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We are please to announce that agreement 
has been reached w i b  rhe Bar Assmia&n 
for Commerce, Finance and Industry 
(BACFI) to publish he i r  newsletrer as 
part of the B&SS h R m k .  

The quarterly news%ereer, to be h o w n  
as "'BACFI Bu~lesin", will appear as four 
extra pages at taae end of the Review, 
commencing in February. This will be 
available ro all subscribers as we ltnow 
that i t  will be of general interest. 

Members of the association are to 
receive fzvourable subscription rates to 
the Review which we hope will boost 
membership of BACFI. We trust that our 
relationship with BACFH will be a long 
and happy one. 

.Registering D wterests in 
Parliament 

The House of Commons' Rebstm o j  
MmbersVn~mes t s ,  dating back to 1975, 
has always been a woefully unsatisfactory 
dosument, It is uegaded by many MPs 
&emselves as a ludicrous waste of time, 
which basely shows even the tip of the 
vase iceberg of MPs' extra-p;nrliamewta~y 
financial interests. 

There has been mounPiing concern in 
recent years about the growth of 
pasfiamentuy lobbying by public 
relations f i m s  (on which a significant 
number of M A  serve as directors). Even 
according to the selective evidence of the 
Register itself3 a growing number of MPs 
have been engaged in paid sonsulrawsy 
work. The recent spate of scandals in the 
City has inevitably aroused public 
concern about the role of MPs with Ciry 
connections. Anxiety has surfaced from 
sime to time about the capacity of MPs 
holding &rectorships and paid 
commercial consulrancies - even 
accepting that they abide by the rules 
requiring relevant interests to be publicly 
deslared in debate - to give wholly 
unbiased consideration to such matters as 
h e  inwoducbion of cable television, the 
priva~sation of major pubEc 
underta&ngs or she cowsmction of the 
Channel tunnel. 

A report by the Commons Select 
Commitnee on Members9 Hn~erest last 
May expressed concern about the 
growing extent of commercial lobbying 
but rejected proposals for a register of 
psofessionaP lobyists. But it did 
recommend regisrra~on of the 
ewua-pugmentaw interests of, ante? 
alisa, MPs' research assistants and 
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Csmpe t i t ion 

design, research and development c o s ~ s  
across the range d products. A 
competitor without the overheads faced 
by Ford could obviously market panels at 
a price lower than Ford; deprived of sales 
of such Darts Ford would have to recover 
a greater proportion of its overheads 
from sales of other parts or of complete 
motor cars. 

Ascording to the MMC's earlier 
Repore on Car Partss it has long been the 
practice of the motor industry that 
original equipment parts are supplied at 
low prices by outside contractors and 
more is charged for replasement parts. 
The s m e  logic applies to parts soused  
within the vehicle manufactu~ng 
company; the object of rhe exercise is to 
keep down the cost of the car, which 
obviously benefits the consumer but also 
benefits eke replacement parts 
manufacturer who is able to establish a 
captive market. But slow moving parts 
supplies of which a manufacturer is 
obliged to keep available ~hroughout the 
production Bfe of a model and for a 
reasonable time thereafter under h e  
terms of the Code of Practice for the 
Motor Industry do not provide much 
scope for sprea&ng overheads. Creaming 
off the fast-moving parts is likely only ro 
drive up the price of h e  complete cars, 
and %he allegedly high price of cars in the 
UK is already the subject of some 
controversy. 

The effects of cowpet i~on  on BBC and 
ITP appear harder to define. It seems 
fairly clear, however, that were 
programme informaeisn for a week at a 
time to become avalable for p u b ~ a c i o n  
there would be takers. The London 
listings magazine Time 8 u ~  has already 
been to courte to try to establish its right 
to publish t h i s  information and the MMG 
heard from two newspaper publishers 
that they would like to able to publish 
advmce p m m m m e  schedules 
(para 5.20). 

hioreover, the Governors of the BBC 
thought ehat if copyright were waived 
there was no doubt that 

""aheedd publication containing all 
the IT' programmes side by side with 
considerable editorial mateHial . . . 
could be . . . made very popular and 
would meet the needs of a lot of the 
central mass of people who Eke to 
compue things during the week'" 
(para 6.17). 

Such a publicarkon wouild enable the 
average viewer to obtain a11 his 
idormation between one pair of covers 
instead of having to buy two magazines 
as at present. Bur BBC and HTP were 

concerned ehat suck a publication woua 
cream off rhe marker for the " p ~ p u l a r ' ~  
information leaving them with a 
continuing obligation to provide 
~wority-interest and unprofitable 
informaeion such as radio listings, exac~iy 
as Ford is obliged to provide 
slow-moving replacement pares. 

R a d b  T i m  and g87 Times are 
profitable journals. They enjoy 
enormous circulation - for the period 
July-December 1984 the Audit B u r e a ~  
of Circulation reported an average of over 
3.2 million copies eash per week 
(para 2.26 of the Report), easily the 
highest figures for a UK magazine - and 
made pre tax profits of f 2.8 million 
(Radio Times) and f3 .4  million ( T V  
Times) in he i r  financial year ending in 
1984. Those profits are available to 
contribute towards the cose of the 
broadcasting services and therefore help 
to keep down the BBCs licence fee. It 
may seem anomalous &at the providers 
of broadsas~ng services should be able to 
mn their own promotional activities a t  a 
profit, s possibifity open to few, if any, 
other orga~sseions; presumably she 
p u b k  interest is served in Perms of their 
enhanced ability to outbid each other for 
American soap operas. 

In both cases, the MMC h e a d  that 
increasing sompedtion would threaten 
the peoviion of a package of goods and 
services to the public. Radio Times and 
TV Tims would not be able to continue 
in their present format; Ford cars might 
become more expensive. On the other 
hamd, freer competition would ensure 
that referenase gmds  became available at 

1 lower cost to the consumer from 
1 alternative sources. 

, The Public interest 
Yet despite all the sihlapides the MMC 
did not agree on Ford and BBGfITP. It 
found that the public inrerest demanded 
freer competition in the supply of Ford 
body panels (although it found iaseK 
unable to promote such cowpeGtion); 
but the majority found that the 
advantages t o  the public of the present 
arrangements for publisising TV 
programmes outweighed the 
disadvantages, and it was impossible to 
tell whether a u f e r e n t  system would 
give a better balance. 

However, the minority felt &at the 
risk ofloss ofthe valuable features of rhs 
present system did not justify preventing 
market forces from owrating. They 
obsewed ehat even if the cirsulations of 

the two magazines fell by fifty per cent 
they would still sell more than any other 
UK magadne, and the minority 
therefore did not believe that the 
magazines would "rp en&$le to remain 
profitable. Such a view seems to be more 
in line with the Ford decision. 

If the majoriry believed that changing 
the arrangements about programme 
listings would nor necessarily improve 
matters, what does applying the same 
logic to Ford give us? Ford, like BBC 
and ITP, would be unable to reap 
rnonopoPy profits from the sale of parts 
for which there were alternatives. But it 
would have to make that money 
somewhere, because ie has incurred 
substantial costs. BBC and ITP, on the 
oehep hand, have relatively few overheads 
to cover in the production of their 
magazines; their monopoly profits lack 
the justification which Ford can claim to 
have. Cowapetieion may make certain 
panels cheaper, but it is almost certain to 
make something else - probably the car 
- more expensive. Than is clearly not in 
the public interest; indeed it could be 
argued that shan@ng the arrangements 
in the Pord case would make things 
worse. 

So why should she owner of a msay 
Pord be privileged, and not eke television 
viewer? Perhaps we have to look beyond 
the legal niceties to the political realities 
- the main dfference between the rwo 
cases is that one involved a public 
coqoraeion and the other, a US-owned 
multinational. Is that too cynical? 

'H@ 318; HMSO, 1982. 
9TP Lbd v Time &a Ltd a d  Ellios and BBC v 
Time 0766 Ltd and EUiot [I9841 HSR 64. 

accredited garhamenrary journabises. Ow 
December 17, the House accepted the 
proposals and rejected amendments 
designed to sepengehen the present 
Register. The position remains vague 
and unsarisfactory. The relalionship 
between Westminster and the 
commercial world is perhaps only of 
h t e r d t t e n t  importance, but it is in no 
one's interests if it is t&nted by public 
suspicions that are exacerbated by h e  
regreftable se8ustance of 
parlimentarians to accept the need for 
comprehensive and obligatory 
disclosure. 
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