized 
and internationally safeguarded series of 
islands under the Svalbard Treaty of 1920. 
It is administered by Norway, but houses 
two beautifully maintained Russian bases 
- Barentsburg and Pyramiden. Would the 
presence of a Russian airborne brigade 
there be a breach of Article 5 of the NATO 
Treaty or not? NATO lawyers would spend a 
few happy weeks debating the issue after Mr 
Putin’s invasion of it.

Russia is simultaneously re-arming 
significantly in the High North - the Arctic 
- creating the top end of an arc of power 
(or chaos?) running from the Arctic, 
through the Baltics, Ukraine and Crimea 
and down to Syria. And Russia’s influence 
in Cyprus and the Mediterranean must not 
be underestimated.

Never can there have been a greater 
threat to world peace than Kim Jong-un 
in North Korea. A further nuclear test- or, 
worse still, some kind of machismo attack 
on Seoul or elsewhere - might well trigger 
war, and who knows where that would end. 
China, meanwhile, has extensive ambitions 
in the South China Sea, signalling a real 
risk of conflict with Vietnam, perhaps 
Japan or Taiwan, and coming close even 
to Britain’s allies in Malaysia and Brunei.  
There is a complex of tensions in the 
Pacific which makes the Middle East look 
straightforward.

Throw into that melting pot the little-
known world of cyber warfare - using 
which an enemy could, at the stroke of a 
few computer keys, paralyse large parts of 
the West - and you have the outline of a 
toxic mix.

Britain can only counter all of the above 
threats by remaining nimble, maintaining 
a mix of capabilities, seeking to increase 
defence spending when we can, and 
remaining fully subscribed to the motto 
of my own old Regiment, the Honourable 
Artillery Company: “Arma Pacis Fulcra” 
(Arms are the Balance of Peace). We all 
hate warfare, but the only way we can avoid 
it is by strength of resolution and arms.

Strength of resolution and arms is 
crucial to countering the Russian menace

The United States and Britain’s military adventures in 
Iraq, Afghanistan and Libya may well have been justifiable 
one way or another in their own rights, and especially in 
the aftermath of 9/11. Or at least we thought that they 
were at the time.

James Gray, Conservative Party Parliamentary Candidate  
for North Wiltshire
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Regeneration carried out badly means big 
business buying up land and reaping profits 
in an area, often displacing local people and 
pricing them out of the community. In the last 
six years, under a Tory government which has 
failed to address the growing inequality in our 
city and the damaging effects of the housing 
crisis, regeneration has too often benefited 
big business more than our communities. 
The Tory definition of affordable housing as 
representing 80 per cent of market rate is 
testament to that, lying out of reach for low 
and middle income earners. 

But regeneration does not have to be like 
that. Regeneration should mean working with 
local communities to improve the economic 
and social prospects of the area. That is what a 
Labour government will offer: it will represent 
everyone, not just the privileged few. Over 
the last two years, I have had the privilege 
of representing Edmonton as its Labour MP. I 
am standing for re-election with pride in the 
regeneration work that is occurring there at a 
local level – projects such as the £6 billion 
Meridian Water scheme. That is forecast to 
provide 10,000 new homes and 6,700 new 
jobs. At least 40 per cent of the homes will 
be genuinely affordable – a category which, 
unlike the Tories ‘affordable housing’, caters 
to average earners. And 5,000 local people 
will directly benefit from a programme of 
traineeships and apprenticeships, developing 
skills which will last a lifetime. Led and 
controlled by Enfield Council, the Meridian 
Water development offers an inclusive vision 
of sustainable community regeneration, which 
takes into account the needs of local residents. 
It is an excellent example of public-sector led 

regeneration, which has, to date, been run by 
a Labour-controlled Council and now has the 
backing of a Labour mayor.

Labour in government pledge to tackle the 
housing crisis. Through our public investment 
strategy, we will build over a million new 
homes in five years, including at least half a 
million council homes. Building more homes 
will go hand in hand with increasing access to 
affordable home ownership, recognising that, 
at the moment, too many people are priced out 
of the housing market. In light of the increasing 
number of people turning to the rental sector, 
unable to get onto the property ladder, Labour 
will take action to improve the rights of renters. 
Labour will end insecurity for private renters 
by introducing rent controls, secure tenancies 
and a charter of private tenants’ rights. 

We need to ensure that post-Brexit Britain 
works for the majority who voted for it, rather 
than just for big business. According to a 
recent report by the Resolution Foundation, 
the UK is on course to face the greatest rise of 
inequality since the Thatcher era. By pledging 
to fix the housing market, to rebuild public 
services and expand democratic participation, 
Labour’s vision of Britain gives people a real 
say in their local communities and puts the 
public back into the economy. By insourcing 
public and local council services, Labour’s 
vision of regeneration is democratic, inclusive 
and driven by the people that it affects. 

It is Labour’s vision of public engagement - 
not Theresa May’s hard Brexit strategy - which 
offers a real opportunity for people to take back 
control of their services, their communities 
and their economy.

LABOUR’S VISION FOR  
REGENERATING COMMUNITIES

What is regeneration? In a city like London, it has 
become a buzzword. But the social transformation it 
refers to can mean many different things in reality. That 
is especially true in a city like London which is – no 
matter whether you look at income, pay or wealth - the 
most unequal part of the country. 

Kate Osamor, Labour Party Parliamentary Candidate for Edmonton
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Information technology has, undoubtedly, 
changed the lives of most people in the 
developed world. 

The world has had technological revolutions 
before, of course. The Industrial Revolution 
changed the world, too, and arguably created 
the developed world that we know today. 

In modern history, the shift from an agrarian 
economy to a society dominated by machine 
manufacturing was so rapid that it left many 
people behind. We see that latter feature in the 
information revolution today.

It is important to reflect on the key features 
of those revolutions to understand what form 
social change might take as we encounter the 
policy of hard Brexit.

Arnold Toynbee felt that the Industrial 
Revolution was best described in terms 
of the economic development that took 
place between in the 18th and 19th 
centuries, while the main features of the 
Industrial Revolution were technological, 
socioeconomic and cultural. 

Technological changes included developing 
new materials like iron and steel, and new fuels 
such as coal and oil to power new machines 
to create energy like the steam engine and 
internal-combustion engine. The invention of 
those fuels and machines increased production 
while reducing reliance on human energy. New 
work structures were developed to specialise 
functions and divide labour. The factory system 
enabled developments in organisation, while 
new transport systems effectively shrank the 
world. Science and human imagination lead that 
unparalleled development, and the increasing 

application of science and imagination has 
created the information sharing age within 
which we live today.

The paradox of the Industrial Revolution 
was that as technology developed, many 
people have become more isolated and 
socially disconnected. We are less healthy 
when we are alone. Without community, we 
lose our sense of identity, and when we lose 
community we lose ourselves.

The technological changes brought about 
by the Industrial Revolution made possible 
a fantastically increased use of our natural 
resources and the mass consumption of 
manufactured goods. That, in turn, required 
mass markets and complex trading systems. 
However, the resources to fuel that increased 
consumption were often accessed through 
methods that were far from benign. 

More positively, the relatively recent 
creation of mass markets has led to new social 
and political structures which have allowed 
ever increasing trade, more effective access 
to skills and easier transfer of capital in ways 
that are comparatively benign. Communities 
across Europe have benefitted from those 
social and political structures and, indeed, 
many are sustained by them.

We now arguably face another revolution 
but not one brought about by science or the 
ingenuity of the human mind. The revolution 
we face today is a political one driven by a 
different set of motives and aspirations. This 
revolution aspires to stifle easy access to skills 
and labour, limit opportunities to increase 
trade and complicate the transfer of capital. 

Analysis of the key features of the 
forthcoming revolution highlights a belief 
that distancing our social and organisational 
structures from those of our partners will be 
of benefit, and that isolating ourselves from 
trade agreements and information sharing 
structures will miraculously provide new 
growth and wealth.

What prospect is there for an industrial 
revolution in the post-Brexit age?

The key lesson of the past is that growth, 
prosperity and technological development 
run in parallel and each is inter-dependent 
on sharing information to access goods, 
services, capital and people. The increasing 
specialisation of those resources over 
centuries has created wealth, improved 
health and increased lifespans.

The self-imposed limitations on accessing 
crucial resources and markets is, perhaps, 
the greatest challenge facing proponents of 
Brexit, which will certainly not have a benign 
effect on most people.   

As Matt O’Brien has said: “It’s easy for a 
generation that has only known peace and 
prosperity to forget that the arc of the political 
universe is long, and it bends toward wherever 
you point it. If that’s toward chauvinism and 
isolationism, well, that’s what you’ll get.”

Indeed. That is everything which Brexit 
promises.

Will Brexit be followed by  
an industrial revolution?

In his book, The Artisan Soul, Erwin McManus noted 
that we live in an age “where information is deemed far 
more important than imagination.”

There can be no doubt that sharing information 
changes things. In the last 50 years or so, the transfer of 
knowledge has become so commonplace, and change 
so profound, that many consider it a revolutionary 
phenomenon. 

Dr Paul Monaghan, Scottish National Party Parliamentary Candidate 
for Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross
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We must lead the way within NATO 
and continue to commit to spending 
two per cent of GDP on defence. It is, of 
course, a crude way of making a spending 
commitment to base it on GDP; however, 
within NATO it is probably the only easy 
way of knowing whether each country is 
pulling its weight.

Some countries are going way above the 
required spending target, such as the US, 
but other countries such as Germany need 
to step up to the plate. That said, things 
are improving - each nation in the NATO 
alliance has, for the first time, committed to 
spending two per cent of GDP on defence by 
2024. It seems that Russia’s military action 
in Ukraine was a real wake-up call for some 
and hence progress is now being made - 
23 NATO allies increased their defence 
spending in 2016. 

However, that is unlikely to satisfy the 
Americans and their President and, to 
be honest, with good reason. Only eight 
countries will reach the two per cent target 
next year. Indeed, at the recent NATO 
summit in Brussels, President Donald 
Trump made it abundantly clear what is 
required from some of those nations that are 
not meeting the two per cent commitment 
and why it is so important that they do so.

That cannot continue, for it leaves 
Germany and other countries with money 
that should be spent on defence, instead of 
being spent on supporting their industries. 

I am sure that our Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, Philip Hammond, would not 
mind an extra £23 billion to spend, which 
is the equivalent amount that Germany 
underspends on defence. It could be put 
to good use to support our industries, 
improve our social care, or could even, if 
left unspent, halve our deficit. 

Some have chosen to criticise President 
Trump for his forceful speech to the NATO 
heads of State. However, the US leader was 
right to embarrass them. David Cameron, 
when he was Prime Minister, warned NATO 
members at the summit in Wales that 
they needed to increase their spending – 
indeed, he started a conversation that is 
continuing today. Theresa May should not 
shy away from reminding our European 
Union allies, during her re-negotiations, 
that they are not paying their insurance 
premiums but are, nonetheless, receiving 
the benefits of membership of the NATO 
alliance. 

Defence, however, is bigger than any 
one country. Whatever our domestic 
issues, the importance of a strong and 
resolute defence of sovereignty, self-
determination and peace are as important 
now than ever before. Russia has already 
displayed its willingness to encroach upon 
sovereign territory in Eastern Europe and 
is rapidly expanding its Arctic operations 
to an extent not seen since (and perhaps 
greater than) the Cold War. 

While we are, for now, safe beyond the 
reach of Putin’s arm, many of our Eastern 
European allies are, given that history 
is prone to repeating itself, justifiably 
concerned by Russia’s actions. After all, it 
is within living memory, including my own, 
that the people of Eastern Europe lived 
under the crushing yoke of Communist 
Russia. What Russia did to Poland and 
other countries on the Eastern flank is 
unforgivable and will not be forgotten by 
them in a hurry.

Confronting the THREAT to freedom

It is the first duty of Government to protect its citizens. 
Whilst the defence of the realm should be above party 
politics, we must make sure that no party tries to deny 
our brave men and women in the armed forces the 
equipment and support that they require in order to 
carry out their job.

Daniel Kawczynski, Conservative Party Parliamentary Candidate 
for Shrewsbury and Atcham
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Q Who is Novartis? 

Novartis is a healthcare company that discovers new ways to improve and extend people’s lives. We 
use science-based innovation to help address some of society’s most challenging healthcare issues. 
We are the second largest global pharmaceutical company, and second largest in the UK. Here, in the 
UK, we employ 1,500 associated across four sites. 

Novartis has a wide portfolio of products across our three divisions. Innovative Medicines,  where 
we develop medicines in the areas of Oncology, Ophthalmology, Neuroscience, Immunology and 
Dermatology and Cardio-Metabolic; Sandoz, our high quality generics and biosimilar medicines 
division; and Alcon, our eye care division. 

In 2016, treatments developed by Novartis reached almost one billion people worldwide.

In the UK, we are immensely proud to be one of the few pharmaceutical companies which 
undertakes both manufacturing and research. Our manufacturing site in Grimsby was established 
over 65 years ago and manufactures medicines for use all over the world. 

Q What would you like to see from a new government and from Brexit for your industry? 

There are fundamental issues which have to be addressed related to British patients’ access to 
medicines, which lags behind much of Europe. You’re five or six times more likely to get access 
to a new medicine in the first year after it’s launched in France or Germany, than you are as a 
patient in the UK. 

The way medicines are assessed also needs addressing. The system needs to look at how 
medicines are valued. It is important that the all-round benefit medicines bring to patients, their 
families, society and the NHS is considered. So, for example, if people living with a chronic condition, 
such as psoriasis or multiple sclerosis or even cancers, are able to get back to work quicker because 
their treatments are more effective, this is a cost saving to society and to the NHS. Unfortunately, that 
type of value is not currently considered by NICE when evaluating a medicine.

Q What is the future for the pharmaceutical industry? 

The pharmaceutical industry is on the cusp of a wave of extraordinary innovations in medicine that is 
curing and treating diseases at rates not seen before. It is truly an exciting time, and patients can really 
have hope that future medicines will improve their quality of life, if not cure many diseases they are 
living with today. Science is moving at an incredible pace and the introduction of digital technologies is 
also helping to improve and transform healthcare. However, it does raise challenges which we need to 
address seriously and collectively. Our NHS was designed for a different time so we must work together 
to ensure those new technologies and treatments can be realised for the patients who need them. 

Q Can Novartis assist the NHS? 

Novartis is one of the few big pharma companies that maintains both an innovative medicines division 
and a generics and biosimilars division, Sandoz, which does allow us to have discussions with the 
NHS about savings that can be made with generics and biosimilars medicines. Those efficiency 
savings can then be used by NHS to help plug the care gap we’re currently facing. We bring a very 
broad portfolio of medicines to treat a wide range of conditions. The prices of these medicines reflect 
the value they can bring to patients and the healthcare system. The cost to the NHS of pack of one of 
our medicines is, on average, just £7.13 - that is less than the prescription charge!

However, we need a system that works for patients, the NHS and industry. There needs to be a 
new approach in managing those costs. Novartis is role-modelling a shift to be part of the solution in 
making medicines accessible and healthcare more sustainable. 

Q What is the situation for doing research and development in the UK? 

I am proud that Novartis undertakes more clinical trials than any other commercial sponsor in the UK. 
That is hugely important for patients who have the opportunity to try potential new treatments for their 
disease, but also for the NHS, which makes significant savings through these trials. 

However, our ambition to bring major trial investment is often frustrated by issues of cost, 
administration, low performance and lack of reimbursement of some ‘standard of care’ medicines 
in England. So, for instance, we have not been able to place certain cancer trials in the UK because 
the standard of care, against which the trialed medicine is compared, is not up to par versus other 
European countries. The Novartis global goal for clinical trial initiation to First Patient First Visit is 
16 weeks; however, the UK average is 20-24 weeks, which is far behind other countries who are 
achieving this as fast as 9 weeks! Brexit offers us the opportunity to work together to improve that 
situation and make the UK an attractive place for clinical trial research.

Novartis: At the heart of 
improving the lives of people

Haseeb Ahmad, Managing 
Director of Novartis 
Pharmaceuticals UK, discusses 
with Marcus Papadopoulos  
how research and development  
in Britain can be improved 
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Nigel Nelson

Nelson’s Column

A Fleet Street writer of my acquaintance 
was sent on one final foreign trip before 
retiring and this was the nose he filed 
to his goodbye travel piece: “Last week 
I was in the Canary Islands and there 
were no canaries; this week I’m in the 
Windward Islands and there is no wind; 
next week I go to the Virgin Islands...”

That sprung to mind as I embarked 
on the General Election campaign, or 
#GE2017 as it’s better known to social 
media. On week one, I went to Bristol to 
interview Jeremy Corbyn and it went to 
plan. On week two, I was off to Lancaster 
to interview Shadow Chancellor John 
McDonnell and it went half to plan. On 
week three, I was due to interview Shadow 
Foreign Secretary Emily Thornberry and 
it went to pot. Next week...

Given that everyone, apart from 
Theresa May, was caught on the hop 
by this election, it’s not surprising that 
there’s chaos and confusion. Even the 
Tories don’t know whether they’re coming 
or going. So they have fallen back on 
that old Lynton Crosby trick of giving us 
earworms, songs which lodge in your 
brain and you can’t get out of your head. 
Like Kylie Minogue’s Can’t Get You Out of 
My Head. Instead of irritating tunes, it’s 
annoying phrases like “strong and stable 
leadership” and “coalition of chaos”. 
The theory goes that only by repeating 
messages often enough will they sink in.

They also use “nonsensical” until 
it’s crawling out of our ears applied to 
whatever Jeremy Corbyn says. He could 
wish voters “good morning” on a sunny 
day and Tories would brand the greeting 
“nonsensical”. And to Tories a Corbers 
plan never “adds up” - which is only true 
if Diane Abbott is doing the arithmetic.

Experts say one way to block 
earworms is to chew gum. If I had my 
way, once I’d finished with it I would stick 
it in Mr Crosby’s ear. Serve him right if 
voters spoil their ballot papers on June 
8th by scrawling “nonsensical” on them.

MPs are not allowed back into the 
House of Commons until June 9th and 
the Serjeant-at-Arms has patrols out to 
ensure none sneak in. That is bliss for the 
rest of us who work there; we have the 
run of the place without it being cluttered 
with politicians. To appreciate the real 
beauty of Parliament as a building, this 
is the time to do it.

What can we expect when MPs 
do return? Apart from being stopped 
every five minutes by a newbie asking 
directions to the loo. If Mrs May’s gets the 
thumping majority polls predict, she’ll 
have the kind of power enjoyed by Kim 
Jong-un. I’m not suggesting the PM will 
adopt a hilarious pudding-basin hairdo, 
call herself Supreme Leader, and use her 
uncles for anti-aircraft practice. Though 
if I was Boris Johnson, I wouldn’t stand 

too close to any gun emplacements. 
Nor do I think the United Kingdom will 
become United Airlines with heavies 
duffing up anyone who doesn’t do as 
they’re told. But absolute power makes 
people do funny things.

Theoretically, Jeremy Corbyn could 
become PM if just 639 voters switched 
from Tory to Labour in seven ultra-
marginal seats. A Daily Mirror Data 
Unit analysis of the 2015 result showed 
that that would have been enough to 
deliver a hung Parliament, and proves 
how most votes are meaningless under 
first-past-the-post. Of 20 million cast, 
only 200,000 in marginals make much 
difference.

Lembit Opik tells me he considered 
standing. “You smell the nicotine and 
are tempted to take up the habit again”, 
he said. “Then you remember how bad 
it is for your health.” George Osborne 
will not be back either, but that doesn’t 
mean the taxpayer has escaped paying 
his salary. After the election was called, 
the Government slipped out how it spent 
£297,037 advertising with the Evening 
Standard last year.

The passing of Martin McGuinness 
means another political giant gone from 
the stage. I usually stay at the Grand 
Hotel when covering party conferences in 
Brighton. But I’ve never felt comfortable 
after it was blown up in 1984 by his IRA 
cronies. There was one year, though, 
when I did sleep easy in my bed. It was 
the one when the guest who checked 
in immediately before me was Martin 
McGuinness.

Keeping an eye on The People

Will May 
become  
Kim Jong-un  
in June? 
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“Instead of irritating 
tunes, it’s annoying 
phrases ”






