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Home Affairs 

House of Lords Debate 

Islam: Tenets 
col 1261 Lord Pearson of Rannoch (UKIP): … this Question is yet another attempt to 
start some sort of open discussion in this country about the nature of Islam. You can say 
what you like about the virgin birth, the miracles and the resurrection of Jesus Christ, but 
you get into serious trouble if you try to touch at all on the subject of Islam and what it 
really is. … 
Islam does not, as so often averred, mean peace; it means submission to the will of 
Allah, the Muslim God. Islam and its sharia law are an indivisible legal, religious and 
political system, taking all authority from the Koran and from what Muhammad did and 
said in his lifetime. So it is a complete way of life, and does not sit easily with our western 
liberal democracies and our separation of powers between legislature, executive, 
judiciary and Church. … 
col 1263 We should … be taking some initiative now which will help to avoid the eventual 
Muslim takeover of our society … You have only to look at the Muslim birth rate to see 
that that is now a real possibility. The latest figures I have from the ONS show that the 
Muslim population in England rose 10 times faster between 2001 and 2016 than did the 
rest of the population … 
… as a leading Muslim said to a friend of mine recently: “We do not need to go on 
blowing you up. All we have to do is to wait until we can take you over through the power 
of the womb and the ballot box”. … 

 

Lord Patten (Conservative): … there is no text in the great books of the three 
Abrahamic religions that directly promotes or sanctions terrorism. While the record shows 
that Judaism has been pretty restrained over the millennia in the matter of religious 
violence within or without its communities, alas, one cannot say the same about the 
Christian religion in England—Catholics and Protestants in particular were going at each 
other for hundreds of years, busily burning and then, to make a change of pace, 
disembowelling each other in the interests of religion. … 
col 1264 Christians have, in a phrase, grown out of it. Now in the final long, drawn-out act 
involving the Islamic world, we must be equally robust in asserting that terrorism and 
religion do not sit together. One is not an excuse for the other; only perverted minds seek 
to use religion for their perverted ends. … 

 

col 1265 Lord Desai (Labour): …  Ever since 9/11,  I have taken  the view that Islam will  
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be used by the terrorists for what they do, but it is not an Islamic problem; it is a political 
movement which I and others have called Islamism. Islamism has a very tenuous 
connection with the religion and its religious texts. … 
… ever since 1973, which was the third and last defeat of the Arab nations to abolish 
Israel, it has been clear that the modernist, socialist alternative in the Arab world had lost 
credibility. … 

 

col 1267 Lord Hussain (Liberal Democrat): …  The small minority of those who get 
involved in terrorism in the name of Islam are either misled or do not have basic 
knowledge of Islam; nor do they practise it. … 
col 1268 Over the past few years, we have seen a huge rise in Islamophobia, or anti-
Muslim racism , as it has been defined in the recently published Runnymede report. The 
report finds that anti-Muslim prejudice has grown further and wider and Muslims in the 
UK are increasingly disadvantaged in all areas of life. Would the Minister not agree that 
the way the noble Lord, Lord Pearson, uses his ill-informed narrative to demonise the 
great religion of Islam and blames this religion for all the ills of the world actually fuels 
anti-Muslim sentiments that lead to hate crime? … 

 

col 1270 Lord Parekh (Labour): … the re-examination of these concepts is going on … 
circumstances compel Muslim leaders to reinterpret those concepts, just as Hindus and 
Christians have been compelled. Secondly, government intervention in these matters is 
always ill-advised because it politicises scholarship. Scholarship loses its sense of 
detachment and integrity. More importantly, the Government have no competence in the 
matter. If someone interprets Al Hijra in one way and the noble Lord, Lord Desai, 
interprets it  in another and the noble Lord, Lord Ahmed, in another, how will the Prime 
Minister decide which one to encourage and which to discourage? It is not the 
Government’s business. To give the Government religious authority is the worst thing 
that any liberal, or even non-liberal, society can aim to do. … 

 

col 1272 Lord Sheikh (Conservative): … Islam is indeed a religion of peace … Even 
when we greet somebody, we use the phrase As-salāmu ‘alaykum, which means “peace 
be upon you”. I would like to emphasise that it is written in the Holy Koran that Allah 
subhanahu wa ta’ala has said: “Whoever kills a human being, it is as though he has killed 
all mankind, and whoever saves a human being, it is as though he has saved all 
mankind”. This is very similar to what is written in the Talmud. Islam and Judaism, like 
other religions, both value the sanctity of life. … 

 

col 1274 Lord Ahmed (Non-affiliated): … Saying that Muslims are breeding more 
children and will take over is using the same language that Nazis used against Jewish 
communities before the Second World War. It is done deliberately when there is hatred 
against Muslims for their birth rate. … 
I do not have to preach to anyone what the Holy Bible, which I respect, says in the Books 
of Exodus, Deuteronomy, Joshua and both Books of Kings. They talk about slaughter 
and genocide. If these fanatics—ISIS or Daesh—picked up the Bible and said, “This is 
why they invaded Iraq and kill Muslims. because this is the teaching of the Bible”, it 
would be complete nonsense. Whatever the religion, whether Hinduism, Sikhism, 
Buddhism—one of the most peaceful religions on earth, but we see what is happening in 
Myanmar to the Rohingya communities—Islam, Judaism or Christianity, it is the 
individuals who abuse the texts and the religion for their own violent, political purposes. 
col 1275 This is a great country. Frankly, we do not need Islamophobes, because every 
time we see people from Britain First and other groups create this hatred, attacks on 
Muslim, European and ethnic minority communities go up. When the Minister replies, will 
she tell us the figures on how much hatred and hate crime goes up when these groups 
use this bad language? Only last week a Muslim woman was refused service in 
McDonald’s because she was wearing a hijab. Visible Muslims with beards, or even 
those in the Sikh community with turbans, are attacked. People who speak European 
languages are abused on buses. … 
Yes,  we have criminals,  but if we start pointing  the finger at  all the Muslims first,  then it  
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may be the Jewish communities after, then maybe the Sikh communities after that. Then 
we might say, “All these coloured people, different people who do not look like us, do not 
have green eyes like us, are responsible for our social deprivation, unemployment and 
economic crisis”. That is what the Nazis did. That is what Hitler’s people did. … 

 

col 1279 The Minister of State, Home Office (Baroness Williams of Trafford): … Over 
generations, we have built something quite incredible in this country: a successful 
multiracial, multifaith democracy. That success is underpinned by British values, which 
the mainstream majority share and celebrate, including freedom of speech, the rule of 
law, individual liberty and the mutual respect and tolerance of different faiths and beliefs. 
col 1280 Sharia law is not promoted by government. It has no jurisdiction in England and 
Wales, and the Government have no intention of changing that position. Regardless of 
religious beliefs, we are all equal before the law. … The Government do not prevent 
people from seeking to regulate their lives through religious beliefs, and nothing in law 
prevents people doing that. … 
To read the full transcript see 
http://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2017-12-07/debates/9A2E34BE-13D0-49BA-A734-
FD33F3AC679E/IslamTenets  
 
 

House of Commons Oral Answer 

Leaving the EU: Animal Welfare 
Vernon Coaker (Labour): On animal welfare standards, whether we are in the EU or 
outside it, will the Secretary of State consider the importance of labelling so that people 
know what they are buying? When a label says that a chicken has been reared outside 
or been stunned or not stunned, people must be able to trust that they know what has 
happened. 

Michael Gove: The hon. Gentleman is right: there is confusion and uncertainty in 
the minds of some consumers as a result of current labelling. Already, farmer-led 
schemes such as the Red Tractor scheme ensure that people know that animals 
have been kept to the highest welfare standards, but we can go further and I look 
forward to working with the hon. Gentleman on that. 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-07/debates/54D8CC3D-2FAD-4BD7-
BB9E-8A2A735D8E28/LeavingTheEUAnimalWelfare#contribution-A616D42A-8304-
4B50-BFBF-7169909C641C  
 
 

House of Commons Written Answers 

Religious Hatred: Islam 
Martyn Day (SNP) [114985] To ask the Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government, what assessment he has made of the implications for his Department's 
policies of the conclusions of the Tell MAMA Annual Report for 2016 on Anti-Muslim 
Hatred on the gender of victims and the majority identity of perpetrators of such hatred. 

Marcus Jones: We take hate crime in all its forms very seriously: the United 
Kingdom has some of the strongest hate crime legislation in the world. The 
statistical breakdowns provided by Tell MAMA give an invaluable insight into the 
extent and nature of the deplorable abuse which Muslim citizens are subjected to 
on account of their belief or appearance. It is notable that most reported offline 
incidents of anti-Muslim hatred involve male perpetrators and that the majority of 
victims of offline incidents are women, most of whom are visibly Muslim. The 
Government has committed funding of £100 million to counter violence against 
women and girls with prosecutions and convictions for such offences rising 63 per 
cent since 2007-08. 
 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2017-12-07/debates/9A2E34BE-13D0-49BA-A734-FD33F3AC679E/IslamTenets
http://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2017-12-07/debates/9A2E34BE-13D0-49BA-A734-FD33F3AC679E/IslamTenets
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-07/debates/54D8CC3D-2FAD-4BD7-BB9E-8A2A735D8E28/LeavingTheEUAnimalWelfare#contribution-A616D42A-8304-4B50-BFBF-7169909C641C
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-07/debates/54D8CC3D-2FAD-4BD7-BB9E-8A2A735D8E28/LeavingTheEUAnimalWelfare#contribution-A616D42A-8304-4B50-BFBF-7169909C641C
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-07/debates/54D8CC3D-2FAD-4BD7-BB9E-8A2A735D8E28/LeavingTheEUAnimalWelfare#contribution-A616D42A-8304-4B50-BFBF-7169909C641C
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This Government has done more than any other to tackle anti-Muslim hatred. We 
set up the first ever cross-government working group on anti-Muslim hatred. We 
have funded Tell MAMA, the first service to record incidents, support victims and 
raise community awareness of how to report anti-Muslim hate incidents. We are 
also disaggregating religious hate crime data held by the police to reveal the true 
scale and nature of the problem. Funding has been made available for the 
security of mosques and other faith establishments. 

http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-
statements/written-question/Commons/2017-12-22/114985/  
 

The report referred to above can be read at 
https://tellmamauk.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/A-Constructed-Threat-Identity-
Intolerance-and-the-Impact-of-Anti-Muslim-Hatred-Web.pdf  
 

Private Education: Curriculum 
Thangam Debbonaire (Labour) [116308] To ask the Secretary of State for Education, 
what estimate she has made of the number of independent schools that are teaching a 
faith-based curriculum. 

Anne Milton: There is no estimate available for the number of independent 
schools that teach a faith-based curriculum. 
Although independent schools may declare a religious ethos, and some also have 
a designation as being a school of religious character, this does not necessarily 
mean that the curriculum used by the school is significantly affected by the faith in 
question. There are also some independent schools that offer a faith-based 
curriculum without having a declared faith ethos or a designation. 

http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-
statements/written-question/Commons/2017-11-29/116308/  
 
 

Scottish Parliament Oral Answers 

First Minister’s Questions: Organ Donation 
6. Jamie Greene (Conservative): To ask the First Minister what action the Scottish 
Government is taking to improve the availability of organs viable for donation and 
transplant. (S5F-01800) 

The First Minister (Nicola Sturgeon): We continue to work with national health 
service staff to increase the numbers of donors and transplants that are available 
in Scotland. We will also introduce legislation in this parliamentary year to bring 
forward a soft opt-out system of organ and tissue donation. Over time and as part 
of our wider package of measures to promote a culture change in favour of 
donation, that should help to increase the number of deceased organ donors 
further. 

Jamie Greene: The issue holds great personal significance for me, as it does for many. I 
was blessed with the gift of a grandmother thanks to a kidney donor in the 1980s and 
have family members who passed at an early age but, through donation, gave the gift of 
life and health to others. However, a report released this week by the Welsh Government 
found that, despite the introduction of an opt-out system for organ donation two years 
ago, the number of donors had not increased. What steps will the First Minister take to 
ensure that any such system in Scotland takes into account any potential issues with 
availability, eligibility and family overrides while addressing any other concerns that 
the public might have with the plans? 

The First Minister: Those are important and legitimate questions. The early 
indications from the Welsh system are mixed. Complex factors are involved in 
donation. Donor numbers fluctuate and the evaluation report in Wales suggests 
that a  longer  time is  needed to draw  firmer conclusions  about the  impact of the  

 

http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Commons/2017-12-22/114985/
http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Commons/2017-12-22/114985/
https://tellmamauk.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/A-Constructed-Threat-Identity-Intolerance-and-the-Impact-of-Anti-Muslim-Hatred-Web.pdf
https://tellmamauk.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/A-Constructed-Threat-Identity-Intolerance-and-the-Impact-of-Anti-Muslim-Hatred-Web.pdf
http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Commons/2017-11-29/116308/
http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Commons/2017-11-29/116308/
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change in the law. We will continue to learn from the experience in Wales and, 
indeed, other countries that have already adopted an opt-out system in order that 
we can deliver a workable, safe system in Scotland. It is important that we take 
the time to get it right. 
I will make two quick points. First, there has been an increase in donations in 
recent years. Between 2007-08 and 2016-17, deceased donor numbers in 
Scotland increased by 146 per cent. All of us should welcome that. 
When I was health secretary, I came at the issue having a long-standing 
instinctive position in favour of moving to a soft opt-out system. In my various 
discussions with transplant surgeons and others, they persuaded me that we 
should not rush to make that change and that it was more important to do what 
they described to me as the hard miles—to put in place the infrastructure that 
would support an increase. We spent a lot of time doing that and it is behind the 
increase that I just cited. However, having done that, it is now time to consider 
that move and that is what the proposed legislation will allow the Parliament to 
do openly and responsibly. In doing that, we should pay attention to what is 
happening in Wales and other countries. 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=11248&i=102480#Scot
ParlOR  

TOP 

 
 

Israel 

House of Commons Ministerial Statement and Q&A 

Israel: US Embassy 
col 1207 The Minister for the Middle East (Alistair Burt): … As my right hon. Friend 
the Prime Minister made clear in her statement yesterday, “We disagree with the US 
decision to move its embassy to Jerusalem and recognise Jerusalem as the Israeli 
capital before a final status agreement. We believe it is unhelpful in terms of prospects 
for peace in the region. The British Embassy to Israel is based in Tel Aviv and we have 
no plans to move it. 
Our position on the status of Jerusalem is clear and long-standing: it should be 
determined in a negotiated settlement between the Israelis and the Palestinians, and 
Jerusalem should ultimately be the shared capital of the Israeli and Palestinian states. In 
line with relevant Security Council Resolutions, we regard East Jerusalem as part of the 
Occupied Palestinian Territories. 
We share President Trump’s desire to bring an end to this conflict. We welcome his 
commitment” in his statement “to a two-state solution negotiated between the parties, 
and note the importance of his clear acknowledgement that the final status of Jerusalem, 
including the sovereign boundaries within the city, must be subject to negotiations 
between the Israelis and the Palestinians. 
We encourage the US Administration to now bring forward detailed proposals for an 
Israel-Palestinian settlement. 
To have the best chances of success, the peace process must be conducted in an 
atmosphere free from violence. We call on all parties to work together to maintain calm” 
at a crucial time. 
 

Emily Thornberry (Labour): … For all of us in this House and beyond who have worked 
tirelessly for decades in the hope of lasting peace in the middle east, yesterday’s 
decision was an absolute hammer blow to those hopes. There is a reason that, before 
yesterday, no other country would locate its embassy in Jerusalem and no other major 
country  would  recognise Jerusalem  as  Israel’s capital:  because  to do  either thing, let  
 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=11248&i=102480#ScotParlOR
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=11248&i=102480#ScotParlOR
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alone both at the same time, confers legitimacy on Israel’s occupation of East 
Jerusalem—an occupation with no basis in international law, and a permanent barrier to 
achieving the political settlement that we all wish for. 
The sheer recklessness of that decision needs no debate. Donald Trump is not crying 
“Fire!” in a crowded theatre; he is deliberately setting fire to the theatre. And then he has 
the unbelievable cheek to claim that he is doing this to move forward the peace process, 
when in reality he is setting it back decades. 
col 1208 As usual—as with the Muslim ban, the Paris agreement and the Iran deal—the 
question for the UK Government is twofold. First, what are they going to do about this 
mess? With Donald Trump wilfully deserting America’s role as peace broker between 
Israel and Palestine, how will we work with our other allies to fill that void? 
Secondly, when will the Government admit that they have got their strategy with Donald 
Trump totally wrong? They told us that holding his hand, hugging him close and indulging 
him with the offer of a state visit was the best way of wielding influence and shaping his 
policies. But on Jerusalem, as on so many issues before, they have been made to look 
like fools: weak, ignored and entirely without influence. When will they realise that 
bending over for a bully only encourages their behaviour? What our country needs, and 
what the world needs, is a British Government prepared to stand up to him. 

Alistair Burt: I thank the right hon. Lady for her comments. I agree that a difficult 
consensus has been broken. She is right that the international consensus around 
the status of Jerusalem has been one of the things we have all held on to during a 
period when the ultimate settlement—the final settlement—has yet to be agreed. 
It has always been seen as part of the process that, at the end of that negotiated 
settlement, the status of Jerusalem would be confirmed. The United States has 
taken a decision about itself and about the location of its embassy. In answer to 
her final point about the United Kingdom’s position vis-à-vis President Trump and 
the United States, we make it clear that we disagree with the decision. The Prime 
Minister has said that it is unhelpful. It is not a decision we would take. 
We have now to decide, as the right hon. Lady said, what we do now. The first 
thing we have done is to co-sponsor a meeting tomorrow at the UN Security 
Council when this will be discussed. We have co-sponsored that with our 
European partners because it provides the opportunity to take stock of where we 
are and how we can move forward. There are two options: one is that we just 
dwell on this particular decision of the United States, as people will for a while, 
and just leave it sitting there; and the other is to decide what we do now. It is 
imperative that we now see the work that the President’s envoys have been 
doing, which they have shared with a number of partners. That now needs to 
come forward—more quickly, perhaps, than people anticipated—and then we can 
see what there is to work on for friends both of Israel and of the Palestinians. The 
process has to move on. If the process were derailed by this, it would compound 
the unhelpfulness of the decision. That is what we want to talk about. 
The right hon. Lady mentioned our longer-term relationship with the United States, 
which is very deep: defence, intelligence, security, trade – it covers a multitude of 
things. It has done for centuries and it will go on for centuries, regardless of 
leadership. We respect an elected President but we know that the relationship 
with the United States is much deeper, and the United Kingdom will continue to 
honour that relationship in its many forms. 

Desmond Swayne: If the President has a cunning plan which he has not shared with 
any of his allies, may I invite my right hon. Friend to speculate on what it might be? 

col 1209 Alistair Burt: If there is, this is a decision that has clearly been 
welcomed by the Prime Minister and the state of Israel. There is no doubt that 
Israel sees the United States as a great friend. There is no surprise to any of us in 
relation to that, and nor does it change anything particularly markedly in terms of 
relationships in the region. Perhaps, when proposals come forward, if 
concessions are needed by the state of Israel in order to make the agreement that  
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we all wish to see which will be supported by all sides, there just might now be an 
extra area of pressure that can be applied because a friend of Israel has done 
what the President has done. 
I have no inkling of the thinking of the President of the United States. But, as 
everything in this whole business is used in one way or another, there are just 
possibly those within the state of Israel who will recognise the limb that the 
President has gone out on, and perhaps, when push comes to shove, that might 
be of some assistance. As for us, we are very clear on our position. We disagree 
with this and we will continue to work with all partners to seek the peace 
settlement that is so urgently needed. 

Chris Law (SNP): President Trump’s decision to recognise Jerusalem as the capital of 
Israel and to move the US embassy from Tel Aviv is not only reckless and wrong but 
throws the entire peace process into jeopardy. There is no denying that this decision 
seriously hinders a two-state solution to the conflict. The reaction from the international 
community has been overwhelming. Pope Francis said, “I cannot remain silent.” The UN 
Secretary-General spoke of his “great anxiety”. The European Union has expressed 
“serious concern”. I could go on. 
Tomorrow, the UN will meet amid concerns that Mr Trump’s announcement is in breach 
of both international law and UN resolutions. Will the Minister therefore take a moment to 
condemn this reckless decision in the strongest possible terms and assure the House 
that all efforts will be made tomorrow at the UN meeting to have the decision reversed? 
Regardless of political differences across this Chamber, we share the values of 
tolerance, inclusion and respect across these islands. Taking that into consideration, will 
the Minister today completely rule out a state visit from President Trump and send out a 
clear message that his divisive and reckless actions are not welcome here? 

Alistair Burt: We will allow the peace process to be derailed by this only if we 
take the decision as doing just that, as opposed to providing a different 
opportunity to take the peace process forward. The envoys are still working; they 
are still in contact with Arab states and Arab partners, as well as the state of 
Israel. As I said, that work should continue with greater urgency. The risks in the 
region are even clearer this morning than they were yesterday before the 
President spoke—risks that many colleagues in this House know full well because 
of our frequent visits to the region. The only way that those risks can be quelled is 
by demonstrating to those who seek hope for the process that there is still a 
chance of hope. The United Kingdom must do nothing to cut off that possibility. 
That is why we have to keep urging the peace process forward. The deficit of trust 
with the United States because of its decision will be noted, but it will remain an 
important part of discussions for the future. 
col 1210 On the hon. Gentleman’s other two questions, we co-sponsored the 
meeting with the UN, so it is our intention to work with partners urgently on 
moving this forward. On the President’s visit, again, the Prime Minister has made 
clear her views on that: an invitation has been extended, but there is no date set 
for the visit. 

Caroline Spelman (Conservative): I welcome what the Minister of State has said this 
morning. I thought I would share with the House a sentence from a letter from the 
Patriarchs and Heads of Local Churches in Jerusalem to President Trump: 
“peace…cannot be reached without Jerusalem being for all.” 
That was echoed yesterday by the Archbishop of Canterbury, who said: “The status quo 
of the City of Jerusalem is one of the few stable elements of hope for peace”. He urged 
us all to “Pray for the peace of Jerusalem”. 

Alistair Burt: I think that we would all concur with those words. The status of 
Jerusalem is of immense importance in the region to all faiths and all parties who 
live there. It is essential that the consensus that Jerusalem is for all be honoured. 
As I stated, it is very clear that our position on the final status of Jerusalem, as 
part of the final settlement to be agreed between the parties, is the most important  
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thing, not anyone’s unilateral decision about what they think about Jerusalem. 
Tom Brake (Liberal Democrat): The UK Government have previously said that they 
would recognise Palestine when the time was right. Is the time not right now? 

Alistair Burt: Our view has been that recognition of Palestine should come at the 
time when that is in the best interests of the prospects for peace and the peace 
process. That remains our position for now. 

Nusrat Ghani (Conservative): President Trump’s recognition of Jerusalem as the capital 
of Israel isolates the USA. It has been condemned by European and middle eastern 
leaders, and even by Pope Francis. All say that this hostile act is ignorant and 
undermines the delicate peace process. Will the Minister confirm that we robustly 
maintain, with the States, a position of seeking a two-state solution, although I suggest 
he begins by pointing out where Jerusalem is to President Trump? 

Alistair Burt: I am grateful to my hon. Friend. I assure her that there is no change 
in the United Kingdom’s position, either on the final status of Jerusalem, or on the 
need for a two-state solution. 

Ben Bradshaw (Labour): Further to the Minister’s answer to the Liberal Democrat 
spokesman, the right hon. Member for Carshalton and Wallington (Tom Brake), who 
asked, “If not now, when?”, the Minister will be aware that one of the most grievous 
consequences of this decision is the impact on Palestinian public opinion. More and 
more people are giving up on a two-state solution. With Britain’s particular historical 
responsibilities, is it not time to honour the overwhelming vote in this House back in 2014 
and recognise Palestine as a state? 

col 1211 Alistair Burt: As the right hon. Gentleman knows, I make frequent visits 
to the region—I was there recently—and yesterday I expressed to the Palestinian 
representative in London my views on the President of the United States’ 
anticipated speech. Recognition of the state of Palestine is not necessarily a 
consequence of what we heard yesterday. It is not tit for tat; it is more important 
than that. Accordingly, it should be a decision made by the United Kingdom at a 
time when we believe it is in the best interests of the process of peace. That is the 
view for now. 

Rachel Maclean (Conservative): Can my right hon. Friend confirm that UK aid 
contributions to the Palestinian Authority are significant in maintaining the stability of the 
region, as they have historically been, which will ultimately help drive forward the 
negotiations on a two-state solution and the peaceful settlement that we wish to see? 

Alistair Burt: Indeed. I spoke just last week to the Palestinian Authority’s 
Education and Finance Ministers to talk about the latest tranche of support that 
the United Kingdom is giving the Palestinian Authority. It is provided in the clear 
belief and understanding that the Palestinian territories are moving towards 
statehood. That is the purpose of our support for them, and I re-emphasised that 
and made it clear. That is where the hope comes from, because there has to be 
hope for the Palestinians and those living on the west bank and in Gaza. It is our 
job to make sure that nothing in yesterday’s decision by another power makes 
that more difficult, and that is what we will be working towards. 

Andy Slaughter (Labour): Does the Minister agree that this is a sea change, not just 
another setback, because it removes America as an honest broker and changes the facts 
on the ground so that an independent Palestinian state is not really possible any more? 
That is the view of senior Palestinians such as Husam Zomlot and Saeb Erekat. What 
plans do the Government have to move matters forward in their discussions with the 
Palestinian Authority and the Palestine Liberation Organisation, and do they include at 
least a timetable for recognition? 

Alistair Burt: I have said what I wanted to say on recognition. Let us talk about 
the peace process, which the hon. Gentleman started his question with. It appears 
clear that the position of the United States will have changed materially in the 
eyes of those working for peace in the region because of yesterday’s statement. I 
would draw  attention — rightly, I hope — to  the  parts of the  President’s  speech  
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dealing with the need for negotiations and a two-state solution, but the nature of 
the United States as a broker in the region will have been affected. I am sure that 
we will discuss tomorrow at the UN how the process can be taken forward. The 
United States will continue to play an important part, but there is no doubt that 
there is a trust deficit because of yesterday’s announcement. It is for other states 
to fill that gap, to ensure that the prospects for peace are not diminished. 

col 1212 Bob Blackman (Conservative): Is the reality not that the peace process has 
been stalled for 24 years, since 1993, and that what we need following this 
announcement is direct peace talks between the state of Israel and the Palestinian 
representatives? If we can get from the United Nations a brokered position whereby 
those peace talks start, this decision could end up having been quite a good one. 

Alistair Burt: I have no sense that yesterday’s decision made a contribution to 
advancing the peace process. I understand what the President said, and he had a 
particular logic in doing so, although I am not sure I share it. I do share the view 
my hon. Friend expressed in his last point—what happens in the region can be 
either a blow or an opportunity, but usually it is both. We must make sure that the 
opportunity provided by yesterday’s statement is not lost. There is a new role for 
others to play, but ultimately it must be about what we can do to assist direct 
negotiations rather than push them back. 

Jo Swinson (Liberal Democrat): Trump’s rash desperation to tick off every ill-judged, 
divisive campaign soundbite now threatens the peace process in one of the most volatile 
geopolitical regions in the world. The Government have welcomed his words about a 
two-state solution, but those pronouncements count for little when his actions, coupled 
with the expansion of Israeli illegal settlements, mean that the prospect of a two-state 
solution seems more distant than ever. The Government are clearly limited in their ability 
to influence the US position, but surely it is now time for them to listen to the clear will of 
this House and for the UK to confirm our commitment to a two-state solution by 
recognising the state of Palestine, as we do the state of Israel. 

Alistair Burt: I do not want to repeat what I said earlier, but the United Kingdom’s 
position has a degree of flexibility. The House is right that we have to make a 
collective judgment about when the time is right in the best interests of peace. The 
Government then have to make up their own mind about the circumstances and 
what is right, and they will do that, but colleagues’ views are known. 

David Jones (Conservative): President Trump has said that the United States remains 
committed to a two-state solution, but will my right hon. Friend confirm that the British 
Government will be pointing out to this country’s strongest ally that moving the American 
embassy to Jerusalem will be interpreted by many as American acquiescence in Israel’s 
illegal programme of settlement on the west bank, which is itself the biggest impediment 
to a two-state solution? 

Alistair Burt: My right hon. Friend provides an analysis of the consequences that 
is accepted by many. 

col 1213 Richard Burden (Labour): Is not the reality that President Trump’s 
announcement yesterday has fatally undermined the US’s credibility in brokering a peace 
between Israel and Palestine? In that light, is it not more vital than ever that the UK and 
the European Union demonstrate—in deed, as well as in word—that respect for 
international law must be the cornerstone of any lasting peace? Will the Minister tell the 
House what action he will take to implement in practice the UK’s obligations under the 
paragraph in UN Security Council resolution 2334, passed just under 12 months ago, 
that calls on all states “to distinguish, in their relevant dealings, between the territory of 
the State of Israel and the territories occupied since 1967”?  
What, in practice, will Britain do to implement that? 

Alistair Burt: As the hon. Gentleman knows, we have followed both UN and EU 
practice in clearly labelling produce from settlement areas—those areas that have 
been occupied—and we have also been clear about that in our advice to 
business.  To that extent, we have recognised the importance of following through  
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on resolution 2334, for which the United Kingdom of course voted. 
I would say to the hon. Gentleman, as I have said to other Members, that many of 
these issues have, crucially, to be decided in the final settlement between the 
parties. There is a greater need for urgency about that this morning than there 
was yesterday, and it is towards that that the United Kingdom can and will bend 
its efforts, which is why we are meeting partners tomorrow. I will be in Paris 
tomorrow for a meeting of the international support group for Lebanon, and we will 
be talking about this on the margins. There is a need for greater urgency and for 
making use of this opportunity. 

Wendy Morton (Conservative): Although we absolutely disagree with the US moving its 
embassy, will my right hon. Friend reassure me that we will continue to seek, and work 
with the US to find, a long-term two-state solution? 

Alistair Burt: I thank my hon. Friend. Yes, the work of the two envoys continues. 
The United States will obviously continue to play a part in such processes in the 
region, and I refer to my earlier answers on what we are trying to do to help this 
process. 

Tommy Sheppard (SNP): I think the Minister understands the perception of yesterday’s 
announcement in the Palestinian community. What can he do to prevent the complete 
erosion of faith in this process by Palestinians seeking to find a two-state solution and an 
accommodation on their border with Israel, and would not recognition be such a move? 

Alistair Burt: The first thing we can do is make clear our disagreement with the 
policy of the United States. The second thing is to work with partners to provide 
an assurance that the peace process will go on and to give people hope. The third 
thing is to say that the process must be continued with renewed urgency to get 
the result that we all want. That is the UK’s position. 

Kevin Foster (Conservative): I know the Minister will recognise that our relationship 
with the United States is far deeper than the question of whoever happens to be the 
current occupant of the White House, and the same is true of our commitment to the 
peace process in the middle east. Will he reassure me that we will stick to the original 
vision in the Balfour declaration of two democratic, prosperous states living side by side, 
and that we will continue to seek such a solution? 

col 1214 Alistair Burt: Yes. We referred earlier this year to the Balfour declaration 
as “unfinished business”, and that is still our view. Again, yesterday’s 
announcement gives renewed urgency to dealing with the second part of that 
equation. 

Rupa Huq (Labour): May I thank you, Mr Speaker, for your leadership on the 45th 
President of the United States? Several months ago, you indicated your disinclination for 
him to address Parliament, and you are being proved more and more right by the day. 
When the Minister meets his US counterpart at the UN, will he convey to him the words 
of the young Palestinian human rights activist—you hosted him at the Amnesty 
International reception in your rooms yesterday, Mr Speaker—who said that by taking 
this unilateral decision, the President is flouting international law, international 
consensus, and the hopes and dreams of all those who harbour a wish for a two-state 
solution? 

Alistair Burt: I am sure that the words cited by the hon. Lady will be drawn to the 
attention of those in the United States. It is our duty to ensure that hopes and 
promises are not lost in these circumstances. 

John Howell (Conservative): I completely share the Government’s view on this 
statement by the President of the United States, but I do not believe that it brings the 
process for a two-state solution to an end. Indeed, I believe it gives greater emphasis to 
the work that we can carry on to achieve that. Does the Minister agree? 

Alistair Burt: As I said earlier, the peace process towards a two-state solution will 
come to an end only when the parties themselves feel that it cannot go any 
further. It is vital that we and all our partners—including the United States—
reaffirm that commitment to the two-state solution, and do our level best to ensure  
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that it is not lost. 
Alan Brown (SNP): Given Trump’s previous attitude to settlements, it is clear that this 
move might embolden further attempts at demolitions and settlement expansion. Is the 
Minister aware of the real risk that the west bank might be further subdivided? We talk 
about a two-state solution, but before it is too late, will he please recognise the state of 
Palestine? 

Alistair Burt: I hear colleagues’ comments on that, and the Government’s 
position is clear: it is better for us to continue our efforts to support legal attempts 
to prevent demolitions, which we do through our financial support to the 
Norwegian Refugee Council, and to allow cases to be taken to the Israeli courts. 
Seventy-nine per cent. of all cases taken forward have resulted in demolitions 
being stopped, and that is where our effective action is on behalf of those people’s 
rights. 

Edward Argar (Conservative): Although the Minister acknowledges the right of any 
country to decide where to locate its embassy, I fear that the already fragile prospects for 
moving the peace process forward are further and significantly diminished by this move. 
In his welcome reaffirmation of the Government’s commitment to a two-state solution, will 
the Minister continue to devote his not-inconsiderable efforts to driving that forward and 
delivering an Israel that is secure within its borders and whose citizens are free from the 
threat of terrorism, living alongside a viable and truly independent Palestine? 

col 1215 Alistair Burt: My hon. Friend knows the region well, and he puts it very 
clearly—that is the hope of all Members of the House, and it has been for too 
long. We must now work out how we can move forward from this position with 
renewed urgency to make it happen. 

Paul Flynn (Labour): Unlike any of his predecessors, President Trump has dangerously 
inflamed every frozen world conflict that he has addressed. Has the time come to see 
this man as someone who believes in America first, and the rest of the world nowhere? 
Should we now say that the invitation to him for an informal, or formal, visit is rescinded? 
People can be invited, and they can be disinvited. 

Alistair Burt: I hear what the hon. Gentleman says. An invitation has been given 
and no date has been set, and that remains the position of the United Kingdom 
Government. 

Patrick Grady (SNP): This is the second urgent question that you have granted in as 
many weeks, Mr Speaker, so that Ministers can come to the Dispatch Box and condemn 
the egregious behaviour of the President of the United States. What is the point of the 
special relationship if such condemnations have absolutely no effect on the President’s 
behaviour? Can we even say that a special relationship still exists? 

Alistair Burt: When a decision that we disagree with has been made by our 
friends, the special relationship gives Ministers the opportunity to explain our 
position on that to the House and the public, and to maintain that despite some of 
those decisions, the special relationship that is broad and deep across the piece 
goes on, even if we disagree with certain political decisions. 

Paula Sherriff (Labour): UN Security Council resolution 465 of 1980, 
“Determines that all measures taken by Israel to change the physical character, 
demographic composition, institutional structure or status of the Palestinian and other 
Arab territories occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem…have no legal validity”. 
How is Israel complying with that? 

Alistair Burt: The hon. Lady knows the region well—Israel is not complying with 
that. That is why we hold that land to be occupied, and why we voted for 
resolution 2334 that restated elements of what she has just said. What we need 
now is leadership. Forty years ago, President Sadat came to Israel to make 
peace—that is one anniversary we have not said much about this year, and that 
should be remembered. It takes bold leadership by those in the region to make a 
difference, and perhaps after yesterday, it is now time to see more of that. 

Jonathan Edwards (Plaid Cymru):  Diolch, Mr Speaker.  Does the  Minister  agree  that  
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Jonathan Freedland, writing yesterday in The Guardian, summed up President Trump’s 
announcement best when he described it as an act of diplomatic arson? 

col 1216 Alistair Burt: It is not the responsibility of Ministers of the Crown to 
comment on articles by Guardian journalists, or any journalist, no matter what 
their opinions may be. The House will make a judgment, but the important thing 
for Ministers and Governments to talk about is how to de-escalate tensions and 
how to recognise positive elements in any situation in order to move forward. The 
place has enough rhetoric and enough people willing to take to the streets for all 
sorts of reasons. The United Kingdom will not play a part in that. 

Imran Hussain (Labour): Let us be absolutely clear: this announcement is the latest 
incidence of the Trump Administration showing contempt for international law and the 
rest of the world. Let me ask the Minister again. Surely it is right, at the UN Security 
Council tomorrow, for the UK to commit, as most of the world has, to the long-overdue 
step of recognising the state of Palestine? 

Alistair Burt: The United Kingdom will restate tomorrow our determination to see 
a final settlement with peace between the nations—two viable states—and our 
determination that the statehood we wish to see in Palestine is agreed. Our 
position is that we will recognise when it is the right time in relation to peace. We 
will make that decision. 

Kerry McCarthy (Labour): It is 12 years since I visited Ma’ale Adumim, a huge 
settlement just outside Jerusalem that is now home to 41,000 people. Emboldened by 
Trump’s decision, the Israeli Parliament is for the first time introducing a law to annex 
that settlement. Does the Minister agree that the legitimisation of a settlement built 
illegally on Palestinian land is a very dangerous move? Will he join me in condemning it? 

Alistair Burt: The hon. Lady raises again the difficult issue of legality in relation to 
settlements. There is evidence that the Israeli Government have been influenced 
by the United States and others in some of their decisions, including legal 
decisions, in relation to Jerusalem. Our position remains clear: the settlements are 
illegal and must be dealt with as part of an overall settlement. We support 
challenges to the legality of the settlements, when it is legitimate and right to do 
so, by those who might be affected by them or by demolitions. That will remain the 
policy. 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-07/debates/4D78B496-E691-4CA6-
9907-CD71D2CD9116/IsraelUSEmbassy  
 

 

House of Lords Ministerial Statement and Q&A 

Israel: United States Diplomatic Representation 
The above House of Commons statement was repeated by Baroness Goldie. 
 

Lord Collins of Highbury (Labour): My Lords, I thank the noble Baroness for repeating 
the Answer to the Urgent Question. Through this act, Donald Trump has abandoned 
America’s role as a peace-broker between the Israeli and Palestinian leaderships, and 
done serious damage to his country’s relationships with other regional powers. I 
therefore welcome the Government’s Statement and the convening of the United Nations 
Security Council tomorrow. Alistair Burt said in the other House that all the Government’s 
efforts were to support the move towards statehood for the Palestinians. He also said 
that this unilateral act would lead to a new role for others to play. Just what steps are the 
Government taking to work immediately with our other allies to try to fill the mediation 
role which the United States has now deserted? 

Baroness Goldie: I thank the noble Lord for his question. As I say, the position of 
the United Kingdom is consistent, clear and long standing: the status of Jerusalem 
should be determined in a negotiated settlement between the Israelis and the 
Palestinians.  Jerusalem  should  ultimately  form  a  shared  capital  between  the  
 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-07/debates/4D78B496-E691-4CA6-9907-CD71D2CD9116/IsraelUSEmbassy
http://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2017-12-07/debates/4D78B496-E691-4CA6-9907-CD71D2CD9116/IsraelUSEmbassy
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Israeli and Palestinian states. We have made clear our disagreement with the 
decision of the United States. We are simply anxious that nothing should be done 
to possibly inflame tensions in the area, because the United Kingdom is 
committed to the Middle East peace process. Just to be absolutely clear, we 
support a negotiated settlement leading to a safe and secure Israel, living 
alongside a viable and sovereign Palestinian state, based on the 1967 borders 
with agreed land swaps, with Jerusalem as the shared capital of both states and 
with a just, fair, agreed and realistic settlement for refugees. We shall work with 
our international partners to try to facilitate the attainment of that objective. 

Lord Hannay of Chiswick (Crossbench): My Lords, will the Minister confirm that it is 
the view of Her Majesty’s Government, and of the UN Security Council, that east 
Jerusalem is occupied territory? Will the Government not now consider this an opportune 
moment to follow the recommendation of your Lordships’ International Relations 
Committee and recognise Palestine as a state? 

Baroness Goldie: I thank the noble Lord for his question. Again, we have always 
taken the view that there has to be a precursor to such recognition, which is a 
negotiated settlement that offers the prospect of peace. Sadly, that is not where 
we are at the current time. 

Lord Alderdice (Liberal Democrat): My Lords, I thank the noble Baroness for repeating 
the response given in another place, but I hope she will understand that for many of us it 
is not an adequate response to the situation we find ourselves in. Many of my colleagues 
on these Benches still harbour hopes of a two-state solution. I have said on a number of 
occasions that I believe it is dead, and it may be, as some have suggested, that the 
President of the United States has just buried it. He has not so much released a genie 
from a bottle as unleashed the demons of the region—and by his actions, not his words. 
Do Her Majesty’s Government understand that words and disagreement are no longer 
enough? It is necessary to take action, and the only action this country can reasonably 
take is the one identified by the noble Lord, Lord Hannay: to recognise the Palestinian 
state immediately, unequivocally and, if necessary, unilaterally because anything else will 
simply not be understood by the Arab world—indeed, by the Muslim world as a whole—
and we will find ourselves conniving at terrible actions simply because we were not 
prepared to move and do something. 

Baroness Goldie: The noble Lord will not be surprised to learn that I disagree 
with him. The position of the United Kingdom Government is very clear regarding 
our approach to the Middle East peace process, and to the Israeli and Palestinian 
states and authorities. We are also clear that we can play a role in facilitating. On 
the question asked by the noble Lord, Lord Collins, we do act in concert with 
international organisations and are pleased to do so, but we can be merely 
facilitators. We cannot interfere or be coercive. 

Baroness Warsi (Conservative): My Lords, will my noble friend answer the question 
asked by the noble Lord, Lord Hannay, and confirm that east Jerusalem is, in fact, 
occupied territory? In the light of the fact that this issue will affect communities across the 
UK too, will she commend the statement made by Jewish Voice UK? It stated: 
“We at @J_VoiceUK would like to make clear that we are bitterly disappointed in 
@realDonaldTrump’s decision to recognise #Jerusalem as Israel’s capital and move the 
embassy. He has effectively alienated the entire Palestinian people”. 

Baroness Goldie: I do not want to reiterate to the noble Baroness points that I 
have already made. The United Kingdom’s position is very clear. We believe that 
at the heart of this there has to be a negotiated settlement. We are disappointed 
by the United States’ decision, and that disappointment has been conveyed to the 
United States. We do not think it was a particularly helpful intervention. At the 
same time, we are very clear as the United Kingdom about what we are able to do 
and what we want to continue to do. I think what everyone in the Chamber wants 
to be reassured about is that the peace process is still alive, that there can be 
hope and that there are powers in the world acting in concert which want to make  
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that peace process a reality. 
Baroness Uddin (Non-affiliated): My Lords, I, too, ask the noble Baroness to clarify 
whether the Government consider east Jerusalem to be occupied territory. I welcome the 
Answer that she repeated as a Statement. I hope the implication is that there is no 
impact from the Trump decision, and I hope Britain will stand steadfast against any 
complicity in destabilising the region. I am almost hanging on to the thread when I say 
that Britain itself has not played an adequate role in creating a peaceful Middle East. In 
the light of the Prime Minister’s brazen support for the Prime Minister of Israel in 
celebrating Balfour’s naked declaration, does she believe the prospect of peace in the 
Middle East and a free Palestine has been lost for ever? 

Baroness Goldie: I think I can really deal with only the last part of the noble 
Baroness’ question. The answer to it is no. We think the peace process is relevant 
and important and that there is international will and resolve to make it become a 
reality. We may disagree with the United States’ approach in this matter, and we 
made that disagreement clear, but that does not in any way detract from our 
willingness and our desire as a Government to do everything we can to support 
the continuance of the peace process, and to do that in a positive and optimistic 
manner. 

Lord Blencathra (Conservative): My Lords, I give a warm welcome to President 
Trump’s announcement. Am I not right in thinking that in the past 50 years Israel has 
suffered three massive, unprovoked attacks by its Arab neighbours who have tried to 
wipe if off the face of the earth and is under constant attack by the terrorist organisations 
Hamas and Hezbollah? In these circumstances, why are we taking advice from Israel’s 
enemies on where the United States puts its embassy? 

Baroness Goldie: I refute the suggestion made by my noble friend that we are 
taking advice from enemies of Israel. I have made it clear that we do not agree 
with the decision of the United States. It is not a decision that we intend to 
support. We shall retain our embassy in Tel Aviv. The overstraddling and all-
important issue about this—and this is where I disagree with the previous 
question from the noble Baroness—is that I do not think this is detrimental to the 
peace process. If there is resolve on the part of Governments and powers to 
contribute to that process in whatever way they can, it can become a reality. 

Baroness Deech (Crossbench): Does the Minister agree that it is time for a dose of 
realism? One hundred or so countries have recognised Palestine without it making any 
difference. Given that Israel has the right to choose its own capital, just as the United 
Kingdom does, and that all the instruments of government are there, what is the point of 
having an embassy far away? It is as if Chancellor Merkel had an embassy in Belfast. 

Baroness Goldie: The United Kingdom Government decide where our embassy 
will be. In Israel, it will be in Tel Aviv. 

Viscount Waverley (Crossbench): My Lords, is it not now very clear that the President 
is being advised by the wrong set of people and that soliciting opinions from a family 
member with close links to President Netanyahu to the exclusion of professionals is 
going to lead to unmitigated disaster and—I echo others in your Lordships’ House 
today—bordering on serious instability? 

Baroness Goldie: The noble Viscount will understand that it is not for the United 
Kingdom Government to tell the United States Government what to do. The 
United States has made its decision in this respect. President Trump has 
indicated that he still believes in a negotiated two-state solution. It is helpful to 
hear that. Clearly, he wants to contribute to the peace process if he can. People 
may have different views about the decision that he has made in relation to his 
attitude to Jerusalem and the location of the US embassy, but at the same time 
there is evidence that President Trump wants to make a positive contribution to 
the peace process. 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2017-12-07/debates/A422B2AE-A815-4F58-835A-
BDE30A281431/IsraelUnitedStatesDiplomaticRepresentation  

 

http://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2017-12-07/debates/A422B2AE-A815-4F58-835A-BDE30A281431/IsraelUnitedStatesDiplomaticRepresentation
http://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2017-12-07/debates/A422B2AE-A815-4F58-835A-BDE30A281431/IsraelUnitedStatesDiplomaticRepresentation
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House of Commons Written Answer 

Palestinians: Foreign Relations 
Ben Lake (Plaid Cymru) [116413] To ask the Secretary of State for Foreign and 
Commonwealth Affairs, pursuant to the 21 November 2017 to Question 113243 on 
Palestinians: foreign relations, what his Department’s definition is for viable and 
sovereign. 

Alistair Burt: The British Government remains committed to supporting the 
establishment of a viable and sovereign Palestinian state. This means a 
territorially contiguous state which allows the Palestinians to realise their 
aspirations for self-determination and self-government. For a future Palestinian 
state to be viable and sovereign there must be security arrangements that ensure 
Palestinian freedom of movement, and demonstrate that occupation is over. 

http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-
statements/written-question/Commons/2017-11-29/116413/  
 

The answer referred to above can be read at 
http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-
statements/written-question/Commons/2017-11-15/113243/ 
 
 

Scottish Parliament Oral Answers 

First Minister’s Questions: Middle East 
Anas Sarwar (Labour): Yesterday, President Donald Trump made the frankly 
dangerous decision to move the US embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem. It is now clear 
that under his leadership the US cannot be seen as an honest broker for peace and that, 
in fact, he is a threat to a just settlement, to a viable independent Palestinian state and to 
wider middle east peace. Will the First Minister add the voice of the Scottish 
Government, and urge the United Kingdom Government to add its voice, to the growing 
consensus in the international community, from the Pope, the United Nations secretary-
general, the European Union and our NATO allies, including Germany, France and 
Turkey, in condemnation of President Trump’s decision? Will she resolve to work right 
across the UK in order to urge the international community, in our world of chaos, to 
make the case for middle east peace? 

The First Minister (Nicola Sturgeon): Yes, I will. I have already condemned 
Donald Trump’s decision on behalf of the Scottish Government and I am glad to 
see that, for once, the UK Government has also condemned that decision. 
Let us remember that Jerusalem includes occupied Palestinian territory. The 
decision that Donald Trump took on Jerusalem was reckless, wrong and a real 
threat to peace in the middle east. That is why the decision has rightly been 
condemned across the international community. 
The status of Jerusalem should be determined in a negotiated settlement between 
Israelis and Palestinians and ultimately, of course, Jerusalem should be the 
shared capital of the Israeli and Palestinian states. That is an important principle. 
Yesterday’s decision, as I say, was reckless and wrong. It threatens peace in the 
middle east and it is incumbent on all of us to condemn that decision and to work 
even harder to secure peace in the middle east and, even at this late stage, to call 
on Donald Trump to think again. [Applause.] 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=11248&i=102477&c=20
46606#ScotParlOR  
 
 
 
 

http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Commons/2017-11-29/116413/
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Scottish Parliament Motions 

S5M-09446: Pauline McNeill (Labour): President Trump Recognising Jerusalem as 
the Capital of Israel – That the Parliament is very concerned that President Trump has 
said that he recognises Jerusalem as the capital of Israel; notes that this is despite East 
Jerusalem remaining occupied Palestinian territory; believes that this move destroys 
successive United States commitments that Jerusalem and its final status be decided by 
negotiation; understands that Pope Francis has called for the status quo in Jerusalem to 
be respected in line with UN resolutions; believes that Trump’s announcement 
contradicts the United States' international commitments and historic foreign policy and 
expresses its deeps concern that this could damage that nation's ability to play a 
constructive role in any initiative toward achieving a just and lasting peace; considers that 
this will contribute to the further destabilisation of the region, and believes that it will set 
back efforts to achieve a peaceful solution after decades of systematic violations of 
Palestinian human rights. 
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/28877.aspx?SearchType=Advance&R
eferenceNumbers=S5M-09446 
 
S5M-09449 Ivan McKee (SNP): Condemning US Recognition of Jerusalem as the 
Capital of Israel – That the Parliament notes with dismay reports that the United States' 
President, Donald Trump, has declared that the United States has formally recognised 
Jerusalem as the capital of Israel, and that the American embassy in Israel will relocate 
from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem; understands that no other country has an embassy in 
Jerusalem, and that the international community, including the United States, until now, 
has not recognised Israel's jurisdiction over, and ownership of, the eastern part of the 
city; acknowledges Jerusalem's status as an extremely sensitive aspect of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, which it considers will be antagonised by this move; understands that 
the final status of Jerusalem is to be determined by negotiation, and that East Jerusalem 
is intended to be the capital of a future Palestinian state but it is currently occupied by 
Israel; considers that this decision was taken against the advice of a wide range of world 
leaders and breaks with years of precedent; further considers that the announcement 
itself may lead to unrest in the Middle East and that the longer-term consequences are 
unpredictable; condemns in the strongest possible terms what it considers to be a rash, 
unnecessary and deliberately inflammatory act, and one that it believes destroys the 
United States’ credibility as an honest broker in the Middle East Peace Process, and 
calls on world leaders to put pressure on the President of the United States to reverse 
what it considers this ill-advised decision. 
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/28877.aspx?SearchType=Advance&R
eferenceNumbers=S5M-09449  
 
 

United Nations 

General Assembly Adopts 38 Resolutions, 2 Decisions from Fourth 
Committee, Including Texts on Decolonization, Israeli-Palestinian Issues 
… the General Assembly … adopted a draft resolution titled “Work of the Special 
Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the Human Rights of the Palestinian 
People and Other Arabs of the Occupied Territories” … [requesting] that the Special 
Committee continue investigating Israeli policies and practices in the Occupied 
Palestinian Territory and to consult with the International Committee of the Red Cross 
(ICRC) in order to ensure safeguards for the welfare and human rights of the peoples of 
the occupied territories.  … 
The Assembly also took up a draft titled “Operations of the United Nations Relief and 
Works  Agency for  Palestine  Refugees in the  Near East”,  by  which  it expressed  deep  
 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/28877.aspx?SearchType=Advance&ReferenceNumbers=S5M-09446
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/28877.aspx?SearchType=Advance&ReferenceNumbers=S5M-09446
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/28877.aspx?SearchType=Advance&ReferenceNumbers=S5M-09449
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/28877.aspx?SearchType=Advance&ReferenceNumbers=S5M-09449
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concern about the Agency’s critical financial situation … The Assembly also expressed 
concern about continuing restrictions on free movement and access for UNRWA 
personnel, vehicles and goods, as well as the injury, harassment and intimidation of its 
staff.  … 
… the General Assembly adopted drafts relating to … assistance to Palestine refugees; 
persons displaced as a result of the June 1967 and subsequent hostilities; Palestine 
refugees’ properties and their revenues; Israeli settlements in the Occupied Palestinian 
Territory, including East Jerusalem and the occupied Syrian Golan; Israeli practices 
affecting the human rights of the Palestinian people in the Occupied Palestinian Territory, 
including East Jerusalem; and the occupied Syrian Golan.  It also adopted a text on the 
applicability of the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in 
Time of War, of 12 August 1949, to the Occupied Palestinian Territory, including East 
Jerusalem, and other occupied Arab Territories. … 
To read the full press release see 
https://www.un.org/press/en/2017/ga11987.doc.htm  
 
Work of the Special Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the Human 
Rights of the Palestinian People and Other Arabs of the Occupied Territories (A/72/448) 
https://undocs.org/A/72/448  
 
United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East 
Report of the Special Political and Decolonization Committee (A/72/447) 
https://undocs.org/A/72/447  

TOP 

 
 

Foreign Affairs 

House of Lords Written Answer 

Terrorism: Finance 
Lord Empey (UUP) [HL3429] To ask Her Majesty's Government what assessment they 
have made of whether there is a relationship between the governments of Qatar and Iran 
and the funding and support for global Islamist terrorism. 

Lord Ahmad of Wimbledon: The government has undertaken an internal review 
into the nature, scale and origin of the funding of Islamist extremist activity in the 
UK, including any overseas sources. On 12 July, the Home Secretary announced 
the main findings of the Home Office's review and I refer the noble Lord to Written 
Statement HCWS39 
Terrorism and violent extremism are an evil that steals lives, saps resources and 
divides communities. No society is immune and no single country has the answer 
to this scourge. In July, the Foreign Secretary welcomed the Emir of Qatar's 
commitment to tackle terrorism in all its manifestations, including terrorism 
financing.   We remain concerned about reports of Iran's financial and military 
support to militant and proscribed groups, such as Hizballah, Hamas and 
Palestinian rejectionist groups. This support directly undermines prospects for 
regional security and lasting peace in the region. 

http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-
statements/written-question/Lords/2017-11-21/HL3429/  

 

The statement referred to above can be read at 
http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-
statements/written-statement/Commons/2017-07-12/HCWS39/  

TOP 

https://www.un.org/press/en/2017/ga11987.doc.htm
https://undocs.org/A/72/448
https://undocs.org/A/72/447
http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Lords/2017-11-21/HL3429/
http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Lords/2017-11-21/HL3429/
http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-statement/Commons/2017-07-12/HCWS39/
http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-statement/Commons/2017-07-12/HCWS39/
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Other Relevant Information 

European network of legal experts in gender equality and non-
discrimination 

Religious clothing and symbols in employment 
http://ec.europa.eu/newsroom/just/document.cfm?action=display&doc_id=48810  
 

TOP 

 
 

Relevant Legislation   ** new or updated today 

UK Parliament 

European Union (Withdrawal) Bill 
http://services.parliament.uk/bills/2017-19/europeanunionwithdrawal.html  

  
Marriage Act 1949 (Amendment) Bill 
http://services.parliament.uk/bills/2017-19/marriageact1949amendment.html  

 
Organ Donation (Deemed Consent) Bill 
http://services.parliament.uk/bills/2017-19/organdonationdeemedconsent.html 

 
Scottish Parliament 

Offensive Behaviour at Football and Threatening Communications (Repeal) 
(Scotland) Bill 
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/105269.aspx  

TOP 

 
 

Consultations      ** new or updated today 

Securing student success: risk-based regulation for teaching excellence, social 

mobility and informed choice in higher education (closing date 22 December 2017)  

The consultation includes a section about freedom of speech on campus 

https://consult.education.gov.uk/higher-education/higher-education-regulatory-framework/  
 

TOP 

 

The Scottish Council of Jewish Communities (SCoJeC) is Scottish Charitable Incorporated Organisation SC029438 
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https://consult.education.gov.uk/higher-education/higher-education-regulatory-framework/

