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1 Introduction 

1.1 This report was commissioned by Claire Bassett, Chief Executive and Accounting Officer of the 
Electoral Commission (“EC”).  This Report addresses 17 complaints received by the EC between 2 
April and 4 May 2018 relating to alleged Commissioner bias in the context of the referendum on 
continued membership of the EU (“the Referendum”). This Report specifically focuses on 
whether four Commissioners breached the Commissioner’s Code of Conduct and the Seven 
Principles of Public Life. 

1.2 The content of all 17 complaints was broadly the same with 14 of the 17 being identical in content. 
All complaints are attached but, because they are so similar, this Report will address all together. 
The complaints appear to have been triggered by an article in The Telegraph on 1 April 2018 and 
a very similar article in The Daily Mail on 2 April 2018. An example is included at Appendix A. 

2 Background 

2.1 The Commission is a statutory body established under the Political Parties and Elections Act 
(“PPERA”) and accountable to Parliament. The appointment of Electoral Commissioners (and the 
Commission Chair) is provided for by section 3 of PPERA. Section 3 imposes certain restrictions 
on those who can be appointed as an Electoral Commissioner which are broadly aimed at ensuring 
the political impartiality of Commissioners. In its original form, section 3(4) provided that no 
person may be appointed an Electoral Commissioner if the person: 

• Is an officer of employee of a registered party or of any accounting unit of such a party;

• Is a member of a political party;

• Holds a relevant elected office; or

• Has at any time, within the past five years, been such an officer or employee as in mentioned
in paragraph (b), or

• Held such an office as in mentioned in paragraph (c), or

• Been named as a donor in the register of donations to political parties; or
• Been named as a participant in the register of recordable transactions reported under Part 4A .

2.2 In July 2009 the Political Parties and Elections Act 2009 amended the above provisions by inserting 
a new section 3A to PPERA (with consequential amendments to section 3). Section 3A provides 
that four of the Electoral Commissioners must be appointed following nomination by the leader 
of a registered party with two or more Members of Parliament (“MPs”). The practical effect of 
section 3A is that the three largest political parties must each nominate a person for appointment 
and a fourth Commissioner is appointed from a smaller political party, that has two or more MPs. 
Section 3(4) was amended accordingly to exempt nominated Commissioners from (a) and (d) 
above.  

2.3 As a result, the composition of the EC Board is now ten Commissioners, which includes four 
Commissioners nominated by political parties. These are currently Lord Horam (Conservative), 
Ms Bridget Prentice (Labour), Mr David Howarth (Liberal Democrat) and Mr Alasdair Morgan 
(SNP, with support from Plaid Cymru). These Commissioners are therefore in the minority. 

2.4 All Commissioners are required to comply with the Code of Conduct for Electoral Commissioners 
(“Code of Conduct”, see Appendix B). The Code of Conduct requires the declaration of all interests 
in relation to which a fair-minded observer would conclude that there is a real possibility of bias. 
The issue is not just whether there is reasonable suspicion of bias. The Code of Conduct notes 
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(page 4) that as a result of any declaration Commissioners may be required to withdraw from 
relevant Board discussions. Declarations of interest are published on the EC’s website. 

 
2.5 As a matter of background information, a reading of the debates recorded in Hansard on the 

Political Parties and Elections Bill (which became the 2009 Act that introduced commissioners 
nominated by political parties into PPERA) shows the rationale for this to have been to enable the 
experience in party politics to inform the work of the EC. It does not reveal that Parliament sought 
to make it law or intended that political background of the party nominated Commissioners 
should not be a consideration in the appropriateness of their participation in Board decisions.  

 
2.6 More generally in the debates reference was made to the preceding report of the Committee for 

Standards in public life and the need for the party nominated Commissioners to bring their 

parliamentary debates on a Bill to the Commission, drawing attention to the law on bias 

potentially being relevant for some types of decisions. The then government Minister concluded 

in the House that: To be clear about the position, theoretically it is, of course, possible that those 

nominated commissioners may have to recuse themselves. I am not ruling it out or saying that 

they have to be present at all points in all discussions on sensitive issues. That is no t the case. 

There may be such eventualities I cannot speculate on what they might be now – but it would be 

wrong to rule out the theoretical possibility that they may all have to recuse themselves for the 

sort of reasons that the hon. Gentleman advanced.  

 
2.7 In addition certain types of decisions, notably specific ‘regulatory’ ones under PPERA affecting 

political parties, politicians, campaigners or holders of office, are almost wholly delegated away 
from the Commission Board. 

 
3 The Complaints 
 
3.1 The complaints allege that Sir John Holmes, Lord John Horam, Professor David Howarth and Ms 

Bridget Prentice all acted in a manner which could call into doubt the EC’s impartiality. This report 
will consider each commissioner in turn, as the activity, context, and circumstances differ in each 
case. However, as the complaints infer that the actions of the four Commissioners combined 
indicate bias within the EC, this will be considered first. 

 
4 Referendum 
 
4.1 Both PPERA and the Code of Conduct reference political bias, however the Referendum was not 

campaigned for on Party political lines, and unlike other elections the stance of any individual was 
binary – i.e. “remain” or “leave”. It is highly improbable that Commissioners would not hold a 
view on the outcome.  In the context of the Referendum it is noted that not all members and 
elected representatives of parties supported the same outcome as that of their “official” party 
position. 

 
4.2 The role of the Commissioners in the Referendum was very restricted; they only took two 

decisions which could have had an impact on the Referendum: 
 

• In making a recommendation to parliament, for their consideration, of the question to be 
asked in the Referendum; 

• Designating the official parties of the Referendum. 
 
4.2 It is important to stress that any subsequent investigations or levying of sanctions are delegated 

to the executive of the EC and are not influenced by Commissioners. To protect against challenge 
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to the EC’s neutrality, the chair of the EC ensured that all Commissioners (political or 
independent) declared all interests which could be perceived as being partial. 

 
4.3 At the EC Board meeting on 17 August 2015, Lord Horam declared that he was a member of the 

pro-Europe Conservative Europe Group. Professor David Howarth was absent. At this meeting the 
Board agreed a recommendation to parliament, for their consideration, of the question to be 
asked in the Referendum. Reviewing the minutes of that meeting, it is clear that the question was 
considered very carefully. The Minutes show that the advice of the executive of the EC was taken 
and that opinions were obtained from external organisations such as Mencap and the Plain 
English Campaign. The Minutes record a desire to be as neutral as possible and there is no 
indication that any Commissioner expressed their personal views on the subject of the 
Referendum. 

 
4.4 Jenny Watson (the then chair of the EC), Alasdair Morgan, Lord Horam, Professor David Howarth 

and Ms Bridget Prentice were not present for the Board meeting on 13 April 2016, when the 
designation of the official parties was approved. The Board members present discussed the 
recommendation of the panel delegated to scrutinise applications. This panel was overseen by a 
Commissioner a who had not been nominated by a political party. From a review of the Minutes, 
it would appear that the process was thorough, and the consideration given by the Board was 
detailed. There is nothing in the Minutes to suggest that the personal opinions of any 
Commissioner were aired. 

 
5 Looking at the specific complaints against individual Commissioners 
 
 Sir John Holmes 
 
5.1 The complaints against Sir John Holmes allege that in a speech he said “he regret[ted] the result 

of the referendum”, and was said to have complained about the “panoply of Eurosceptic nonsense 
about the EU” during the campaign, and that he spoke of an alternative scenario in which Remain 
had prevailed quoted as saying that “the campaign for another referendum would not have taken 
so long to start again and all the panoply of Eurosceptic nonsense about the EU would have been 
rolled out again”. 

 
5.2 Sir John Holmes was named as a candidate for the role of Chair of the Electoral Commission (along 

with other candidates) on 30 June 2016, he had an informal discussion with the Speaker on 14 
July 2016 and gave evidence to the Speakers Committee on 13 September 2016. It was not until 
21 October 2016 that a humble address to Her Majesty was presented to the House of Commons. 
He became chair on 1 January 2017. 

 
5.3 Sir John Holmes gave a speech as Director of the Ditchley Foundation on 4 July 2016 at Chatham 

House, the Royal Institute of International Affairs. The invitation to speak at Chatham House had 
been accepted before Sir John Holmes became Chair of the Electoral Commission or had even 
considered applying to be Chair of the Electoral Commission and although he had been 
interviewed for the role before 4 July, it was far from certain that he would be successful in his 
application.  

 
5.5 At that point Sir John Holmes had not been appointed and had not seen the Commissioners’ Code 

of Conduct. His speech is included in Appendix C. Whilst his personal views on the Referendum 
result are stated, the thrust of his speech is on moving forward and working through the 
consequences of the result of the Referendum. He made it clear that the views expressed were 
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his personal views. It is improbable that, as a former British Ambassador in Paris, he would not 
have a personal view on Europe and Brexit. 

 
5.6 At the time of the speech Sir John Holmes did not have any certainty over his appointment, had 

not seen the Commissioners’ Code of Conduct and, as director of Ditchl ey Foundation, had no 
reason not to express his personal views. 

 
5.7 Since accepting appointment on 1 January 2017, Sir John Holmes has not made any speeches 

voicing his views on the Referendum. From the time of his appointment Sir John Holmes has 
declared his interests and signed the code of conduct. He has been candid about his career and 
was not present at any decision pertaining to the Referendum. I have found no evidence to cause 
me to question his adherence to either the Commissioners’ Code of Conduct or the principles of 
public life. 

 
 Lord John Horam 

 
5.8 The complaint against Lord Horam is that since the Referendum Lord Horam made a number of 

remarks in the House of Lords, signalling his support for a Remain vote. In July last year, following 
a speech in which another peer said a second referendum was needed to allow people to make a 
decision once they had seen that "it will make sense not to leave the European Union", he said: 
"There is great logic in what the noble Lord has just said about the future and the possibility of a 
second referendum. I agree with him that there is an absolutely logical case for that.”  

 
5.9 Lord Horam had declared from the outset of discussions on the Referendum that he is a member 

of pro-Europe Conservative Europe Group. In the question of designation of parties, he recused 
himself from all decisions relating to the Referendum. In the speech referenced in the complaint, 
Lord Horam explained that he merely commented that there was logic in what Lord Bilimoria CBE 
had said about the possibility of a second referendum. He asserts that this was neither to endorse 
nor refute the call, but to confirm the analysis of another peer. Further he reports that he had 
recently voted against a second referendum. An extract from Hansard is included at Appendix D. 

 
5.10 As a political nominee Lord Horam is at liberty to continue to be politically active, provided that 

he declares his interests and recluses himself appropriately. He is more conspicuous than other 
politically nominated Commissioners because he is an active Conservative Peer.  

 
5.11 Lord Horam has been assiduous in declaring his interests and was absent when the  designation 

of parties was decided. I can find no evidence that would lead a reasonable person to conclude 
that he had breached either the Code of Conduct or the Principals of Public Life. 

 
Professor David Howarth 
 
5.12 The complaint against David Howarth cites a quote from an article “Politics and Democracy post 

Brexit” published in July 2016. “…asked how the referendum could be allowed to "bind the young" 
given that "if no one changes their mind on the issue, Leave’s majority will have been reversed 
merely by the process of Leave voters dying and new Remain voters reaching the age of 18 in as 
little as three and a half years, Mr Howarth wrote that Leave voters "are already shifting to 
Remain" having been "shocked and surprised by the reactions of the markets" and by "Leave 
campaigners admitting their promises on immigration and health spending were mere 
‘possibilities’". He went on to question whether it was "morally acceptable" to "press on with 
invoking Article 50", the mechanism by which the UK triggered its exit from the EU, "in the 
knowledge that in all probability doing so will, either now or soon, frustrate the popular will."  
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5.13 David Howarth wrote under his own name with no reference to the EC. The article explores the 

options around Article 50 and sets out both sides of the argument for triggering Article 50. Whilst 
David Howarth’s personal views may be deduced, the actual referendum referred to in the 
complaint is actually a hypothetical second referendum not the 2016 Referendum. The article is 
included at Appendix E. 

 
5.14 David Howarth has consistently declared his interests, namely: 

• in 2008 drafted and put forward in parliament an amendment to the then European Union 
(Amendment) Bill, proposing an EU referendum in the terms “Should the United Kingdom 
remain in the European Union?”  

• had stood for election on a manifesto supporting an in-out referendum on the European 
Union.  

• was a council member of Justice, an organisation which had in the past received EU funding.    

• reported that the European Parliament subsidised a regular annual visit by his Public Policy 
students to Brussels. 

 
5.15 David Howarth was not present when the Referendum question was decided, and he did not 

participate in the designation of the Official referendum parties. He reports that he was not active 
during the Referendum campaign. 

 
5.16 I can find no evidence that would lead a reasonable person to conclude that he had breached 

either the Code of Conduct or the Principals of Public Life. 
 
Ms Bridget Prentice 
 
5.17 The complaint against Ms Bridget Prentice was that Following a speech in February 2017 in which 

The Rt Hon Anthony Blair (“Tony Blair”) declared that Brexit was not “inevitable” and could be 
overturned, Ms Prentice tweeted: "Blair spot on re Brexit."  

 
5.18 From the context of the tweets, Bridget Prentice appeared to be aligning herself with a recent 

speech made by Tony Blair and the Labour party position. However, there is some ambiguity 
about what exactly she is endorsing. When interviewed, Bridget Prentice asserted that she was 
confirming Tony Blair’s assertion that Parliament could decide on a second referendum. This is 
not obvious from the sequence of posts although BP states that this was a statement of fact. The 
tweet is included at Appendix F. 

 
5.19 As stated, PPERA anticipated that politically nominated Commissioners would continue to be 

associated with political parties and would remain active.  Consequently, merely retweeting 
tweets is not evidence of bias, beyond remaining interested and politically aligned, which is to be 
expected of all politically nominated commissioners.  However, in this case the tweet could be 
seen to express her view on the Referendum outcome. This tweet was made in February 2017; 
long after the Referendum and after the time that a Commissioner could have had any influence 
over the outcome. To repeat, no Commissioner is involved in the investigation of elections or 
referendum behaviours nor over the sanctions imposed on any party. Ms Prentice asserts that 
her tweet was in the spirit of education and not as a political statement. Unfortunately, the 
brevity of a tweet means that such nuances are lost. 

 
5.20 Ms Prentice should perhaps endeavour to make future tweets more explicit and should perhaps 

caveat tweets with “views expressed are my personal thoughts” or similar. Taking the tweet out 
of context and pairing with the rest of the allegations could cause a reader to question Ms 
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Prentice’s impartiality. However, looking at the tweet in the context of 3294 tweets in her Twitter 
account, and the timeline and lack of opportunity to influence a decision, it is difficult to conclude 
that a reasonable person would assume bias.  

 
6 Conclusion 
 
6.1 Since its establishment the EC has gone to great lengths to demonstrate its impartiality.  
 
6.2 Since the appointment of politically nominated Commissioners this has been discussed and 

reviewed on many occasions. During normal circumstances, political activity is reasonably well 
understood and relatively easy to manage, however with a referendum, opinions are divided 
across party lines. It is difficult to see how the EC could function if any Commissioner with an 
opinion for or against had to recluse themselves. Recognising this difficulty, the EC took legal 
advice and endeavoured to mitigate the risk of bias and unconscious bias. 

 
6.3 The only two points at which Commissioners had any influence were: 

•  in making a recommendation to parliament, for their consideration, of the question to be 
asked in the Referendum; 

and 

• when the official parties were designated. 
 
6.4 Reviewing the Board minutes concerning the question-setting, it is apparent that declarations of 

interests were made.  Furthermore, an external consultancy advised the executive and the EC 
board on wording – aiming to make the question as neutral as possible. The acceptance of 
independent advice and the discussion recorded in the Minutes indicates that the decision made 
was not influenced by any particular viewpoint. 

 
6.5 The second occasion of potential influence was at the time of designating the official parties for 

the Referendum. Legal advice was sought, and the chair recused herself as the chief counting 
officer. Alasdair Morgan Lord Horam, David Howarth and Bridget Prentice were not present when 
the decision was made. Recommendations were made by the executive on the basis of the work 
of an assessment panel which included a non-political commissioner. The Commission Board 
agreed with the recommendations of the assessment panel. 

 
6.6 Any other matters pertaining to the referendum are delegated to the executive – with no scope 

for any Commissioner to interfere or affect an outcome. Consequently, even if a Commissioner 
has a strong opinion they could not have impacted on the impartiality of the Commission. 

 
7 Conclusions: 
 
7.1  Sir John Holmes was not bound by the Code of Conduct at the date of the speech, and there is 

nothing to suggest a breach of the Principles of Public Life. 
 
7.2  Lord Horam asserted that his speech was agreeing with a statement of fact regarding a second 

referendum, not endorsing the call for one. This is borne out by him voting against such an 
occurrence recently.  

 
7.3  Professor David Howarth wrote a balanced article which discussed the possibility of a second 

referendum. It is difficult to imagine that Professor Howarth could function professionally without 
referencing Brexit and it is implausible that his personal opinion would not be apparent in his 
writing. 
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7.4  Ms Bridget Prentice asserts that her tweet that is the subject of a complaint was an exchange of 

information and not an expression of an opinion. Tweets are brief, and nuances are difficult to 
determine. Her tweet is capable of more than one interpretation and as such could possibly be 
seen as political. However, having reviewed over 3,000 of her tweets, I failed to find any that 
indicated a strong view on Brexit or indications of any partiality other than that for the party by 
whom she was nominated. 

 
7.5  Politically nominated Commissioners are nominated by their respective parties. Any conflicts of 

interest are carefully managed – with disclosures and recusals featuring in many minutes. The 
Code of Conduct makes clear that Commissioners may not be active on behalf of their party and 
have debated at length what this means. 

 
7.6  The difficulty with the Referendum is that the result was binary and did not split along party lines, 

and also the significant length of time after the referendum that Brexit has been a live issue. The 
only Commissioner who was active during the pre-Brexit period was Lord Horam who recused 
himself when required and had declared his membership of a pro-Europe Group. 

 
8 Recommendations 
 
8.1 Commissioners should take care when speaking, writing, or tweeting to expressly comment that 

are sharing their own personal opinions. 
 
8.2 In a future referendum, define more clearly what should be constituted as campaigning, including 

during the period after a referendum. 
 
8.3 Ensure that any potential new Commissioner is inducted and signs the Code of Conduct as quickly 

as possible. 
 
8.4 Before future elections and referendums the EC should consider publishing a clear statement of 

how bias or perceptions of bias will be mitigated.   
 
9 Finally 

 

9.1 Bias is not defined by having an opinion on an issue, but rather using one’s position to influence  
a decision. Quotes taken out of context and combined in one article do appear to make a case for 
bias, equally it would be possible to select quotes from the same sources which could be 
juxtaposed to give the opposite case. 

 
9.2 My review has demonstrated that the EC took great care to identify potential bias, segregated 

decision making to insulate against the perception of bias and ensured that decision making was 
only made after those with strong views had recused themselves. 

 
9.3 I applaud the EC decision to have an independent review of these complaints and thank the EC 

Board and staff for their cooperation with the review. 
 
 
Elizabeth Butler FCA 
5 June 2018 
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 Appendix C   Sir John Holme’s Speech 
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Appendix D   Extract from Hansard 
5.47 pm 

• Lord Horam (Con) 

My Lords, there is great logic in what the noble Lord has just said about the future and the 

possibility of a second referendum. I agree with him that there is an absolutely logical case for 

that. 

As a member of the sub-committee which produced this report, I first agree with my noble  friend 

Lady Verma on what an excellent job the staff did in bringing together a huge amount of 

information and shepherding it into a sensible and rational arrangement which we, and I hope 

others, could understand. When it comes to writing reports of this kind, I am always reminded of 

the story of Henry Kissinger, when he asked his assistant to provide a report. The assistant turned 

up with a report and Kissinger said, “I think it needs a bit of tweaking here and there. Come back 

in a week”. So the assistant came back in a week and Kissinger said, “I know your talent for 

writing reports. I think you could do better. Come back in a week”. The guy came back for a third 

time and, before Henry Kissinger could say anything, he said, “Look, Secretary of State, I’v e shot 

my bolt. This is it. I can’t do any more”. “Okay,” said Henry, “I’ll read it now”. Fortunately, we 

were not in that position in our committee, because they got their first draft pretty well spot on 

and we were able to agree on the bones of the report. 

From beneath the positive cornucopia of information in this report, we went away with two 

themes, which we had also outlined in the first report in December. The first is that transitional 

arrangements are essential. I think that there is broad agreement on all sides of the committee, 

on all sides of the House and in all shades of opinion that some sort of transitional arrangements 

are necessary. Even across the channel, there has been such an understanding, in Brussels as well 

as here. This is not going to be done in the remaining 20 months, whatever one likes to call it.  

Secondly, in addition to transitional arrangements you need arrangements that are disruptive as 

little as possible. If you are to have those, I suggest you must at least stay in the customs union. 

Now, we heard a number of arguments in the debate today about whether you should also stay in 

the single market. The two are quite distinct and not necessarily linked. I am afraid that I agree 

with my noble friend Lord Livingston that there are some political realities about staying in the 

single market as well as the customs union. However, let us at least stay in the customs union 

because that would deal with the just-in-time supply chains that are common in aerospace and 

automotive industries, and deal with the problem of the Irish border. 

That is clearly what the Chancellor of the Exchequer is gunning for. In today’s  Financial Times he is 

quoted as saying that we shall need at least two years in addition to the nearly two years that we 

have under the Article 50 arrangements. We are talking of about four years, possibly, for a 

transitional arrangement. That seems sensible. I understand that Mr Barnier has said something 
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along similar lines. Three to four years is the sort of period that we nee d for sensible 

arrangements. That is supported by this EU committee, reporting twice on the subject of trade. I 

understand that it is supported by the Evening Standard today. The Home Secretary has said that 

we need at least a period of time inside the customs union. Obviously, it is supported by the 

Engineering Employers’ Federation, the CBI and other business organisations. 

The argument against that put by Liam Fox and others is that it will not allow us to make our own 

free trade agreements with other countries. However, as my noble friend Lord Livingston pointed 

out, you cannot do these things in four years. If we have an interim arrangement to stay in the 

customs union for four years, very few FTAs would be finalised in that period, even though legally 

we cannot do that anyway. Even the provisional work would not be completed inside four years 

on any FTA, together with the fact that we are doing multiple FTAs all at once. The sheer 

impracticality is mind-boggling. I do not think that to remain in a customs union really puts out of 

court any serious agreement we would have with any other country outside the European Union.  

We can also overrate the value of free trade agreements with other countries. I speak with some 

experience here. Notice that I do not use the word “expert”. Experts are somewhat devalued 

these days; ideological purity seems to triumph over experts. I speak with some experience 

because a company I founded many years ago, before I became a Member of Parliament, is 

fortunately now thriving and we export 92% of our services. The noble Lord, Lord Bilimoria, 

boasts about exports and I will boast a little bit. Opening up new markets in what are inevitably 

distant lands—Chile, China or whatever—is hard work; servicing them is even harder. It is not a 

question of getting on the Eurostar to Brussels or going on a plane to Spain. If you are going to 

Chile or China, you must have people on the spot with offices. It is costly and all the rest of it. It is 

not easy to do all this trade or make free trade agreements with other countries that are distant 

and small by comparison with the trade arrangements we already have.  

Also, these countries extract a price. Look at what Aramco is now asking for to have its business 

listed on the London exchange. They al l demand a price and want their pound of flesh. It amused 

me during the referendum campaign to see the slogan, “Bring back control”. If you weaken the 

economy, you make it more difficult to have control over it. You lessen the control you have if you 

are in the position of a demandeur. You are less in control of your affairs than if you are in a 

strong position—as we were inside the European Union. As Mr Carney once put it, we are more 

dependent on the kindness of strangers—and we will continue to be if we have the debts that I 

fear we will have as well as the position outside the European Union. I do not want to get too far 

into these deep waters. All I am saying is that the sort of free trade agreements we can have with 

the rest of the world that we do not have at the moment are not a substitute for the markets we 

have now. They are valuable, yes, but they are not a substitute. 

The Government must make their mind up about remaining a member of the customs union. 

They should announce that soon. As has been said during this debate, while we rely on these 
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platitudes, as we have done for so long, investment drops away and companies make worst-case 

assumptions: easyJet thinks about going to Austria, Barclays thinks about going to Ireland, et 

cetera. Again, this point has been made but I fear that Governments invariably leave it until too 

late. If you look at that admirable book by King and Crewe, The Blunders of Our Governments, you 

will find endless episodes of Governments, for internal reasons, simply taking too long to make 

decisions. Of course, the private sector must pick up the pieces.  

In addition to that, we need not only to have a clear view but also to sell it to the European Union. 

The right approach is to go to the EU, come October or whenever we start the trade negotiations, 

and say, “Why can’t we keep what we have? Let’s not build up barriers between us where we 

don’t have them at the moment. That is ridiculous. We’d be the laughing stock of the world if we 

do that. Let’s keep what we have. Of course, further down the line we will want to raise issues 

such as free movement of labour and maybe the role of the European Court of  Justice—but that is 

further down the line. Let’s begin with working on what we have in common and what we can 

keep”. That positive approach will produce better results. I do not know any more than anybody 

else in this House what the reaction of the European Union will be or what Mr Barnier will say to 

all this. We do not know at this stage. None the less, on the understanding of proper negotiations, 

a positive, co-operative approach must be the sensible way through. 

Finally, I believe that there is a way through these difficulties. It is necessary for the Government 

to be more realistic and flexible, and to listen to business and sensible centre -ground opinion. 

That opinion has been admirably expressed in the two reports and in today’s debate.  
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