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DIRECT TAX RELIEF FOR INCIDENTAL COSTS OF RAISING EQUITY FINANCE

You were interested in this as a possible offset to the effects of the

VAT partial exemption package on new issues.

2% This was last looked at in detail as a starter for the 1985
Budget, and rejected primarily on grounds of cost - estimated then at
£90m. A copy of the Revenue's submission of 19 December 1984 is
attached.

3% A couple of quick points

- new equity is not the whole story. The VAT partial
exemption changes will also affect new issues of
eg Eurobonds. loan stock and convertibles. Corportion tax
relief for incidental costs of raising loan capital is
already available following legislation in 1980 and 1983;

-~ the Revenue's costings of the extension to equity were
pretty conjectural, and are now out-of-date. But it does
seem plausible that the cost of a CT relief would be
comparable to, and possibly significantly higher than., the
VAT yield in prospect from new issues;

- a relief for incidental costs of raising equity would not
affect the behavioural implications of the VAT package -the

incentive to buy services through an overseas agent -unless
the relief were restricted to UK-supplied services. This
looks difficult from an EC point of view. and the existing
relief for incidential costs of raising 1loan capital

includes no such restriction.
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1. Making the incidental costs of raising equity flnance ta 7—‘51;\_
deductible was one of the possibilities considered earlier this year
as a 'lollipop' for the 1984 Finance Bill. 1In the event you
decided not to pursue the idea but asked that it be put forward as
a possible starter for 1985,

What is meant by raising equity finance

& Raising equity finance simply means a c¢ompany raising monay by
issuing shares. This may be done by the company issuing a
prospectus with a direct invitation to the public to subsacribe,

an offer for sale where the shares are sold through a specialist
issuing house, a placing with a broker or a rights issue to existing
shareholders. But there are other situations where costs may be
incurred although shares are not issued (where authorised share
capital is increased but further shares are not issued at that
time) or shares are lssued but no additional cash is raised (where
a company makes a free (bonus) issue to shareholders by way of
capitalising profits and so enlarging its capital base).
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Mr Lord

T EE "0 "TFMMINTS ONETIMT OC T




. .What costs are involved

3. The costs of an issue include advertising, postage, printing,
legal and brokers fees, underwriting commissions etc and capital ()
duty. The typical c¢osts of an issue might range from say

10 per cent Of the sums raised for an offer for sale on the

listed market to not much over 2 per cent for a placing on the
Unlisted Securities Market. But this will vary accordingly to the
detail of the issue and the method used. For instance a company
can either meet the underwriting costs directly or sell the shares
to an issuing house at a diécount on the price at which they

are to be 80ld on to the public leaving the issuing house to

meet the underwriting costs.

Present tax treatnpent

4. For a trading company the general rule for expenditure to be
deductible is that i1t must be wholly and exclusively for the
purposes of the trade and be of a revenue (not capital) nature.

In the case of an investment holding company the expenses must

be expenaeé of management. The costs of raising equity €fail

to qualify both because they.count as capital and for the investment
company they are not expenses of management.

5. The capital/revenue divide is fundamental to our present tax
system and broadly parallels the accountancy treatment although

for tax purposes capital does not have precisely the game meaning
as that used by accountants. A company's fixed capital assets

(and liabilities) are the means by which it carries on its business
and are distinguishable from current assets such as debtors and
trading stocks. The latter enter into the calculation of profit
whereas the former do not. For example we would not allow a
revenue deduction for the cost of building say, a factory {plus

the associated incidental costs) or for its depreciation although
capital allowances would be given instead. Share issuaes (and their
costs) relate to the permanent funding of the company. They
represent the capital debt owed by the company as a geparate entity
to its shareholders.
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. .gecent. changes

6. Following the issue of a consultative document in 1979, the
1980 Finance Act included a provision to give relief for the

cost of raising loan finance. This change met a number of
representations which had been made and was justified on the
grounds that since the main cost of loan finance, ie the interest,
was deductible, it was reasonable that the cost of raising the
finance should also be allowable, particularly since in so far

as the costs wera those of the lender they might either be
reflected in the rate of interest or charged separately. The

1983 Finance Bill included a provision, which was not in thae event
enacted until this year, to widen this deduction to include the
costs of issuing covertible loan stock in so far as the conversion
rights could not be exercised for three years (and so could be
regarded more like a debenture than equity).

Arguments in favour of giving relief

7. The arguments which have been put foward in favour of the
relief are three-fold. First, the different tax treatment between
the costs of equity issues and the costs of loan issues adds to
the distortions in the tax system in favour of loan finance. You
will recall that earlier this year it was not found practicable to
make structural changes to the corporation tax system in order

to remove in all cases the bias against dividends as compared with
interest. . Instead the policy of reducing the rates of tax has

had a broadly similar effect. By equating the small companies
rate of corporation tax with the basic¢ rate of income tax, the
bias has been removad for companies payilng CT at the small
companies rate; and it is being progressively reduced for other
companies with the staged reductions in the main ratae. However,
even at 35 per cent there will still be a bias in favour of loan
finance and the preferential treatment of the costs of iesuing
debentures will add marginally to that bias. In so far therafore
as it remains the Government's policy to remove distortione in

the tax system, the granting of relief for the capital costs
would be a move in the right direction.
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. . . Second, the relief would encourage the markets by making it more
attractive for companies to seek equity. It would thus fit

in well with other measures which Ministers have been taking

to help the capital markets such as reductions in stamp duty.

This may be particularly important during the next couple of

years or so during a period of rapid change when many adjustments

are having to be made to take account both of the need for

greater competition and investor protection, and for the desire

to bolster the position of London as a world market at a

time when other markets around the world are developing rapidly.

B Third, there is the general argument that these costs are
"proper" business expenses and &0 should be deductible whether

they are strictly of a capital nature or not. ©On this argument

there ie a need to eliminate all "nothings" as costs and circumstances
allow and to extend the relief in the way now being suggested

is the next logical step to take along the road.

Arguments against the relief

10. The first argument against giving the relief is that of
principle. The distinction which the tax system makes between
income and capital follows one of the most fundamental tenets of
accountancy and should not be lightly set aside.

11. Second, there are substantial differences between loan capital
and equity which are reflected in the different way each is treated
for tax and which can reasonably be followed in the tax treatment
of the costs of raising the finance. Interest - the cost of
servicing loans - is treated as a deduction in arriving at

profits before tax, whereas dividends - the cost of servicing
equity - are treated as a distribution of the after-tax profits.

The 1980 legislation followed this distruction by allowing the
costs only where the interest on the loan was allowed for tax.
Equity finance determines the ownership of the business - loan
finance is raised for the purposes of the company's trade.

Indeed a holding company may have a very large share capital

but little in the way of business activity. At the time of the
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.1980 legislation Ministers took a conscious decision not to extend

the relief to equity issues despite being pressed very hard to
do so. They recognised the distinction between eguity and loan
finance and did not accept there was any inconsistency in giving
relief for one and not the other. The limited relaxation on
convertibles legislated this year effectively reinforced that
View,

12. The changes made earlicr this year in the rates oOf corpurdtliou
tax will very substantially reduce those differences between

the tax treatment of equity and loan finance - and it was right
that they should - but it does not follow that the differing
forms of finance ought to be treated in precisely the same way.
Moreover there is very little reason to suppose that the
difference in the treatment of the capital costs of loan and
equity finance would be more than a marginal factor in deciding
the form to adopt in any particular case. There are going to

be many factors other than ¢ost in making the decision, but in

so far as cost is a factor, the difference over a period of

years which a change in the tax treatment of the capital costs
would make would be really guite small, On this basis the
bshavioural effect of the relief on companies and the markets
would be small and by far the greater part of the cost {(paragraph
16 below) would be dead weight.

13. Finally there are practical considerations. The first arises
from the different circumstances in which equity may be issued.
Broadly the consideration for the issue of equity may be in cash,
in kind (transfer of asseta of any description) or the giving up
of rights on the conversion of loan stock already in issue into
shares. At one extreme is the straightfoward raising of new
finance. At the other there is the cost of issuing shares in
regpect of a successful takeover of another company where no
fresh money is forthcoming. And there are intermediate positions
involving a bonus issue possibly following from a reorganisation
of a company's financial structure but which has nothing to do
with the raising of finance; and such as the deeply discounted
rights issue which has features of both a bonus igsue and a
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‘und-raj.sing operation. There is no obvious point at which a

line between one kind of equity issue and another could be drawn

and defended. If the intention is to encourage only the raising ()
of new finance it would be right to restrict relief to issues

vf eguity shares for cash. But we think it would be indefensible
to restrict relief to cash situations. It would exclude bonus
issues and arrangements involving the transfer of assets without

a cash step in the chain (the obvious non-cash cases are where

an individual or partnership transfers the assets and goodwill

of the business to a compan& in return for shares or a company

puts some assets into a subsidiary). and would not deal satisfactorily
with the discounted rights issue. The only practicable solution
might therefore be to move away from the concept of raising new
finance and relieve the costs of all equity issues. Even then

some rules for non resident companies with a trading presence

in the United Kingdom would probably be necessary. The costs

relate to the company rather than its trade and it would be

for consideration whether any relief should be given in this
situation.

14. The repercussions would not stop there. If raliaf were given
for the cost of raising equity finance generally ie, of an increasea
in capital, there would then be pressure toc allow the expenses

of share reorganisations following company amalgamations or
reconstructions (eg changing shares into stock or altering the
rights attached to shares in issue), the costs of securing a

Stock Exchange quotation, and of redeeming shares. And why not
allow the costs of a reduction in capital where a company buys

in its shares. Moreover it would be only a short further step

to give relief for the capital costs of other methods of financing
and on finance leases and hire purchase.

15. The second practical problem would arise with takeovers,

It would be necessary to separate the costs of issuing sghares in
respect of a successful bid from the other costs of the takeover
which in the case of a prolonged battle may account for by far
the greater part of the total costs. The Accepting Houses have
not been approached afresh but they have said in the past that it
would not be possible to isolate the costs of the actual share
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issue from the total bill which the advising merchant bank would

. .present to its client company. But if as a result all takeover

costs were to be relieved this would go well bayond the scope of 0)
the original proposal and would push up the cost. Indeed the

main cost might well arise from contested takeovers and share
reconstructions rather than from issues which raised genuine

new money. If all takeover costs had to be relieved there would

be a very strong case to give relief also for the costs of
successfully fighting off a takeover even though it did not

involve the issue of equity.

Cost

16. The 1980 relief for the costs of loan issues was a narrowly
drawn provision and the cost was estimated at £m5. Even if the
relief could be narrowly drawn round the costs of raising cash,

it would be rather more than a mere extension of the existing
provision and this would be reflected in significantly higher
costs. The cost would depend on a number of factors - in particular
the amounts of equity raised and the method used and so the level
of costs; and the precise coverage of the relief., The estimate
made earlier this year put the cost at £m20 - £m40 but this was
more a rough order of magnitude than a precise estimate. It
ralated only to capital raised through public flotations and

rights issues and assumed variable costs were 3 per cent,

We now think the cost could bs a good deal higher but it obviously
depends upon the scope of the new relief. If we assume that reliof
would be given in every ®situation where shares were issued (whenever
capital duty was payable) and that costs were 5 per cent of the
total value of issues the full year cost would be Emi50. But

some capital is raised more cheaply outside the stock exchange

and working on, say, a 3 per cent cost would imply a figure of
Em20, Companies not paying tax would get no immediate benefit

from the relief and it might be several years before the full cost
came through.

Conclusion

17. Relief for the costs of raising equity finance could be
introduced if you wish. But it would not be straightforward; there
would be practical problems in excluding costs not directly related
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: to the raising of the finance (costs of a takeover) and it could

. .Open up pressure in other areas where capital costs are not
deductible. It could be guite expensive. On the other hand relief)
would make equity a little more attractive vis-a-vis loan stocks
and be in line with Government policy towards the capital markets.

18. Our recommsndation remains against extending relief to
the costs of equity finance. The reasons are those which
persuaded Mr Rees in 1980 to draw the line where he did and
your predecessors at other times in the past four years, when
the point has surfaced, to hold the line there.

19. Abolition of capital duty would be another way of reducing
the costs associated with equity. fThe Chancellor has asked about

this possibility (Miss O'Mara's minute of 12 December) and
we shall shortly be sending up a separate note on this.

R G LUSK
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1. Making the incidental costs of raising equity flnance ta 151"
deductible was one of the possibilities considered earlier this year
as a 'lollipop’ for the 1984 Finance Bill. Tn the event you
decided not to pursue the idea but asked that it be put forward as

a possible starter for 1985,

What is meant by raising equity finance

2, Raising equity finance simply means a company raising monay by
issuing shares. This may be done by the company issuing a
Prospectus with a direct invitation to the public to subsacribe,

an offer for sale where the shares are sold through a gspecialist
iszsuing house, a placing with a broker or a rights issue to existing
shareholders. But there are other situations where costg may be
incurred although shares are not issued (where authorised share
capital is increased but further sharas are not issued at that e
time) or shares are issued but no additional cash is raised (where
a company makes a free (bonus) issue fo shaéeholders b§'way of -~
capitalising profits and so enlarging its capital bage). ;

«

ce PS/Chancellor of the Exchequer Mr Green
P&/Chief Secratary : Mr Isaac
PS/Economic Secretary Mr Beighton
P8/Minister of State , SR Mr O'Leary
Mr Cassell : Mr Painter
Mr Lankester ' Mr Draper
Mr Monck : ; My Lusk
Mr Monger Mr Tyrar
Mr R I G Allen Mr Whitear
Mr Graham OPC 3 . v.--Mies-Dyall
Mr Cropper g Al PS/IR
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'-" _—~ What costs are involvad

. The costs ©of an issue include advertising, postage, printing,
legal and brokers fees, underwriting commissions ete and capital &
duty. The typical costs of an issue might range from say

10 per cent of the sums raised for an offer for sale on the

listed market to not much over 2 per cent for a placing on the
Unlisted Securities Market. But this will vary accordingly to the
detail of the issue and the method used. For instance a company
can either meet the underwriting costs directly or sgell the shares
to an issuing house at a diécount on the price at which they

ara to be s0ld on to the public leaving the issuing house to

meet the underwriting costs.

Present tax treatment

4. For a trading company the general rule for expenditure to be
deductible is that it must be wholly and exclusively for the
purposes of the trade and be of a revenue (not capital) nature.

in the case of an investment holding company the expenseg muse

be expenses of management. The costs of raising equity £ail

to qualify both because they.count as capital and for the investment
company they are not expenses of management.

5. The capital/revenue divide is fundamental to our present tax
System and broadly parallels the accountancy treatment although
for tax purposes capital does not have precisely the gsame meaning
43 that used by accountants. A company's fixed capital assets

(and liabilities) are the means by which it carries on its business
and are distinguishable from current assets such as debtorsz and
trading stocks. The latter enter into the calculation of profit
whereas the former do not. For example we would not allow a
Levenue deduction for the cost of buillding say, a factory (plus

the associated incidental costs) or for its depreciation although
capital allowances would be given instead. Share issuag (and their
costs) relate to the permanent funding of the company. They
represent the capital debt owed by the company as a separate entity
to its shareholders.
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““Recent changes

6. Following the issue of a consultative document in 1979, the
1980 Finance Act included a provision to give relief for the

cost of raising loan finance. This change met a number of
representations which had been made and was justified on the
grounds that since the main cost of loan finance, ie the interest,
was deductible, it was reasonable that the cost of raising the
finance should also be allowable, particularly since in so far

as the costs were those of the lender they might either be
reflected in the rate of interest or charged separately. The

1983 Finance Bill included a provision, which was not in tha event
enacted until this year, to widen this deduction to include the
costs of issuing covertible loan stock in so far as the conversion
rights could not be exercised for three years (and so could be
regarded more like a debenture than equity).

Arguments in favour of giving relief

7, The arguments which have been put foward in favour of the
relief are three-fold. PFirst, the different tax treatment betwaen
the costs of equity issues and the costs of loan issues adds to
the distortions in the tax system in favour of loan finance. VYou
will recall that earlier this year it was not found practicable to
make structural changes to the corporation tax system in order

to remove in all cases the blas against dividends asz compared with
interest. . Instead the policy of reducing the rates of tax has
had a broadly similar effect. By equating the small companies
rate of corporation tax with the basic rate of income tax, the
bias has bean ramovad for companies paying CT at the small
companies rate; and it is being progreasively reduced for other
companies with the staged reductions in the main rate. However,
even at 35 par cent there will still be a bias in favour of loan
finance and the preferential treatment of the costs of iessuing
debentures will add marginally to that bias. In so far therafore
as it remains the Government's policy to remove distortions in

the tax system, the granting of relief for the capital costs
would be a move in the right direction.
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. —~B. Ssecond, the relief would encourage the markets by making it more
attractive for companies to seek equity. It would thus fit
in well with other measures which Ministers have been taking A
to help the capital markets such as reductions in stamp duty. o)
This may be particularly important during the next couple of

years or so during a period of rapid change when many adjustments
are having to be made to take account both of the need for

greater competition and investor protection, and for the desire

to bolster the position of London as a world market at a

time when other markets around the world are developing rapidly.

9. Third, there is the general argument that these costs are
"proper®™ business expenseg and s0 should be deductible whether

they are strictly of a capital nature or not. On this argument

there is a need to eliminate all "nothings" ag costs and circumstance
allow and to extend the relief in the way now being suggested

is the next logical step to take along the road.

Arguments against the reliaf

10. The first argument against giving the relief is that of
principle. The distinction which the tax system makes between
income and capital follows one of the most fundamental tenets of
accountancy and should not be lightly set aside.

11. Second, there are substantial differences between loan capital
and equity which are reflected in the diffaerent way each is treated
for tax and which can reasonably be followed in the tax treatment
of the costa of raising the finance. Intarest - the cost of
servicing loans ~ is treated as a deduction in arriving at

profits before tax, whereas dividends - the cost of servicing
equity - are treated as a distribution of the after-tax profits.

The 1980 legislation followed this distruction by allowing the
costs only where the interest on the loan was allowed for tax.
Equity finance detarmines the ownership of the businaszs - loan
finance is raised for the purposes of the company's trade.

Indeed a holding company may have a very large share capital

but little in the way of business activity. At the time of the

)T ‘ 4
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. 1980 legislation Ministers took a conscious decision not to extend

the relief to equity issuaes despite being pressed very hard to
do so. They recognised the distinction between eqguity and loan
finance and did not accept there was any inconsistency in giving
relief for one and not the other. The limited relaxation on
convertibles legislated this year effectively reinforced that
view,

12. The changes made earlier this year in the rates of corpurdtiuvu
tax will very substantially reduce those differences between

the tax treatment of equity and loan finance - and it wae right
that they should - but it does not follow that the differing
forms of finance ought to be treated in precisely the same way.
Moreover there is very little reason to suppose that the
difference in the treatment of the capital costs of loan and
equity finance would be mere than a marginal factor in deciding
the form to adopt in any particular case. There are going to

be many factors other than ¢ost in making the decision, but in

so far as cost is a factor, the difference over a period of

years which a change in the tax treatment of the capital costs
would make would be really guite small, On this basis the
behavioural effect of the relief on companies and the marketsg
would be small and by far the greater part of the ¢ost (paragraph
16 below) would be dead weight.

13. Finally there are practical considerations. The first arises
from the different circunstances in which equity may be issued.
Broadly the consideration for the issue of equity may be in eash,
in kind (transfer of assets of any description} or the giving up
of rights on the conversion of loan stock already in issue into
shares. At one extreme is the straightfoward raising of new
finance., At the other there is the cost of issuing sharaes in
respect of a successful takeover of another company where no
fregsh money is forthcoming. And there are intermediate positions
involving a bonus issue possibly following from a reorganisation
of a company's financial structure but which has nothing to do
with the raising of finance; and such as the deeply discounted
rights issue which has features of both a bonus issue and a
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fund-raising operation. There is no obvious point at which a

line between one kind of equity issue and another could be drawn

and defended. If the intention is to encourage only the raising ()
of new finance it would be right to restrict relief to issues

of egquity shares for cash. But we think it would be indefensible

to restrict relief to cash sgituations. It would exclude honus
issues and arrangements involving the transfer of assets without

a cash step in the chain (the obvious non-cash cases are where

an individual or partnership transfers the assets and goodwill

of the business to a company in return for shares or a company

puts some assets into a subsidiary), and would not deal satisfactorily
with the discounted rights issue. The only practicable solution
might therefore be to move away from the concept of raising new
finance and relieve the costs of all equity issues. Even then

some rules for non resident companies with a trading presence

in the United Kingdom would probably be necessary. The cosgts

relate to the company rather than its trade and it would be

for congsideration whether any relief should be given in this
situation.

14, The repercussions would not stop there. If ralief were given
for the cost of raising equity finance generally ie, of an increase
in capital, there would then be pressure to allow the expensges

of share reorganisations following company amalgamations or
reconstructions (eg changing shares into stock or altering the
rights attached to shares in issue), the costs of securing a

Stock Exchange quotation, and of redeeming shares. And why not
allow the costs of a reduction in capital where a company buys

in its shares. Moreover it would be only a short further staep

to give relief for the capital costs of other methods of financing
and on finance leases and hire purchase.

15. The second practical problem would arise with takeovers,

It would be necessary to separate the costs of issuing shares in
raspect of a successful bid from the other costs of the takeover
which in the case of a prolonged battle may account for by far
the greater part of the total costs. The Accepting Houses have
not been approached afresh but they have said in the past that it
would not be possible to isolate the costs of the actual share

i
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. issue from the total bill which the advising merchant bank would

present to its client company. But if as a result all takeover
costs were to be relieved this would go well bayond the scope of 0
the original proposal and would push up the cost. Indeed the .
main cost might well arise from contested takeovers and share
reconastructions rather than from issues which raised genuine

new money. If all takeover costs had to be relieved there would

be a very strong case to give relief also for the costs of
successfully fighting off a takeover even though it did not

involve the issue of equity.

Cost

16. The 1980 relief for the costs of loan issues was a narrowly
drawn prxovision and the cost was estimated at &m5. Even if the
relief could be narrowly drawn round the costs of raising cash,

it would be rather more than a mere extension of the existing
provision and this would be reflected in significantly higher
¢osts. The cost would depend on a number of factors - in particular
tha amounts of equity raised and the method used and so the level
of costs; and the precise coverage of the relief, The estimate
made earlier this year put the cost at £m20 - £m40 but this was
more a rough order of magnitude than a precise estimate. It
related only to capital raised through public flotations and

rights issues and assumed variable costs were 3 per cent,

We now think the cost could bse a good deal highesr but it obviously
depends upon the scope of the new relief. If we assume that reliof
would be given in every mituation where shares were issusd (whehever
capital duty was payable) and that costs were 5 per cent of the
total value of issuea the full year cost would be £m150. But

some capital is raised more cheaply outside the stock exchange

and working on, say, a 3 per cent cost would imply a figqura of
Em30. Companies not paying tax would get no immediate benafit

from the reliaf and it might be several years before the full cost
came through.

Conclusion

17. Reliefl for the costs of raising egquity finance could be
introduced if you wish., But it would not be straightforward; there
would be practical problems in excluding costs not directly related

-
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~—~%to the raising of the finance (costs of a takeover) and it could
“open up pressure in other areas where capital costs are not
deductible. It could be guite expensive. On the other hand relief)
would make =quity a little more attractive vis-a-vis loan stocks
and be in line with Government policy towards the capital markets.

18, Our recommendation remains against extending relief to
the costs of equity finance. The reasons are those which
persuaded Mr Rees in 1980 to draw the line where he did and
your predecessors at other times in the past four years, when
the point has surfaced, to hold the line there.

19. Abolition of capital duty would be another way of reducing
the costs associated with equity. The Chancellor has asked about

this possibility (Miss O'Mara's minute of 12 December) and
we shall shortly be sending up a separate note on this.

R G LUSK
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FROM: A W KUCZYS
DATE: 16 March 1987

PS/ECONOMIC SECRETARY cc(without attachments)
Mr Scholar
Mrs Lomax
Mr Haigh
Mr Neilson
Mr Romanski
Mr Elliott - IR

DIRECT TAX RELIEF FOR INCIDENTAL COSTS OF RAISING EQUITY
FINANCE

... I attach a note from Mr Haigh, enclosing papers from 1984 on this

subject. The Chancellor would be grateful if the Economic

Secretary could look into this whole area.

AW

A W KUCZYS



" RC2.55 UNCLASSIFIED
FROM: CATHY RYDING
DATE: 16 March 1987

PS/CHIEF SECRETARY cc Minister of State

Sir P Middleton
Mr F E R Butler
Mr Anson

Mr Cassell

Mr Hawtin

Mr Pirie

Mr Perfect

Mr Tyrie

"LABOUR FINDS LOOPHOLES TO SET NEW RATE" -
LEICESTER MERCURY FRIDAY 13 MARCH

The Chancellor has asked me to send to you a copy of the attached
cutting from Friday's Leicester Mercury.

G

CATHY RYDING



i ) City Council rates meeting

" Labour find Budget:
Is it

loopholes to :
. bl
| || set new rate e

by Joe Murphy, Cvics Reporter e & waste?
Creative accounting — in other words, exploiting legal loop- ' 4 ' t
holes — was the name of the game as Leicester City Coungil MR. MIDDLETON .

passed Labour’s 4.9 per cent rate rise.

SHPSES S

ulled every

some new ones — to enable
far more spending than the
aGltl:wernmem technically

Tories condemned the
practice but produced
some “magic” of their own
for a package to cut the
rates, but increase spend-
ing.

. Their gesture was futile
against the big Labour
majority and the budget
was steamrollered
through by the jubilant
controlling group.

A new ploy was used to
help boost next year’s capi-
tal spending far beyond
the Government-imposed
restrictions.

For the first time, the
council “borrowed” capi-
tal allocations from other

* Comment —

local authorities who have
not used theirs.

This totalled £1.65 mil-
lion and came from Qadb
and Wigston Boroug
Council, North West
Leicestershire District
Council and South Bed-
fordshire.

Praise for the account-
ing skills of senior officers
came from Labour's Mr.
David Middleton, the hous-
ing chairman, who said
they had “found legal loop-
holes”.

This had enabled him to
multiply the housing bor-
rowing allocation from a
“measly” £12 million to £36
million.

Page 26

Accounting:
‘Come to the
professionals’

Tories unvoiled a plan which they said
could expand services — but cut rates by

12p in the £1.

it would down Ci
rates bills %40 a yeat¥
household,

yet expenditure (not
g:ounnn% grants) could
increase by 5.7 per cent.

“If you want to learn
about creative accounting
you should come to the

rofessionals,” said their

hief Whip, Mr. Peter
Kimberlin.

The 36p rate would be
achieved‘eby taking more
from reserves to qualify
for maximudel:)vern-
ment grant — and then pay
back the reserves wﬁﬁe
making a “profit”.

But Labour said it would
not work. Mr. Graham
Bett described it as a
“travesty of budgeting'".

““*incompetent’’

Sensible, Socialist, rational and practi-
cal — that was Labour finance chief Mr.
Graham Bett’s description of the budget.

Wasteful, inefficient
electioneering, and
incompetent was the
scathing response from
Conservative leader Mr.
Michael Johnson.

The price of City Coun-
cil services was less than
a packet of cigarettes a
week on average — a bar-
gain, said Mr. Bett.

He slammed as
the
Environment Secretaru,
Mr. Nicholas Ridley, and
cited cases where
Whitehall had got vital
grant figures wrong.

Developments

Among major policy

deve in £3 mil-
fion of special items
were, he said:

e £7,000 — for equip-
ment to monitor nuclear
accidents such as Cher-

o £15,000 — Aids
inf 2

blocks security and
maintsnance.

Mr. Johneon reminded
members that City rates
ross by 80 per cent last
yeoar.

Money was wasted on
‘l'.on'l'
said: “Staff recruitment
is st an unprecedented
tevel — not practical
staff, such as refuse col-
lectors, but“ in loony

to creative
sccountancy, he said
chief ’ time had
been wasted through
political interference.

Mr. Gary Hunt, for the
Alliance, said the budget
deserved praise and
criticism.

But the rate rise — a
total of 89 per cent over
the last two years — was
far too high.

He called for a review
of all departments to cut
waste and ensure value
for money.

What
the
rise
means

The average city house-
holder will pay just
under a pennya day extra
for City Council services.

Taking the County
Council’s 5 per cent rise
into account, the budget
means his total rates bill
will go up by 45.5 pence a |
week. .

The rise was from 45.5p
to 47.75p in the £]1 — that
is 4.9 per cent.

It means the council’s
£152 million budget is 4
per cent bigger than in
the current year.

Triumph over

b [

adversity
The budget for capital
spending was a triumph
over adversig; said
Labour leader . Peter
Soulsby — of his group’s
determination over a hos-
gle Government's restric-

ons.

He said the Government
had cut deeply into the
council’s ability to spend
on homes, recreation and
the environment.

Labour were deter-
mined tt)Q press ahead with
an ambitious programme
that would also create jobs.







so successful that it carried
its official
November closing date.

A new nation
tee was elected at the con-
ference, headed by Mrs. Ros
Howells, and is to draw up
plans for a permanent orga-

An eight-month pro-
gramme of Caribbean
in Britain has
proved so successful that a
permanent cultural body is
to be set up in Britain. ~~
The first steps were taken
at a two-day conference in
Leicester, attended by rep-
resentatives of the C
monwealth Institute —
which had initiated the
original Caribbean Focus
amme — and of the 50
committees set up to
arrange events around thes

commit-

“There was a feeling

among those who took part. '
that the Focus was soO
important it should be car-
ried on in some form,” said
N io Selassie 4l

¥ e Selassie, who £
co-ordinated events in hy Jﬂﬂ Murphy, CMBS Hﬂmﬂl’-f
Leicestershire, said: “The
original aim was fo gi\fr?h:
a,?f‘;‘;“;‘ﬁ;’:f {‘;,gm is passed Labour’'s 4.9 per cent rate rise.
much more to it
cricket and coconuts.

ry
The aim had been to draw
attention to life in the Carib-
bean, and the contribution
Afro-Caribbeans had made

It differed from previous
Commonwealth Institute
programmes in the empha-
sis given to involving local
communities, and proved

impact in proj
and drama of

q\/%’ 7 f S sl

s City Council rates meeting

Labour find Budget:
loopholes to Is it

or a
waste?

Creative accounting — in other words, exploiting legal lcop- cE o
holes — was the name of the game as Leicester %:ityg co.,,,Ei. MR. MIDDLETON

Labour pulled every

oW {,:It'e:, ﬁtt: in%?:e;%emsl;eg}ie- lion and came from Oadby Wasteful, inefficient

1ng.

A golden opportunity
to start up or expand
a new business.

If you've got an idea for a new business — or need
help in expanding — MIDAS presents you with a golden
opportunity.

Every year MIDAS, the Leicestershire Business
Awards Scheme, invites and considers proposals for
starting up or expanding a business venture in
Leicestershire. Business ideas that itican back with
practical advice and help — and money, an Award of
£5000 will go toeach 1987 winner. j

If yours is a winning idea, MIDAS will show you how
toturn itinto a business reality bygiving you management
support, guidance inraising finance, professional training,
an offer of rent-assisted premises — everything a new
business needs to succeed. There's only one condition:
that your business idea is located in the City or County,
and that it createsjobs.

For more details of the 1987 MIDAS competition,
send off the coupon today. The closing date is 27th April.
Amongst MIDAS sponsors for 1987 are Alliance & Leicester Building
Society, Blaby District Council, British Coal, British Coal Enterprise Lid,
Britich Rail. British Shee Corporation Ltd, British Telecom (East Midlands
District) plc, Camber International Ltd, Corah pic, East Midlands Electri-
city, Fox's Glacier Mints Ltd, Braunstone, Harborough District Council,
Hinckley & Bosworth Borough Council, IBM United K -gdem-kid; lbstock....

Products Ld; Imperial Business Equipmw&;d. LadyBid Books
Ltd, Leicestershire Business Venture, Leicestershire G
care Hospital Supplies Ltd (1983 Award Winners); Lioyds Bank plc,
Marks & Spencer plc, Metal Box plc, Braunstone, Midland Bank plc,
Next plc, North West Leicestershire District Council, Qadby and Wigston

Barough Council, Patients’ Aid Association (Leicestershire), Pedigree
Petfoods, Robin Tidd Management Ltd, Transmitton Ltd, Walker Crisps Ltd.,

= e R
- MIDAS _

Leicestershire Business Awards

Please send an entry form for the 1987
MIDAS Business Awards Scheme.

and Wigston Borough electioneering, and
Eouncil, }I;Iorth West inco}:npetent was the a
; : eicestershire District = scathing response from :
agTa}ilr?g; gfr?émi% wa}f’a%lgﬁﬁ Council and South Bed- ansarvative leader Mr.
majority and the budget fordshire. Michael Johnson.

was steamrollered Praise for the. E The price of City Coun-
through by the jubilant ing skills o(i‘segﬁ:ragﬁiocﬂs cil services was less than

Contmulng group. came from Labour’s Mr. a packet of cigarottg: a

David Middleton, th . week onaverage—a bar-
he?pms%%g{t‘ﬁzg}:ﬁgg ing chairmgnc: wh?)hg:is:'l gain, said Mr. Bett. 3
tal spending far beyond tl.fgigs}}.ad “foundlegalloop- ~ He slammed as I Ise
the Government-imposed : incompetent’’ the

restrictions. This had enabled him to  Environment Secretaru,

Tories unveiled a plan which they said rose by 80 per cent last

12p in the £1. Money was wasted on the current year.

e~ = 2 Z A ‘““loony’’ schemes he
it would chop down City = yet expenditure (not ggid: “Staff recruitme -
rates bills by £240 a year ~ counting grants) could - 'Tﬂumph over

3 is at an unprecedented
for the average household, ~ increase by 5.7 per cent. level — not practical

Blanket causes “Jf you want to learn staff, such as refuse col- ad"ersitya

about creative accounting teetors. l"'“-- I Swouy

professionals,” said their

blanket caused a bedroom | Kimberlin. been wasted through Soulsby — of his group’s
fire at 32 Highgate, Saffron political interference. determination over a hos-
( Lane, Leicester, last night. The 36p rate would be Mr. Gary Hunt, for the tile Government'’s restric-

Two crews — one from | achieved by taking more  Afliance, said the budget {ioNS.
Lancaster Road station and | from reserves to qualify deserved praise and
one from Wigston — putout | for maximum Govern- criticism.

No-one was injured.

sunty Council, Life-

M PIONEER

The future of sound and vision.

e

PIONEER S$-4400 CDHI-FI MIDI
SYSTEM WITH COMPACT DISC

50 Watts per channel, 1 kHz/8 OHMS (Din). Belt
drive turntable, digital FM/MW/LW synthesized tuner l

From now until 11th April,

(Biock capitals Pledse)

Fastframe will be offering a superb
range of prints by the great French
Impressionist Claude Monet.

with 8 + 8 station presets, twin auto reverse cassette
deck with Dolby B, 5 band graphic equalizer,

programmable compact disc player and matching
2 way flat look speakers.

Come along and see this S

unique display, all of which are available in a
magnificent choice of mounts and mouldings.

PIONEER MONITOR-STYLE COLOUR TV IN STOCK | |

; EL VAN

Send to MIDAS, FREEPOST, Leicester LE1 7ZQ or phone

3)551144 anytime.
(0533501144 amytime: 28 0o, B 1] [ e o e BT |

Wy e oum En o e DN S D

&8 mEN GmvS WEVE GUOR eSS

9-11 YEOMAN STREET, LEICESTER. Tel. 0533 537872
103 SIBSON ROAD, BIRSTALL. LEICS. Tel. 0533675019
73 HINCKLEY ROAD, LEICESTER. Tel. 0533 541981

34 SILVER STREET, LEICESTER,
LE15ET. Tel. 0533 26707

Miscellaneous Sales

S
Avery 1770,

50 o

R CROSS pram
chrome coach
shopping tray

Miscellaneous Sales Miscellaneous Sales Miscellaneous Sales

DINING rm. suites at
h nearly new,

woods and putter, £ 71

£10; v.g. condition. — T

Oakham 2754.

GREENHOUSES,
standard aluminium

ed, £30; portable
4 plus 2 carvers, £375.
. 766565 to view.
DINING table and 6 chairs,
11 ood, excellent con-
dition, £45; double ward-
£15; dressing tabl
edside cabinet, £5. A
in white and in
7013

DINING table,

8: electric clothes
urco mini wash

3701.
SILVER CROSS Atlanta

Decker electric lawnmower, i
; lent condition,

B e
ass. a

* ] ta recorder, £10. —
Tel. Hinckley 634680.

Bauers, £59.99; skateboards

£45. ; HA OUN
DIP ‘N STRIP have the safes? NG TABLE und from £9.99. —

method to strip

N
CEE}EIE 2‘;'2:5’1-55508 " Melton Mowbray 69665,
— Phone Leic.

OBLONG dining

ansport avail. — Te

slabbing, Your
769276. Even. 714397.

old slabs cleaned and relaid,
3x2,2x2x6,2

sensible

« doors, exterior doors,
windows made to own size.
— Ingrams, entrance Slater
Street, Leicester.

DOORS, hardwood and soft-

11 types to clear. —

76 Marjorie St., 530858
DOORS strippe
discount, furniture

and_ bought.

H£E2thA carpet tiles, Bistro

£ 75. — Nicholas, 42 Silver Whray 822001,

OLYMPUS, Canon,

auto-focus cameras d

HIRE me and my Luton van
for your removals, miscella-
neous sales, from £5. — Tel.
835246.

Latimer St., tel. 540679.
LATES for sale, 22 x12, 16 x
10,16 x 8, 14 x 10, 12 x 8,8 x
8: also granite
Coalville 811891;
60119 evenings.
SMALL fridge,

_tire with bottle,
£50; electric automatic w.m.
needs attention, £30

ough. Part exchanges wel-
come. — 59 Baxter
ONE Hoover 1100 for sale,

ood working

HITACHI microw%ve oven, 4

434028 anytime.

1 HOOVER shampoo >
2169, anytime. little used, £35; three chil-

DRALON suite, settee, chair,

brown, good c¢ondition, £90;
zrhate wood dressing table,

o

ONE Regency Chesterfield,

£500; one_antique Regenc

£275; one oa

.£150 0.Nn.0.;

Buoyvant recliner, £70.
Tel.

Lab local authorities who have Sensible, Socialist, rati 1 and cti-
SR AR and Tories condemned the . 4 ialist, rational and.pea
ket and e remendous | Somenew ones—toenable practice but produced 7ot used theirs. cal — that was Labour finance chief Mr.

- | farmorespendingthan the ~ Some “magic” of their own i 2 Graham Bett's description of th :
eﬁﬁﬂﬁ theag R ITAR L T ity This totalled £1.65 mil p e budget

Twin Tub, £45. — 81255/

124. SOLARIUM, good as new
twin tub, £30; £ ;
steel doubl

. 9.
drainer plus taps, £10 PARKINSON Cowan 1700-2

deluxe gas cooker, £6
ston 950 XD washer
needs attention, £

x A
Telephone T87226.
PENTAX Club m
'82-Oct. '86, v.g.c.

772866.

PHOTOCOPIERS all Al con-
£850. All

? to go. — Copy-

Services, Leie. 551000.

OCOPIERS new from
£549 plus VAT or £3.90 plus

242870.

EDWARDIAN mahogany din-
ing room table and four
chairs, £425.
Market Harborough 66300

Contessa, .5:51'1‘;51’hilins1

SOLID oak Welsh dresser.
and matchin

— Telephone
CLEARANCE.
All contents must be sold.
1 only between
10.30am and lpm, S

Meynell Road, Leicester
(off Uppingham Road).

luxury_ovens
and hobs at DIY
one Market

291060.
STAINLESS steel sink unit,

131, .
ELECTRIC fire, log / copper cogmle!.e with mixer tap

canopy, in mahogany period
round, £90, immac. cond. —
Tel. Sutton Elms 283089,

ESSE Dragon wood-burning

, £200 o.n.o
ville 38463.

Scotchguard treated, 12 x 8, gy COVE“T%.vdf

£32, — Tel. Leic. 742255.
KITCHEN units for

) 6665
arch 15th, 10am - 3pm.
| hessian effect, Thermor

HALF-PRICE pre-season fac-
tory sale of parden stone-
ware.

’.£L2A$"0TEHS and tubs from
| BIRDBATHS from £495
URNS from £7.95.
FOUNTAINS from £2.95.
ORNAMENTS from 99p.

ALSO hardwood park ben-

PHOTGCOPIERS. Brand new
Canon _copiers from £449 +
VAT, includes 2 year war-
free business
forms package. —
aur Cappsheos, Lewe. 5211
PICTURE framer always
lots of surplus f
sale; slight seconds from £1

h. — Brikabrak, 21 May-

PINE beds, gu

Neff hob, 4 gas rings,
deep-fryer and

German kitchen unit door:i.
! tor hood, sink and d

S 2 - multiply the housing bor-  Mr. Nicholas Ridley, and
For the first time, the yowimg allocation from 2 cited cases whars me n
council “borrowed” capi- ‘“measly” £12millionto£36 Whitehall had got vital

units, 6-drawers and work-
FISH tank for sale,
pumps, heaters, in cab]l-

Leicester 366732.

Tel. Leicester

KITCHEN units, green lami-

FOR sale, grey cord pram,
converts to bugoy, complete
with hood, apron and tr
2 months old, immac. con

fTeasham 7107

N / dining set, com-
2 chairs and

For Everyone

'C‘)'x:eén 10-6. il"e].(?_l'?:ﬁsz i
circular dining table,

£45 . Lei 6()&507.

Plﬂ_é door and furni
striping service. —
Antique Centre Ltd., 16-

BUY direct from Manufac-
'osse Way Inn,
432 Melton Road, Lei

STRETCH covers measured

tal allocations from other million. grant figures wrong.
« Comment — Page 26 The average city house-
Z Developments holder will pay just
® Among major policy undera pnnESapenia
ccoun l n = Tiaarar, N for City Council services.
lion of special items Taking the County
were, he said: Council’s 5 per cent rise

e £7,000 — for equip- i
' ment to monitor nuclear N i irac
:"m"""l_ i Y- will go up by 45.5 pence a

419057.
FOR sale, ;ﬂqlid pine table,

uiring some attention,
865095.

excellent.oconditlon.

KNITTING machinists
the new Brother 950 compu-
terised knitting machine,
only at Supreme Sewing
114-116 Narbor-
Road, Leicester. Tel.

thout obligations. —
888863 eves.,

STRETCH covers measured,
made and fitted by experts,

553006, >

PINE Victorian style fitted
kitchens, made to your
cifications. — Sileby

PLANT, straiglbtl 11;%.- Yucca,
‘el. 735009.

with large train,

o.n.0.; one Agfa family set,
includes 1 cine camera plus
small and large screen, plus 1

0 Electroknit, excel-
lent condition

o £15,000 — Aids Wweek. A
™ ¥ information campaign. The rise was from 45.5p
Ho £250,000 — Tower ;47 75p in the £1 — that

ocks security and is 4.9 per cent
Myr. Johnson reminded It means the council’s

foam supplied. — The F

membeors that City rates 71592 million budget is 4 rogn dinl'flr"lg chai%a.fnusz;d.

LADY'S Swedish lamb coat, | sale, offers invited for com-
lete clearance, suitable for
1Y outlets. — Tel. C

Glen 3888 business hours.

PORTABLE gas ;

bottle, £40, fridge, £5. —

PRAKTICA MTL 50 SLR out-
fit with 50mm f1.8 Pentacon
29mm, Jena 135mm lenses,
Cullman C28

£179.95), our price £139.95.
- United Film Services, 13
King St. Tel. 542777.

PRAM, grey cord, 12 months
old, good condition, with
accessories, £45
Tel. Leicester 742917.
RACER. Lady’s Raleigh Wi
1 One year ol
immaculate condition, £90

032,
RADIOGRAM, g.c. £156. —
RAYBURN, Royal solid fuel

could expand services — but cut rates by  year. per cent bigger than in SUNBED, commercial type,

ine, hardly used,
1 24

~all on interest
free credit 0%
expert friendly
advice rent or b

Street, Wigston, tel. 811919.
DS, new model, twin
foldaways from
Amber Leisure, 0902

TEAK surround fireplace,
Robinson Willey gas fi
both in v.g.c., £35 each. —
Tel. Leicester 783311, after

bpm. 7

TEAK wall units, v.g.c., £70
¢ 1. 518912,

EICESTER MERCURY

trouble to ensure all adver-
tisements in this issue are
truthful, legal, decent, hon-
est and comply with t
British Code of Advertising
Practice overse th

ME tent, 4 berth and
camping equipment, B
Niagara massage pad, 2
2 Jones electric
sewing machine,

LARGE warechouse stock of
LPs and EP records to be

LEIC. OFFICE EQUIPMENT.

Phone us today for a better
rice quote on new and s
chairs, cabi-
692.

LOUNGE suites. Why pay
retail prices? Local manu-
facturers wish us to clear
surplus stocks of dralon and
rint suites to the
st selection loca

Electrolux freezer, 2 doors,
Creda Corvette water
heater, new, <
stereogram in teak cabinet,

z 1 o.n.0. — Sapcote

4293.
FREEZERS and fridges, new

prices and p

The budget for capital

E departments. ¢ :
you_should come to the Referring to creative spending was a triumph
bedmm fll'e_ Doy o R accountancy, he said over adversity, said
An overheating_electric ie ip, Mr. Peter chief officers’ time had Labour leader Mr. Peter
art exchanges
1-—— Simpkins,

FREEZER, Trici
cine camera, standard zoom Upholstery, 1 Green
Broughton Astley. Tel. Sut-
ton Elms 283653.
MACLAREN double bugay,
h/a, good condition, £45. —
oalville 36779.
MAHOGANY 22in. t.v. cabi-
coville garey
dress, size 12; Alpha electric
machine, £55 each.

He said the Government

the fire using a hose reel. | mentgrant— and then pay But the rate rise — a had cut deeply into the Ly i
Breathing apparatus was | back the reserves while total of 89 per cent over council’s ability to spend FRESH c':’l“‘- All types of
suite upholstery

712501.

RE-UPHOLSTERY saves you
L£&£s. Cash or 3 cheque sys-
tem. Free home estimate. —
Finecraft 675140. »

ROMPERS, Sparrow Hill,
TLoughbo

money goes furthe

worn. making a “profit”. the last two years —was (i DS s egin and
The fire severely dam- : s b high.y the environment.
aged the electric blanket, But Labour said it would He called for a review  Labour were deter-

rook House,

549997.
FRIDGE freezer, 6ft. x 2ft., 216 Torrington

ood cond., £65 on.o. —
el. Leic. 359539.
FRIDGE, Trici
new, £58. — 3

bedding, the mattress and | not work. Mr. Graham of all departments to cut mined to press ahead with
the bed and caused smoke | Bett described it as a waste and ensure value an ambitious programine

damage to the first floor. | “travesty of budgeting”.  for money. that would also createjobs. o

5556).

THREE-PIECE suite, excel-
MAMMAS and Pappas push. lent condition, )
chair, hood and apron, sul-
table from birth s
£35. — Tel. Leics. 811421.

MAMOD live steam railway.
Two modified

866828 after Tpm.

free delivery service; THREE-PIECE

FRUIT machine nudge up request. — Tel. Loughbor-
F tiles, approx. 4,000, 10

¢ 1870. — Offers

T

peous - items. — Tel.
2591

n
Phone Leicester 87 :
THREE-PIECE suite

FURNITURE for sale  two
1d elbow carver

chairs; 4 old small tables;
oak gate-leg

MAI"I and a clean Luton van, 2328,
THREE-PIECE suite, tradi-

full removals, tional ten-cushion

841986 or 867288.
MAN and a Bedford Luton
Van. Removals and single
rates, 7 days a
week. — Tel. 362025.

MAN and van for your small
removals and miscella

880416.

RUG, Afghan, wool, hand-
mu({e. 3ft. x 2ft., cost £130,
acce};t £95 o.n.0..  — 1.
762638,

chairs. No dealers. — Tele-
phone 432422,

G-PLAN dining table, circu- floral heavy quality

comfortable suite, cost
over £1,200 14 months ago,
mint cnrst;d.. £550 o.n.o.

THREE-PIECE
wholesale warehouses now
open to the public. Dralon
suites £149 each (genuine
offer). — Visit The Ware-
house (open 7 days), Rendell

600741, anytime.

GARAGE door, SALE of house contents, *

up | over, 6ft.
6in. Georgian Evington area, Saturday
. 21st, 11.00am to 4.00. No
o.n.o.; also LEC 'fridge, £15

T and Luton van for

and equipment. —

36 SCAFFOLDING
GARAGES. Sectional

spring offer, 17ft. working
height, 4ft. x 4ft., £59; 6ft. x
aft. £69; free delivery; a,i! ]

) 399723 anytime.
SETTEES, matched pair, two
seaters, as new, £570 pair,
will separate. — Tel, 22414,
SETTEES: Two in beige with
brown striped dralon, h

: Warehouse (open 6 days
MAN / Luton van for single [ Attleborough
or complete removals, from =

. Free written quotes.
— Leic. 827049.

MAN'S car coat, -

mower, £10. — Ring Coal-

fric Garages,

372711.
THREE-PIECE suite, dark
reen, fur type fabric, needs

Phone Leicester 606327.
THREE-PIECE

invites you this Saturday to
view our top brand
suites at unbeatable
he best selection locally
at 1 Green Road, B
Astley. Tel. Sutton Elms
283653

REE-PIECE suites £200 to

house to publ
choose from in 4 large ware-

(day) and Earl Shilton
44327

GAS also elec. cookers from
£59. New from £165. Fully
guaranteed. Fitting and del.

- Quality Domestics,
Hinckley Road, Leicester
549478

MAN'S diamond
£3 750, offers.

Mercury, St. George St.,

SEVEN hardwood Georgia
bow windows 50,
Phone Markfie
SHARPS microwave
660 watt, very good
tion, good reason for sale,
£200 o.v.n.o.; 26 inch colour
good working order,
£160 o.v.n.o. — 665512,
SHEDS, slabs, sand, grayel,
ne

seating units
condition. —
GAS cooker, Cannon

GAS cooker, New World

MARKET traders. We have
lus stock, of denim, cord
canvas jeans, bi
one Leicester

MARMET full size deluxe

pram, navy cord,

cot in matching design, as
19608

354062,
GAS fire, teak surround, £60; broker, written details. — 3-
paraffin heater, i <
: 870758 day, 874497 evening.
SHED, 7ft. x 5ft. tongue and
rooved, apex roof, £50. ld Rd., o
d. Tel. 826708.
THREE-SEATER
brown and patterned %rai-
e

Ve
Leicester 739110.

GAS hob to
stainless stee MIDI_ system,

' 5 SHOP fixtures, fittings and
equaliser, twin casset

B73497.
GLASS, 4 large sheets
thick, £15. — Tel. 311

Miscellaneous Szles

THREE-PIECE_ suites at
wholesale prices. — View
this_Saturday 10am to 5pm
at Broughton %sho]stery,

Green Road, Broughton
Ast]eg. Tel. Sutton Elms

TIMBER. Most sizes, n:{ne
new sawn, 3 x 2and t. an a
boarding, all second hand.
— Tel. Leicester 876456 day,
or 897701 evenings.

TRUE-LITE, spectrum,
natural dayhrht
fluorescent tubes,

stockist. — GC
(Electric), Coalville 31337.
TWIN pram, Restmore, navy
cord, plus extras, excellent
condition, £80. — Tel. Leic.

TWO and three seater settee

to match in mink dralon,
v.g.c., £190. — Loughbor-
ough 231456. e 9
TWO gold dralon reclining
(adjustable) chairs, as new,
£35 each, — Phone 415085.
TWO mink dralon _club
chairs, £30 each; fridge
freezer, £15. — Tel. Shep-
shed 507257.

TWO seater settee and arm-
chair, cottage style, £150 or
will sell pante\y. One

iside cabinet, 3 drawer,
white wood, £12 o.n.0. One
bedside cabinet with light,
white wood, £15 o.n.o. —
Tel. 741699 after 6.30pm.
VACUUM — cleaners from
35.50; largest selection of
latest models, domestic
industrial. — Vacuum Ser-
vices, 471 Avlestone i
opp. Grace Rd. 836931.
VICTORIAN inlaid tilt table,
50. — Mark

seats 6, arket
Harborough 34376.
WASHING machine and
tumble dryer, Philips, work-
ing order, $100 o.n.o. —
Phone Leic. 666266.
WASHING machines,
fridges, vacu cleaners,
lm'-ﬁ stocks of DIY spares.
— M. Pratt Electrical Ser-
vices, 85 Hinckley Rd.,
Leicester 542531. ¥
WASHING machine, twin-
tub, one vear old, little
used, £95 on.o. — Tel
Leicester 671965. g
WEDDING dress, size 12
Berketex white lace model
with full length veil and
silk _flowe headdress,
matching silk bouquet, £35;
1960s style Beautility_ side-
board, table and two chairs
£45; large wardrobe and
dressing table, £50; lady's

full length sh ko t
size 18, "s,so.s—eeffnn‘"4frfsne:é

WEDDING d ize 12
size

excellent by /PR
0.n.o. — Telephone
Leicester 770051.

WEDDING dress, size 10-12,
complete with head-dresa
and veil, £50. — Tel.

873497. .
WEDDING dress, size 12,
£140; bridesmaids’ dresses,
pink, one size 12, two size
14, £40 each. — 772192.
WELBECK Chesterfield sofa
bed, gold dralon, immacu-
late, £799 new, accept £400.
— Tel. Sapcote 2905.
WHITE gold wedding and
engagement ring, £100
o.n.o. — Phone icester
899053, P
XR3 Tailblazer, new 7m
gack), £10; Michelin 175/70
R13 tyre, nearly new, £15;
ftey vi cords, wiZin.
'l:"H“L worn once, £10. —

el. 7 2

ZANUSS] tumble drier, 5]b.
loa: exe, cond., hard
us: £70 on.o. — Tel
3001

1836°S bedroom . furniture,
wardrobe, dressing table,
chest of drawers, 2 double
£35 onel lm?l‘}!erurm 'da“h‘it

each; uble
wooden ladder, as new?£25.

— Telephone 719792.

20 electric heated hair rol-
lers, never £10. Man's
sports jacket, beige, chest
44, £3.50. Casual jacket, 44
chest, £2. teaset, £5.
Shirts, ideal for work,
cheap, 16% collar. — Tel.
742243

206 roofing sheets, plass,
clear, 9ft. x . 3in. corru-
gated, at £4.50, — Tel
531850,

Miscellancous Wants

A.AA. Any and all furniture
bought ‘for highest _cash.
ﬁ:ceﬂ, houses red. —

AAS ABC FURNISHING buy

‘f odern furniture
cookers, fridges, houses
cleared. — 719838 anytime.

A_A.A. ABLE HOUSE CLEAR-
ANCE. Cash for furniture,
old and modern, bureau
china cabs., din. suites, wall
units, fires sink | kitchen
units, cookers, fridge
freezers, bedroom units. —
Tel. 667666 or 660804.

A. A. AACHEN, cash paid for
colour s, VHS videos,
rack hi-fi, or separates, gui-
tars, amps, speakers etc. —
Tel. 546925.

A BARGAIN cash deal for
modjold furniture. Houses
cleared. — Tel. 831290 day,
834014 eve.

A BETTER cash deal at Reg's
Mart for air rifles, welq t
benches, exercise cycles
and rowin machines,
e PO Unsinabam

s, etc. — pping

Road, 741650.

LL rummage sales cleared.

Please donate Hyour rum-
mage to LACHO chanty
shop. — Phone 23967. |

ANOTHER number to ring,
to sell almost everything
except steam rollers. —
838578 even. 607684.

ANTIQUES and old furniture
wanted; call service;
hm_iges clelared: cash paid.
— Tel. ;

ASNEW FURNISHING COM-
E s Toocoes Clokeess ==
requi ouses ¢ . —
Tel. 766614 :

A THREE-PIECE suite or
corner unit. Must be in nice
condition. — Tel. Leicester

7. )

BABY'S playpen and travel
cot wanzadypuex ood condi-
tion. — Phone Tilton 306.
CARPET, 5 yds. x 5 vds,, in
reasonable condition. —
Telephone 542457,

CARRON Cordon Bleu (Can-
non) gas cooker, in excel-
lent condition. — Phone
810687.
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Musical, TV & Video

BETTER price paid for
yboards, home recordin
guitars, amps,
n.le:. hire, repairs. —

Miscellaneous Wants
CROQUET set, garden shed,

Sutton Elms 284741,
FRIDGE FREEZERS, fri

ALL pianos wan
modern, large or small.
cash prices paid,

urchgate dJewelle
urchgate. Leic.

9.
Y END turntable with
E wanted, £1 per

'Thurmaston, —

HEAT and massage AT Chnnli:al-gyea the

: ., 21868,

HOOVER _automatic, AL SERVICE f
peed, king t.
T15 paid o — Tel. £ TV and radio
St. Tel. 664148

ves.

N. (i:)lour t.v., v.0.c.,
Ei“el. Leic. 783908.

(]
Lgcutsr B85768.

phone 542457.
OLD  furniture
ingle items or

“”54’1779 s
, OF eve.
ank

99219 after 4pm.

! mod- 1 att
wm“dhc“d o combo, one year o‘l'd. h

ter 667192, betw

and 8pm.
CASSETTES WANTED. Top
prices paid for good quality

pain}ehd chests of

WALL and ceiling light fit | Vigestapes. Also good qual-
hall and stair carpets

r. Cash waiting. —

ood working

74, s

WANTED, non-working  or
working Hoover, Hotpoint,
washing mac!

s tumble
T -

bedroom fur-
furniture -g)g

or PA systems for
and coll

7 18.
DRUM kit. Premier 4-piece
with cymbals. Good
— Telephone
undertaken, _ pay 4
decision. —

DRUM MACHINE,
Yamaha RX15, cost £500,

Ild pine kitchen
Piece . 8 ; £300. —
arket Harborough

3-piece _ suite,
v.g.c., grey or

R
d - avuh.H — prices on new and us
its! Introducin
Chris on 543111,
A BARGAIN Amstrad,
BBC, %mmodon b one Leicester
compatibles, printers, 677034.
prices DUNLOP TV have s large
selection of ex-rental colour
Rd. £ TVs from £16. — 95 Kei
ATAR! BOOXL
CORPIRRR repeics — while
— W :
& repairs FOR sale clarinet, suit begin-
rinet stand. —
late till 7pm. 9pm
pair £175. Also
mu:ltlc uitar, v.9.c.,
QUITAR Hondo Telecaste
amp, tuner an
60 o.n.o. — Tel
et Harborough i
MMOND organ, 2
t. roll-top lid and music
:tiool £150. — Tel. Quorn
HITACHI tower sy;t,em. twin
excellent condi
Phon

i 2nd
< s
iﬁ.m:l. 5397565
s o>
1l computers,
£19.99; CBM 64 from
Amstrad
Come to_the spe-
ists at Leisure World lil
Leic. 858447.
LUXMAN amplifier,
tte deck

ste £
w Monitor speakera, exc.

SHARP compu
32 Emigration forces

866828 e
CTRUM 48K ohner Poker-
£1200.n.0.
Commodore 64
etc., must be v.g.c. —
17

i
N, Hammond dJ1
with- matching %tcioi. £2

0.n.0. —
Leicester 876049.

for details or call 540b Ayle-

Home Improvements
BRAZILIAN mahogany w1a;

measure by local craftsmen.
Littlethorpe Joinery,

attention. — Gl
Tel. 871094 anytime.

pianos recycled for
ogically aware from

84 =
DAMP proofing, woodworm,
or wet rot. — D

Hinckley 633198,
have problems with
felt or asbestos fl
ould you like peace of
mind for at Jeast ten years?

People, Hoar Cross 433 any-

time.

PIOREER 3000 shelf syste:
40 watta per channel,
hone Leicester

SALE.
VHS videos, from £125, col-

puaranteed, free

quotation now!

repairs to most_makes O
video, tv and hi-fi, competi-
tive rates, same

vice.
LOOK HEAR TV. Phone
8675630.

Leice
REPLACEMENT  windows,
doors, patios,

are our prices. — Co
181!

Markfield 242439 eve.
PVC flat windows fitted

for £1,825 inc. VAT T

Discount Windows, 607685

N C mler
h paiste cymbals, and
Strat guitar with

. m 4 s(fo't. TV renta
CHARNWOOD HALL ANTI- Tel. . &
QUES and second

Charnwood Road. ‘n%ﬂ: or similar
POSTCARD. fair, Saturd 6 vidoo, as new, £90
aturday, video, as new,

th:‘iA 14th. 75 stalls of | o.n.o.; Panasonic recharge-
pos , stam: able shaver,
ndy hl?a};s“ ﬂa]' Bridge.

s 291 s

W), Si system, PYE 5001,
used, £80. —
Tel. Markfield
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Musical, TV & Video Gardening For Sale e T Houses For Sale Houses To Let
TEMPLAR PIANOS of Roth | 20 telegrash boles, 2370003 | CHAIN saws, end of sea- EAST GOBCOTE, secii | Loit, B, Dusgaiow: det
B e s 1 2 legraph poles. £200. 170 | son sale. Up' to 30 per | HAMILFONS 10495, 3 lines. | det. 2 bed."one built in | bk T ;
o Dianod, -—ROShow- sheets, assorted sjzes, £200; cent discount on most FAST efficient service. Sel- robes, kit. | diner, Inge. exc. res. a‘i‘ﬂrpo?é f.g.c.h,, SUPERB  furnished : = .............._._....LE!CE. STER MERCURY, FRIDAY, MARCH 19
i e St., Rothley, 2 50 mtr. lengths of under- models. — _ Garden ling your si - 0] fg.c.h, lger. than aver- . res. area, £27.950. - - detached  stone _ built ; ; i —-—-—+———1'-3—19'-5'———£—ll£
Leicester 302638 1 usiness soon Details, ring 7729 .
TOSHIBA DV80 digi % round water pipe, £20. — Machin Maintenarncce, Contact the experts Y age odn. £26,950 incl. kot 1 or 77060. house, 4-beds., includin : : ‘ i : . :
echider nog 10‘%{){1&&0 el. Sileby 2282 up to 7pm. 'f[l\,e Cattle Market, 88 LONDON ROAD, Leic. cpts, — Tel. Leic. 607443 MABLETHORPE Lin- maffter with en-suite bat! . . : : b o

R nds AL eTealt Pots C icester, Tel. 547087. to view. ﬁolnshire‘ed£32.0()b. Large ?cl;‘unge dresisé?#g room, % : : : e i

702442. : + ets Corner ouse used as four flats 1 5 i Ll : : :

3 OFF LI would Ty playroom, kitchen, util- g 2 :

VESoW eectronc orpan, | ABANDONED and wmgmnied | SORRA) R om. e reier T | gymerow. 3, wep. | b 00 evatler | pien el s -

: s . MO, ‘ - s an . ment, Hinckley Road . ., exc. location, very quick sale. Ow s ands over-
no = gimmicks, suitable spayed, needing kind, lov- Tyt i i fg.ch., pt. db 1 istri it ooking Rutland Wate
beginner or chapel,_excel- | ino homes; sorry no kittens. PIG  FOOD, _ swill, o invited, — Phoné | extra loe. f‘ﬂl.le'ﬁ:?lzfg'.' D%i‘éler;gion(.hs—"’lr‘?i. sropcsnt | lous. or short let, £850
e ?5?]4;1" fflﬂ; — Truste - i_&lona] Animal cooked or un-cooked. — SELF service general store | rewired. Price to inc. al orpe 77390. p.?.m. — For further

VAMAHAyF b after 6 1 or 434234, Phone daytime Quorn off-licence freehold for sal cpts. and ctns. Quick sale mB%mau‘“n Plpase phoune
AMANA IS 10, se,new. g0 | ADULT  budgies from £ 20 ottficence friohold for aie | pad Joffers argund | NS el PP AR St e BE il ot FOR
Eoiphoartundotirs, © | aken e B tochs o srafl-Takings sversos 130 | Heimtovew | Soie = el :
.H. Performer ombo 3engalese air. Cocka- ds pect e - 543536, -
G x gm%hgggakers : chag- g‘gdﬁg’o‘geﬁs-fg?n ﬂ“ﬂ‘i‘- O}ja- ALL "5"3‘3'1":'"“5;,5;%&“ %60980 ‘fﬁ-{“ 5}:‘?@8?533 F&ﬁﬁf 1t:o o s th?"aced P 0 N E DAY
» reign et e 1 T sale.
return on each _chai-;ex?el{ and soft i].lu.mca:;f'ie?. opportunity for the right eury 8705}’5 Leé%%s!t.’e; ier- | o.gh., recently extanded; hOAD'BY' DET. 3 BED. c“ALEOPEI‘tV For Sale 4
built-in compression, sus- Borders, Glosters, Red Fac- person at B.H.S. training | Leicester. Y t. | utility room, bathroom with i sy “‘t!le" cul de sac, ¥ Tdr‘”' sale, Chapel St. .
Carg. Feverhy” phase, echo. | (%% {OnoEY Tefanie e foranits for compet. # goloured eulte, 23,000 — |- LBt e fally B Droak! | LGOS quier Siie! — For -~ ONLY
;‘_32- 6 6:"'“1')— In{;ui r‘i'égtgé'i s . — 18. H‘e o m{thei‘ "}“i &‘Z:":' Business Premises - el. Leic. 537982. ta;lrli ckeis'e“‘m%"é’seé' _de,ij :etads Leic. 302335, # |
vington Drive, Leic. AIREDAL i ive in or out. — Xor er ANK INNES offer: L2558 Wi, 1nct. 'ALM BEACH C .
R gt iy - excellentASEedi :")e‘elzpmﬁsc gggsiﬂs Tel. East Leake | gmaLL wkﬂntﬂd KIRBY MUXL(;)E,‘EQ Garfit fl?s'.:l:w Cl.‘."ftmns. cooker, erife Sth. 2 bedhg‘a'a;)r:&- S I
Tel. 890814, 0L it etafls 0926) z s workshop wanted to | Road. Superbly appointed 71672'?3 er, etc. — Tel. ment, sleeps 6 (forever) a e 5taft$
624503. { B(:Ea?r';ro;lnﬁ hc‘thR \'eﬂt et?l ml;a?:_asrage s%étiabii'%ﬁ)ﬁ;l o in des. ."’Sl- 110&' spac. c.h. " “L"“ljy Fo"'g“ﬂht. RCI world
. E .h. horses, tax = 2 -0r accom. - 3 1 e excns o aa
ALSATIAN (GS.D = till April, 9 months M.0.T., 778408. refit. kiltr.‘.cma'slt?;'hm';ﬁj{ OADBY, Edward Close. 3 Phone Leicoster 7%;5%?19' g- 0am at
dop, 6 months o ”ﬁfﬁ; 5 pew tyres, new exhaust Busi . full range of b.i. furn., 2 fur- | bed. sémi, int. goe i Burba i 2
o atated K. vad aﬁtem. headlights, shock usiness Premises ther s., fully tiled bath., tional paved car standi Acco dati ge residents furious at the contin- ]
Buperbedtemamnfent_ ta g,lgggg- _};;a(l_}a Thesl To Let bk 0™l L g6 oo £0.6hs l!nnﬁ-. din. ‘v, kit. Accg‘ '.'1%’5".’;“.."??%"& ' ual stream, of Fox Cub mini-buses :s‘t elvorr tfeet
approved, 7 . by 0 ‘: v - . 1C. o A athrm ¥ % - i s .
REC R | g e | AR gt A | STt L St P T RS | BORNERS, HRASHE, their homes in Pysharps Road, say they will
# 3 et , NO premium, Or s er. tel. < # awned rear B 2 B . det. executi H
BLACK Labrador puppies for BEOFORD  CF, ohorse, | @ 9ood  labour area for | sEEEN—TANE WD area. e TeaL O . | o, N furnished, £83 be seeking rate reassessment as a protest Tt Sbt
sate by F.T, Ch. dog, ood . M reg., Lamboune manufacturing oarments. - GREEN LANE RD. area | — B T, I Mr. Terry Cooke, a ’ :
wor in? pedigree, K.C. reg. bished rf:v? gnm?s cl‘;:tc{ '%'!!rl'. %‘1%}&‘768 o e th\.:_:_et %t‘:lll-de-r%%% o2 eri\d' hrts‘-l)ford Rous 2R Sptkachm for the. Byl e i coujur
SRL S IS 55 foaeashox. TatiRy; syclutch, | LEICESTER  ENTERPRISE s windows_ throughout, RETIREMENT HOMES ANSTEY and _Glenfield A e Road Action Group, G route wasa democratic Televisi
SORZO, Bo, Max and Sh ra 1{3 cassette  with WORKSHOP Units 100-400 decent size rear n.. Lo FOR SALE Double and single bedsits,, nas already submitted his ecision, saying no consul- evision
Wholesalers iarekolaer d dmperatc!my y:g;:ﬁ: r:% qoc:} t::es: :‘: f?&?ﬁ?&iﬁ?ﬁi&&ﬁ"ava’f ll\-'nla:t &ugt;ggsea ?2 %‘.25 OSD% r?‘i‘dys now. — Tel. 363420 iy ];1m’ others who Eﬁgoﬂ Was ried out with £ E:efe g o
ooking. for loving, perma: Y B e Oct. Y87, £2.500. | able to worthy new busi gs | — Tel S e B 2b piver Guges : \ met at his home 1 i le wh . e
v .0.T. %500 | 3 ixsens el. 363800. uxury 2-bed. apartments ast night vho would be (oneonty) ww. . ...E8
Aoy fands poos, Slation: ey et ekl | T oalaiiamigiaet BT ILE 2 TS | QuoBy. Shed an, Fohee | furdy s et e Miimer fh one fpdl aggeedtodothesame  oid one Filday hat thoser H ’ f : e
ery, hardware St anward, rust, 392166. A BEDFORD TK horse be Monks. Leiceste BN Sith fitt -b-en.(.‘-. L eds, o oy f.g.c.-h.- ‘tt_'l‘- aped gent or retired Qent: ay deliver eaflets J ne Fri aY_t at the ser- . =
toileiries, childrep’s i c:’unu;mu:s. Due to time- cyhinder. S.speed e ;’5‘ vyt R o N City | Pathrm, robes. F?_mr yled | Veryclose o all e Siple  bedroom, lobnge to all houses along the bus Vl(l‘flwou}d begin next day. : a Video
gt 4 Broduses pecula_hsu : mmootl{ oy i:duahma jeeds ﬁtentmn, £675. — i and util. rm., landscaped ties. e, 704 ood food. route, suggesting people I residents in Pyeharps = .
SO S e v lines. | ) oy hie S diomge f 11 elton = Mowbray OCK-UP SHOP _for gdn. _with  patio. Garage, 8 g Leic. 704254 take similar action. Road have signed a petition = Recorders
Cheator prices. Open Mon. COCKER 'Spaniel, = eight | ENGLISH jumping saddle, |- L To ke, HOUGHTON-ON-THE-HILL FURNISHED SHOW ,5,‘,’3'{-,;:igglr§emﬁaggegouse. Mr. Cooke said Burbage 20d they have the support | & & ; Fergusan 3V43, remote. hi-fi
gﬁvﬁl‘;r,lﬁgv Sam-Goay late | months old, £120. = IR | 17in,, £120 0.n.0. — Tel. Sut: 776346. : 3 2 bed cottage, beautifuil FLAT e o R Piase needed a bus service but of local MP Sir Adam ™ Irc e Sereo; 14:duy S-exent (one onky
sﬂurday“"cl ;1;2 dumé ug ran!; %%iégi. :if{.g: lsi?néayfmslﬂ:y Ltg‘tll&lﬁna 2881133. il WAGAZINE —BUSINESS gupgn £§‘%pg&t’s. f.ch_}l,,, L%"“' {]P[N WEDNESDAY Band area. — Tel. 864712, sﬁmd; “At the end of the day Buéler. “"_':f’“' \::52:0 E240)... £699.00 £350
Bam-1pm. — Cattle Market E — : ey e ine 2 horse | "CENTRE : » ,000. — Tel. Leic. : EDSITS, one double, on urbage, as a vill does ut Mr. Cooke said pari ilips , remote, 6-event.
- 't ox, 9. lo 1 { E. Bright, mod 417447 or 415254. Sone ' age does said parish -t 3. :
Egi%:;’::r" 'I?ele golﬂl'(!‘l)ggls COCKER SPANIEL diesel, £1,500 o.nv.vo.n_li grae :: industrial an commer:il;i JEREMY CLOSE, 2 bed, SATUHDAY AND ?;'é?llﬁ@g-ﬂw’;iggﬂd' i'.i'laﬂid not l:lBB_d 80 buses a day to ﬁ-nd borough councils had ; s ay (two only}.. . £469.95 £299
Leicsster, Teleshone (0533 | - Baod hoties gl GWING 1o selli e e isive O town house, sas centrad SUNDAY, 2pm-4.30pm reayired to share House in serviceit, whichis whatitis  Geaf ears” to their case. Visitors to Hinck ‘ I
Lot Seininorge, South Bt remen,onte — 1o | Phaveviioun tos OF ek rated hesiing, hiptingand | pmagilate agt SrUSS, | G nina ourt. Water | Sohper weeke atlon - el B By request Inckioy mny. Sooi e they have arrived, | - Midi Hi-Fi
Humbersi > or sale, Inc. s es, show sts. Telephone B ate Lane, N 3 phone Leic ; - WOorr1 < > arter i 2 '
Fvrey 84566, elephone | COLLIE pupe, farm reared. jacket, knee boots, etc. Al Service. Both oven and | papisn & FREEMAN Koad ,§§§ch?‘ arboroush | after 6pm. st T e that the volume of bus traf- trithr'nI}an Mackintosh, dis- I & s o b of being kept in the dark. an s Systems
€5+ a1 baby dreeses, | GROP pared Dobermans for | S8RV v Fafter | SUe AU Ricnind allsoo, | COUNTY, CEM. JExquisiioy [pmediate pos. available | BERRITR BPEAM."uid pro. fic could endanger their Cubs Sryine i the . ory ni Councii’ o seross il e Senls ey
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DRAFT FOR THE CHIEF SECRETARY: LABOUR COSTINGS

Of Labour's so-called "jobs package" the IFS have said:
"The anti-unemployment programme is still rather vaguely
formulated, and has not been costed in detail." (page
27
tDaﬁZm[#«/;dgﬁ

2. So the RHG for (Gould's) was sent away to produce
a new "Jjobs programme". It even included a few numbers.
Tt waé also, incidentally, remarkably similar to the

so-called "Alliance" alternative budget.

30 I have now examined the RHG for (Gould's) handiwork,
entitled "New Jobs for Britain". With the help of other
statements made by Labour spokesmen, I have been able
to assess 1its impact on public expenditure. I can tell
the House that Labour's so-called "jobs programme" would
cost X billion, Y billion more than their own estimate
of £6 billion. I would be happy to provide the dctails,

should Hon Members opposite be interested.

4. The party opposite is also committed Lo a so-called
"poverty package". The RHG for Sparkbrook has told us
many times that this so-called "poverty package", coupled
with the "jobs package", are the only pledges which the

Labour Party would honour immediately.

5% The RHG for Sparkbrook has costed their "poverty
package" at £3.6 billion. I have examined this "poverty

package" in detail in <close consultation with my RHF



the Secretary of State for Social Services, and I can

tell the House that it costs £5.75 billion.

6. So the cost of Labour's programme, as they put it,
"for immediate implementation", is not £10 billion, as

they would have us believe, but X billion.

qis I have also kept careful track of statements made
by Labour spokesmen since I issued a detailed 1list of
their Aspending commitments last July. I have listened
carefully. I have taken due note of the RHG for Hull
East's statement in the House on 6 November that the
Labour Party has abandoned its pledge to introduce a
35-hour week, a minimum wage, and to a policy to introduce

early retirement.

8. It will be of great interest to the House, and to
the electorate, to know that Labour have given these
pledges up. I have therefore removed these from my table

of Labour's spending commitments.

9ic Unfortunately for the RHG for Sparkbrook not all

spokesmen for the Party opposite have been as careful
about what they say as the RHG for Hull East. I have
identified several further pledges. Some of these were

\/_\-—"\’A—/\'N\

confirmed by the Labour Party Conference._
\/-\_’_\/ P i —

10 These include pledges on energy,ea Christmas bonus,
a winter premium, n.  general pledge to increase health

spending, a pledge to spend money on alcohol abuse,



Scottish devolution, crime prevention, grants and on

pensions.

11. With these new pledces taken on board and the
abandoned pledges removed I can tell the House that the
full year cost of Labour spending plans now total

Xabd ldion’

12. X billion would represent Yp on the basic rate of

income tax or an increase of VAT to X.
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CHANCELLOR
ROY HATTERSLEY'S PROPOSAL TO RESTRTCT ALLOWANCES TO BASIC RATE

We discussed Roy Hattersley's proposal to restrict some or all of
the personal allowances and reliefs to the basic rate only. I have
obtained the following figures from Richard Eason (IR), who is

Brian Mace's opposite number on the statistical side.

25 Restricting all the main reliefs to the basic rate only would
yield £600 million in 1986-87. (As it happens, the yield for
restricting the personal allowances is the same, £600 m.) The

breakdown for the reliefs would be roughly:

£ million

Mortgage Interest Relief 270
Retirement Annuity Relief 100
Superannuation 160
BES 2.5
Donation to Charity 15

Giving mortgage interest relief at the basic rate only would bring
some 170,000 people into higher rates. The Revenue do not have
ready information for the other reliefs.

. Basically, if the reliefs, but not the personal allowances,
were restricted to the basic rate only, the higher rates would
begin at the total of the basic rate band plus the personal
allowance. That means, in 1986-87, £19,535 for a single person;
£20,855 for a married man; and £23,190 for a two-earner couple.
All of which are well below the £24,500 where Mr Hattersley's top

5 per cent begins.



CONFIDENTIAL

4, We need to be a bit careful in attacking Hattersley on this,
because I think you may see some attraction in the idea yourself,
and you asked FP to look at it after the Budget. Rut we can
certainly attack Hattersley for not doing his sums properly - his
scheme might avoid the punitive higher rate Labour had before, but
at the cost of increasing tax for people well below the top 5 per
cent. Do you want to deploy this in your wind-up speech? Or should
we save it for a separate press release later? Perhaps we can
decide this once we see how much Hattersley makes of it on
Wednesday, and how much attention this gets.

A P HUDSON
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COST OF LABOUR PARTY PROPOSALS

j GEP's revised costing of the Labour Party's spending proposals
is around £34 billion. We estimated that this would require either
an increase in the basic rate from 27p to 56p in the pound, or an
increase in VAT to 49 per cent. The Chief Secretary used these
figures in the Budget Debate on 18 March.

2ie The original costing of £28 billion, equivalent to a basic rate
of 53p, or an increase in VAT to sz, were set out in the Chief
Secretary's letter of 31 July to Mr Hattersley. These figures have
been used consistently ever since, despite subsequent changes which
Customs and Revenue have made to their respective estimates of the
1986-87 tax base. This was a conscious policy decision, to avoid
confusion.

3. The 53p calculation assumed a basic rate of 29p and a 1986-87
tax base. Our new 56p calculation assumed a basic rate of 27p and a
1986-87 tax base. The latter was done in error, for which we
apologise. The result is that a £34 billion increase in expenditure
involves an estimated 29p increase on a basic rate of 27p, with the
implication that each 1p brings in £1,172 million in a full year, not
£1,300 million as in the Financial Secretary's written answer on
16 March (see Annex A) or the £1,450 million for 1988-89 as on

page 43 of the Autumn Statement (since revised down to £1,410 million
in the FSBR).
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L There i{ino problem” about the VAT 49 per cent, which rounded

7’!111 stand wi heither the Autumn Statement tax base estimate for

b ® -~

@
=

1987—88)or with more recent estimates.

Do What should we do next? I suggest that the first move should be
to concentrate on the £34 billion and not the 56p, and where Lhere is
no escaping giving an income tax figure to say something like "well
in excess of 50p in the £".

b If we are asked in detail about the 56p one possibility would
be to say that to raise such a large amount of revenue, we thought it
right to estimatgﬁfa. 1p increase would yield only around
£1,200 million a year as opposed to the £1,300 million figure given
for smaller changes. This was because the Budget introduced several
tax changes (eg profit-related pay, personal pensions) of which more
use would be made with a sharply higher basic rate.

il The problem with this line is that we have always hitherto said
that our calculation assume no behavioural changes; and that if we
were to assume them we might expect them to be much greater than this.

8. An alternative would be a more open approach - to Say, if
pressed, that the 56p assumed a 1986-87 income base, represented a
full year estimate of a 29p increase in the new basic rate of 2fp-'in
the £; that on the assumption of a 1987-88 income base the basic rate
would need to rise from 27p to 53p to raise the £34 billion; and that
neither estimate took account of behavioural effects.

9. A point here is that there is no particular "rightness" about
assuming a 1987-88 tax base for the full year effect of Labour's

policies. They could not be brought fully into effect in 1987-88.

10. Which of these approaches would you prefer to use?

-
L

MISS C E C SINCLAIR



Written Answers

rate for a local authority in respect of the financial year
1988-89. In considering whether and in what cases to
exercise this power, he will be able to take into account,
among other things, the extent to which the rate which any
local authority have determined for that year may have
been inflated to take account of its liability to pay grant
penalties.

Seals

Mr. Hancock asked the Secretary of State for Scotland
if he has any plans for a seal cull in the next year.

Mr. John MacKay: No. It was announced in May 1985
that there would be no culling of grey seals in Scotland
until further notice. A further programme of research into
the interaction of grey seals and fisheries is in hand, and
the need for grey seal management will be reviewed in the
light of the results of this research which is likely to take
some time to complete.

Consultative Committee on the Curriculum

Mr. Pollock asked the Secretary of State for Scotland
if he will announce the Government’s decisions on the
policy review of the Consultative Committee on the
Curriculum.

Mr. John MacKay: 1 have today written to Sir James
Munn, the chairman of the Consultative Committee on the
Curriculum, to tell him of the Government’s decisions on
the recommendations of the policy review carried out last
year and I have arranged for copies of the letter, its
appendices and of the policy review itself to be placed in
the House of Commons Library.

I have made clear to Sir James the high value I place
on the work of the CCC and my appreciation of the
commitment of both the voluntary participants in its
activities and of the permanent staff of the Scottish
Curriculum Development Service. The Government
endorse the arguments in favour of continuing the CCC
on broadly its present remit. I pave, however, decided in
principle that the management of the SCDS could be
strengthened and the efficiency and effectiveness of both
the CCC and the SCDS improved by incorporating both
bodies into a single company limited by guarantee. Our
aim is that this should be achieved in consultation with the
new CCC by 1 August 1988, subject to agreement on a
satisfactory basis for incorporation.

I have also decided that the organisation and the
educational effectiveness of the SCDS could be
substanitally strengthened by bringing it together into one
unit with the support staff of the new CCC. Our preference
is that the new organisation should continue to be located
within the campus of a college of education. I have

-
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therefore asked the CCC to negotiate with the Northern
college with a view to locating the combined body on its
Dundee campus.

The campus has much to offer the new CCC including
the fact that it is to become the open learning centre for
the college of education sector and I believe that, among
the available alternatives, it has the strongest claims. It will
be of great value to the Northern college — and to
Dundee—to have the opportunity of housing a major
educational body such as the CCC.

The interests of staff will be taken into account in
planning the reorganisation, which I would expect to be
completed by 1 August 1989 at the latest.

Full details of the Government’s response to the
recommendations of the policy review are set out in the
appendices to the letter to Sir James Munn. I believe that
our decisions provide a sound basis on which the CCC and
the SCDS can continue to make a major and highly
relevant contribution to improving the curriculum for
young people and to providing support to help teachers
implement it.

NATIONAL FINANCE

Taxation

-

Mr. Meacher asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer if
he will publish a table which sets out for a two child family
on (a) half average earnings, (b) three-quarters average
earnings, (c) average earnings, (d) one and a half average
earnings, (‘e) twice average earnings, ( 'f) five times average
earnings and (g) 10 times average earnings, the increase,
in net income, to be derived from (i) a 1p cut in the
standard rate of income tax, (ii) an increase in personal
allowance, over and above indexation, which incurred the
same cost as a 1p cut in standard rate income tax, (iii) an
increase in child benefit which incurred the same cost as
a 1p cut in standard rate income and (iv) an increase in
income tax thresholds which incurred the same cost as a
Ip cut in the standard rate of income tax, in 1986-87.

Mr. Norman Lamont: Information based on full year
direct revenue or expenditure cost at forecast 1987-88
levels is in the table. The income tax calculations assume
that all the main personal allowances would be increased
by the same percentage. Each of the measures would have
a cost of about £1,300 million in 2 full year at 1987-88

_income levels. The income tax changes are compared with

the 1986-87 tax regime indexed according to the statutory
provisions. It has also been assumed that the only income
tax allowance or relief available to the married couple is
the married man’s allowance and that the wife has no
earnings.

Ao Increase in income after tax (£ per week) compared with indexation in 1987-88 Jfor married man with two children

Multiple of Average Earnings!

- i

it 3 1 13 2 5 70504
ST |
Increase derived from: o i e UW
(i) 1p cut in basic rate 0-41 097 154 268 . 3-44 344 ... 344 |
(ii) 6 per cent. increase in personal e ! FEA N , W
: ;;uowancitsn R et 1-23 1-23 1-23 1-23 1469 2:54 2:54 \
(iii) Increase Sl . ;
o SR :::t, A 4.00 400 400 400 400 400 " 400
i Q;(r’l fcin iy 520 520 520 520 5-20 520 520
(iv) 5 per ey ' i
tax mresholds‘_: St 1-00 1-00 ]00 1-00 3-08 9.25

9-25 \
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1. THE TAKE-AWAY NOT GIVE-AWAY BUDGET

On 29th March 1977 Mr Healey presented his tenth Budget in three years.
He had earlier encouraged hopes that it would be a generous one in terms
of personal taxes. He did propose to cut tax rates by a net £1-5 billion—
after imposing severe increases in tax on motorists and on cigarette
smokers. But the cuts fell far short of the £6 billion which would have
been needed to restore the position Mr Healey inherited in 1974, or even
to restore the position a year ago. Overall, he expects to take £4 billion
more in all forms of taxation this year than last.

The next stage of pay policy—described by Mr Healey as the key to
reducing our inflation rate (Mansard, 29th March 1977, Col. 264)—was
left as a blank cheque to the trade unions. The reduction in the basic rate
of Income Tax from 35 per cent to 33 per cent, worth £960 million in
a full year, is to be made when a satisfactory agreement on the next pay
round has been reached. But Mr Healey gave no hint of what would
constitute a satisfactory agreement.

The uprating of pensions and other social security benefits was similarly
left vague. It seems probable that many people retiring before 65 will find
themselves losing a considerable part of any increase they receive in
pension because personal allowances have not been raised enough to keep
pace with inflation (see page 128). What Mr Healey presented was in
many ways a menu without prices.

Mrs Thatcher said of Mr Healey's proposals that it seemed as though

. in this Budget he was really apologising for much of the damage
that he had done in his other nine Budgets. We are glad that he is
repenting the high level of direct taxation that he has imposed on people
and to some extent, the other levels of taxation that arise from the high
level of public expenditure . . . Looking at the Budget as a whole one
finds that it is still a take-away Budget rather than a give-away Budget.
. . . There really is no Budget judgement this year, because it is an IMF
Budget. . . . Finally, this is not a revival Budget for Britain. That is
what we were hoping for. Instead it appears to be a survival Budget
for the Labour Government” (Hansard, 29th March 1977, Cols. 288,
294).

Ill-founded Optimism. A year ago, on 6th April 1976, Mr Healey spoke

confidently of progress during the previous year and of the prospects

ahead:
“1 think the British people really began to come to terms with the facts
of life in the middle of last year. We were on the edge of the precipice
and we pulled ourselves together just in time. That was when the trade
unions decided on the £6 pay limit. Ever since then things have been
looking up. We have cut our balance of payments deficit by more than
half. We lost only a quarter as many days through strikes last year as
we had lost three years earlier. It is an impressive record and it has
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transformed Britain’s reputation in the world. . . if we stick to it, by
the end of next year we really shall be on our way to that so-called
economic miracle we need. . . . In the next twelve months, unemploy-
ment will be on the way cown and our output will be growing fast”
(Budget Broadcast, 6th Arril 1976).

This year Mr Healey said:

*“. . . after all the agony we went through last year we have seen a
transformation since the decisions I took last December. The pound
has been steady, 16 cents higher than the low point it reached last
Autumn. Interest rates are already down § per cent and the building
societies are talking of cutt.ng mortgage rates in a few weeks’ time. And
that means that the cost of living will be lower by the end of this year
than I expected before Ch-istmas. . . . The most striking thing is the
confidence which the whole world has been showing in our present
policies . . . (Budget Broadcast, 30th March 1977).

The ‘transformation’—such as it is—has come about, and overseas
confidence has revived, simply because it is now the IMF not Mr Hcaley
who calls the tune. The pound has steadied—at 25 per cent below the level
when Labour took office. Interest rates are coming down—from the
highest level they have ever reached.

In April 1976, Mr Healey enticipated for the ensuing 12 months a rate
of growth of 4 per cent; inlation falling to single figures; investment
rising and unemployment starting to fall. In the event, output grew by
barely 1 per cent, and the rate of inflation fell to 12-9 per cent by July.
Since then it has accelerated, as a result of the disastrous devaluation of
sterling last year. Prices rose by 162 per cent in the twelve months to
February 1977; and during the latest three months they have risen even
faster, at an annual rate of 21-6 per cent. There are almost 100,000 more
people unemployed than a year ago, and the number may well rise to
14 million by the end of the year. The number of days lost through strikes
in the first quarter of 1977 is he worst for three years.

The Prospects and the Objectives. Once again, Mr Healey is optimistic:
“I believe this time we can make a decisive break in the vicious circle
and indeed turn it into a virtuous one” (Hansard, 29th March 1977,
Col. 264).

Once again, he has two key aims: to bring down inflation towards the
level of our main competitors, and to improve the performance of manu-
facturing industry.

The prospects are noticeab y less rosy than a year ago, Assuming that
the Budget proposals are fully implemented, total output and manufac-
turing output are expected tc increase by a modest 14 per cent between
the second half of 1977 and the second half of 1978 (4 per cent of this
as a result of the Budget changes). World trade is expected to grow by
8 per cent, compared with 12 per cent in 1976. Increasing exports and
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import substitution are expected to account for most of the increase.
Private manufacturing investment is expected to increase by 15-20 per
cent by mid-1978—after a fall of 14} per cent between 1973-5 and 5 per
cent between 1975-6. A ‘substantial surplus’ on the balance of payments
is forecast for 1978. Inflation is expected to fall to a rate of 13 per cent
by the end of 1977, and to single figures by mid-1978. Real take-home pay
should at least stabilise. But there will be no increase in private consump-
tion; there may be some decline.

Of unemployment, Mr Healey said, “I would not expect any fall in the
level of unemployment. Indeed, I fear that some further rise would be
more likely™ (Hansard, 29th March 1977, Col. 259). Other forecasters
are almost unanimous in predicting a rise to 14 million. Against this,
Mr Healey estimates that the job-creation or safeguarding proposals in
his Budget will provide 150,000-200,000 jobs; and the tax changes about
100,000 by the end of 1978—equal to about a third of the jobs lost since
the Labour Government took office in 1974. :

Government Borrowing: Commitments to the IMF. Mr Healey’s estimate
last April was that the Public Sector Borrowing Requirement for 1976-7
would be almost £12 billion. As a result partly of lower spending and
borrowing by government departments, nationalised industries and local
authorities, and partly because of higher than forecast tax revenue, the
PSBR is now expected to be below £9 billion, and would fall on existing
policies to £7-4 billion in 1977-8. As & result of the Budget proposals,
with a net reduction in taxation of £1-5 billion, and the sale of £500 million
of the Government's holding of BP shares (first announced by Mr Healey
on 15th December 1976), the PSBR is expected to be £8-3 billion in 1977-8,
slightly below the ceiling agreed with the IMF (£8-9 billion). It is expected
that domestic credit expansion and growth in the money supply (M3)
can both be contained within their targets—£9 billion and 9-13 per cent
respectively in 1977-8.

2. SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSALS
Direct Taxation
Personal Taxes
Income Tax—immediate changes
Single and wife's earned income allo wance raised by £70 to £805;

Married allowance raised by £140 to £1,225 (a larger increase than the
single allowance in part compensation for phasing out of child allow-
ances);

Additional personal allowance (single parent families) raised by £70 to
£420;

Age allowance for those over 65 raised by £70 to £1,080 for the single
and by £140 to £1,695 for the married.
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Income Tax—conditional ckange

—Basic rate of income tax to be cut from 35 per cent to 33 per cent
when a satisfactory pay agreement is reached.

Thresholds to Higher Rates of Tux. The threshold to the first higher rate

(40 per cent) raised from £5,000 to £6,000; other rate bands raised as
follows:

45 per cent rate threshold raised from £5,500 to  £7,000

S0 EEs By 5 g 5 £6,500 to  £8,000
SRS e " 4 i £7,500 to  £9,000
QU G W i % s £8,500 to £10,000
Gl e i s i £10,000 to £12,000
T 5 5 5 £12,000 to £14,000
o e S i 7 4 £15,000 to £16,000
B3 cralagead I . A 4 £20,000 to £21,000

The top rate of tax is unchanged. The top marginal rate on investment

income including the investment income surcharge thus remains at
98 per cent.

Investment Income Surcharge. The threshold to the surcharge at 10 per
cent is raised from £1,000 to £1,500, and from £1,500 to £2,000 for people
over 65. The threshold to the 15 per cent surcharge remains at £2,000,
but is raised to £2,500 for people over 65. (The threshold was set by Lord
Barber at £2,000 in 1973: to maintain its real value it should now be
approximately £4,000.)

Other Personal Tax Changes.

Retirement Annuities, Ceilings on tax relief for premiums paid by the self
employed are raised from £2,250 to £3,000. s

Overseas Earnings. 25 per cent of overseas earnings of UK residents

working abroad for thirty days or more in a tax year to be exempted from
tax.

Capital Gains Tax. Improved rollover relief for the transfer of an over-
seas branch in a separate non-resident company; and modification of
rules on company take-overs,-amalgamations and reconstructions.

Tax Avoidance on artificial capital losses, by shifting value from one
asset to another and artificia schemes involving annuities, to be stopped.

Indirect Taxes
VAT is unchanged.

Petrol, Derv and light hydrocarbon oil duty raised by 5p plus 4p. conse-
quential increase in VAT—yield £300 million in a full year. Duty on other
oils (other than paraffin) raised by 14p to 2ip. per gallon: yield £150
million. Bus operators’ rebate will be raised to cover the increase. Duty on
8as used as road fuel raised by 24p. per gallon.
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Vehicle Excise Duty raised from £40 to £50 on private cars; similar
percentage increases on commercial vehicles up to 4 tons; z}nfi larger
increases on vehicles above this weight. Full year yield £210 million.

Cigarettes. Duty on packet of 20 raised by 4p {pipe tobacco unchanged)
to yield £150 million in a full year.
Company Taxes
Corporation Tax. Rate unchanged.
Stock appreciation. Relief to continue for 1978-9 as well as 1977-8.

Small businesses’ profit limit for reduced rate of Corporation Tax raised
from £30,000 to £40,000; limit for marginal relief from £50,000 to £65,000.

Payroll Tax. Churches and charities to be exempted from 2 per cent sur-
charge on employers’ national insurance contributions.

Other Measures

Temporary Employment Subsidy. Applications to be submitted up to
end of 1977-8; to be payable for 18, instead of 12 months at reduced
rate of £10 for final 6 months.

Training Provision and Job Creation Programmes expanded (announced on
3rd March). Combined cost, with extended TES, £297 million over 2
years.

Disabled. Subsidy of £30 per week fo; 6 weeks for employers taking on
disabled people.

Unemployed Teachers. Programme of retraining in mathematics and
science.

Small Firms in Special Development Areas. Subsidy of £20 a week for
six months for each additional worker taken on (experiment for 6 months).

Long-term Unemployed. Experimental 6 months scheme for assisting
return to work.

Inner Cities. £100 million additional construction work over next two
years.

Exchange Control. Powers over raising of sterling finance by resident
companies controlled by non-residents to be strengthened.

Oil Companies, Consultation on restricting tax relief for taxes paid to
oil producer countries.

BP Shares. The sale of £500 million BP shares, announced in December
1976, to go ahead.

3. TAX CHANGES
Revenue from Income Tax. Despite anything that may have been said by
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Mr Healey in his Budget speech, the fact is that he is budgeting for another
increase in revenue from Income Tax in 1977-8. The Income Tax payable
by each household, on average, will rise from £869 in 1976-7 to an esti-
mated £902 in 1977-8, even when the conditional cut in the standard rate
from 35 per cent to 33 per cent has gone through.

Yield of Income Tax and Yield per Household

; Yield of . Income Tax
1 Income Tax* = Per Household
£ million £
19734 ... { 7,444 389
1976-7 out-turn v ) 17,093 869
1977-8 before tax cuts i | 19,860 | 990
1977-8 after tax cuts ... | 18,095 902

*Includes small amounts of surtax.

Without the lower standard rate and the modest improvements in personal
allowances in the Budget, the yield of Income Tax would have come to
about £19-8 billion in the new financial year, a 164 per cent increase on
1976-7. This illustrates the tendency for Income Tax revenue to rise
steeply in a period of inflation.

This year's tax cuts are, therefore, only relative. The Income Tax yield
in 1977-8 will be lower than it would have been otherwise. Meanwhile, of
the apparent reduction of £2,250 million in direct taxation, some £600
million has only been made possible by putting additional tax on motorists
and smokers.

Income Tax Allowances. The starting points for Income Tax, represented
by personal allowances, have been raised by insufficient amounts to
compensate for the inflation that has taken place since April 1976. The
single and married persons’ allowances are raised by 9% per cent and
13 per cent respectively; the equivalent allowances with age relief are
only raised by 7 per cent and » per cent. Inflation between April 1976 and
April 1977 is expected to tumn out at well over 15 per cent. Thus, once
again, people will find the real value of their allowances reduced, so that
they will be paying Income Tax on yet higher proportions of their earnings.
The following table shows how the personal allowances have lagged
behind prices since the last Conservative Budget: it also shows the
levels to which the allowances should have been raised in the 1977 Budget
if their real values had been maintained (Column ).
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Personal Allowances 1973/4-1977/8

; I Increase |  1973/4
1973/4 | 1976/7 ' 1977/8 | over period | revalued
! | T3/4°T18 | 10 1977)8

i
|
t
H
|

|
e L st o £
Single 595 1 573514805 | 43 {1,140
Martied: - ... 0 775} 1,085 L B2s L 58 |1 A48S
Age (single) ... 700 | 1,010 | 1,080 | 454 1,340
Age (married) 1,000 | 1,555 | 1,695 | 169 | 1915
Child under 11~ 200 | 300 | 196* | 450 | 385
Retail Price ; | : |
Index | ! l =[:92 i
| ' G (este) i

*Reduced as part of switch to Child Benefits.

It was estimated before the Budget that the Chancellor would have had to
cut direct taxation by between £6 billion and £7 billion to restore taxpayers
to the position they were eflectively in at the time of Lord Barber's 1973
Budget.

The Choice: Rates or Allowances. At least in one respect, namely the
proposed cutting of the standard rate from 35 per cent to 33 per cent,
the 1977 Budget has made a break with the past record of the Wilson/
Callaghan administrations. This is significant in its impact on differentials,
since it means that, within the £6,000 band of income taxable at the
standard rate, the amount of tax relief wiil be proportionate to the amount
of income. Differentials are thus maintained, whereas if the same relief
had been given entirely by raising personal allowances, the value of that
relief would have been at a uniform flat rate in money terms for all
taxpayers within the standard rate band.

Higher Rate Bands. The increase in the starting level for higher rate taxes,
from £5,000 to £6,000, and the corresponding increases in the upper
rates, bring a measure of tax relief to middle and upper incomes. How-
ever, they do not go very far towards zasing the severe squeeze applied
to such incomes since Mr Healey became Chancellor. The threshold for
higher tax rates was £5,000 in 1973. It is now going up to £6,000. The
inflation-adjusted equivalent to £5,000 in 1973 would by now have been
£9,600.

Child Allowances—Child Benefits. The Budget confirmed the earlier
announcement that child income tax allowances would be reduced for
1977-8 as part of the switch to Child Benefits. This switch conceals the
fact that for 1977-8 the Chancellor is not raising the value of Child Tax
reliefs in general for the bulk of the population: the Government is likely
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to be under heavy pressure to raise the Child Benefits in November when
the voucher books come up for renewal.

Overseas Earnings. The changss made in the tax treatment of employees
who live in the United Kingdom and work part of the time abroad will
give useful relief from excessively high tax rates. However, they will be
complicated to administer, and there will inevitably be odious comparisons
between those who are deemed to be at, in Mr Healey's words, *‘the sharp
end of the export drive™ as they carry out their work in foreign lands and,
as Sir Geoffrey Howe put it in the Budget debate, *‘the engineer or crafts-
man, the man who is sweating his guts out in Derby, Crewe or Rotherham

who is treated as if he had nothing at all to do with it” (Hansard, 30th
March 1977, Col. 433).

Sir Geofirey suggested that if marginal rates were more reasonably in
line with those of other countries, there would be less need for special

arrangements such as these for people who happen to be involved in
overseas business.

Investment Income Surcharge. At an early stage in his Chancellorship,
Mr Healey put an ugly blot cn his record when he cut the threshold for
Investment Income Surcharge. As introduced by Lord Barber, the thres-
hold took effect on £2,000 of investment income. Mr Healey halved the
figure to £1,000 for people generally and cut it to £1,500 for people over
65. His present proposal to ift both thresholds by £500 (see page 125)
still leaves them far below thz £4,000 level which would be called for if
the original 1973 figure of £2,000 were to be fully adjusted for inflation.

Indirect Taxes. Contrary to scme expectations, Mr Healey did not restore
the standard rate of Value Added Tax to 10 per cent in order to help
finance his Income Tax reductions. This would have raised at least £650
million. Instead, he concentrated his indirect tax increases on motorists
and road transpurt (£485 million) and on the tobacco duties (£140 million
in a full year). Cigarette prices are raised by approximately 4p for twenty,
bringing the total duty up from 19p to 46p during the term of the present
Government. Duties on drin< were not raised (although of course they
had been lifted by 10 per cent last December). The Chancellor was
probably apprehensive of a downturn in consumption or, maybe, of
adverse reaction from our EEC partners.

National Insurance Surcharge. When the two per cent National Insurance
surcharge was introduced as part of last December’s emergency measures,
the Conservative Party fought hard for relief for employees of churches
and charities. The Government has now conceded this relief, following the
precedent established in the case of Selective Employment Tax in 1966.
This will help compensate churches and charities for the inevitable loss of
income from covenant sources when the reduction of the standard rate of
Income Tax is confirmed.
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Company Taxation. The basic rate of Corporation Tax is unchanged at
52 per cent. For small businesscs the profit limit for the preferential rate
of 42 per cent is raised from £30,000 to £40,000 and the marginal tapering
relief is raised accordingly. Because of delay in reaching firm agreement
on a permanent scheme of Current Cost Accounting, the Government is
extending the interim system of stocx relief not only for 1977-8 but for
1978-9 as well. The Chancellor has recognised the serious uncertainty
caused by growth of deferred tax reserves in company balance sheets,
saying:

“On the question of deferred tax a good deal has been said about the
troubles that companies meet when they seek to raise finance because
of the existence in their balance sheets of large deferred tax provisions.
But for the normal continuing business there is little or no risk that
any substantial part of the deferred liability will in fact arise. This
should now be better understood in the financial world” (Hansard,
29th March 1977, Col. 276).

4. INDUSTRY

For British industry Mr Healey’s tenth Budget was little better than
negative. The Financial Times's Aptil survey of business opinion reported
that **most businessmen consider that Mr Healey did not go far enough”
(Financial Times, 4th April 1977).

Naturally, when contrasted with a long series of earlier Budgets which
reflected Labour’s underlying hostility to private industry, Mr Healey's
latest Budget offered some relief. It did make a gesture in the direction of
the tax cuts long advocated by Conservatives in order to restore incentives
for middle management and skilled workers. It did extend stock relief
provisions until 1979. It did ease Corporation Tax for the smaller com-
panies. Furthermore, as Mrs Thatcher observed, Mr Healey was by these
Budget proposals “‘really apologizing for much of the damage that he had
done in his other nine budgets™ (Hansard, 29th March 1977, Col. 288).

Not Enough. On the other hand, the Chancellor has only removed a small
proportion of the immense weight of taxation he has placed on management
and skilled workers over the last three years. Increased petrol and Derv
duty can only increase distribution costs. The stock relief scheme remains
only temporary and more firms are becoming concerned about the
increasing amount of deferred tax which is now overhanging them. Mr
Healey disappointed many firms in failing to offer any sort of tax relief
10 companies on the substantial losses resulting from the sharp decline
in sterling caused by Labour’s mishandling of the economy. He failed
to relax damaging dividend controls. Above all, the Budget will make no
real contribution towards reversing the disastrous trend of declining
industrial profitability which before all else has stifled investment and
limited growth in output in recent yezrs.

130

= i e

‘Negligible’ Effect. Commenting on the negative nature of the Budget, most
industrialists approached by the Financial Times said that “‘the Budget
generally followed the lines they had expected and would make no difference
to the business situation at large or to their own company'’s prospects. Not
one company had considered it necessary to alter their investment or man-
power plans’ (Financial Times, 4th April 1977). The industrialists con-
sidered that the effect of the tax cuts on the motivation of skilled workers
would be ‘negligible’.

For industry and the economy at large the Budget does nothing to
stimulate a rapid growth in profitability, investment, production or em-
ployment. Britain’s share of world trade declined in 1976. And, as Mr
Healey himself said, “if our industrial performance fails to improve, our
balance of payments will deteriorate, and then we should be faced with a
choice between a deflation which throws men and women out of work, or
a depreciation which raises prices” (Hansard, 29th March 1977, Col. 265).

5. SMALL BUSINESSES

The Budget contained some concessions for small businesses and the
self-employed. Although they are steps in the right direction, their prac-
tical effects will be small. They amount to no more than belated recog-
nition of the plight of small firms—itself largely the result of this Govern-
ment’s many hostile measures.

The main points in the Budget affecting small businesses were:

Corporation Tax. (a) The existing system of stock relief will be maintained
until 1979; and (b) the preferential level of profits below which profits are
taxed at 42 per cent increases from £30,000 to £40,000. In addition, the
limit for marginal relief—the band of profit taxed at between 42 per cent
and 52 per cent—will be increased from £50,000 to £65,000.

Income Tax. Because the small business owner relies primarily on re-
tained earnings for investment, the raising of personal allowances and of
higher band thesholds, together with the raising of the investment income
surcharge threshold, are welcome. But the amounts involved are minimal.

Self-Employed Retirement Annuity Premiums. The Budget raises the
limit on the amount of premiurn qualifying for tax relief from £2,250 to
£3,000. This again is belated recognition of Conservative arguments—
Mr David Mitchell, MP for Basingstoke, proposed in Parliament in May
1976 that the limit be raised to £3,000; and since then prices have risen by 12
per cent,

The Small Firms Employment Subsidy (see p. 133).

6. PAY RESTRAINT AND UNEMPLOYMENT

Poor Prospects. In his Budget speech Mr Healey talked once more about
achieving *‘the fastest possible return to a high and sustainable level of
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output and employment, which remains this Government's overall
economic objective” (Hansard, 29th March 1977, Col. 256). The latest
figures for 10th March 1977 show how far he is from achieving this three
years after he delivered his first Budget. 1,268,000 people (5:5 %) were out
of work in Great Britain on a seasonal!y-adjusted basis. Although slightly
lower than the February figure this is still the highest level for any March
since 1939.

The Chancellor said that the figure—which compares with 554,900
(2-4°%) before Labour took office—was ‘“‘unacceptably high”, but he also
said: I would not expect any fall in the level of unemployment. Indeed
1 fear that some further rise would be more likely” (ibid., Col. 259).

Pay Restraint: Stage Three. Mr Healey’s hopes for improvement were
placed on the shaky foundations of the Social Contract and the Govern-
ment’s industrial strategy. He argued taat a further round of pay restraint
would help in three ways:

... it means lower prices for the goods we produce at home because
wage costs are lower. It means lower prices for the goods we import
from abroad because the £ sterling is worth more. And these two
advantages help to bring down interest rates—which cuts the cost of
everything we buy on credit, like housing, and helps employment by
stimulating industrial activity and investment” (ibid., Col. 264).

Several important union leaders do not, however, share Mr Healey’s view
that “the December measures and this Budget together should help to
get another round of pay policy.” Mr Joe Gormley of the NUM described
the proposed tax-pay trade-off as ‘blackmail’; ASTMS General Secretary,
Mr Clive Jenkins, said of the proposed concessions, ““l think that they
have made sure, and I am glad of this, that there won’t be a Phase Three”’;
and Mr Hugh Scanlon of the AUEW said, “We don’t want to be in the
position where we trade a pay deal for taxation”. Nor was this reaction
limited to the usual union opponents of pay restraint. Even Mr Jack Jones,
the so-called architect of the Social Contract, said of the Budget, *It
seems to fall short of expectations”; while Lord Allen, chairman of the
TUC Economic Committee, commented, ‘‘the prospect for Phase Three
has not been encouraged by this over-cautious Budget.”

Mr Healey's claim that pay restraint would assist the £ ignores the fact
that last year's agreement did not prevent the disastrous depreciation of
sterling in the autumn.

Buying Time. In an effort to alleviate some of the worst effects of the
continuing high level of unemployment and, no doubt, some of the
pressure on the Government from ils own backbenchers, a handful of
measures were announced.

The Temporary Employment Subsidy of £20 per week per head is avail-
able for a 12 month maximum period to employers in respect of employees
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they would otherwise have made redundant. The scheme is to be extended
to allow applications to be made until March 1978. Where firms in receipt
of the subsidy come to the end of a 12 month payment period during
1977-8, and where jobs are still at risk they can apply for a further subsidy
at a reduced rate of £10 per wezk for six more months. These changes are

expected to cost £214 million and the Government claims they will help
327,000 employees.

A new Small Firms Employment Subsidy is being introduced, which will
be available to employers in private manufacturing industry with less
than 50 workers. It will only be paid in the Special Development Areas
and offers £20 a week for six months for every new full-time job created.
It does not open for applications until 1st July 1977. The Government
maintains that it could help 5,500 people at a cost of £3 million.

. The Government is also proposing to introduce an experimental Jjob
introduction scheme for disabled people, offering them a trial period of
employment to give them a chance to prove their capabilities. Prospective
employers will be given a £30 = week grant towards wages for a six week

trial period. It will run initially for 12 months and may help 2,000 people
at a cost of £360,000.

Mr Healey also announced special help for unemployed teachers, some

of whom are to be trained in mathematics and science where there are
shortages at present.

Finally, a £100 million construction programme for the inner cities in

England, and similar work in selected areas in Scotland, Wales and
Northern Ireland, was announced.

Conservative View. While these measures may bring relief to a number of
people, taken together they w.Il have little real impact on the problem.
The help for the disabled shou!d be measured against the fact that 79,825
disabled people were registered as unemployed in January 1977. ,This
represents 14-7 per cent of those registered for employment, an appalling
total that can only be marginally affected by the new scheme.

No es_»limate is yet available of the number of jobs that will be created
by the inner city programme. But building employers estimate that the
€xtra money represents about nalf a week’s work. It will certainly not be
apylhing like enough to compeasate for the loss of 40,000 jobs in construc-
tion and 25,000 in related trades which the Government estimates was
caused by their December expenditure cuts.

As Sir Keith Joseph, Shadow Industry spokesman, stated in the Budget
fiebate: 'For every Jjob visibly saved by the Government’s measures, there
is a portion of a job—sometimes quite a large portion—that is invisibly

lost somewhere in the economy” (Hansard, 31st March 1977, Col. 614).
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7. THE MOTORIST

The Budget increases will add substantially to transport costs, and in
particular to the cost of motoring. Excise duty on fuel was increased by
5p to 35p a gallon—automatically increasing VAT by a further 4p—while
vehicle excise duty was increased for cars from £40 to £50, and for goods
vehicles by between 25 and 40 per cent.

THhe average tax levied on a gallon of petrol is now only just under 45p,
i.c., an increase of 100 per cent from February 1974 levels: vehicle excise
duty has also been increased by 100 per cent under Labour.

Mr Healey’s Excuses. In his Budget speech, the Chancellor proffered two
explanations for these increases: the need to save energy, and ‘‘reasons
of transport policy”. There is no evidence that these increases will lead to
any significant energy savings. The fact that road transport is not a prom-
ising arca for energy saving was indeed amply demonstrated in a Memoran-
dum from the Department of the Environment to the 1974/75 Select
Committee on Science and Technology:

“Without drastic interference in consumer choice—for example by
petrol rationing, or by seeking to double car occupancy without increas-
ing total passenger mileage—no single measure applicable in the transport
field, even in the long term and to the fullest conceivable extent could
save more than about 2 per cent of total primary energy and most would
save much less”” (H.C. 487, 155 i-xiv, p. 215/6).

As for the reference to transport policy, in view of Labour’s previous
record there are two possible interpretations: the desires (a) to drive
freight from road to rail, and (b) to discourage private motoring by making
itmore expensive, With regard to the first of these, the Government’s Con-
sultation Document on Transport (April 1976) dismissed the notion of any
large-scale transfer of freight from road to rail asa **pipe-dream™.

Private Motoring. 80 per cent of passenger journeys in this country are
by car: 55 per cent of all families, and 70 per cent of those living in rural
areas, now own cars—and most of the rest would like to. The burden
will fall on people in all walks of life. Increases in the costs of motoring
will of course be felt particularly heavily in rural areas where public
transport services are in many cases deficient or non-existent.

The increase in petrol tax would have been defeated when it was voted
on at the end of the Budget debate on 4th April, had not the Liberals
backed down on their original intention to vote against it. The first practical
test of the Liberal-Labour pact found the Liberal Party split and unable to
exercise the influence over Government policy for which only two weeks
before they had made extravagant claims.

8. RETIRED PEOPLE

Among retired people and those approaching retirement, first impressions
of the 1977 Budget may have been quite favourable. General reliefs in
personal taxation were accompanied by rises both in the ceiling for retire-
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ment annuity premiums and ir th

e threshold for invest i
o bl ment income sur-

hHowever, when these' reliefs are viewed in their inflationary context
they become much less impressive.

As shqwn on page 128, the increases in income tax age allowances were
substantially less than the rate of inflation during the preceding twelve
months. Between the 1976 and 1977 Budgets prices rose by more than 15
per cent. The age allowances rose by 7 per cent for single people and b
9 per cent for married couples. .n real terms, retired people have lhereforz
been paying tax on a steadily ircreasing proportion of their incomes. The

point at which age allowance starts to be phased out, i.e, £3
been raised at all in this Budget. 50, has not

The incrgase from' £2,250 Fo £3,000 in the ceiling for tax relief on retire-
ment annuity premiums paid oy the self-employed represents a useful
advance and brings the figure into line with 1973 in real terms.

The £500 rise in the threshold for investment income surcharge only
restores the level to what it was in 1973 in money terms. Inflation has
mov?d thc.general price level up by over 90 per cent since 1973 SO a
starting point of nearly £4,000 is required to restore the thcshold'lo its
original value in real terms. It Fas a long way to go.

Retired people will meanwhi'e suffer heavily from the increased taxes

on mo(.oring (see p 134) and from the higher charges of the nationalised
industries.

The ﬁpancial picture for retired people will only be complete when the
new social security benefits, due to take effect from November, are
announced in. a few weeks' time. It is fairly certain that they will rcv'cal a
sharp worsening in the impact of direct taxation on retirement pensions.
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9. CENTRAL GOVERNMENT TAXATION

L 1964-5 1971-2 1972-3 1973-4 1974-5 1975-6 1976-7° 1977-8'
(forecast)
£m fm £m fm fm fm fm £m
Income Tax 3,088 6,432 6.478 7,058 10,237 15,040 17.030 18.065
Surtax 184 348 350 305 186 109 63 30
Profits Taxt 423 2 — — — — - w7
Corporation Tax —_ 1,554 1,525 2,245 2,850 1,996 2,650 2,560
Petroleum Revenue Tax — — — — — — — 5
Capital Gains Tax — 155 210 320 381 387 320 330
Development Land Tax — — — —_ — —_ 1 5
Death Duties (Estate Duties) 297 451 460 405 339 212 124 70
Capital Transfer Tax — — — — —_ 118 260 320
Stamp Duties 80 166 225 190 197 281 272 320
Other 0 2 2 2 1 — — —
Inland Revenue 4,072 9,110 9,250 10,625 14,191 18,143 20,720 21,705
Value Added Tax — — — 1.425 2,497 3,455 3.750 4,250
Purchase Tax 683 1.430 1,390 380 — — — —
0il 674 1,443 1,645 1,580 1,549 1,542 2,060 2,550
Tobacco 984 1,125 1,180 1,065 1,337 1,679 1,885 2,150
Spirits, beer and wine 575 999 1,070 945 1133 1.563 1,955 2,050
Betting and gaming 32 156 170 186 238 265 285 315
Car Tax — — — 100 122 180 225 250
Other 274 180 370 469 531 568 740 835
Total Customs and Excise 3172 5,333 5,725 6,150 7.407 9,252 10,900 12,400
Vehicle Duties 187 473 486 535 532 781 850 1,068
SET (net) — 342 224 112 1 — —_ —
National Insurance Surcharge — — —_ — — — — 1,159
Total Taxation 7.431 15,2593 15,685¢ 17.260% 22,132t 28,176 32,470 36.332
* Provisional

tincluding special tax on profits.

$Overall total includes net figure for SET.

'After Budget changes, including those conditional on agreement being reached on pay restraint.

Sources: Inland Revenue Statistics 1975, Customs and Excise Reports, Financial Statement and Budget Reports, 1973-4, 1974-5, 1975-6, 1976-7 and 1977-8.
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28 UNITED KINGDOM

Chapter 4
THE GRUNWICK AFFAIR

Evin before the end of Phase 2, the strike record in 1977 was bad, after
two good years. More than a million days were lost in March alone. The
car industry was, as usual, particularly hard hit, both by strikes of its own
workers and by stoppages in ancillary industries, notably electrical com-
ponent manufacture in July and August, most of them reactiors to pay
restraint or demands by skilled groups like toolroom workers for special
treatment or separate negotiation. Such a demand also led to a camaging
strike of aircraft maintenance engineers, and at the peak of holiday move-
ment in August air traffic was disrupted by a go-slow and subsequent
strike by assistant air traffic controllers demanding payment of ar. increase
of pay negotiated in 1975 but frozen by Phases 1 and 2 of the pay policy.
Port Talbot steelworks were brought to a halt for ten weeks in April-June
by a strike of 520 electricians. Strikes by power workers, lift engineers and
firemen, among others, directly hit the public in the autumn. The total
of working days lost through industrial action in 1977 was $,985,000,
far from a record but much higher than in the previous two years.

The most extraordinary industrial dispute of the year, however,
occurred in a small company in a far from essential industry, the north
London firm of Grunwick, processors of films. It began on 23 August
1976, when a number of workers walked out, to be joined by others to a
total of about one-fifth of the work-force. The strike was essentially for the
right to be represented by a union in negotiation with management, none
of the workers having hitherto been members of a union. The majority of
the Grunwick workers were Indian and Pakistani immigrants, mostly
women. The strikers found a willing union in the Association of Pro-
fessional, Executive, Clerical and Computer Staff (APEX). The company
was advised that if it wished to avoid the risk of compulsory reinstatement
of some of the strikers it must dismiss all of them, which it did. Shortly
afterwards APEX successfully sought to enlist the support of the trade
union movement generally in a contest which it evidently could not win
on its own, for the factory continued operating with a workforce who
showed no signs of wanting to strike or join a union.

The dispute reached the status of a national cause célebre in two ways.
First, at the instance of APEX, postal workers began early in 1977 to
‘black’ Grunwick mail, contrary to a legal decision (later overturned by
the House of Lords) in the case of Gouriet v Union of Postal Workers,
which concerned an attempted ‘blacking’ of mail for South Africa (see
Pt. X111, Ch. 2, Law in the UK). This interference with the mail was not
officially supported by the UPW, and eventually ceased, after various
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vicissitudes, including the suspension of some recalcitrant postal so
Secondly, in June members of other unions from different parts of the
country took part in a sequence of mass pickets of the Grunwick factory.
(Three Government Ministers had appeared at different times on the
picket lines.) These were met by large forces of police endeavouring to
protect workers entering and leaving the factory, subject to the pickets’
right of peaceful persuasion, and inevitably led to violence: on 14 June
there were 84 arrests and on 23 June, when 2,500 picketers appeared and
a policeman was severely injured, there were 53, including Mr Scargill, the
militant leader of the Yorkshire miners, who was later cleared.

The mediation of the Advisory Conciliation and Arbitration Service
(ACAS) was offered but rejected by the company. However, APEX
exercised its statutory right to have ACAS determine the issue of recogni-
tion of a union for purposes of collective bargaining, a determination not
binding in law. ACAS, having polled the dismissed strikers but not the
workers presently employed, particulars of whom the company refused
its request to supply, recommended recognition. The Grunwick manage-
ment sought a declaratiqp that the finding was invalid, was rebuffed
in the High Court (Lord Widgery, Lcs) but succeeded in the Court
of Appeal, where Lord Denning, MR, described ACAS’s partial poll as a
‘fatal mistake’. ACAS appealed to the House of Lords (see Pt. XIV, Ch. 2).

The next stage was the Government’s appointment of a Court of
Inquiry consisting of Mr Justice Scarman (later elevated to Lord Justice),
a trade unionist and the chief industrial relations executive of British
Leyland. Its report was published on 26 August. After reviewing the history
of the dispute and rapping both parties on the knuckles for heightening
the confrontation, it recommended that the strikers be reinstated or, if no
vacancies existed, be financially compensated, and that the company give
effect to its own declaration of willingness to allow any worker with a
grievance to be represented by a union to which he or she belonged. The
key question of union recognition for collective bargaining purposes was
left to be settled after the House of Lords decision in the ACAS case.

Since this little local dispute had taken the shape of a contest of general
principle, the most important part of the Scarman report was its reflections
on the clash of rights and freedoms claimed respectively by the contestants.
Those, it said, with which the company’s stance was associated were the
right to conduct a legitimate business within the law as one judged best,
the freedom to refuse to join a union and the right to free choice of
employment. Those with which the union’s stance was associated were the
right to join a union, the freedom of peaceful assembly (picketing) and the
right to just and favourable conditions of work. All these rights and
freedoms on both sides, the report observed, were enshrined in the
European Convention of Human Rights, the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights or the European Social Charter. The report continu
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All rights and freedoms for which each side contends are recognized by English law, but
failing agreement their adjustment to each other is to be sought by the processes of
conciliation and arbitration under the guidance of ACAS. The sanctions of the law
(such as they are) are indirect and are not those associated with the execution or enforce-
ment of a judgment delivered by a court of law.

In short, the Scarman inquiry passed the dispute back to the contestants
and ACAS, with certain recommendations having no legal force.

The union, APEX, accepted the report and offered to negotiate in a
conciliatory way on its implementation, promising in particular not to
seek a closed shop. The Grunwick management, however, in the person
of Mr George Ward, managing director, flatly rejected the recor menda-
tions on reinstatement or compensation for the strikers, on the zrounds
that no vacancies existed and that the loyal work-force would rzfuse to
work alongside those who had been harassing their lives and threatening
their jobs for the past year. Mr Ward went further, denouncing the court
of inquiry as having been established for a political purpose anc having
reached conclusions unrelated to its findings of fact, which he claimed
wholly substantiated Grunwick’s case. The philosophy behind the report,
declared Mr Ward,

is the philosophy of the corporate state. . .. The report makes constant references to
Grunwick’s scrupulous observance of the law and praises the company for this. But the
praise is qualified . . . Grunwick is held to have behaved according to the ‘letter of the
law’, but someliow to have fallen short of apprehending the niceties of ‘the policy of the
law’ as the Government and powerful Vested interests would wish that policy o be. But
when this ‘policy of the law’ is examined, it turns out to have nothing to do with law
of any description and everything to do with conciliating trade unions. . .. Perhaps
Britain would be liappier if the individual had less freedom, though Grunwick does not
think so. But it is a matter for the British people as a whole through their representatives
in Parliament and not for courts of ipquiry. So long as an area of freedom exists, a good
citizen has every right to enjoy it.
Thus a dispute over a few workers in a small factory was elevated to a
controversy on fundamental political, constitutional and social issues.
The politicians were not slow to engage in it. Mr Booth, Secretary for
Employment, vehemently denied that the Scarman inquiry was biased
towards coliectivism or was in any way political. Sir Keith Joseph,
Opposition spokesman on industry, speaking on 1 September, criticized
the Scarman report as either naive or slipshod in important respects. Mr
James Prior. however, Opposition spokesman on employment, claiming
to speak with the voice of the Shadow Cabinet and Mrs Thatcher, who
was abroad, defended the Scarman inquiry and called for mediation.
Later Sir Keith palliated this conflict of views as a difference of enphasis,
his being on a point of principle, Mr Prior’s being on pragmatic concerns;
in particular, he agreed (as did Mrs Thatcher) with Mr Prior’s view that
experience had shown it was impossible to ban the closed shop ty law.
The reconciliation was reinforced by the publication, before ~he Tory
party conference (see p. 13), of an official Conservative pamphlet called
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The Right Approach to the Economy, to which both Sir Keith and Mr Priox.

appended their names. It argued that a legal ban on closed shops could be
not only ineffective but even harmful, but that closed shops must be
subject to certain conditions, including a secret ballot of all workers, no
f.nff)rcement against workers already employed, and exemption for
individuals with strong convictions against joining a union, with a right
of legal appeal. This compromise policy was adopted by the conference
with scarcely any dissent.

The Grunwick strike—which was not itself about the closed shop—
¥nea:mwhile continued. The APEX leadership eschewed any further
invitation to mass picketing, but called on the whole trade union move-
ment for support; and on 6 September the Trades Union Congress in
Blackpool carried unanimously, though evidently with little enthusiasm,
a motion admonishing all affiliated unions to continue and intensify
financial and practical aid, and inviting the International Confederation
of Free Trade Unions to help in stopping Grunwick’s overseas business.
The local strike committee, against the wish of APEX, went on with plans
fqr mass picketing, and even attempted in mid-October to cut off Grun-
wxc.k’s water by vainly trying to persuade repair workers not to make good
an interrupted supply. The mass picketing inevitably led to more violence,
notably on 7 November when 42 police and scores of demonstrators from
a crowd of 4,000 or more were injured and 113 people were arrested. At
the end of November it was reported that the strike committee had voted
against seeking any more mass pickets. Their case was not helped by a
finding of the Central Arbitration Committee on 12 December that pay
and conditions at Grunwick were not, as alleged by APEX, lower than
those of similar workers elsewhere; but the strikers retorted that sub-
stantial improvements in the past yed® had been the result of their action.

A further blow fell on them when the unanimous judgment of five Law
Lords was published on 14 December. While sympathizing with the
dilemma of ACAS, the House unanimously upheld the Court of Appeal.
Grunwick, said Lord Diplock, had done nothing unlawful. An employer
was }n_)de'r no obligation to cooperate with ACAS in its consultations or
inquiries in a recognition issue,

As the year ended, the strike was still in force, but mass picketing had
ceased, the company continued in full operation, and the affair had ceased
to agitate the general public.
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KEY POINTS FROM THE 'TIMES - TEN YEARS AGO*

MARCH 1977

'Leyland is in danger of bleeding to death, Minister says'

'Mr Rees meets police on pay as call for right to strike
grows'

In pursuit of their pay claim police officers were pushing
for the right to strike. Of the 43 Force Areas, 12
were balloted and 12 said 'yes' to strikes over low pay.

'No more State cash for Leyland unless strikes end'

National Enterprise Board tells the Government no more
funds for BL unless strikes end. Deadline set for
improvement in firm's economic position or money to be
turned off.

BL Shop Stewards' Chairman, Derek Robinson, said: 'We shall
not be accepting threats from the Government...' and

added that the only thing stopping the unions working out

a rational wage structure was Government pay policy.

No copies of The Times published due to dispute with
NATSOPA over refusal to work normally.

'British Leyland tool-room workers reject formula for a

return to work'

Strike Committee rejects peace formula worked out by
national leadership.

'Mr Steel states Liberal terms for keeping Labour

Government in Office'

First hints of Lib-Lab Pact.

Tax cuts alone unacceptable.

NUPE tells Healey that in addition to tax cuts restoration
of £1,348 million public expenditure cuts also required

in return for 3rd term of pay restraint.

Inflation (worked out on 3 month annualised figure)
21.8 per cent, over previous 12 months average 16.6 per cent.

Leyland weekly losses between £10 million and £15 million.

Rebel BL tool-room workers leader defied a union/management/
Government backed ultimatum to return to work.

Lonie

* Headlines in bold
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(cont'd)

March 18th

March 19th

March 21st

March 22nd

March 23rd

[March 29th

'Police Federation boycotts talks on pay increase'

Federation representatives boycotted Police Council
talks on pay over Government refusal of their pay
claim on social contract grounds.

'MPs say armed forces have been reduced to danger level'

Mr Healey says: 'I do believe income tax is too high and
I would like to be able to reduce it'.

Motion of no confidence tabled by Conservative Party.

'Government considers deals with Liberals and Unionists

of means to avoid election'

'Economists call for £3,000 million tax relief'

'MPs note anger over increasing burden' of personal
taxation.

Rising calls for income tax cuts.

Callaghan involved in frantic negotiations to avoid
an Election.

Lib-Lab Pact begins.

Mr Healey's Tenth Budget]



Lib-Lab Pact v/(i

The Lib-Lab Pact was signed on 23rd March 1977 and finished on 4th
August 1978. 4

Nationalisation e

Aircraft and Shipbuilding Industries Act, completing the nationalisation
of the aircraft, aviation, shipbuilding, ship repairing and marine
engineering industries, came into force on lst July 1977. A General
Flection in March 1977 would have stopped this process : the Lib-

Lab Pact allowed them time to become law.

National Health Service

The National Health Service Capital Expenditure Budget was cut by
£100 million during 1977-8, from a level of £472 million in 1976-7
to £370 million (Sourc® Cmmd 7049, February 1977).

Education

Education spending fell in real terms in each of the three years
after 1976-7 so that less was being spent on education in 1979 than
in 1973 (Source Cmmd 6721, February 1977).

Training : Cuts in teacher training were so deep that Mrs Shirley
Williams, Education Secretary, was herself forced to admit that
they were 'drastic' (Daily Telegraph, l4th April 1977).

Defence

Between 1977-9 planned defence expenditure was cut by £27512 billiion
at constant 1977 prices (Source : Hansard, 17th February 1978, Cols
431-432). ;

In September 1977 the Lib-Lab Government earned a serious rebuke
from Dr Luns, NATO's Secretary General, about the cumulative
effects of the defence cuts.

Economy
29th March 1977 - Mr Healey's Tenth Budget

Mr Healey's tenth budget in three years. Made an attempt to reduce
income tax from 35 per cent to 33 per cent - although the reduction
depended on when a satisfactory agreement on the next pay round
being reached.

Details of the Budget Proposals are attached (Politics Today, 18th
April 1977).

Average inflation rate during 1977 : 16 per cent.

Trade Unions

Number of working days lost through strikes in 1977 : 10,142,000

During the Lib-Lab Pact the T.iberals made no ef fort to get Labour
to reverse the 1976 Trade Union Act which strengthened the Closed
Shop.

The Grunwick dispute which had started in August 1976 was a£ill
raging in the Summer of 1977. On 14th June there were 84 arrests
on the picket line (Annual Report 1977).




BRIEFING ON TORQUAY FOR CENTRAL COUNCIL MEETING

FRIDAY 20th, SATURDAY 21st MARCH 1987

INTRODUCTION

Torquay {(pupulation 226,800) is the centre of the Torbay
conurbation - main activities in the Torbay Travel to Work
Area (TTWA) are hotels and catering; retailing; public
administration and defence, medical and others services.
Torbay is a designated tourism development action point.
The local council is Conservative controlled.

POLITICAL

* Local MPs: Patrick Nicholls - Teignbridge - majority 8,218
Sir Frederic Bennett - Torbay - majority 6,555
Anthony Steen - South Hams - majority 12,401

* Devon County Council
Con 37 - Lib 23 - SDP 13 - Lab 10 - Indep 2

Since the County Council elections in May 1985 the
Alliance and Labour have formed a coalition, having
Chairmanship of all committees of the council.

Torbay District Council
Con 28 - Alliance 7 - Indep 1

The Conservative group under Mr Tony Key has control
of Torbay Council. A by-election, caused by the
resignation due to ill health of a Conservative councillor,
will take place on 2 April. Mr Peter Effer will fight the
seat for the Conservatives, campaigning on the excellent record
of the private sector in helping develop the town's amenities.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING KEY POINTS (JANUARY 1987) TORBAY TTWA

* total unemployed 8,365 rate 18.5% (compares with national
rate of 13.4%)

* unfilled vacancies 230 : 3% down on previous year.

* placings : April 1986 - January 1987 5064 (a 7% increase
on previous year)



* Job Release Scheme; 76 people currently benefiting
* Young Workers Scheme; 13 people currently benefiting

* New Workers Scheme; 1609 people currently benefiting (Devon
and Cornwall)

* Restart (Devon) - 7527 inlerviews given - 91% offered training
QFrrd wjobs

* YTS; 254 currently on training schemes in Torbay local
authority district

* Adult training : 223 planned starts (1986-7) represents a
140% increase on 1985/6.

* Enterprise Allowance Scheme - 1,624 currently henefitting
in Devon (3,582 entrants since 1983).

* Since May 1979 Government assistance of £1.1 million has

been committed to regional aid schemes and has helped create
400 new jobs (Torbay TTWA)

4., HEALTH - TORBAY DISTRICT HEALTH COUNCIL

x PATIENT CARE

Year In-patient % change over Out-patient % change over
end patient previous year attendances previous year
Sept cases

1982 25121 0.0 138,884 0.0

1983 26,610 395 140,135 0.9

1984 28,812 8.3 140,766 045

1985 29,812 345 148,940 548

O
~
\S]

% CHANGE FROM 1982 to 1985 Je57

o MANPOWER
At Sept All staff % change over
30th previous year
1982 2,812 0
1983 2,922 3.9
1984 2,922 0
1985 3,081 5.4

% CHANGE FROM 1982 TO 1985 9:6
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HEALTH SERVICE FINANCE

Year Gross revenue % change over

expenditure previous year

(in cash terms) (in real terms)
1982/83 25,464 0
1983/84 28 ;273 6.3
1984/85 31,008 D2
1985/86 35,258 7%.3

LOCAL AMENITIES

* the Torquay Marina is a proven success attracting thousands of
tourists annually. The associated Pavilion complex is being
redeveloped and a new car park constructed - both are
expected to be opened at Easter.

* The English Riviera Leisure, Conference and Exhibition
Centre will open on the lst May. It is expected to create
120 jobs and will provide restaurants and sports and
conference facilities. It is estimated that the project
has already attracted £22 million in advance hotel bookings
for the whole of Torbay.

* The redevelopment of the Fleet Street and Swan Street
shopping area into a £25 million shopping complex is now
at least two years behind schedule. The original
developers, John Laing, dropped out because of financial
difficulties. The delay has left many shops empty and
boarded up angering local people. The council has now
chosen a new company, Rosehaugh, to complete the project.



T45/53

~ FROM: ROBERT CULPIN
& DATE: 20 MARCH 1987

\

( \—~

CHANCELLOR .
NG
HATTERSLEY'S CANCELLED LUNC ot
\ o /

These are the Jenkins/Waugh pieces I mentioned.

/
Sl

ROBERT CULPIN



18

THE TREASON
OF THE HACKS

Peter Jenkins on the
silence of Fleet Street over
the boycott of Wapping

NOW that I have resigned from the Sun-
day Times, and am about to join the
Independent, 1 feel more able to say
something about the recent dispute. There
was nothing to prevent me from doing so
before, as my contract of employment with
Rupert Murdoch gave me a total editorial
freedom within the confines of my weekly
column. However, I chose to say nothing
because I judged that nothing said from the
well-known barbed wire of Wapping would
carry much conviction outside. I did not
wish to be suspected of special pleading.
My leaving the Sunday Times coincides
with the ending of the dispute and, last
week, with the lifting by the Labour Party
of its ban on journalists employed by the
Murdoch newspapers. This embargo was
imposed at the instigation of Neil Kinnock
himself and it meant that, officially at least,
the Murdoch papers were to receive no
handouts of any kind, policy statements or
the texts of speeches; were to be excluded
from all press conferences, including Kin-
nock’s weekly Lobby briefing; and shun-
ned in every way by Labour politicians and
officials. The TUC imposed a similar ban.
The grounds for this anathema were, to
my knowledge, at no time clearly stated.
Were journalists who worked for the four
papers to be declared persona non grata
because of Labour’s abhorrence of the
papers they worked for and of the way in
which Murdoch had made his short march
to Wapping? Or were they being blacked
as members of the National Union of
Journalists who had ignored their union’s
instruction to strike in support of the
striking, and subsequently sacked, prin-
ters? It was as well, perhaps, that the
National Executive Committee of the
Labour Party did not make its reasoning
explicit. Most of the journalists who moved
to Wapping were members of the NUJ but
by no means all of them. In any case, it is
far from clear — and may soon be tested in
the courts — that the NUJ was acting
properly within its own rules in instructing
the chapels at the four papers to carry out
its centrally determined will or whether it
should have allowed the decision to them.
What is more clear, indeed almost certain,
is that the NUJ was acting illegally in

THE SPECTATOR 7 March 1987

ordering its members to withdraw their
labour without a ballot, which is required
under the 1984 Trade Union Act.

If the Murdoch journalists, including
myself, were being blackballed by the
Labour Party because we were ‘scabs’ then
the Labour Party was making itself accom-
plice to the unlawful acts of a trade union
against its own members. Moreover, as
Neil Kinnock must have known well, the
NUIJ is a union under the kind of left-wing
mismanagement which can be only an
electoral embarrassment to him. Even if
this were not so, there is surely a question
about the propriety of a political party
involving itself in an industrial dispute in a
manner which raises questions about the
freedom of the press. If, on the other hand,
the Labour Party was engaging merely in
arbitrary political discrimination — picking
and choosing which sections of the media it
would deal or not deal with — then that, it
seems to me, sets a scarcely less ominous
precedent for the freedom of the press as a
whole. The ban of the Murdoch papers
from Labour-controlled public libraries,
against which not a finger of liberty was

PAPWORTH

‘Look here, will you stop saying, “You're a
man after may own heart.”’

raised, was another omen. =

Not surprisingly, Kinnock’s ban was
operated with almost total hypocrisy and
cynicism. Handouts were handed out
under the counter and — as the Labour
Party must have calculated — other jour-
nalists, sometimes for money, fed informa-
tion to the Murdoch papers. When the
Fulham by-election was called, the embar-
go was lifted for the duration. Telephone
calls were made to the forbidden newspap-
ers when party interest seemed stronger
than principle — by Robin Cook, for
example, then Kinnock’s campaign co-
ordinator. However, when it suited Kin-
nock to be spared the unfriendly attentions
of the Sunday Times — for example, on his
ill-starred visit to America — the ban was
righteously enforced.

It had been left to MPs to decide
whether or not they would operate it
themselves (otherwise there might have
been questions of privilege) and there was,
or so I gather, a good deal of fraternising
with the ‘scabs’ in the bars and corridors of
the House of Commons. When this ‘scab’
ran into Neil Kinnock at the farewell
dinner for Brian Walden given by London
Weekend Television he was greeted in
elaborately friendly fashion. Roy Hatters-
ley, on the other hand, cancelled a lunch
with me. That ought to have been news:
Hattersley Puts Party Before Lunch.

I felt myself, as I have said, to have been
in some difficulty in commenting upon
these matters, both in their trivial aspects
(lunch with Hattersley) and in what they
suggested about the fitness of the Labour
Party to form the government of this
country. What I did not reckon with was
quite how inhibited others would feel.
Fleet Street has always found difficulty in
covering Fleet Street. Dog, as we all know,
doesn’t eat dog; but today it seems that dog
will not bark on dog’s behalf.

It’s easy enough to understand why
other newspaper managements, and their
editors, should not be as eager to leap to
Rupert Murdoch’s support as they were,
for example, to Ian MacGregor’s during
the coal strike, nor to champion the
working journalists of Wapping as they had
the working miners. Murdoch had stolen a
forced march on them and left them
standing competitively; at the same time
Murdoch, by being prepared to drop the
atom bomb, had won the war for all of
them. The could feel aggrieved and self-
righteous at the same time — like Robert
Maxwell who, richly, spoke of the ‘British
way’ of doing things.

So the other papers were happy enough
to draw their readers’ attention to the
public disturbances outside the Wapping
plant, and the cost of these in police time
and to the taxpayer. They did less to
ensure that their readers had grasped that
the printers who were screaming ‘scab’
outside the gates at Wapping belonged to
the same unions whose members (NGA)

continued throughout the dispute to print




o P

Do vl e e, SR

1
l
|
|
l!
|
|

the
Wat

try. We NUJ ‘scabs’ were a handful com-
pared with Brenda Dean’s ‘scabs’ and
Tony Dubbins’s ‘scabs’, and all the other
‘scabs’, including Neil Kinnock’s own
‘scabs’. Such is the character of the
working-class struggle in Britain today.

That, however, is not my complaint. Itis
against the treason of the hacks. I am not
speaking of the industrial correspondents,
who are always in genuine difficulty when
they find themselves becoming class-war
correspondents, nor the photographers
who get their heads and cameras broken in
the course of duty. I am talking about my
fellow columnists and commentators who,
apparently, saw no issue of general import-
ance involved in the unlawful intimidation
of the NUJ or in the behaviour of the
Labour Party or who, if they did, found no
space or time to comment upon it.

The most glaring illustration of what 1
mean is that provided by the case of David
Selbourne, a don at Ruskin College, Ox-
ford, who wrote an article for the Times
and, as a result, was shamefully persecuted
by both students and fellow dons at a
college where, it appears, the ethos of the
picket line — even as exemplified by the
London branches of the NGA and Sogat —
takes precedence over the basic principles
of academic freedom. This disgrace was
brought to light by my former colleague at
the Guardian, Hugo Young, in the most
admirable fashion. Yet to the best of my
knowledge not a word of protest was
written by Hugo or anyone else — Pere-
grine Worsthorne, Alan Watkins, Ferdi-
nand Mount — about the Labour Party
ban against their colleagues on four nation-
al newspapers, our exclusion from the
Labour Party Conference last year, or the
__ still continuing — intimidation from the
NUJ which makes Ruskin College seem an
academy of liberty and tolerance.

I cannot believe that, with any of the
persons I have named, trade union solidar-
ity can have been the explanation for their
silence. They know all about the NUJ and
the truth about the printing unions of Fleet
Street. Nor are they the sorts to prostrate
themselves intellectually to the commercial
interests of their proprietors who were
locked in mortal competition with the
Murdoch titles. Perhaps they saw nothing
worthy of their political comment in Neil
Kinnoek’s language of priorities which, it
would seem, attaches more meaning to the
support of two petty trade union leaders
than to placing himself on the side of press
freedom — like Voltaire, even in hard
cases. Perhaps they themselves saw no
reason why the freedom of the press, of
which they are a part, should extend to the
papers of Rupert Murdoch. Or, perhaps,
they simply thought that all is fair in love
and political journalism. I cannot say. Itis

" a matter on which they must speak for
! themselves.

t'tive colour magazine over at |
and (Sogat) who were distributing
| the Murdoch papers throughout the coun-

RIOTING AND
LUTON

Tim Heald reports
on a solution to
football violence

JOHN Pope’s shop has been in the Dunst- |
able Road, Luton for more than half a
century. Men’s outfitters of a solid, sensi-
ble traditional kind — the sort of place
you'd go for braces. In the old days, of a
Saturday morning, Mr Pope senior would
rub his hands and say to his son, ‘It’ll be a
good day today. We've got a home game.’
A decade or so ago that memory became a
bad joke. If Luton town had a home match
Mr Pope junior put up the metal grilles on
the windows and locked the door. “There
was some sort of aggravation every time,’
he says.

Last Saturday Mr Pope was optimistical-
ly decking out a new spring window display
featuring blossom on branches. It was the
day of the Luton Town-West Ham soccer
match and even two hours before kick-off a
few fans were walking past the shop before
turning up one of the dingy terraced roads
opposite Kenilworth Road Ground. There
had been police at St Pancras station,
including two vans with dogs; a quartet at
the ticket barrier at Luton and a couple of
mounted officers in riot gear near the
Dutchman, a Whitbread pub where the
away supporters used to get tanked up
before the last few hundred yards’ walk to
the terraces. There were a few wandering
couples of police around the ground itself
but they seemed very relaxed. The green-
grocers all had fruit on display outside their
shops. A small queue formed in Mario’s
Fish and Chip Restaurant. Desultory
weekend conversation took place outside
Malik and Bros Continental Food and
Halal Meat. Mr Pope even had a basket
full of hats on offer on the pavement.
‘Unthinkable till this year,” he says.

The reason for the lifting of the Saturday
siege round Kenilworth Road is wonderful-
ly simple. Since the beginning of this
season Luton Town FC has introduced a
membership scheme and banned away
supporters. You can’t get into the ground
without pushing your plastic membership
card into a machine at the turnstiles. If it’s
in order you get a green light and go
through; if it’s not a message flashes on to

the screen of one of the Epson computers
in the control room and the security people
are immediately despatched to the gate.

There have, of course, been the predict-
able bleats about ‘infringement of personal
liberty’, but it’s a lot less unpleasant than
being frisked by police or — worse still —
the civilian gorillas the Rugby Football
Union was employing at the last Twick-
enham international.

Since the club introduced the scheme
they have enrolled 30,000 members at a
pound a time, mainly from their Beds,
Bucks and Herts catchment area. They
don’t poach from their nearest rivals —
Northampton and Watford — but they do
have some members from further afield,
notably the Sikh who wrote to say that
Luton sounded like the only football
ground where he wouldn’t have to submit
to racial abuse as soon as the ‘fans’ saw his
turban. When they last ran a survey they
found that 98 per cent of the members
approve the scheme.

Certainly the notably laid-back police
superintendent I encountered in the
ground had nothing but praise for it.
Policing levels have been reduced four
times and they are hoping to do so a fifth
time before the season ends. At other
League grounds you get a real sense of
‘them’ and ‘us’ when you see the police
lines drawn up. Not so in Luton.

Part of the theatre of modern football is
the duel between opposing ‘choirs’ at each
end of the ground. It can sometimes
produce moments of magic. It was marvel-
lous the other day to hear hundreds of
Geordies belt out the Bladon Races as
Newcastle United went into a brief lead
against QPR — and bizarre to witness the
‘sick-as-a-parrot’ silence from the home
fans at the other end.

There was none of that last Saturday at

Kenilworth Road, although contrary to.

some national press reports there were a
number of West Ham supporters in the
main stand near me and my nine-year-old
son. In other grounds the away supporters
are caged behind bars. Children were
sitting on the advertisement hoardings
before kick-off. I even saw players signing
autographs. People gave the impression of
being there to watch football. As John
Pope said earlier, ‘There’s nobody there to
fight so they have to enjoy the game.’
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ANOTHER VOICE

Trials and tribulations

of a Top Writer

AUBERON WAUGH

Is any party fit to govern whose deputy
leader refuses to have lunch with Mr Peter
Jenkins? Why did other newspapers neg-
lect to report this frightening development
in the Wapping dispute? One can scarcely
believe they were ignorant of its constitu-

tional importance, or its implications for

the freedom of the press. Among all the
thousands of journalists who did not com-
ment on Roy Hattersley’s historic decision,
I single out four: Hugo Young, Peregrine
Worsthorne, Alan Watkins and Ferdinand
Mount. Are these treasonous hacks fit
people to comment on public affairs at all?
Are they fit to remain members of the
human race? It is very much to be hoped
that the Government will set up a court of
inquiry, under some suitably independent
and widely respected figure to investigate
the behaviour of the press generally and
these four journalists in particular in totally
refusing to comment on Roy Hattersley’s
unconstitutional, illegal and contemptuous
attitude with regard to a genuine lunch
invitation from a bona fide journalist.

I groaned when I heard that Peter
Jenkins was joining the Independent. It has
been such an intelligent, unpompous, un-
self-important newspaper up to now. Jenk-
ins is exactly what it does not want. Why
on earth did he wish to leave the Sunday
Times? ‘My contract with Rupert Murdoch
gave me a total editorial freedom within
the confines of my weekly column,’ he
announced in last week’s Spectator. No
doubt that is true, but there is editorial
freedom and editorial freedom. Give
editorial freedom to a nightingale and you
will get a song of summer in full-throated
ease. Give it to a pig and you will get a
grunt. Somewhere between the two, Jenk-
ins has never yet managed to surprise me
with his use of this important privilege.
One always knows exactly what he will say
on any subject; one always knows his
opinions will be boring and wrong. It is
interesting to learn that his contract was
with Rupert Murdoch personally, rather
than with the Queen, or the editor, or the
contracts department of the Sunday Times.
But why, oh why has he chosen to end it,
since he always writes the same high-
principled self-important tosh wherever he
is? One never thought the Sunday Times
could get worse than it was under Evans
and Giles, but somehow it has achieved it
(with the possible exception of the books
page, which shows some slight improve-
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ment). Any diaspora of Sunday Times
‘talent’ must be seen as the opening of a
Pandora’s box of poisonous fungi. Please,
please stay in Wapping, Peter.

Reading my February issue of the Jour-
nalist, the National Union of Journalists
organ — its March issue does not appear to
have arrived yet — I learn that despite the
printing unions’ having settled their dis-
pute with News International, the NUJ is
still in dispute. The national executive has
imposed fines of £1,000 on 93 News Inter-
national members found to have ‘broken
instructions’ by working at Wapping. Peter
Jenkins was not among them; in fact he
was acquitted of this charge on 10 January.
Should we praise him for his bravery or
not? Underneath the account of these
fines, there comes another item:

In a separate case, two members accused of

being involved in an operation to syndicate

material by Wapping journalists, against an

NEC instruction, were fined £1,000 and £500

by the NEC on 31 January.

Polly Toynbee of the Guardian, who runs

Top Writers, a syndication service, was

found to have sent material by Peter Jenkins,

of the Sunday Times to the Western Morning
News in Plymouth. She was fined £1,000,
Jenkins £500.

Once again, I was interested to learn
that Polly Toynbee, who writes fearless
articles about rape in the Guardian, saying
how dreadful it is, also runs a syndication
service called Top Writers for her husband,
Peter Jenkins. Neither Hugo Young, nor
Peregrine Worsthorne, Alan Watkins nor
Ferdinand Mount commented on this dis-
graceful interference in the freedom of the
Press by the NUJ. ‘My complaint’, writes
Jenkins, ‘is against the treason of the hacks
... I am talking about my fellow col-
umnists, and commentators, who
apparently, saw no issue of general import-
ance involved in the unlawful intimidation
of the NUJ or in the behaviour of the
Labour Party or who, if they did, found no
space or time to comment on it.’

Brooding about the Labour Party’s be-
haviour, I feel it was quite right to refuse to
talk to News International journalists, and
should extend the ban to all journalists, on
all newspapers. Similarly, newspapers
should refuse to talk to politicians. They
are nothing but liars and gourmandisers.
Political reporting should be confined to
accounts of parliamentary speeches and
election manifestoes, Green and White
Papers and Bills, commentary on them and

satirical parliamentary sketches. There is
nothing to be gained by talking to the
brutes. It encourages them to a lot of
unnecessary activity, and infects the jour-
nalists concerned with their own self-
importance. If they wish to influence
events, they should join their local Labour
Party, enrol in the ascendant faction and
start kissing lesbian babies, or doing what-
ever may be required to impress the
constituency association.

It is absurd to pretend that Labour’s
refusal to talk to various newspapers con-
stituted an ‘ominous precedent for the
freedom of the press as a whole’. Nobody
has to talk to anybody — not even to Top
Writers like Peter Jenkins — and it would
be insufferable if they did. Genuine press
freedom is more threatened by the journal-
ists themselves, who organise themselves
into exclusive lobbies and promise to abide
by rules of confidentiality.

I agree that slightly different issues are
raised by the refusal of Labour councils to
stock certain newspapers of which they
disapprove in their public libraries, but
that is a problem which is inherent in our
system of local democracy. Either councils
should have the right to control what they
buy for their libraries or they should not.
So long as they do, it will serve voters right
if they vote Labour in their local elections
and then cannot find their favourite news-
paper, the Sun, in their local library. There
is no earthly reason why Alan Watkins,
Peregrine Worsthorne or anyone else
should be concerned to rescue them from
the consequences of their own stupidity.

Finally, everybody agrees that the
National Union of Journalists is a hopeless
body, its activists drawn from the dregs of a
a profession which has always had its quota
of embittered radicals and incompetents.
Unfortunately, better journalists simply do
not have time to do anything about it. For
my own part, I refused to send in the
bankers’ order raising its subscription to
£140 a year and thought I had thereby
cancelled my subscription, in protest
against its support of the printers and its
failure to stop Murdoch declaring Fortress
Wapping dry. This last strikes me as a
much worse threat to press freedom than
the Labour Party’s behaviour, but we have
not heard a squeak about it from Jenkins.
That is what I call treason, but perhaps the
absurd Mr Jenkins saw no issue of general
importance involved.
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NOTE OF A MEETING
IN THE CHANCELLOR'S ROOM, TREASURY

AT 9.30 AM ON MONDAY 23 MARCH

Present:

Chief Secretary
Financial Secretary
Miss Sinclair

Mr Cropper

Mr Ross Goobey

Mr Tyrie

Mr Mace - IR

LABOUR COSTINGS

The meeting discussed the handling of the tax consequences of the

£34 billion. The following points were agreed:

(i) We should focus on the income tax consequences. The
VAT consequences should be held back for wuse if the
Opposition claimed that the Government were planning

to raise VAT themselves.

(ii) We should not resile from the 56p income tax costing,
but should change the line to say that Labour's proposals

would 'more than double' the basic rate of income tax.

(iii) It would not be in Labour's interest to challenge the
56p - and 'say that it should be 'only"' 53p... If this point
was raised, we should avoid going into the details but
should simpiy say that we had made a very modest adjustment

of 10 per cent for behavioural changes - which would

{' A C S ALLAN

in practice be much greater.
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MR CULPIN

HATTERSLEY'S CANCELLED LUNCH

The Chancellor has seen and was most grateful for the two

Spectator articles covered by your minute of 20 March.

R

A LYONS
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ARTICLE FROM THE LEICESTER MERCURY 13 MARCH

You drew our attention to an article headlined "Labour finds
loopholes to set new rates" - Mrs Ryding's minute of 16 March
refers. We have discovered a bit more about the background

to the story.

2 The article reports the housing chairman of Leicester
District Council as saying senior officers had found "legal
loopholes" which enabled him to increase housing allocations
from £12 million to £36 million. Department of the Environment's
version 1is a 1little 1less dramatic. The following table

summarises the position:-

£'million

Housing allocations 12
Spending power from receiptls 153
Deferred purchase 9

Allocations transferred from other
local authorities 2

Total spending 36

Housing allocations

3 Leicester asked for £52 million of housing allocations
for 1987-88 but ‘indicated they would secttle for £32 million.

They were allocated £12 million (80 per cent of their 1985-
86 allocation).



. Spending power from receipts

4. L.eicester have £13 million spending power from receipts

in 1987-88 and this accounts for most of the legal 1loophole

Mr David Middleton claims his officers found.

Deferred purchase scheme

5T Department of the Environment report that Leicester have
had a deferred purchase scheme in place for 1985-86, 1986-
874 and 1.9 87 =88 We do not know how much longer the scheme
lasts. This loophole was closed in July 1986 when the Government

announced it would seek legislation banning future advance

and deferred purchase schemes, though existing arrangements
could be honoured. The necessary legislation is in the Local
Government Bill now 1in the House. Leicester are likecly to

have to start paying for their deferred purchases in a year
or two. The repayments will count as prescribed spending and
so reduce the new capital programme they can afford in future

years.

Allocations transferred from other authorities

(54 Local authorities can transfer allocations between
themselves, under Section 77 of the Local Government Planning
and Land Act 1980. Oadby and Wigston Borough Council, North
West Leicestershire District Council and South Bedfordshire
Bave: not used  £1.65 million of ' itheir 'allpcations.-in 1986-87
and are willing to "lend" them +to Leicestershire District
Council. This spending power can be brought forward into 1987-
88 by using tolerance (which allows a local authority to carry

forward up to 10 per cent of their allocations).

Manpower figures

T The article also reports the Conservative leader,
Michael Johnson, as saying Nskaffe Srocruitmentsidsid -at™ can
unprecedented level in loony departments"”. Loony spending



. tends to get reported as "other services" in the CIPFA figures
. which show that Leicester's spending per head on "other services"
is very high. 1Indeed Leicester's spending per head on virtually

all services is unusually high - even on rate collection.

Spending per head in 1986-87 on:

£
"other services" Rate collection

Leicester DC 28 20 SEsbD

Blaby DC 362 258
Non-metropolitan

district councils 1287 2579
Metropolitan district

councils 1576296 343
All authorities 17.80 ST

The joint manpower watch figures produced by Department of
the Environment show that over the 1last year Leicester did
shed 355 full time jobs but the number of part time employees
rose by 92.

Conclusion

8l The detailed tigures suggest Leicester is an inefficient
local authority. The only loophole they have used was blocked
on 22'July 1986 - though deferred purchase agreements entered

into on or before that date can be honoured.

R TURs) o,

R M PERFECT
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"LABOUR FINDS LOOPHOLES TO SET NEW RATE" -
LEICESTER MERCURY FRIDAY 13 MARCH

The Chancellor has asked me to send to you a copy of the attached
cutting from Friday's Leicester Mercury.

@

CATHY RYDING
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Aciy-counCil rates meeting

~ "*Lahour find

Labour pulled every
trick in the book — and
some new ones — toenable
far more spending than the
Government technically
allows.

Tories condemned the
practice but produced
some “magic” of their own
for a gac age to cut the
rates, but increase spend-
ing.

. Their gesture was futile
against the big Labour
majority and the budget
was steamrollered
through by the jubilant
controlling group.

A new ploy was used to
help boost next year’s capi-

tal s&e)nding r beyond
the Government-imposed
restrictions.

For the first time, the
council “borrowed” capi-
tal allocations from other

e Comment —

loopholes to
. set new rate

by Joe Murphy, Cvics Reporter
Creative accounting — in other words,

holes — was the name of the game as
passed Labour’s 4.9 per cent rate rise.

exploiting legal loop-
Leicester City Council

local authorities who have
not used theirs.

This totalled £1.65 mil-
lion and came from Oadb
and Wigston Boroug
Council, North West
Leicestershire District
Council and South Bed-
fordshire.

Praise for the account-
ing skills of senior officers
came from Labour's Mr.
David Middleton, the hous-
ing chairman, who said
they had “found legal loop-
holes”.

This had enabled him to
multiply the housing bor-
rowing allocation from a
“measly” £12 million to £36
million.

Page 26

Accounting:
‘Come to the
professionals’

Tories unveiled a plan which they said
could expand services — but cut rates by

12p in the £1.

it would chop down City
rates bills by £240 a year
for the average household,

yet expenditure (not
counting grants) could
increase by 5.7 per cent.

“If you want to learn
about creative accounting
you should come to the
Emf&ssionals." said their

hief Whip, Mr. Peter
Kimberlin.

The eaggbrate would be
achievedby taking more
from reserves to qualify
for maximumdcﬁvern-
ment grant — and then pay
back the reserves wgiale
making a “profit”.

But Labour said it would
not work. Mr. Graham
Bett described 1t as a
“travesty of budgeting”'.

MR. MIDDLETON

Budget:
Is it

sensible|

or a
waste?

Sensible, Socialist, rational and practi-
cal — that was Labour finance chief Mr.
Graham Bett’s description of the budget.

Wasteful, inefficient
elactioneering, and
incompetent was the
scathing response from
Conservative leader Mr.
Michael Johnson.

The price of City Coun-
cil services was less than
a packet of cigarettes a
weoek on average —a bar-
gain, said Mr. Bett.

. He slammed as
‘“‘incompetent’’ the
Environment Secretaru,
Mpr. Nicholas Ridley, and
cited cases where
i I had got vital
grant figures wrong.

Developments

Among major policy
de in £3 mil-
lion of special items
wera, he said:

o £7,000 — for equip-
ment to monitor auclear
accidents such as Cher.

e f£15,000 — Aids

information campaign.
o £2568,0800 — Tower

blocks security and

maintenancs.

unprecedented
fevel — mot practical
staff, such as col-
lectors, bnt_. in loony

to crestive
sccountancy, he said
chief officers’ time had
been wasted through
politica! interferencs.

Mr. Gary Hunt, for the
Alliancs, said the budget
deserved praise and
criticism.

But the rate rise — »
total of 839 per cent over
the last two years — was
far too high.

He called for a review
of all departments to cut
waste and ensure value

for money.

What
the
rise
means

The average city house-
holder will pay just
under a pennyadayextra
for City Council services.

Taking the County
Council’s 5 per cent rise
tnto account, the budget
means his total rates bill
will go up by 45.5 pence a
week. -

The rise was from 45.5p
to 47.75p in the £1 — that
is 4.9 per cent.

It means the council’s
£152 million budget is 4
per cent bigger than in
the current year.

Triumph over
o . 0
adversity
The budget for capital
spending was a triumph
over adversity, said
Labour leader l{r Peter
Soulsby — of his group’s
determination over a hos-

tile Government's restric-
tions.

He said the Government
had cut deeply into the
council's ability to spend
on homes, recreation and
the environment.

Labour were deter-
mined to press ahead with

an ambitious programme
that would also create jobs.
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LOCAL AUTHORITY MANUALS' PAY

This note is to bring you up to date on developments. It does not

require any action from Treasury Ministers.

Background

2. You will recall that as part of the 1985 pay settlement the
employers and unions agreed to a joint review of the manuals pay
structure. It was to comprise a 3job evaluation review which was
to be the basis of a reformed grading structure. The original
intention was for the job evaluation review to be completed in
time for the 1986 negotiations. However, the two sides underestimated
the amount of work involved and the job evaluation review has only
just been completed. Meanwhile a normal pay settlement was reached
in September 1986 worth 6.7 per cent, which Ministers publicly

condemned as excessive. The employers ignored a Government suggestion
to make a low offer pending the full-scale restructuring or to

delay making any offer until the restructuring could take place.

Job Evaluation Exercise

3. The job evaluation study, which was a Jjoint cmployer-union

affair, has now been completed. It is fair to say that it is probably



If-"’\

‘the most detailed study ever carried out in the UK. It incorporated

the principle of equal pay for work of equal value, which is at
the forefront of many negotiators minds, especially following the
recent Pickstone case. (Department of Employment Ministers will
be circulating a general paper on that subject shortly).

4. From our point of view the study had two unwelcome aspects:

a. Cost. If the revised rankings of jobs were to be

adopted with the present grading structure and pay rates

the manuals paybill would increase by 1.4 per cent. About

two-thirds of that arises because of the upgrading of

existing Jjobs (mainly those currently done predominantly

by women). About one-third arises to protect the pay
rates of workers currently doing Jjobs that will be
downgraded.

bis Loss of Flexibility. Following the grading changes
the pay rates for at 1least 90 per cent of the 1 million
manual workers will be set nationally. Previously

individual authorities had some discretion to vary the
point on the grading structure at which they placed
different Jjobs depending on 1local recruitment/retention
factors. Adopting the new grading structure will remove
that discretion. . [LACSAB report Lhat this is what
authorities want. They claim the national rate will be
set at a level below which no authority would wish to
pay and that individual authorities could then manipulate

bonus schemes etc to reflect local labour market
conditions.]

Restructuring

5. The Jjob evaluation scheme was the first part of the exercise.
The next is to translate the new grades into pay rates. One approach
would be to simply apply the new grades to the present grading
structure and associated pay rates and differentials. As noted

above this would cost 1.4 per cent or about £50 million per year.



6. Another approach which the authorities have in mind is to
tie-up the job evaluation exercise into a general exercise to widen
differentials. This would be more costly but, if introduced alongside
reforms to improve productivity, could have managerial benefits
that would offset the cost.

T The employers secretariat is caunrrently consulting individual
authorities about the best way to proceed before a 2 day negotiating

session with the unions planned for 7/8 April. The options they

have consulted upon are as follows:

3 Continue with the present pay rates and fit all

jobs into that structure. Cost 1.4 per cent.

ii. Introduce wider differentials alongside new structure.

Cost 4.12 per cent, if steps of 5 per cent between grades
are introduced.

iii. Long term deal. A settlement from April/May 1987
to September 1988, which would involve (ii) and something
(say 4.96 per cent) for a general increase from
September 1987. The paybill cost of this package would

be 9.29 per cent or 7.7 per cent on an annualised basis.

8. The consultation paper 1leans towards option (iii) because
it believes that only this would allow the employers to make some
changes in working practices and a more flexible working week that

would obtain some productivity offsets.

Assessment

9. The manuals have done well in the 1last two years: 8.14 per
cent in 1985, 6.7 per cent in 1986. A further increase now would
be most unwelcome for public expenditure reasons (every 1 per cent
costs £33 million) and because of the repercussive effect on the
NHS ancillary grades. A long term deal might be worth trying if
tied to genuine productivity savings but not at the kind of level

that the employers seem to be envisaging.
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"Further Action

10. Mr Ridley will be meeting the employers side on Thursday to
put forward the Government's concerns about cost and repercussions.
He will try to persuade the employers to either stop at option (i),
if they feel they must implement the 3job evaluation review, or
to demonstrate that there really be productivity offsets if the
approach of option (iii) is adopted. Our record of influencing
these negotiations 1is poor and DOE officials do not expect the
meeting to change anything. They have made preparations for Mr Ridley
to isue a «critical statement if the 7/8 April meeting produces
an unacceptable result, making it clear that the Government will
not finance the deal and encouraging individual authorities to

think about whether they need implement it.

11. We have considered whether there is anything more to be done
and, in particular, whether you should join Mr Ridley on Thursday.
However, we doubt whether it is worth your time. Mr Ridley can
be relied upon to say the right things and the meeting will probably
be a predictable exchange of both sides well-known views for the
public record. This is necessary to preserve the Government's
position on public expenditure and to leave the NHS unions in no
doubt that the exercise will not be reproduced in the Health Service.

But, we doubt whether you need spend time doing this.

12. LG agree.

\Tﬁ Ha,LL('qu\ A

J M HALLIGAN
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LABOUR'S "ELASTIC POVERTY PACKAGE"

Hattersley's attempt to 1limit Labour's 'first year' commit-
ments seems to have failed. I think we should challenge

Hattersley in the House on this at the next opportunity.

2w Hattersley's 1line all along has been that the 'poverty
package' would contain only three items: pensions, child
benefit, long-term unemployment benefit, (for example, see
his speech on 16 September 1986 to the BIM, attached).

e Meanwhile, Michael Meacher is suggesting that home
insulation and the winter premium are also to be funded
from the same £3.6 billion, taken from the top 5% of income
earners, and Neil Kinnock on two occasions has said that

the same money would provide help for the disabled.

4, Labour cannot be allowed to get away with spending
the same money three times. I have alerted John Major to

the "elastic poverty package".

fros.

A G TYRIE
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EXTRACT FROM SPEECH BY MR HATTERSLEY, BRITISH INSTITUTE OF
' MANAGEMENT OPEN DINING CLUB, TUESDAY, 16 SEPTEMBER 1986

financed in a number of other ways - the increases in
government income which flow from growth, the savings that
will follow a reduction in unemployment, the transfer of
resources from one programme to another and the.encouragement
of new forms of investment in government projects. I propose
to discuss all of those alternatives. But first I want to be
absolutely precise about the framework within which we must

initially operate.

First, we can and we will raise about £3.6 bn a year from
taxation. That is the sum which has been provided in tax cuts

for the most highly paid 5% individuals within the economy. I

repeat that it is not our intention to reimpose all of the

taxes which have been abandoned or reduced. We will, for
oNn

example, remove allowances or taxes above the standard rate in
/‘___’__. e L]
preference to increasing the marginal rate. There is no

shortage of alternatives. A tax partner at Price Waterhouse
e s

is now spending a summer sabbatical preparing options by which

that total might be raised. That sum will be used for three

specific and specified purposes:

- an increase in the level of state pension
- an increase in child benefit

- the establishment of long term unemployment benefit

In short, the £3.6 bn is a discrete package and an independent

exercise in redistribution.




Apart from that contribution from the most highly paid 5%
individuals within the economy, I do not anticipate an
increase in the overall level of taxation for the ordinary

taxpayer. Of course, the pattern within the total may alter.

During this year's budget debate we proposed an increase in

borrowing of £6 bn - some of it to finance a cut in National

Insurance Contributions,'most of it to be used for public

S

sector investment and services. That £6 bn figure was the

most benefit the economy. We will, of course, replace the
meaningless and discredited Public Sector Borrowiné
Requirement with a public statement of the ratio of government
debt to national income. At present the ratio is much lower
in Britain than it is in some of our most successful
competitors - Japan, Canada and Italy - and it would have
remained so had borrowing been increased by the £6 bn which we
proposed. The ratio which the extra borrowing would have
produced is, approximately, the ratio I anticipate nominating

for the Labour government. The figure which we specify will

not be exceeded.

Setting a firm financial framework requires the Labour Party
to accept the necessity of accepting a rigorous pattern of
priorities. The Party - and the trade unions - have accepted

that necessity. There is a general understanding that parts




"’ of our programme will have to wait for the availability of
necessary finance. And there is widespread agreement that we
must not attempt what we cannot afford or promise what we
cannot, prudently, carry out. The framework which I have set

out will not be exceeded.

That does not, of course, mean or imply that in the medium and
longer term funds cannot be provided for extra expenditure,

It does mean that it cannot be promised or provided until we
know that the money is there. Apart from the anti-poverty and-
job creation programmes which we specify, there can be no
promises for the "first year". Other spending programmes have

—

to await the increased resources which we know are certain to

e s e

e e

be available. It is worthwhile reminding ourselves of how

g sy s o

they will be provided:

a) Additional resources will come automatically from
economic growth. Each 1% of growth proviaes an extra
£1.5bn of Government revenue each year for distribution
-between tax cuts and public expenditure. The Government
anticipated, at the time of their Budget, that there would
be a cumulative fiscal adjustment of £9bn over the next

three years.

b) In addition, on the Government's own figures, there will
be a cumulativetotal of £18.8 bn unallocated expenditure

in the contingency reserves over the next three years.




MICHAEL MEACHER
‘ W}’IMS

At this time of year, uppermost in our minds must be the plight of
those without sufficient warmth, particularly old people.

Freedom from the cold has become a key test for a civilised society,
and will be a priority for the next Labour Government.

During February and early March there were 6,858 more deaths than
those that normally occur at this time of year because of extra cold
weather,

Labour’s action plan is:

Increase the single pension by £5 per week and the married couple’s
by £8 per week.

Increase child benifit by £3 per week per child.

Establish a winter premium of £5 per week for the months between
mid-December and the end of March for pensioners, and others living on
the margins of poverty, to help pay fuel bills.

The next Labour Government wou d undertake a major programme of
domestic insulation. This will also provide jobs and conserve energy.

These polices will be financed by raising revenue from the Top 5% inco-
me group of the population - the very people whose taxes have been

- cut most during the Thatcher years.

Yours sincerely,

Weckceametne,

Michael Meacher, MP
Shadow Secretary of State
for Health and Social Security

LNk (nacn hados (o Al &,‘LM? | Merd (427

Health and the Environment

Hzalth is our most precious asset - ask anyone who does not enjoy
good health,

However, health is not determined simply by treatment obtained from
the N.H.S., vital though this is. It is also determined to a large extent by

our envircnment and our standard of living.

Polution, poor housing, radiation hazard, lead in petrol and indiscrimin-

ate building on our countryside all contribute significantly to ill-health.

Similarly, poverty, unemployment, poor education, homelessness and
poor diet have devastating effects on health, particularly in the elderly.

In Britain the welfare state was introduced to help those who, for what
ever reason, are unable to provide for themselves and their families

adequately, either through ill-health, unemployment or age.

It is vital that benifits are adequately protected against inflation and that
the environment is safeguarded against damage.

There is no knowing which of us may at some time need the welfare
state. A Labour Government will provide the necessary safeguards for

us all.

LABOURPARTY \(g%
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The Chancellor has seen and was grateful for your minute of

27 March.
N F'Ez;y
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I attach a copy of Hattersley's speech, embargoed for 11 am

tomorrow.

25 Some interesting points are:

3. 18

"This "five-year programme" confirms most of the £34
billion. Hattersley appears to have abandoned his
attempt to claim that Labour's spending commitments
would be limited to £10 billion;

minimum wage, which we removed from the £34 billion,

has been reaffirmed as Labour policy

aid is a conspicuous absentee from Labour's plans.

attach a couple of possible lines which we can give

to the PA wire at 11 am tomorrow, if you think either of them

appropriate.

AeA -

A G TYRIE
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No 1

For over a year I have pressed Mr Hattersley to come
clean on Labour's spending plans. Finally he has done
so. He has confirmed most of the £34 billion of pledges

I costed last month.

25 Labour are already committed to increasing income
tax; they would need to double the basic rate to pay

for these spending pledges.

No 2

Mr Hattersley tells us he will be the next Chancellor.
But he has put out an economic programme with promises
to spend money on everything - except aid - without
giving any indication of how much it would cost. Nor
does he say how he would raise the money. The
'alternative economic strategy is dead'. Only the bribes

are left.
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WORK IN HAND ON THE OPPOSITION

1. Most of the points below concentrate on public spending.
I think a more general theme on opposition economic policies
should be their lack of novelty. On Labour, as I have said
before, I think we should draw out the similarities between
Labour's economic policies and their Manifesto of 1983.

On the Alliance, rather than attacking specific policies

in detail, we might try the line that contrary to their
image they have no new ideas, merely half-baked versions
of failed policies. They have nothing fresh or distinctive
to offer except packaging.

LABOUR

2. Key statistics for Labour's Campaigners.

I attach a Labour briefing note which has come our way.
I think it provides a very good guide to likely Labour attacks
during the Campaign. Paul Twyman and I are working on a
point by point line to take for each of these which will
be ready shortly after Easter, certainly for use in First
Order PQs on 30 April. Officials have already very kindly
been through this document to spot factual errors: you will

see their pencilled corrections.

3. The Jobs and Poverty Packages

As you know Hattersley claims these cost £10 billion. His
speeech on 8 April reconfirmed that these are "the only
two items of public expenditure to which (Labour) are

specifically committed". I have asked Department of



Employment and DHSS respectively whether we can put a solid
higher figure to each of these packages. Getting a firm
figure for Hattersley's Jjobs package is proving problematic
but the poverty package work is already done. John Major
and I have discussed this on several occasions. He and Mr
Fowler feel we may want to store up an attack on the poverty

package until the Campaign itself.

4. Best of all, if it can co-ordinated, would be Jjoint
releases of figures for the jobs and poverty packages by
DE and DHSS and a simultaneous speech by the Chief Secretary
or yourself issuing the real cost of Labour's first year
plans. I expect we should be able to justify about £15

billions,

5. The £34 billion
The Chief Secretary has asked me to think of ways of making

the £34 billion newsworthy during the Election. We have
already tried most of the possible ploys on this.

6. I expect the Campaign will throw up further opportunities.
Labour spokesmen are unlikely to be able to go through the
Campaign, many points behind in the polls, without issuing
yet further pledges. We could, perhaps, issue a figure
for those pledges, recognising that it would have to be
a back of an envelope costing tyme; we could not ask officials
to do it. We already have three items to add to the £34
billion: minimum wage, more spending on women, and the

abolition of lighthouse dues.
7. I suggest we leave the 'headline total' unchanged.

8. Hattersley has now been forced to reinstate Labour's
commitment on a minimum wage but he has not given the level
at which it would be set. I think we should challenge
Hattersley at every opportunity to tell us the level. Any
figure that would remotely satisfy the unions would cost

at least a billion.

9. Redwood

John came 1in to see me last week. I showed him the



vulnerability of his numbers. I suggested that he should
try and get an independent institution to peddle them (a
stockbroker's, an economic research unit or something).
John told me that Tim Congdon owes him a favour so, with
luck, Messels will do it. This will give us a number to

use and we will be distanced from it.

ALLIANCE

10. Education

Kenneth Baker is planning to issue a figure for the cost
of Alliance education policies. DES have already done a
lot of work on this, some of which I have seen. I will see

a copy before they launch it. I assume you are content.

18153 David Owen on social security

David Owen made a number of fairly explicit pledges on social
security in the House on Monday. DHSS, after a hiccup, have

agreed to do some number-crunching.

I Moy

(7() A G TYRIE
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WORK IN HAND ON THE OPPOSITION

The Chancellor was grateful for your 10 April minute.

e We shall be fixing up a special meeting to discuss this.

A P HUDSON
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By JOHN DEANS, MARGARET STONE and TIM MILES

§A HIDDEN Budget for a Socialist-run
Britain threw the troubled Labour Party

into fresh turmoil yesterday. ’
The controversial strategy included the printing of

unlimited sums of money, abolition -of mortgage tax
relief, extra taxes on industry and a sharp cutback in'

the value of the pound.

One leading economist dis-,
missed it as a return to the
policies that bankrupted the

country in 1976.

The policies were put forward by
Left-Wing MPs Tony Banks and
Brian Sedgemore with Labour moder-
ate Austin Mitchell — as part of a
report published yesterday by the all-
party Commons Treasury Committee.
The other members, five Tories and
one Liberal, rejected their package in
favour of a main report basically
approving Chancellor Nigel Lawson’s
spring Budget.

Policies

The MPs’ ideas are not backed by
Neil Kinnock and his Shadow chancel-
lor Roy Hattersley but still represent a
sizeable body of opinion among many
Labour backbench MPs and party
activists in the country.

Mr Kinnock is bound to be embar-
rassed by the unveiling of this alterna-
tive Budget, which overshadowed a
new Commons attempt by Labour’s
Treasury team to undermine Mr
Lawson’s handling of the economy.

And they were .snatched up by
jubilant Tories as the ‘real’ policies
which a Kinnock Government would
be forced to adopt after polling day
when the Left would be all powerful.

Tory MP John Watts, a member of
the committee, said the plans were
blood curdling. ‘And this ‘is not an
unfair representation of what the
Labour Party would like to do if it
ever got the chance.’

The Labour trio want to print more

-money by ‘whatever amount is re-

quired’ to produce three million new

jobs and cut interest rates to 4 per.

cent. and slash the value of sterling by
up to 28 per cent. against the West
German mark and 20 per cent. against
the dollar.

Corporation tax would be raised
from 35 per cent. to 52 per cent. and a
complex new income tax system would
be introduced, helping low earners but

burdening middle income and well-off. !

taxpayers. !
Child benefit would be raised to £20

" tributions from nine per cent

Thursday, April 23, 1901 —=

a week for a first child and
£15 for subsequent children
at an extra cost of £4 billion.
But there would be a new
£24,000 ceiling on mortgage tax
relief, confined to the basic
trate, Relief would be phased
‘out entirely as interest rates
fell. ; -
¢ 'The three MPs also call for a
cut in National Insurance con-

to three per cent. This could |
be a substantial benefit for |
families on lower incomes.

But somebody has to pay — |
and it is high earning married
couples who would bear the |
brunt.

Out would go the beneficial
break which allows high-earn-
ing couples to be taxed separ- i
ately for their earned income. '
At the moment it pays couples
earning over £26,870 (provided‘
the lower income is at least'
£6,986) to be individually taxed
each with a single person’s
allowance.

Abolished

Their mortgage situatio:
would also become worse. Mar-
ried couples are already'
penalised because they can:
only obtain tax relief on a loan
of £30,000, while single people!
living together can each claim|
tax relief up to £30,000.

If the ceiling for tax relief
was reduced to £24,000 and:

' higher rate tax relief abol-
' ished,

then living toghether |
‘ would become even more
i advantageous for tax. = -
The loss of the wife’s earned .
. income relief,  currently the
same as the single person’s
allowance of £2,425, would be
another blow to working wives.
The Labour MPs’ proposals
on linking mortgage tax relief
to investment income could in

“Typical of the Tories — on
the day they ask everyone to

yee

avoid stress!

fact hit many ordinary fam-
ilies with modest savings. If a

. family paid £5,000 a year
i interest on its mortgage, but
| £2,000 a year investment from

savings or shares then only
£3,000 would be eligible for.
mortgage tax relief.

This would hit higher rate
taxpayers, but also ordinary
families with money in high
interest accounts with banks
and building societies.

While Mr Hattersley last
night disowned his colleague’s
proposals, the City and indus-
try greeted them with despair.

Forecasters warned they’
would lead to spiralling infla-"
tion, massive increases in pub-
lic borrowing and a reduction
in investment.

Bill Martin, of Phillips and
Drew stockbrokers, com-
mented: ‘The City would run a

‘Inflation would approach 10
per eent and they would offset .
any objectives in = reducing
employment.’ :

Although the ‘Budget’ con-
tained no plans for vehicle
excise duty on petrol tax, a
Labour researcher outlined

startling plans there too.

‘These involve scrapping the
£100 ‘road tax’ and putting the
duty on petrol instead. This
would put petrol up 32p to
around 207p a gallon.

The company car ‘perk’
would be scrapped for all but '
essential users, like the sales-
man with samples.

" Motor traders said the plans
would damage car sales and
the AA said ending road tax
would mean 58 per cent of
motorists paying more. Only
those driving under 2,000 miles
a year would save,

(...
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Minority report proposals

THE GUARDIAN

likely to embarrass shadow chancellor

Labour MPs p

By Christopher Huhne,
Economics Editor

The three Labour MPs on
the all-party Treasury commit-
tee of the House of Commons
have led a dissenting minor-
ity report in reaction to the
budget. The report, which pro-
poses a large devaluation of
the pound, tax rises for busi-
ness and the phasing out of
mortgage tax relief is likely to
embarrass  Labour’s shadow
chancellor, Mr Roy Hattersley.

The main author of the mi-
nority report was Mr Austin
Mitchell, the MP for Great
Grimsby, who has a reputation
as a maverick and has already
criticised his front bench over
its presentation of economic
issues. He was supported by

Mr Brian Sedgemore (Hackney
S and Shoreditch) and Mr
Tony Banks, (Newham NE)
both well known leftwingers.

The report is likely to be
seized upon by the Tories as
an indication of what Labour
might really do in office, if
only because membership of
the Treasury select committee
has often proved a stepping
stone to both Labour and Tory
front benches.

Mr Mitchell said at a press
conference yesterday that he
had not consulted Mr
Hattersley about the Labour
MPs’ proposals, which repre-
sented their views only.

The minority report, which
is in the form of an amend-
ment, goes substantially fur-
ther than recent Labour front

bench pror.ouncements. It says
that memtership of the EEC
has brought Britain “no eco-
nomic berefits and enormous
economic Iosses” and it recom-
mends a cit in the UK contri-
bution. It also says the pound
is “far too high to sustain
competitiveness.”

Other proposals include a
£90-a-week child benefit for
the first caild, a new reduced-
rate income tax band, a cut in
National Insurance contribu-
tions, and an increase in the
money supply to help pay for

it.

_This is only the third occa-
sion on which the all-party
committee has split on -what
can be fairly trenchant criti-
cisms of the Government. Mr
Mitchell said that the main

ut alternative

draft report ‘was bland because
of the imminent general
election.

However, - Mr - Terence Hig-
gins, the committee chairman,
pointed to passages critical’ of
government policy on mone-
tary and  exchange rate
matters. :

The main report says there

is now clear justification for.

assuming that the Government
has an implicit target for the
value of the pound. It ques-
tions the reasoning behind the
Chancellor’s commitment to set
borrowing at 1 per cent of
national income, and expresses
concern about the prospect of
public expenditure overruns
this year.

Because the Government has
raised its inflation forecast

y

budge

3

from 3.75 to 4 per cent be-
tween the autumn staterent
and the budget, the report ar-
gues that the planning total
for 1987-88 has been cuf in
real terms by about £1.4 bil-
lion in 1985-86 prices.

“The rate of growth of ex-
penditure, which was to bhe
about 2 per cent between this
year and next, is now esti-
mated to be 1.5 per cent in
the case of the planning total
and 1.1 per cent if debt inter-
est is included. Both figures
are below the average rate ex-
perienced .since 1978-89 * it
adds. . ;

The report says that the
Chancellor should expiain
more fully why he is aimiag to
stabilise public borrowing at 1
per cent of national income.

3
t ,
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L&bour’s turn for an own

efore the 1983 general election,

the Treasury committee of

MPs produced a report dis-
tinctly embarrassing to the Thatcher
Government, on the causes of rising
unemployment. In this election sea-
son it is the Labour members of the
committee who seem bent on scoring
their party an own goal.

In its report on the Budget, pub-
lished yesterday, the committee has
split along party lines. The majority
report is — as the three Labour rebels
complain — somewhat bland and un-
critical. It displays a few qualms about
the control of credit, as interest rates
come down; and requests more in-
formation about public debt targets
“in future versions of the medium-
term financial strategy”. It calls mildly
for “greater clarity” about the use of
indicators used to assess monetary
conditions, but concludes on a note of
optimism with respect to the balance
of payments.

The alternatives proposed in the
Labour MPs’ minority report, how-
ever, are sufficiently way out to causc
more embarrassment to their own
party than to the Government.

The Treasury committee has always
suffered from a second or even third-
rank membership; with the exception
of the chairman, it sadly seldom in-
cludes the most experienced Tory
backbenchers, or the chief Labour
spokesmen on the economy. The mi-
nority report is therefore the work of
Messrs Brian Sedgemore, Tony Banks
and Austin Mitchell.

Nevertheless, their report could
have been highly interesting, as a con-
sidered reworking of the Budget
arithmetic in line with Labour’s de-
clared priorities. Opposition propos-
als, traditionally published in the run-
up to Budget day, inevitably suffer
from the fact that anly the Chancellor
knows the real numbers — an unfair
advantage it is hard to correct at
speed during the Budget debate itself.

The committee’s deliberations
should have provided the agreeable
opportunity for Labour to “spend”
the £51/2bn Nigel Lawson had within
his original £7bn ceiling on borrowing
— as well as whatever extra borrowing
Labour plans — on agreed party pol-
icy lines.

Unfortunately, the three authors of
the minority draft report decided to
be lavish with their own particular
views, designed to “affront vested in-
terests, particularly in the City”.

This led them to toss in such policy
proposals as an increase in corpora-
tion tax to 52 per cent, and a “phasing

out” of mortgage interest relief —
which Roy Hattersley has gone to
endless pains to try to assure voters
would be retained by Labour for stan-
dard-rate taxpayers.

This phasing out would, it seems, be
cushioned by a miraculous cut in
short-term interest rates to 4 per cent,
which would no doubt facilitate the
“immediate” fall in the pound to $1.30
(“at most”) recommended by the
three, but hardly squares with Mr
Hattersley’s exchange-rate strategy.
They also recommend the withdrawal
of tax privileges from all pension
funds “not fully invested in index-
linked gilt-edged securities” — which
again ditfers somewhat from Mr
Hattersley’s capital repatriation in-
centives — and the replacement of
the Common Agricultural Policy by a
10 per cent tariff on goods imported
from the European Community.
Small wonder that the Alliance mem-
ber of the committee chose to side
with the majority.

goal Zl
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CHANCELLOR ///// cc Mr Culpin

1

You may be interested to know that the attached article arose
largely out of an opportunity created by Mr Towers (IDT)
and exploited by Mr Tyrie. The latter is understood to be

the "leading economist" referred to in the third paragraph.

&

P J CROPPER

DAILY MAIL: FRONT PAGE




*Typical of the Tories — on
the day they ask everyone to
avoid stress!”
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Dear Supporter,

The approaching local elections on May 7th will be a critical test for the
Labour Party.

In the light of the Tory press smear campaign on Labour councils, what are
our chances?

The fact is, they're excellent. And I can say that with a great deal of
confidence. How? For three simple reasons.

First, our own private polls show a high degree of support for Labour across
the country. Our chances of gaining control of a number of key councils is
excellent.

Second, we will be fighting on our record. While others will try the usual
_tactic of smear and half-truth, of mud-slinging and personality politics, we will
go with our record and our plans. The enclosed leaflet details Labour s approach
to local government. Putting people first, investing in jobs, in services,; in
the community.

It is action that we can already claim to have achieved. For in many Labour
councils around the country, we can quite clearly demonstrate that Labour can
generate jobs, improve services, support the community, using the ratepayers’

money with care and prudence. StynriNe :
WALy FuA1 o Ay e ntEoniR6
So/,ﬁsnéw& [4 A4 J

Third, our camEaién wil} be stunning. The fact is, the magnificent Eiiﬁx
financial suppor at—thousands  of ordinary people - members and non-members
alike - have given us has allowed us to prepare a Local Election campaign that
shows Labour's dedication and sheer professionalism to its best.

I have never, in all my years in the Labour Party, seen a better organised,
better publicised, better presented or more powerful campaign.
( ; —~ NONLD Pt € KEP? SFF LAG Pl v@Ménpoaugp

d?d(I néed even more help from you. My purpose in writing is to ask you to sw

e add'73ﬁf'?IHEEZTgfﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ???‘ﬁur‘cumpuign. Frankly, in order to get ourselves _u.£?

«_. this far, we have had to spend a great deal of money. oA N1 welpn cuz

/ZL TAME T Euveu,

So I am appealing to you, and many other of our supporters around the

country, to give us the financial resources we need to ensure that all of this
preparatory work can be used not simply to good effect, but can be used for

victory.

rer,‘A

X& 24 1£~1Apy contribution you can make will be devoted to this cause. As I hardly

The Labour Party, 150 Walworth Rd, London SE17 1JT. Telephone: 01-703 0833 Telex: 8811237 Labour G. /
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need remind you, for Labour to make an outstanding showing on May 7th is crit'l
to our plans to win the coming General Election.

These local elections therefore take on an importance far beyond simply
winning council seats ... though that alone is vital where Tory and SDP/Liberal
Councils have abrogated their responsibilities to their communities and meekly
gone along with Whitehall domination and Whitehall cuts. Our performance in the
local elections will be a major test of our election machine, and of our standing
in the polls.

As I said earlier, I have nothing but confidence in our strength to win.
Thousands of Labour supporters, in wards and constituencies ranging from the
crumbling inner cities to the threatened rural communities, will be devoting
every spare minute they have to ensure the success of their candidates.

It is my task - indeed, it is my_res nsibilégg o to do everything in my
power to help them towards final’ﬁictorjls Tt 15—a responsibility that I hope you
will be able to share with me, by digging deeply into your pocket and making a
significant contribution to our sparse fundf);

Thank you for whatever way to choose to help us win magnificently on
May 7th.

Yours sincerely,

[ lonmr

Neil Kinnock
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‘The Power of the
Target Seats’.

The following are Parliamentary constituencies in
which Labour can achieve a majority at the
forthcoming General Election with a small ‘swing’.
It shows how close Labour isto victory. If Labour
can mount the most powerful campaign possible

we can win these ‘target’ seats.

Aberdeen South Cardiff Central
Amber Valley Cardiff West

Ayr Chorley

Barrow in Furness City of Chester
Basildon Clwyd South West
Batley & Spen Colne Valley
Birmingham Northfield Corby

Birmingham Sellyoak Coventry South West
Birmingham Yardley Crawley

Bolton North East Croydon North West
Bolton West Cunninghame North
Bradford North Darlington

Brecon and Radnor Davyhulme
Brentford & Isleworth Delyn

Bridgend Derby North
Brighton Kemptown Derbyshire South
Bristol East Dewsbury

Bristol North West Dover

Burton Dudley West

Bury North Dulwich

Bury South Dundee East

Calder Valley Ealing North
Cambridge Edinburgh Central
Cannock & Burntwood Edinburgh Pentlands

Edinburgh South
Edmonton

Ellesmere Port & Neston
Elmet

Eltham

Erewash

Erith & Crayford
Exeter

Feltham & Heston
Finchley

Glandford & Scunthorpe
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Littleborough & Saddleworth
Liverpool Mossley Hill
Luton North
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Manchester Withington
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Mitcham & Morden
Newcastle-upon-Tyne Central
Newport West
Northampton North
Norwich North

Norwich South
Nottingham East
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Nuneaton

Oxford East
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Peterborough

Plymouth Devonport
Putney

Renfrew West & Inverclyde
Rochdale

Rossendale & Darwen

Sherwood
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South Ribble
Southampton Itchen
Southampton Test
Southwark & Bermondsey
Staffordshire South East
Stevenage
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Stockport
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Strathkelvin & Bearsden
Streatham

Swindon
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Wellingborough
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Westminster North
Woolwich
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Worcestershire Mid
Ynys Mon

York
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The programme that Labour will be offering vorers iu the local clections on
May 7th ie a carefully detailed plan which will not only re-instate local
democracy and hand power back to the people, but will also help councils
deal with the key issues fac ing them. Our aim is to estahlish a dynamic
partnership between Labour Councils and a Labour Government.

Labour’s plans
in detail

Getting Britain Back to Work. Labour
councils will back local enterprise, helping with
advice and investment to keep ahead in the
modern world. Labour councils will build new
roads, homes, schools and community centres,
not only meeting local needs, but helping reduce
local unemployment as well.

Sally & F.ichard Greennil!

Chris Davees
Jenny Mathews

Better Housing for All. Labour councils will Safer Streets. Labour councils will work closely Better Transport. Labour councils believe in

build homes to ease the critical housing shortage,
homes for the young, homes for the old, homes for
first-time buyers. And Labour councils will start .
on the long job of repairing and improving
council homes that have fallen into decay.

with the police to make streets safe to walk down
at night. Too many people are afraid of the
lurking mugger or the mindless hooligan. Labour
councils will provide better lighting in streets,
estates and walkways, will provide grants for locks
and entryphones, will make trains and buses safer.

efficient public transport. They know how
important buses and trains are to ordinary people.
The answer is not the de-regulation seen under
the Tories . . . unleashing hordes of cowboy
operators on the popular routes, and cutting out
the vital but less-used routes altogether. Labour

councils will invest in public transport . . . and by
making public transport better, will improve the
lot of the private motorist too by easing the
congestion in city centres.

Brer.da Prince
Brenda Prince
Brenda Prince

Protecting the Rural Community. Life in the
country has never been so difficult. Labour
councils won’t just work to halt inner-city decay,
but will also halt rural decay. The closure of bus
and rail services, the withdrawal of rural
amenities, the threats to the green belt, the .
housing problems faced by young people . . . the
problems of rural districts are recognised by
Labour councils. Labour councils will invest in
the rural areas, too.

The Education our Children Deserve. Labour
councils believe in education. They’re prepared to
put money behind it . . . rather than keep
chopping away at education budgets, as Tory and
SDP/Liberal councils have been doing. Labour
councils will invest in schools, in equipment, in
books and in teachers to ensure our education
standards improve.

Councils That Care. Labour councils believe in
helping those who find it difficult to take care of
themselves . . . the poor, the elderly, the disabled,
the disadvantaged. Labour councils will help
them, not ignore them. Local democracy means
looking after all of the people, not just some.

Lab our'ffﬁ%‘
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FROM LARRY WHITTY

GENERAL SECRETARY OF THE LABOUR PARTY

Dear Supporter,

Neil Kinnock's enclosed letter tells you why we want your money. I'd
like to explain what we do with it.

My job is running the organisation. In a non-election year, it costs
four million pounds simply to maintain and mobilise our services to
constituencies, to MPs, and to the press. We also need to maintain our
organisation and to support our publications. It's a 'tight ship' we have
to run. Frankly, we could do with substantially more money.

So in an election year you can imagine the kind of severe strain it
puts on our resources.

Let me tell you a little about what goes on here, at Walworth Road,
during a General Election Campaign.

Headquarters is virtually open for 24 hours a day. Staff work from
early in the morning until very late at night to ensure that the people 'on
the ground' get the support they deserve. It gets pretty crowded at times,
too. Huge amounts of election literature have to be ordered and stocked
awaiting despatch to the constituencies.

The telephones are constantly ringing - on an average we receive 1,400
calls each day. Our phone bill leaps by a huge amount during an election,
as we have to remain in close touch with all our target seats.

Our Research and Information staff become even more busy. Our Library
staff sort through a total of 160 different magazines and journals each
week. This means we can brief our key constituencies, candidates and
campaigners every day. When necessary we can quickly get statements out to
the press. It's rather like running an edition of 'Grandstand' every day.

Press relations, particularly at election time, are critical. We
suffer from a pretty savage mauling from the Tory press constantly. It's
something we have to live with, but it doesn't mean we can afford to give
up. Everything we can do to get our message across is worth the effort.

So, in an election, we'll be running Press Conferences and organising
campaign tours for our senior spokespeople. It costs a lot of money and a
great deal of time to make sure they go well.

We also send out press releases setting out our policy. Even the scale
of this activity is very considerable. Our list of publications that we

Labour
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send major press releases to is no less than 1500. So every time a release
is sent out, it costs us £270 in postage alone.

But Walworth Road is only one part of the campaign. We also maintain
11 regional offices around the country, each with their own full time staff
although, it has to be confessed, nothing like enough of them.

Computers are becoming extremely important in the fight. Yet, when it
costs a minimum of £800 to purchase a very basic computer system,
supplying just one for each of the regional offices and our target
constituencies it i1s a vaslly coustly exercise.

(In contrast, the Tories not only maintain over 300 full time agents
around the country, but they've managed to persuade their City friends to
stump up the cash for a huge computer system at Tory Central Office. No
wonder they can afford to write computerised letters to Telecom shareholders
s0 frequently.)

As I said, during an election, these sparse resources are stretched
ever more thinly. Modern campaigning costs money, and a great deal of it.
Nobody here is prepared to sit back and watch the slick Tory election
machine roll over us. We're determined - every one us - to fight back with
every legitimate technique we can use, and to mount the kind of highly
professional campaign that will allow us to win.

That's why your support is so vital. Any amount can be put to good
use. £5 pavs the postage for sending out 27 press releases to local
newspapers to get the message across. £15 will pay for 1000 leaflets that
could swing the handful of voters we need in a 'marginal' seat. £500 will
keep our campaign bus on the road for 7 days.

So please support Neil, the people here at Walworth Road and the 12,000
Labour candidates in the coming local elections on May 7th. I know you will

give what you can.

Thank you.

T

Larry Whitty
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q — cc: Chief Secretary
(;A Financial Secretary
Economic Secretary

Minister of State
Mr Ross-—-Goobey
Mr Cropper

LABOUR'S 'CONSERVATIVE MANIFESTO'

I attach a copy of Labour's 'Conservative Manifesto'.

Aasilsinewtoltakeion 1t ds::

(i) this 4is one of the worst pieces of /smear

campaigning in recent memory;

(ii) Labour are clearly panic stricken to have sunk

so low. The use of the Tory emblem, the torch,

is clearly designed to mislead;

(iii) there is a striking similarity between some of

NHS

these smears and those used by Labour in the

1983 Election. For example:

"If the Tories were allowed to win this Election they would
within five vyears end the NHS." (Mrs Gwynth Dunwoody,
Sanback, Cheshire, 25 May 1982).

"In 1987 they plan the end of the National Health Service
as we know it.™ (Page 7).



"The secret Tory manifesto would mean implementing the
most extreme proposals in the Serpell Report - no railways
at all in Cornwall, Devon and Somerset, no railways at
all in Wales except for Cardiff and none in Scotland north
of Glasgow and Edinburgh". (Denis Healey, Times, 7 June
1983).

"In 1987 they plan the axeing of rail routes all over the
country." (Page 8)

A TYRIE
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THE NEXT MOVE
FORWARD

Where there is discord, may we bring harmony,
Where there is error, may we bring truth,
Where there is doubt, may we bring faith,
Where there is despair, may we bring hope.

Margaret Thatcher, May 1979

Margaret Thatcher has already earned her place in
aistory — not as Britain’s first woman prime minis-
“er, but as the champion of the rich, the destroyer
of British industry, the enemy of the welfare state.

The first two terms of Thatcher government were
bad enough. A third term is unthinkable. It means
more factories closed, more hospitals shut, more
people left on the dole, more made homeless, more
condemned to poverty.

The reality of what another Thatcher victory
would mean daily becomes clearer in the govern-
ment’s policy statements and press leaks, in minis-
ters’ speeches and in the outpourings from Norman
Tebbit at Conservative Central Office.

We are promised “The Next Move Forward”.
But with every day that she rules, Mrs Thatcher is
moving Britain backwards, closer to the grimness
of the 1890s than to the needs of the 1980s.

A third term Thatcher government, she promises,
will eradicate socialism.

By socialism, she means the National Health Ser-
vice, free education, a commitment to reducing un-
employment, decent social services, proper pen-
sions, and the care of the young, the sick, the old
and the disabled.

This booklet is the Tories’ real manifesto, in their
own words.

Some of its contents they will shout from the roof
tops. Other parts form their hidden agenda.

It is a preview of Mrs Thatcher’s plans for a
national nightmare.




1. A PROMISE TO THE
PEOPLE

The Tories specialise in secret manifestoes. Their
ability to lie and conceal convincingly is a rare Con-
servative success.

They lied to us in 1979. And in 1983.

Nothing if not consistent, they are lying to us
again now — hiding the horrors of a third term be-
hind a mixture of breakable pledges, distorted
realities and downright untruths.

In April 1979 they told the country: “We have
absolutely no intention of doubling VAT”. It was
raised from eight per cent to 15 per cent almost
overnight.

They told the country they had “repeatedly com-
mitted ourselves to ensure that pensioners share in
rising prosperity”. In 1980 they broke the link bet-
ween pensions and earnings. Pensioner couples are
now £11.40 a week worse off because of the change.

Mrs. Thatcher told the country: “We have no
intention to raise [prescription] charges”. Prescrip-
tion charges have risen twelve-fold.

They claimed they had no plans to put up school
meal charges. They have now been raised from 25p
to an average of 62p.

The record so far

In 1983 they played the same, cynical game. They
concealed from us their secret plans to:

® Abolish the death grant, paid to 600,000 house-
holds.

® Axe the maternity grant, claimed by 500,000
mothers.

® Abolish help with heating for pensioners and the
poor, available to two million households.

® Cut mortgage tax relief for the unemployed.
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® Slash the state earnings-related pensions scheme.

® Do away with housing benefit for 1.4 million low-
income households.

® End child benefits paid to families on unemploy-
ment or sickness benefit.

® Reduce student grants.

® Cut the number of hospitals and hespital beds.
® Cut the number of teachers.

® Completely deregulate bus services.

® Take away teachers’ rights to negotiate pay, and
ban unions altogether at GCHQ.

® Impose a poll tax in Scotland.

® Privatise a whole range of national assets (includ-
ing the naval dockyards, a proposal that even
Ronald Reagan’s America rejected).

What'’s in store
That was the secret manifesto of 1983. Too many
people were conned. And now in 1987 they plan: -

® Bigrisesin VAT, hitting the poor and the pension-
ers who gain nothing from tax cuts, but will be
expected to pay for them.

® Massive increases in rents, amounting to a
doubling, for council house tenants.

® The end of the National Health Service as we
know it.

® The wholesale sell-off of council estates, above
the heads of tenants.




A PROMISE TO THE PEOPLE A PROMISE TC THE PEOPLE

® A stop to local authorities providing home helps ® The privatisation of water boards, and con-
and meals on wheels to those in need. sequently even the water we drink.
® A poll tax for the whole of Britain. If she could find a way to do it, Mrs. Thatcher
would privatise the air we breathe.
® More tax cuts for the rich. | But first she would deny she was planning to do

SO.
® More cuts in public services.

® More pit closures as the mines are privatised.

® The death of Britain’s steel and shipbuilding in-
dustries.

® The axeing of rail routes all over the country.

® The destruction of local government democracy
as schools, social services and housing become
fair game for the private sector.

® The run-down of state education, with schools as
money-making concerns, loans in place of grants,
and even vouchers for primary and secondary
schooling.

® The return of the unscrupulous Rachmanite land-
lord, with a rent free-for-all in the private sector.

® A penal regime for the unemployed brought under
the total control of Employment Secretary Lord
Young.

® Rising unemployment, with more than three mill-
ion men and women still without a job in 1990 —
on the government’s own projection.

® Green Belt property speculation.

® The end of the Unemployment Register.

® The privatisation of prisons.




2. EMPLOYMENT:
THE ACID TEST

If unemployment is not below three million in five
vears, then I am not worth r('—('l(’(‘linﬁ.

Norman Tebbit, May 1983.

These are the words of the chairman of the Conser-
vative Party, two weeks before the last general elec-
tion.

There are going on for one million people cach
with a reason why Mr. Tebbit should now fulfill his
declaration of intent to resign. For, using the same
methods of calculation in force when Mr. Tebbit
made that bold statement, there are presently
3,729,800 unemployed.

It is only through nineteen changes to the way
the figures are worked out that the Tories now claim
that the number of employed is 3.3 million.

Even if we disregard the cynical way in which the
figures have been manipulated, the total still sup-
ports Mr. Tebbit’s recognition that he is unfit to
hold office.

Just around the corner
For the government, unemployment is always about
to fall.

Year after year, the same old story is repeated:

1980: unemployment at 1,665,000

“We are reaching the trough of the recession and
it will start to turn towards the end of next year."

Margaret Thatcher, November 198().

1981: unemployment at 2,520,000
“There are now clear signs that the worst of the
recession is over.”

Margaret Thatcher, June 1981.
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1982: unemployment at 2,917,000
“After three years of battling, we are beginning to

see the regeneration of our economy."”

Margaret Thatcher, March 1982.

1983: unemployment at 3,105,000

“I am very wary of predicting when [unemploy-
ment will start to come down] . . . If people give us
a fair chance then unemployment will come down.”

Margaret Thatcher, May 1983.

1984: unemployment at 3,084,000

“I believe that the levelling off [of unemployment|
starts this year."

Margaret Thatcher, January 1984.

1985: unemployment at 3,235,000

“. . . there are grounds for hoping the better trend
will continue.”

Tom King (then Employment Secretary), August
1985.

1986: unemployment at 3,271,000

“The country has never had as good a time as it
kas today.”

Lord Young, May 1986.

1987: unemployment at 3,297,000

“It is my belief now that unemployment will con-
tinue to fall.”

Lord Young, March 1987.

These pathetic quotes make it clear that this gov-
ernment has no idea of employment trends and
consequently can have no strategy for tackling un-
employment.

Apparently, it is not the Tories’ desire or inten-
tion to get people back to work. It is their desire
instead to remove the unemployed from the figures.

Today in 1987, there are 432,600 people who are
without work but who have been removed or debar-

11
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red from the register through “adjustments” by the
government.

Region by region, here are the unemployed who
aren’t included in the statistics:

South East 92,800 Yorks & Humber 42,200

East Anglia 11,500 North West 59,700
South West 31,900 North' 33,500
West Midlands 44,800 Wales 27,800
East Midlands 26,800 Scotland 48,600

N. Ireland 17,200

Buteven fiddling the figuresis no longer enough.

For eight years they have been removing the un-
employed from the register. Now, after the election,
they plan to abolish the register altogether, and
replace it by a census of employment.

It is the fiddle to end all fiddles. Officially, the
unemployed will no longer exist. ;

Workfare: how they do it in the US

If asked, the government will deny that it is consid-
ering the US Workfare scheme that imposes a work
test and work requirement before any benefit is
paid out.

But the facts speak differently.

Already, in the new Job Training Scheme, much
of Workfare is being put into practice. All young
people under 25 years of age are obliged to join the
JTS and do not have the choice of the Community
Programme instead. 3

Under the Community Programme, a wage is
paid above the benefit rate. Under the JTS only
benefit is paid. If they refuse JTS or a job, they
lose benefit (though Lord Young is at pains to dcﬂy
this).

But the Tory plans go further than that.

® In 1980 Norman Tebbit planned to make young
people’s training compulsory.

12
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e In 1984 Lord Young expressed his view that no
benefit should be paid to young people outside
training schemes.

e In 1985, during the social security reviews, the
government considered banning teenagers from
claiming social security benefit — and wanted the
Manpower Services Commission to take direct
responsibility for any payments to teenagers.

e In 1986, the Department of Employment commis-
sioned a study on imposing work requirements
before paying benefits; the study, based on Ameri-
can schemes, is being compiled by the privately-
run University of Buckingham.

® A Manpower Services Commission official has
been sent to the US to investigate Workfare.

Already, the Tories are in discussion as to how,
if they win the clection, the Department of Employ-
ment will police the growing army of unemployed
men and women.

One scenario would give Lord Young, rather than
a social security minister, charge of paying and set-
ting benefits — including rates for children. He
would have the power to vary benefits at his discre-
tion, and therefore be able to dictate where the
unemployed should live. how far they should travel
in search of work, and what they should do. From
the safety of the House of Lords, he will be respon-
sible for implementing Tebbit’s “on yer bike” pol-
icy.

As the prime minister said in a letter (23.1.87)
about the new proposals to change the benefit ser-
vice:

I can confirm that one of them was to concentrate
responsibility for the payment of benefits to the
unemployed within the Department of Employ-
ment.

13
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As [ indicated in my earlier letter, the joint study
team has been stood down for the present. Further
detailed study would be needed before the options
could be refined.

The unemployed would be officia] second-class
citizens — with different and lower rates of benefits,
different rules and a different regime.

The last word

While ministers assure us, just as before the last
election, that unemployment is at last falling, a gov-
ernment document not intended for public con-
sumption reveals that, if Britain continues on its
present course, well over three million will still be
out of work at the end of the decade.

The figure — 3,117,000 — comes from Regional
Job Deficiency Projections, a report to the Euro-
pean Commission.

Region by region, the report confesses to the
failure of government policies:

® The North West: unemployment in 1990,
430,000; outlook “frighteningly bleak™.

® West Midlands: unemployment in 1990, 330,000);
another 125,000 manufacturing jobs to disap-
pear, and “little prospect of improvement”.

® North East: unemployment in 1990, 223,000;
there are “few indications of recovery”.

The report paints a brighter picture than a welter
of official and academic evidence: from the OECD;
London Business School; the National Institute;
Cambridge Econometrics; Warwick University,
and the Henley Centre.

But even so, it blows apart Mrs Thatcher’s claim
that under her: I believe we shall see full employ-
ment again’.
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3. TWO WHERE ONCE
THERE WAS ONE

The ‘two nations’ philosophy of Mrs Thatcher’s
brand of Conservatism has been kept from any
official manifesto.

In fact, the 1983 Conservative manifesto pledged:

To maintain an effective regional policy which is
essential to ease the process of change and encour-
age new businesses in areas which have been
dependent on declining industries.

Disraeli, the original ‘one nation’ Tory, would
turn in his grave if he could see how this promise
has been kept.

Regional policy has been abandoned. What’s left
of it will be dismantled in its entirety under a third-
term Tory government.

With regional disparities in wealth, income and
opportunity more marked than at any time since
the war, Mrs. Thatcher’s solution to the North-
South divide is to widen it by:

e Dismantling what is left of regional aid.
® [Lowering wage rates in the North.

® (Continuing the policy of separate economic de-
velopment for North and South.

Regional aid has already been cut in half in real
terms since 1979 — and this year it will be cut in
half again. By 1990, government plans will reduce
regional aid expenditure to less than one-fifth of its
1979 value.

The figures speak for themselves:

Regional Aid 1979-90 (1985 prices)
79/80 £8.90m 88/89 £161m
86/87 £411m 89/90 £172m
87/88 £188m
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The government has written off the bulk of the
country it is supposed to serve.

Worker mobility

Chancellor Nigel Lawson believes Northerners are
paid too much, and supports the “on yer bike” ap-
proach to unemployment. :

“Geographical pay variations would encourage
workers to move to the work and the work to move
to the workers,” he says.

Yet he ignores evidence presented to him in a
government report on mobility which suggests that
itis the level of investment which attracts employers
to certain regions.

Thus there 1s no rationale to support the claim
that replacing national pay bargaining with local
negotiations would solve regional problems.

Indeed, far from lower wages meaning more jobs,
lower wages depress the local economy and produce
fewer jobs in the service sector.

Studies expose as myth the other claim that mig-
ration is the cure for unemployment: even in the
South East, eleven people are chasing every job;
thousands who have taken the Tebbit advice have
suffered for it.

Oblivious to the subtle economic arguments of
his colleagues, Nicholas Ridley put the Tory at-
titude to North and South quite bluntly: “If you are
living in a cheaper area . . . you obviously don’t
need the same income as someone living in a very
expensive area’.

Mr. Tebbit would like to go further still: region-
ally varied unemployment benefit rates, leading to
Northern homelands where the unemployed can
congregate — barred from moving South unless work
becomes available, and obliged to return home as
soon as the work is done.

And when the gloves are off, the Tories are quite
happy to unload the government’s responsibility to
work to end the North-South divide, and just blame
the Northerners themselves. They are, says Indus-
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try Minister John Butcher, “workshy”; Health
Minister Edwina Currie blames their problems on
ignorance and potato crisps; Mrs Thatcher dismisses
them as “moaning minnies™.

For her, and for a third term of Conservative
government, two into one won’t go.

17




4. THE SALE OF THE
CENTURY

. and in the next parliament we will privatise
most of what remains.

Nigel Lawson, October 1986.

Privatisation is Mrs. Thatcher’s great success story,
and her ‘Britain for sale’ policies will go on unabated
at any price, no matter what the effect on jobs or
national security, no matter what the cost to the
nation.

Not only will we lose control of vital assets in
return for bargain-basement prices, but we'll lose
vital income from profitable industries and hold-
ings.

Her sponsors in the City and the private sector
have made millions from this sell-off of the nation’s
assets.

The biggest killings will be made in the City.
Fees, already totalling £500m in eight years, will
soar to around £1,250m — we pay out £250m a year
just for transacting the sales.

Advertising alone has cost £100m: the next batch
would pay to build a dozen hospitals.

Once the real Tory manifesto plans are put into
practice, the government will have sold industries,
services, hospital land, stocks and shares and other
assets to the tune of almost £27bn.

Water, electricity, railways, post services, steel
coal and shipbuilding will all be sold off at
knockdown prices. This is not a threat, but a prom-
ise, delivered repeatedly by ministers who insist
that privatisation is worth the job losses, the higher
prices and, in many cases, decreased efficiency.

The sheer scale of the projected sell-off policies
are revealed in the figures:

79-80): £ 377m 81-82: ° £ 494m
80-81: £ 405m 82-83: £ 488m
18
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83-84: £1142m 86-87: £4750m
84-85: £2091m 87-88: £5000m
85-86: £2702m 88-89: £5000m

89-90: £5000m

What's next on the list

Oil, gas and telecommunications were just the start.
Even the Royal Dockyards have gone, leaving an
American company in charge of our biggest dock-
yard at Devonport.

By the end of this year, the government will have
completed the sale of British Gas, British Airways
and half of British Telecom. In addition Rolls Royce
is to be sold off.

Around £3bn will be raised by selling the remain-
ing shares in British Petroleum. Once that is done,
Britain — unlike all other oil-producing nations —
will not.own a single share in North Sea oil.

Trade and Industry Minister Paul Channon has
already appointed consultants to prepare British
Steel for sale.

British Coal chairman Robert Haslam has let slip
that the entire coal industry is being prepared for
privatisation — leading to more job losses on top of
the 113,000 already gone under Mrs. Thatcher.

British Rail is on the list, with an expected 15,000
job losses and the axeing of rail routes all over the
country. This despite 53,000 rail redundancies to
date and a massive loss of stations and trains.

The Centre for Policy Studies, Mrs. Thatcher’s
personal thinktank, has revealed plans to privatise
the post — sell off Girobank next year, the parcels
division in 1989, the letters division in 1990, and
the counter services to follow.

As for shipbuilding, due for privatisation in 1988,
Treasury Minister Norman Lamont has admitted:
“The industry is now so small that if it declines
much further it will simply disappear.”

With the remaining yards in danger of closure,
the island state of Europe will face the future with-
out a merchant shipbuilding industry.
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5. PHASING OUT LOCAL
GOVERNMENT

There are local authorities in America who con-
tract every activity out — even police and fire ser-
vices. Folk memory has it that there is even one
authority which meets once a year to award the
contracts, has lunch, and goes away again for
another year. [ wouldn’t mind paying those coun-
cillors more generous attendance allowances. We
may not get quite that far in this parliament, but
I cannot see why some in local government resist
what is obviously right.

Nicholas Ridley, October 1986.

Local government is an obstacle that Mrs. Thatcher
and her axe man, Environment Secretary Nicholas
Ridley, are determined to emasculate and remove.

The Tory strategy is to contract out as much as
possible of local authority services and charge the
highest prices for those they can’t privatise.

Democracy, in the form of the right of the com-
munity to vote for the level of service provision it
sees fit to meet local needs, would be phased out
altogether under a third term of Conservative gov-
ernment.

Some sentor Tories now want:

e Education to be taken away from education au-
thorities and put under central government with

head teachers as their local managers.

e Housing to be brought under urban development
corporations or housing associations.

® Local services pushed into the private sector by
the wholesale policy of contracting-out.

Already the Tories are committed to privatising
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refuse services, cleaning services for buildings, veh-
icle maintenance, ground maintenance, and cater-
ing. Waste disposal and sport and recreation are
also now on their list.

And last year Nicholas Ridley warned:

There will also be an order making power to add
further services to the list — there can thus be a
succession of private services during the next two
or three Tory parliaments.

Would anything be safe from privatisation?

When Social Services Minister, Ray Whitney
promised that “certain social service activities are
to be exempted”. But they do not include the home
Felp service, or meals on wheels.

In fact a 1984 DHSS review of personal social
services called for increased privatisation of the care
of children and pensioners.

Home is what you make it
Council rents, says Nicholas Ridley (7.11.86),
should be nearly doubled.

The average local authority rent is £16 a week.
We think the economic cost of those houses is £28
a week, and the private sector would need to let
that house at £30 a week if a good landlord with
ordinary finance is even going to cover his costs,
let alone much of an element for profit.

Housing Minister John Patten goes further: all
ccuncil houses should be sold or pushed into private
management.

Responsibility for the homeless will be contracted
out.

Housing authorities will be scrapped and replaced
by private landlords, home owners, co-operatives
and housing associations.

The government has already taken powers to pass
control of housing from elected authorities to urban
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development corporations.

Even in Scotland, where more than 40 per cent
of houses are publicly owned, Housing Minister
Michael Ancram has spoken of “taking power to
accelerate the process of sell-offs”.

Housing investment has been slashed by almost
three-quarters. In 1979, 66,000 council houses were
built in England and Wales; last year the figure was
down to 18,000. By the end of the decade it will be
down to zero — another Thatcher “success™.

These policies are being pursued against a
background of record house prices and mortgage
interest rates.

A six-fold rise in mortgage arrears has been ac-
companied by an increase of just one third in loans.
The number of homes repossessed has risen tenfold
since 1979.

All this should be considered against the pledge
made in the 1983 Conservative Manifesto:

Our goal is to make Britain the best housed nation
in Europe.

6. LEARNING THE
HARD WAY

I would like to do an experiment on education
vouchers.

Margaret Thatcher, July 1982.

For all that they talk of improving state education,
the Tories are more interested in expanding private
2ducation.

Privatisation of schools is more than a dream.
Under Education Secretary Kenneth Baker, it is
becoming a reality. And not just because six per
cent of Britain’s children are now wholly in the
private sector.

Mr. Baker is already establishing privately
backed city technology colleges which will create
two-tier education within our towns and cities. He
wants polytechnics run by business, and universities
rade dependent on private cash. Already the gov-
ernment plans to take direct control of polytechnics
and large colleges, without reimbursing local educa-
t:on authorities.

Mr. Baker is a “wet”, while the lower tiers of the
Education Department are dominated by the
privatisation fanatics. According to Under Secret-
ary Bob Dunn:

The ultimate target should be schools which were
independently run, whether or not they were inde-
pendently owned, each responsible for its provi-
sion and the costs of that provision.

Schools minister Angela Rumbold, part of the
No Turning Back group of Conservative right-wing-
ers, favours nothing short of a voucher system,
ard a free market in education.

Lest such views be dismissed as unrepresentative
(even coming from an Education Minister), in Sep-
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tember 1982 the Cabinet discussed a thinktank re-
port on ending free state schooling and higher edu-
cation.

And a year later, Tory ministers in the Family
Policy Group looked at ways of helping parents set
up their own schools. !

Just last March a confidential paper prepared for
Conservative Central Office suggested that state
schools should be sold off to private companies.

And we all know Mrs. Thatcher favours vou-
chers.

The great debate

It is of course true that these proposals are not new,
just part of a continuing debate between those
Tories who, like Rab Butler, favour a proper system
of state education and those on the lunatic right.
Only it appears the lunatic right will continue to
gain ground.

The Hillgate Group, which includes Baroness
Cox and Prof. Roger Scruton, proposes that all
state schools should be pushed into the private,
charitable or voluntary sector.

Their document, Whose schools: a radical policy,
claims that local authorities have “a standing ability
to corrupt the minds and souls of the young”. It
argues for the centralisation of education under a
new inspectorate, thus, presumably, transferring
the “ability to corrupt™ from democratically-elected
local authorities to a democratically-clected Con-
servative government.

Stuart Sexton, political advisor to former Educa-
tion Secretary Sir Keith Joseph, wants to go further.

Schools would be free to charge what they want,
and parents would have to top up the price of their
children’s education if they run short of vouchers.
The vouchers themselves would be taxable, worth
no more than £750 a year for primary education
and £1,250 a year for secondary schooling.

Even the Conservative Education Association
views the proposals as “practically hopeless™ - “rad-
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ical ideas that have very little relevance to the every-
day experience of those involved in education”.

Lest Kenneth Baker be thought too far removed
from the fanatics, in 1979 when individuals now in
the Hillgate Group called for abolition of ILEA | it
was he who produced the report that made abolition
Tory Party policy.

In the meantime, according to the government’s
own white Paper, the number of school places lost
under the Tories will top half a million by 1990.

And while more and more taxpayers’ money goes
to support the private sector — now £64m a year on
Assisted Places - spending on state education has
iallen by £400m in real terms since 1979.
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7. MAKING AHEALTHY
PROFIT

I do not believe that services should be free.

Junior Health Minister, Edwina Currie, July 1986.

Slowly but surely, government ministers are moving
Britain towards a health service where the care you
receive depends on the health of your bank balance.
Such a privatised service would not bother Mrs.
Thatcher. She always uses private health care.
No Turning Back, a group of Tory MPs with
ministers as supporters, want:

® Caring for profit, with the highest bidder per-
forming operations and providing services.

® Major tax concesssions for private medical insur-
ance.

® NHS hospitals sold off to private health-for-profit
companies.

® Private “management teams” to run NHS hospi-
tals if they cannot be sold off.

Candidates for privatisation under a third term
of Conservative government include:

® Contracting out the treatment of NHS patients to
private hospitals.

® Paying the private sector for use of equipment by
the NHS.

® Subsidising the treatment of brivate patients in
NHS hosptials.
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® Allowing private operators to run geriatric care
for the NHS.

® Allowing private hospitals to use NHS staff and
equipment, sometimes free of charge.

® Selling off NHS land and property.

® Subsidising private patients through tax conces-
sions.

HMO: how they do it in the US

Last April the government published a Green Paper
making glowing references to the American system,
particularly to Health Maintenance Organisations
(HMOs).

HMOs are (often large) centres that provide a
whole range of health care services — from dentistry
to surgery to psychiatry — often on one site. Most
zentres are run by a few large companies that com-
dete against one another for patients, as Sainsbury’s
or Safeways compete for customers.

People enroll with an HMO to provide them with
all or any of the health care which they might need
in the next year. This is normally done by their
employers — for those in work, of course.

I’s like taking out insurance — if the person gets
sick the HMO provides treatment; if one HMO
chain raises its prices people are free to join another;
if the person stays healthy they have paid their pre-
mium all the same, and so the HMO makes a profit.

The last point gives the clue to who would be the
EMO’s favourite customer: someone who is
young(ish), well-paid, well-housed, well-fed and
barring accidents unlikely to fall ill.

Those who are old, poor, chronically sick or di-
abled — just the ones who need treatment — would
of course be a loss-making customer, and it is pre-
cisely such people that the American HMOs tend
to discourage from enrolling.
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Just what the doctor ordered

Some of the government’s plans for the services
provided by GPs, dentists, opticians and chemists
are spelled out in its document Primary Health
Care.

It expresses the hope that “private primary care
services will develop™; suggests that GPs should be
able to charge their patients for medical checks;
discusses how to encourage commercial health care
“shops™; and says the government might consider
getting the NHS to foot the bill.

Doctors would earn more if they perform “bet-
ter” - according to a “performance review™ which
may cover “prescribing patterns and hospital refer-
ral rates”. In other words, GPs may be rewarded
for prescribing fewer or cheaper drugs and for send-
ing people to hospital less often.

The government says it would welcome the views
of “interested parties” on whether medicines are
available only on prescription, and whether they
are bought from chemists or from any sort of shop.
In other words, more types of drug may be
privatised by taking them out of prescription-only
group and insisting that people pay what the market
will bear.
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8. REDISTRIBUTING
POVERTY

I see the extension of the VAT base as an essential
part of the Budget strategy and a necessary
counterpart to the reduction of income tax.

Chancellor Nigel Lawson, March 1984.

A poll tax is fair only in the sense the Black Death
was “fair”: it is indiscriminate, striking young and
old, rich and poor, employed and unemployed
alike.

Tory Reform Group, September 1986.

Incentive is a cornerstone of the Thatcher
philosophy. The rich need the incentive of getting
richer. The poor need the spur of their poverty to
escape it.

While the rich enjoy tax cuts, the poor will pay
for them in VAT rises on essential goods. Children’s
clothing, food, lighting, heating — even funerals
— are threatened.

Government proposals mean that the bulk of tax
may be raised by indirect VAT taxes on purchases.
Mrs Thatcher has been absolutely clear in her view
that increased VAT is the key to low taxation.

At the same time, the richest few who have bene-
fited most — by around £12bn — since the govern-
ment came to power, can expect further tax cuts.
Already top rates have gone from 83p in the pound
to 60p.

Hardest hit would be the sixteen million people
on low incomes for whom the government’s re-
sponse to ever-rising poverty has been to increase it.

A third Tory government would return Britain
to a Poor Law state:
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® Benefits for the unemployed would be cut further
and made subject to stringent tests. And the
Ministerial Steering Group on government
strategy has discussed privatising the National
Insurance system — forcing people to take out
their own insurance against unemployment.

® Child benefit — already cut in value — would
again be at risk.

® Private pensions, already promoted under the
present regime, would increasingly replace state
support for old age pensions. So far the pension
has fallen from 21 per cent of average earnings
to only 17 per cent. It could fall as low as 10 per
cent.

No Conservative told the country in 1983 that
they would immediately after the election impose
a social security review.

There was no manifesto commitment to abolish
the death grant and the maternity grant — but they
have been axed.

There was no threat announced to the state earn-
ings-related pension scheme — but it has been un-
dermined.

Heating additions went unmentioned — but they
will go in 1988. Additional needs payments were
not mentioned in the manifesto, but are all to go.

No-one said that the Tories would set up a Poor
Law fund to replace emergency payments — and
that claimants would have to beg and borrow for
essential household goods.

Already their policies for 1988 mean:

® The removal of around 2m households from
housing benefit.

® The removal of around 600,000 households,
mainly pensioners, from supplementary benefit.

30

REDISTRIBUTING POVERTY

® An extra 20 per cent community charge burden
on the poorest who currently pay no rates.

Among proposals made by the Conservative
Central Policy Review Staff in 1982 was one to
reduce public spending by refusing to allow benefit
to rise in line with inflation.

During the social security reviews a number of
proposals were put forward by Tory thinktanks
close to the prime minister. Within days of a Tory
zlection victory, they would be fighting their way
back on to the political agenda.

® Unemployment benefit phased out, or restricted
to the first six months.

® The end of all cash benefits for unemployed teena-
gers.

¢ Further erosion of the state earnings-related pen-
sion scheme.

® Abandonment of Wage Council protection for
three million workers.

The Conservatives make no secret of their desire
to cripple trade unions; the prime minister is on
record as saying she longs for a world without
unions.

The objective of the exercise is not only political;
according to Sir Geoffrey Howe it is to promote
“the long-term lowering of real wages”.

The inspiration for anti-union legislation is the
writings of Prof F. A. Hayek, whose work Mrs
Thatcher greatly admires. His argument is that un-
ions are “monopolies” which use their power “in
a manner which makes the market system
ineffective”.

Keep it in the family
These moves signal what the Tories call their “fam-

31




REDISTRIBUTING POVERTY

ily policy” — proposals to force parents and
families, no matter how poor they are, to take full
financial responsibility for the old, the handi-
capped, the sick, and the young.

Proposals of the Family Policy Group of 1983
which have yet to be legislated include:

® Measures to compel and encourage mothers to
stay at home, to reduce working mothers in jobs.

® An attack on provision in the community for the
elderly, the sick and the disabled.

The group actually asked:

What more can be done to encourage families in
the widest sense, to reassume responsibilities taken
on by the state, for example, responsibility for the
disabled, elderly, unemployed sixteen year olds?

Their document ignored the fact that 90 per cent
of the elderly, nearly 100 per cent of the young,
and most of the sick, out of hospital, are cared for
by relatives and families.

And it spearheaded an attack on the income of
single parents:

Do present policies for supporting single parents
strike the right balance between ensuring adequate
child support to prevent poverty and encouraging
responsible and self-reliant behaviour by parents?

It called for lower benefits for the poor:
Redefining the lowest possible income by deter-
mining a new “minimum’ safety net for welfare
needs.

It wanted to pass the buck to charities: the pre-

sent EEC arrangements for food distribution would
become the norm rather than the exception — with
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the Salvation Army rather than the DHSS respon-
sible for meeting the welfare needs of the old and
the poor.

Poll-taxed

Tories talk of reducing the tax burden. Yet under
the new poll tax being introduced in Scotland, and
with a third term set for England and Wales, the
rich lord in his castle pays exactly the same tax as
the poor man in his cottage.

Someone on £100 a week will pay exactly the
same tax as someone on £2,000 a week.

Couples now paying £1,250 in rates because they
have a large property will pay only £550 — while
a council house couple now paying £375 will pay
the same £550.

Everyone, no matter how poor they are, will pay
the tax, at anything between £1 and £5 a week.

® Young people on YTS will be eligible.

¢ Students who receive no grant or contribution
from their parents will be obliged to pay up.

® Pensioners on no more than £30 a week, and
unemployed men and women on no more than
£29 a week, will be forced to pay.

® Even the homeless living in temporary hostels
will not be exempt.

The government says that the poorest will have

to pay around 20 per cent of the tax. The truth is
that it could be as high as 80 per cent.
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9. FOOTING THE BILL
FOR TRIDENT

If you say to me, would it do harm to reduce the
defence budget by seven per cent, I would think
that is an unthinkable denial of resources in the
defence budget. '
Michael Heseltine, then Defence Secretary, May
1985.

The Tories present themselves as the only party
with the policies to maintain Britain’s defences. But
the figures don’t add up.

Real funding for the defence budget for the five
years from 1984/85 is to be cut by 7.8 per cent. At
the same time they intend to increase the proportion
of this declining budget being spent on Thatcher’s
nuclear illusion.

Half the £10bn Trident cost will be spent in the
US on American jobs and ballistic missiles.

The staggering cost of an independent nuclear
deterrent means that conventional defences — the
Army, Navy and Royal Air Force — will continue
to be cut.

Conventional spending will drop by 12 per cent
by 1989/90 — and the frightening result is a cut of
one third in spending on all new non-Trident
equipment.

And this does not even take into account the
planned defence spending review that will follow a
third Thatcher victory.

Britain’s air defences will continue to be run
down. For the next six years the nation’s defences
are dependent on a tiny force of obsolete propeller-
driven Shackleton warning aircraft, with primitive
detection equipment.

The debacle over Westland that cost the jobs of
two cabinet ministers will cost many more. Massive
redundancies are the fate of Westland as the govern-
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ment fails to give the firm sufficient helicopter
orders.

Already, Tornado jets desperately needed by the
RAF have been sold off to Saudi Arabia to help
balance the defence books.

But the Royal Navy has so far borne the brunt
of the economies needed to pay for Trident. Under
the Tories, the 50-frigate navy will not be main-
tained. Jane's Defence Weekly fears at least four
‘rigates will go.

Cuts in vital conventionally-armed submarines
are planned, and insufficient new ships will be built
to replace our ageing navy fleet — Britain’s de-
fences will increasingly depend on out-of-date ships.

Remember the Falklands?

Tory MPs are among those frightened by the run
down of the merchant navy. They voice their fears
a: every opportunity in the Commons; senior Tory
MP Edward du Cann has warned: “We could not
mount another Falklands operation now if we
wanted to”.

The army will not escape unscathed. Both man-
power and material will be sacrificed to pay for the
Polaris replacement.

Yet all these economies may be in vain. President
Reagan has already proposed a global ban on all
ballistic missiles. So we would have to cancel
Trident. That is why Mrs Thatcher is cool in her
suoport of superpower deals to reduce the world’s
nuclear arsenal. She is determined to keep the
British bomb, regardless of what the Americans
and the Russians do.

Under the Tories, Britain will continue the exist-
ing policy of using nuclear weapons first in war.
Only last year Mrs. Thatcher supported plans to
reintroduce chemical weapons to Britain.

While the rest of the world moves in one direction
— towards peace — Mrs. Thatcher blindly marches
in the opposite direction.
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A RECORD TO BE
PROUD OF

Margaret Thatcher goes into a general election with
this message for her MPs, candidates and sup-
porters: “Fight with pride. Fight on our record”.

Stick with her vision, her supporters tell us, and
we will be rewarded with “that little bit of heaven
on earth” — Thatcher’s Britain in the 1990s.

She is dedicated to her vision, proud of the way
she has fought for her people.

Proud of her record on the Health Service.

Proud of the crippling of local government and

trade unions.

Proud of her record on unemployment.

Proud of the North-South divide.

Proud of a devastating rundown in our schools.

Proud of a housing crisis.

Proud of low spending and low taxes.

Proud of privatisation.

If these are Mrs Thatcher's successes, then
Britain must beware a third term of her rule.

For surely, after so many years of success, failure
must be lurking round the corner.
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. FROM: A ROSS GOOBEY
DATE: 28 APRIL 1987

CHANCELLOR OF THE EXCHQUER
cc Chief Secretary
Financial Secretary

Economic Secretary
. Minister of State
v Mr Cropper
&“J Mr Tyrie

I have trawled the newspapers of the 1983 campaign for the

1983 SMEARS

useful quotes, particularly in the light of "The Real Conservative

Manifesto". I have also appended one or two Liberal/SDP quotes.

2z 9th May 1983 - David, now Lord, Basnett:
"Another four years of Thatcher means further rises in
unemployment, further cuts in living standards, the
destruction of British industry and the abandonment of the

welfare state".

3ie 8th May 1983 - Denis Healey:
"Every government since the Second World War had entered
office saying it would not have an incomes policy, but every
government had finished with one produccd hugger-mugger in a

crisis".

4. 10th May 1983 - Michael Foot:
"By the end of the year ... inflation will be up, unemployment
up and the balance of payments will be in a serious

situation".

Sie 14th May 1983 - Neil Kinnock:
"Unemployment will soar to six million if the Conservative

Party win a second term of office".

17th May 1983 - Denis Healey:
éﬁrm would /resg}tw\in a futrther half
B
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‘. 19th May 1983 - Denis Healey:
"The CPRS report showed that Ministers were 1lying when they
said unemployment would not reach 3 million, the report had

warned them that it would".

8. 22nd/23rd May 1983 - Draft report of NEDC.
Michael Foot and Neil Kinnock charged that the report was

"suppressed".

Neil Kinnock (22nd May):
"The Government has been told by the NEDC that under present
government policies the slump in Britain could and would only

get worse".

9= 29th May 1983 - Gwynneth Dunwoody:
The Government will "sell hospitals to the private sector;
allow the private sector to run geriatric care, use the
private sector to cut long waiting lists; allow the private

sector to buy specialised NHS facilities".

"We should expect a new Tory government to begin its work of

dismemberment by November."

ifesto”:

1.0/ 30th May 1983 - Denis Healey on an 8-page tsecyggmggg

"Unemployment will continue to rise requiring tax rises or
further spending cuts. There is little doubt that they will
opt for the second course although they may be forced to do

the first as well".

! The Government would "end statutory redundancy payments; stop
increasing o0ld age pensions in line with the cost of living;

q ,

iﬁ,de-index the pay of public servants like nurses and policemeézg

; They will replace National Insurance benefits with private

ii insurance except for means-tested supplementary benefit.

"They will means test child benefit or scrap it altogether,
and it is proposed eventually to turn over the whole education
system, like the health service, to private insurance-based

provisions".
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30th May 1983 - Roy Hattersley:
"Public money will finance private medicine and there would be
asset-stripping by private medicine which would secure NHS

services at cut-price rates".

3rd June 1983 - Michael Foot:
"The Tories offer no hope of unemployment falling".

5th June 1983 - Peter Shore publishes Treasury discussion

papers on public expenditure.

14.

15.

16.

6th June 1983 - Denis Healey:
"Mortgage interest rates would rise immediately after the

General Election if the Conservatives win".

"Growth in 1984 will be less than 2%".

"Without North Sea oil the economy would collapse".

Peter Shore:
"We are in for yet another 1.5 million increase in unemploy-
ment and frankly that's a (sic) minimum conservative estimate

that anyone could give".

Denis Healey:
"No railways at all in Cornwall, Devon and Somerset, no rail-
ways at all in Wales except for Cardiff and none in Scotland

north of Glasgow and Edinburgh".

And after the election: 30th June 1983 - Peter Shore:
"Reducing income is at the heart of the Government's strategy
for loss of competitiveness is a real and sustained attack on

the living standards of the nation at work".

As for the Liberals and SDP:

l6th May 1983 - Roy Jenkins:

"If Mrs Thatcher stays in office, Britain would become like

Jaruzelski's Poland".
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19 .

9th May - David Steel:
"The reason Mrs Thatcher has had to go now is that things are

going to get worse".

18th May - David Steel:
"The latest production figures show Jjust how weak are the
Government's claims of an upturn. We are clearly stuck on or

around the bottom".

20th May - David Owen:

"The Government has bought the short-term success that they
claimed (on inflation) by throwing well over two million
people on to the dole queues. A temporary drop in inflation,
bought at the price of trebled unemployment, is too high a

price to pay".

AL,

A ROSS GOOBEY



FROM: A G TYRIE
DATE: 29 APRIL 1987

CHANCELLOR v cc Chief Secretary
C\ Mr Cropper

Mr Ross Goobey

LABOUR'S REAL MANIFESTO

I am helping John Deans write the real Labour Manifesto,
unattributably of course! He won't get it written in
time for tomorrow so I expect it will appear on Friday.
In the meantime I think it best not to feed the idea

to other newspapers and let Deans have an exclusive.

Mms .

A G TYRIE
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FROM: A G TYRIE
DATE: 5 MAY 1987

CHANCELLOR cc Chief Secretary
Financial Secretary
Economic Secretary
Minister of State
Mr Cropper
Mr Ross Goobey

WORK IN HAND ON THE OPPOSITION: UPDATE
There is a danger of over-egging the costings pudding. But
reading Hattersley's latest book over the weekend, it is
clear he is worried that the costings exercise has tarnished
his efforts to restore «credibility to Labour's economic

policies.

Labour

Key Statistics for Labour Campaigners

1. I sent you a draft briefing note immediately after
Easter giving a factual response to each of Labour's claims.
You thought a different document would be more useful, giving
our best bull point in each of the areas Labour cited.

Alastair Ross Goobey is preparing a note.

Jobs and Poverty Packages

24 I attach a note which sets out numbers which we could
issue for the cost of these packages. Barry Kalen's help

has been invaluable in preparing this.



3. The poverty package numbers are pretty robust. You
will notice that the table 1lists only the basic three items
here. It ignores the fact that Kinnock thinks a disability
scheme is part of the poverty package and Meacher thinks

that a winter premium is included.

4. The Jjobs package is more problematic. On the basis
of Labour statements about the jobs package the
attached list is the closest we are going to get to a robust
figure. Although vague references are made to the items
on this 1list in "New Jobs for Britain", (to which Labour

are committed to implement as part of their emergency

programme) only by cross-referring to other sources can
" SEeme tanss
firm numbers be calculateqﬁ I attach the extracls from

the worksheets on the £34 billion exercise which give the
quotations from "New Jobs for Britain", and backup sources.
If pressed during the campaign these are the sources you

would point to.

5% As you know, Kenneth Clarke has flown his own kite
and issued figures of £10 billion (first year) and £19 billion
(third year) for Labour's jobs package. This was unfortunate.
I have seen DE's calculations and we cannot possibly use
them. They are not compatible with the methodology of the
£34 billion in many respects. I have asked his office not
to allow the figures to be used again. Fortunately they
obtained 1little, if any , coverage. Conveniently the table

I am suggesting adds up to £10 billion, 1like Mr Clarke's

first year figure.



6. Handling

Perhaps the best time to issue a 'grand total' for Labour's
emergency programme would be immediately after the publication
of their Manifesto, which is Aalmost bound tou regurgitate
the same proposals. The Labour leadership will try to deflect
attention from their other pledges by pointing to this 'modest
package, costing only £10 billion' etc. By claiming that
the programme would cost 50% more we might be
able to force Labour on to the defensive right at the start

of the campaign.

7 I suggest a simultaneous press release from Norman
Fowler and Kenneth Clark (or Lord Young) with a speech by
the Chancellor or Chief Secretary issuing the £15% billion
"grand total" for the emergency programme. Of course all

this is contingent on the contents of their manifesto.

Alliance

8. Redwood

John Redwood 1left a message to say that he has persuaded
Messels to do some work on Alliance costings. With luck
they will issue a figure shortly. I think this is by far

the best solution to the tricky problem of Alliance costings.

Education
9. The DES' work on costing the Alliance's education

policies has been completed. They came up with a figure



of £5 billion. Brian Gilmore has seen this work and tells

me that it is not reliable for us to put our name to.

David Owen on Social Security

10. DHSS have now costed Owen's speech in the House on
6 April, attached. They estimate it at £3 billion. Treasury
officials and I have seen the basis of these calculations.
They do not seem to contain any howlers and the methodology
is broadly (though not exactly) the same as that used for
the £34 billion exercise. I think we can give the go-ahead

to Mr rowler/Mr Major to issue a 'DHSS costing'.

Aox.



ITEMS IN THE MAIN COSTINGS CORRESPONDING TO LABOUR PARTY'S JOBS
. PACKAGE AS SET OUT IN "NEW JOBS FOR BRITAIN"

Item number in main costings £ million

Economic Enterprise (excluding cuts in NICS)

1. Increase industrial support by 50 per cent 620
2. British Investment Bank 50
670

Capital Investment and Infrastructure

3. Energy conservation 130
L. Energy - power stations/acid rain 680
5. Water and sewerage 270
6. Railways 280
T. Housing - new build 2700
8. Housing - rehabilitation 310
9. Roads 370
14. Schools: buildings 170

4910

Raising the Quality of Services

10. (Public service employment), plus parts 3440
of 16, 17 and 32 (see note 2)

Training for Skill

11. Training for adult unemployment T20
12. Training for young people 310

Job Release Scheme

13. Job Release Scheme 310

TOTAL (excluding cuts in NICs)
10360



3643/36

Notes

1.The Labour Party's proposed NIC changes are not a public
expenditure measure, and are not included in the £34 bn or
this table. This is something up our sleeve if Labour say

we have exaggerated.

2. Item 10 of the main costings nets off 73,500 jobs from
items 16, 17, and 32, and so comes to a cost of £2600 million.
In this table these 73,500 jobs are added back, to get to
the Labour Party's 300,000 jobs for this part of the package,
and costed at the same average public service pay cost as

the remaining 226,500 jobs.

34 The Labour Party's own costings were given in Mr Gould's

Press Notice accompanying "New Jobs for Britain":

fmillion

Economic Enterprise (including cuts in NICs) 1000
Capital Investment and Infrastructure 1900
Raising the Quality of Services 2000
Training “for Skill 800
Job Release Scheme 200

5900
4, The Labour Party's costings are net of the benefit

savings and tax flowbacks from the claimed increase 1in
employment. Our costings only net off benefit savings from
the Training and JRS items, which are targeted directly
at the wunemployed, but assume that fewer people will in

fact be taken off the register than Labour claims.



LABOUR PARTY "POVERTY PACKAGE"

£ million

1. Increase retirement pension by £5 for single

people and £8 for couples (included in item 23) 2800

2. Increase child benefit by £3 per week
(item 22) 1950

3. Pay long term scale rate to the unemployed

after a year on benefit (item 29) 570

5,320

Note

1. Items above costed by Labour Party at £3600 million,
excluding means-tested and linked benefits. Above costings include

raising these benefits in line.
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Incraase industrial support by 50 por cent.,

oW Johs for Pritain"(March 1987)

i Smith in Tribune, B November 198%5:

more,"

for 1987-88.

£670 williona.

1987--88 at White Fapoer prices.

Full Year.

Full annual cost assumed in first year.

None. Assumed)to b part of "Economic Enterprise" componznt of
"New Jobs for Britain".
Ny

None .

None .

J W Stevens 1AE 2 4%5/6G 4512

"This will require direct investnent in new plant and technolbigpg, "

b s bl whole industrial support systom and the various schaess
Yhat used to support industry. Now quite clearly there has got to
@ an anormnous axpansion of that ... U550 par cent ] ot laast and

GCost is calculated by adding 50 per cent to the 19284588 eabimatac
out-turn in the FEWF and then deducting the White Paper provision

L &
|
| }
i
|
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PROIGAL, * A Britivh Invastnent Dank.
SOUHC!F'_V DATL "New Jobs for Britain”(March 1987) (Economic Enterpriss Ssection) 1 f)‘?
SR oS AT e ghall alsn...astahlish new inatitutions such as the Dritish
Investasnt Pank to help provide the investment we need.”
"Invasting in Faople'" (Fabruary 19Y87)
"I.ahour wants to set up 8 British lnvestment Bank to provide
industry with Long term loans so it can invast in wocdarn nachinery ™
Also:Speach by Roy Hattersley 17/%/85. Labour Farty announcement
19/9/85
Interview with Roy Hattersley (Financial Times 19/9/86)
"Britain ... lacks an institution which offers substantial
amounts of medium and long term credit - very often atl
prefarential intersst rates to special catagory custowers.”
ASSUNITIONS USLED Assumed that £2 billion lent in yesar one with 4 percentage points
R el e e ¥ subsicdy on 60 per cent of loans.
Cosn #£2 hillion 3t 4 per cent = £80m A0 per cent = £48m in year one.
R Roundad to £50 wmillion. o
FRICE AND IPROVIGLON PAGLS No provision presantly exists for a BIR.
FULL YOCARZOTHER First Year
TIMESCALL 1o
IMPLICATTONS | OR OTHER I'ROGRAMMES Establishment of BIP may reduce teke up under Loan Guarsnice i
“eRespOmSIERAG Y A SR e Tl el Ris e Schens and Business Expansion Schems or may aven raencdee
either or both of these schemes redundant. No allowanue for
ajithar of these possihilities is wade In tha costing.
OVERLAPS B
!
COMMENTS Cost of BIE would build up in future ywars as loans fail to
Sy = he repaid. Likely rate of dafault is inavitahly spaculabive,
At best, PIP would duplicate work of existing financial markets;
at worst - and mora Likaely - would expropriatae taupayers’ or
pensioners’ money to divert into doubtful projects which
would not pass normnal commaercial viakility tast,
CONTACT PNINL R Molan (AE 3 Y976 HAHZ2 i
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cost

PRICE AND PROVIGION PAGYS

FULL YEARZOTHER
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COMMUNTG

CONTACT 1OIMS

WY N

Froreg) EFEIcinney Froanernmames,

"New Jdohs for Britain” (March 1987)

"A progranes to o insulate the 90 per cent of the 7.0 [L{
million households in receipt of housing banef t which p
lack thass advantagas Lie inculationd would provide

important cocial hanetits and bhettor living conditions,

save anaray, shimilate incuctry and ceaate thousands ot

johs at rolatively low cost,

) louwsehnleds in social groups D and E not insulated to
current recommended levels (not confined to cost-
affactive insulation) = 6.7m.

h) No. of households* Averaga cost/ job Total rost

Lofls 2m £17% $£350m

Hot watar 4.0 £10 £42m
cylindars

Draughl proofing Lim £55 £27%m

lobtal £4HH7m

(¢ overlap where more than one form of insulation).

) Assumed that proposal does not cover cavity wall insulation

(notl. curraently provided for under community insulation projects).
This would add further 3.68m households to the A.7m astimated above.
d4) A netionally co-ordinated programmed of insulation might possibly
ha able to achieve some reduction in costs eg. by savings in cost

of materials. R

£667m ovear S yaars = £130m
1907~ 8¢ I
Full year

Five yoar plan.

Goaumed Lo supercede proposals for "a national programme of homs
insulation LEnr the aldarlgl, aentionad in the “Ueaadom and UCaieness’
canpaingn pack (22 April 1986) and for £42% million over four years
enerag) consarvation progranme proposed in 'Reconstruction of Britain®
(Qctobar 1981), endorsed in "A Now Fartnership, & New Britain" (19835).

Ms 9 FE Durton i 2 L wh /79N
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cosl

Enargyt powsr stations and acid rain.

LS 1 R Bl 4

"New Jobs for BPritain"(March 19287) (Infrastructure section)
"We aluso nesd 3 major progranms For the construction of new coal-=firal powar
stations and, from the viewpoint of bhoth energy eftficiency and pollution contirol,

wa must rafurbish and desulphuriss existing plants,”
"Investing in Feople" (ebhruary 1907)

"l abhousr i5 committed to meeling the EEC standards, and calls forr a reduction

of acid rain hy 30 par cent hy 19923

. In futurs we will develop coal anc

alternative energy sources, such as wind and wave power, instead of new nuclsar
powsr statinns., And we will slowly phasa out tha axisting nuelear power stations
while precerving johs and energy supply. Kadioactive discharges into the sea
mast stop, as must the prosent saarch for sites for low and intarmadiate lavel
waste, Scea dunping will not be resuncd. Ve need 8 mojor scientific inquiry into

washa digsposal."

NEC statement to 1986 Labour party conference - "4 much enhanced rescarch and

devalopnent hudgat, for the novel sourcas of anergy,

S "enatY halow.

Dl EXFENDTTURY £ million
I'olicy Full year «ftect

a. End fast reactor =70

rescarch

h, Mors rascarch on +60

nuclear waste disposal

. More rassarch on -1
renawahles ;

ELECTRICITY INDUSTRY CAFLTAL EXFENDITURE

*nlicy Full yesar atffeact

a. Control powszr station
anissions to reduce by 30
per cent hy 1993:

Sulphur dioxide +110
Nitrogen oxide +50
h. Storagse not disposal of all +1.00

radionrctive waste

. Replace nueclaar powse +380
statlions with coal.

roraL cost £6130 million

Remarks

Frogramms currsantly
financed partly by CLGP

Dok b curraent, Lavel

Renarks

Fstimates neut off this
Governmnent,”’s commi tnents.
Timetahla difficult to
achiave.

Nat of cost of building
disposal site now planned.

fasumes nuclaar statlions

are retired as quickly as
consistent with construchtion
of new coal capacity. All
axisting stations shut by 2000
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b nergats ., nnted) 1TTEM 4 (contd)

PRICE AND PROVEGION BASLS 1937-t8

FULL YEARZOTIRR Fall yaar

TINESCALL Average capital spend (for electricity industry) over period to 1992-93.

1A 1CATTONS 1T OR OTHER FROGRAMMES =
OVERLAIS =

Would mave effect of Increasing ESL running costs and would imply increass in

COMRERIS
B om il BaB 8 in elactricity prices by about 5 per cent by 1992 and about 15 per cent ky 2000.

CONTACT 1'ONI Mrs F Diggle HE=1 29471 A 7134
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PRICL AND PROVIGION DAGLG

FULL YEARZQTHER
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TIAESCALE OVER WHICH EXFENDLITURE ACSUMED TO RUTED U

TR ICATTONS L OR OTHER PROGRAMAE S

QVERL.AIS

COMMENTS

CONTACT OINT

“"New

Also

Also

Lrem b

Trnveastnant in watar and gsemoaragea sysbeme .

Johs for Pritain'"(March 1987) (Infrastructurs section) L*
"Our progranme aehe out policy for,..subhstantially inpeoving the P
nation's ... water and sevage systzms."
“Investing in Faopla" (Fehruary 193/7)
"Lahour s committed to tha investasnt needad to ensure good quality
sawarage ant wabtaer supply."
"The Reconstiruction of Britain' - 10C 1981 updated in "Public Investment
in the HEconony" - TUL 1904 and endorsaod in "A new FPactinoeship, a Maw
Pritain”" (TUC/Lakhour party (Augus: 1985)
"Over % years a partial replacement programme could cost £1,000
million."

On the EI'L effect; that none of the extra invaestoeent is found by
increasend internal resources i.e. from higher proflits or generally
availahla grants.

£1,326 million over five years or £265.3 million per annum on the CUL.

Rounded to £270 willion, %

Original figure was £1,000 millior over & years (1901/02 price level).
Uprataed to L907-0U8 prices.,

Full Year.

Assuned that expenditure is equal in a1l % yaars. No indication Lo
assune otharwise,

TUC claims this programme would demand 5000 construcltion jobhs. To the
axtent that thase are £filled by the currant by unemp bogad, the social
security programme should haenefit.

None,

The previous estimate of £250 million & ysar for the cost of this policy
was bhased on the £1,000 mnillion upliftaed by 2% per cent (8 Canteal
Office assumption) to current price levels,

C A Sharp RED 2 V671 ®A9L7
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FRICE AND FROVIGTON RPAGTS

FULL YEARZOTHLR

TIneseaLL

IAPLTCATIONS FOR OTHER PROGRAMMAES
OVERLAPY
COMMLNT S

CONTACT fPOLNT

®

Najor invastment in the railvays, including full main Line
elactrification.

"Maw Johs for Britain"{(March 1787)
"Our programme sets out policy for...suhstantially iaproving q—
the natinon’s rail networks." Yt algso makes sonse Lo inveast
in .ue the modarnisation of our reil network."(Infrastructurs
saction) .

"Invasting in Faople" (Foehruary 1967)
"LLabour i6 also datarninaed to maintain and imnprove Rrikain’s
rail network, and will commit a major investmenl prograame,
including full wain 1i electrification."

Also "I'resh Directions"(March 1987)
"British Rail’s investment plans will be hoostad by an updatad
replacensnt programme for rolling stock, locomotives, and
track and signalling equipmnant .

*Tha Reconsiruction of Britain’ TUC 1981. Endorsed in "A Naw
Partnarship, A Neaw Britain"(TUC/Labour August 1985).
"The railways badly need to rensw worn out assets ... Adding
up the average annual total gives a five-yaar total
of £360 million on rencwing assets, £180 million on main
lina alactrification and £510 million on othar sarvice
improvemants., "

Aclelitional cost vwould bae acdded to LFL. Programecs For
glectrification assumned to cover all main lines not already
in programnme.

£870 million ovar 9 ywmars = £174 million a year, uprated

fram 1901-82 pricas to 1907-08 prices. Lost £231 nmillion,

rounded to £230 million. Plus £50m for main line electritication.
fotal cost £280m.

1987--88 .

Full Year.

)

@) TUL specify that after awthorisation, it wouled take 2
years for most expenditure to take place and 6 years for
invastnent to peak. Figures appear to he avarages over b
year period.

FINO time scale for main line electrification specified. DIp

ectimate programme would takae 20-30 y=ars,

Cont of main line electritication hased on joint BRP-DT
astimate of capital casts of various possikla progeameass for
main line electrification in 1981. Largest option -
rasulting in 80 per cent of passengwr and 70 per cent of
freight traffic being hauled electrically - at a8 cost of up
Lt £1,250m a4t 1917 08 prices over 20-30 years (impling £40
-60m a8 ysar). Mid point of estimate taken.

S M A Jamas E 3 a%sa/1 #4906



PROLDOAL, g

SOUREL D DATE

ALGGUME T LONS 1510

COsT

PRICE AND PROVISTON PASTS

FULL YLARZOTHER

TIMLESCALL

IMFLXCATIONS | Ol OTHER PROGRAAMES

OVERLAPS
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CONTACT IPOINT

en oy

100,000 naw Local authority houss starts A yaar.

"New Jobs for Pritain'(March 1987) (Infrastructure saction) L%’
"Total housabuilding is down undar the Torias by nvar 100,000 ‘ f)
a8 ysar...lhe case for restoring the housing programme tn a8
lavel which warlicr expariance shows is peartect ly faagsiblae. ..
is overwhaelming."”

Alsa “Invasting in People" (Fahruary 1987)
"We nued to inprove existing homes and build rew ones.”

Tha Raconstruction of Leritain’, TUC 1991, Endorsac in "A
Neaw Fartnership, & New Pritain' CTUC/ZLabour August 19859)
"This Lrabuilding programme]l would taoke place over the naxt 8
years. It will involve building 8 million new council houses.'

£2700 million a8 yzar (100,000 new starts at {27,000 each),

Latest 1987-88 DOE estlimate of averags vompletion costs of locasl
authority housas.

Full Year.
Full cost in first year.

S
Nat ional programme. No additional territorial iaplications.

M ¢ Petenson LG 2 1871 wh746
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CONTACT 1'OINT

Housing rehabilitation.,

"New Jobs for Pritain”(March 1987) (Intrastructurs section)

"The case...for giving loca. authorities graster Ceoacdon p lLL
and resourcss to maintain their existing stock in proper

condition is ovarvhalming."

Also: "lInvesting in Feople'(Fahraary 1987)

"Thare will bha 3 now progrannse of housabui Leling foprovensat

and repair.”

YThe Raeconstruction of Britain’, TUC 1981, (Endorsad in
"A New Partnership, A New Britain" (TUC/L abour August 190%) .
"This Lranovation programmel wou o take place over bthe nest 8
Yyears. It will involve ... renovating 200,000 enpty and
hard-to-lat council houses.”

Assuned that there would be 25,000 renovations a ysar at £12,%500
each. Majority of renovatinons woluld be tfor hard-ta-lat housing.
£310 willion.

1987-88

Full Yesar.

Full annual ;ost';ssumed in first year.

Notionasl estimate! no territorial implications.

None.

£12,%00 3 proparty is DOE’'s rough estimate of renovation cost.

M C Petenson LG 2 18/1 4746
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COMMENTS

CONTALY 101N

rieny

(ncreaae proacds spending.

"New Johs for Pritain"(March 198/7)

"Our proqgranme sete out policy for subhstantially feproving tha nation’s
roads.”" "1t alsq makes sense to invest in the Intrastructure of our roades,
CIntreastructuirs saction)

"Trvecting in Feople'" (February 1987)

Koards, schnols aned hospital all nead to be ieproved,

"Chorter for Transport” (1985)

"Lahour is determnined Lo ensure a8 selective programms of road huilding.

10 pear cent incraase over 1987-08 provision for roads (Iocal and national,
capital and current) of £3,676 million.

£370 million

198708

Full year

Ilmmediate

RSE 2

Lim E1Vlimen HE: 1 11a/1 w4718



PrUPNGAL Fupany public garvitag

SOURCE. AND DATE "New Jokhs for Britain"(March 1987)
w*mntﬂQ:MN"—~"— Yeeamaking nacaessary inprovements in the quality of services, in health, the

rersonal scocial services, education and other areas. This will provide an
addit onal 300,000 johs, principally in the public sector."(pA. Swa also ibid., P44 bkln-d("”‘f e

P 1%=146, Petter Servicas for the Nation saction)

ALBUNP TLONS 1SED Lae From tha 300,000 jobs daduct the following From othaer items in bhe
T PR f'n’.?:t-‘nl,':
NHE employses (ltem 32) 26,000

(aasums 3/4 of extra NHS
spending le pay costs, assune
some wunit pay cost as balow)

Nuraery teachers (1tem 17) 13,500
Nursery nursas ((tem 1L7) 20,000
Teashers (JTiLem 16) 14,000

73,500

Laaving 226,500 jobhs not covarad by other costings.

2. Arsume average public sector wage of £192 per week (see (tem 45), uplifted
hy LY par cant to take account of panslon and National Insurance contributiony
v L L1AB0 par year.

CosY Cost thercfore 226,500 x £11480 = £2600 million (le no allowsnce for equipment,
wpriese accomodation etc)
PRICE AND PROVISION RASIS 19070
FULL YEAR/ZOTHER Full year
" TIMESCALE 2 yaars
IMPLICATIONS FOKR OTHER PROGRAMMES Nones .
OVERLAIMS Overlaps with items 16, 17, 32 already netted off.
COMMENTS =
CONTACT "OINI 8 Kalen GEF1 6/3 HHO4HT



I funme,

¢

SUUKCE: - ) DATL

AGSUMPTIONG UsLD

CosT
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IMPLICATIONS FOR OTHER PROGRAMMES

QUERLAPS

COMMENTS

CONTACT POINT

ITEM 11 ¢(a)

Provice /75,000 adult tealnesahips For the uneams bogad,

"New Johs for Pritain', Merch 1987 :
"The training progranms will providad adult trainsaships for the Vlll—
unemnploged totalling 75,000 hy the end of the “wo year pariod.

Extra 75,000 places on olad JIS at gross public expanditure cost pae place
of £3,164. (Frograsme builds up to 79,000 places filled at any one time.)

7%,000 x 6328 = 47%m. Add 2.7%% for N.lreland (£13m) = £4800, rounded

= £490m qross. Some savings would arise on social sacurity banefit
axpanditurs., Assume 75,000 (eaxtra full year places) x L.0 (parcentaga coming
off penetit) x 50 (average number of weeks off) x £45 (average waekly
benefit saved) = £169. Additional benafit saving in N.lreland = £Sn. Total
henet it saving = £174m. Total net tharefore £490-170 million = £320 million.

1907-88 pricas and provision as in 1987-88 DE M3in Egtinabas,
Full year cost

Lyxpenditurs could build up to full year cost shown within 2 yuars.

3
Net of savings on social security banefit expenciturs.
P
% ogh)
“
» %

None.

Very unclezr what the proposal means and therefore what gross and net costs
wonlkad he,

D Riayner 1AL 3 2076 RAHNTL

e

ok,
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EA A 0 TR B

Urodact Baaad schana For deaining acdult wavep bogad provicing 100,000 placas,

“New Johs tor Britain', March 1987.

"The training programme will provida: a projesct-basad schems for training the

Adult unemployed (the halance of those at present on the Community Frogranme)

- with a lraining Flan at the haart of each project - providing 100,000 placss
at the end of two years."

Fytra 100,000 placss on Conmuni by Programms st gross pubLic espendibues cosl
per place of £4,640, sach place elso including 11 weeks’ Araining at tupical
shillcantrs rate of £92 a waek. S0 total gross cost par place £y 652 .

100,000 x £5,652 = £565m. Add 2.75%4 for N.lreland (£16m) = £581m; rounded

= £530m gross. Some savings would arise on social security banef it wxpendituce.
Assuns 100,000 (extra full year places) » 0.90 (percentage coming off

bane<it) % 50 (averans number of wesks off) % £45 (average wackly bensfit
saved) = £203m. Additional bensafit saving in N.lreland = £6m. Total

hened it saving = £20%m. Total naet cost £370m (rounded) .

1987-88 prices and provision as in 1987-88 DL Main Estimates.

Full year cost

Expenditure could build up to euxn,ﬁﬁ-r cost shown within 2 years.

)
g 1)

Nt of savings on social security benefit expenditure.
None:

Vérg unc lear what proposal measns and therefore what gross and net costs
would ha. If training assumed to covar 22 weeks rather than 11 weaks, gross
cost rises to around £685m, net to £47%m

D Rayrear IAE 3 25706 14 652

it o\




ASCUMETTONS WGED

FRICE AND PPROVIS1ON BA

FULL YEAKR/OTHLR

IMPLICATIONS FOR OTHLR PROGRAMMES

CONTACT FOLNT

LM 12

Foundation Ltralning progeanms £or 20%,000 younsg people.,

“"New Jobs for Pritain", March 1987.
"Tha training programmne will provided a foundation programme for 7%,000 P]j
e

young paeople, %0,000 of whom would otherwise have been on Y18 and 25,000 of
wham woulel have hasn unemployed .

ALL 16 ane 17 year old unemploysd school leavers guerantesd a place on 2

yaar YIS, so unlass Labour proposing compulsory antey to Y15 (unlikaly),
asaume procposal entails premnium of £500 par place on top of existing gross
cost per place of 2-year YIS for all 75,000 places,

plus existing gross cost for 25,000 of thase.

75,000 1t £500 = £30n; 25,000 x £2,700 = £468n. Total = £10bw. Acd 2.7%% for
Northern lrsland (£3m) = £109mp rounded = £110m gross. Some savings would
arise on saclial sacurity henatit expenditura. Assums 25,000 (extra full y=ar
places) x D.90 (percentage coming off beanefit) x 50 (average numher of weeks
off) % £18.50 (avarage waakly bhanaf it saved) = £21im. Additional banafit
saving in Northarn Ireland = £1im. Total henafit saving = £22m. Total net
cost, £920m rouncaed) .

1987-30 pr ces and provision 8s in 1987-88 DE Main Estimates.

Full yzar cust.

Fe

.
| {1:

KON
typenditure could butld up to full ﬁtlr cost shown within 2 y=ars.

»

S

Net of savings on social securlty benet it expenditura.
None.

Very unclea~ what proposal means and therefore what g-oss and net costs
would he,

D Rayner IAE 3 2576 RAH4LGD
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ROPOGAL, Esttanded teaining achane for 75,000 unanplogsad youny paopla Laaving school,

St e YI8 or further wducatlion.

SOUKC 1) DATE “New Johs for Britain', farch 1987. )

e T "The training programme will providae: an extended training scheme for young F
peoplea, designed £or thoss who currant by gracduate from school, the YIS or

= further education on to the dole, providing a2 further 79,000 places and 1inking OK

dire-tly to the other alanaents in our progeamnme,

AGGUMETIONS st Costing based on assumed extra ysar on YIS for 75,000 young people at gross

e e R rublic expanditure cost par filled place of €3,700 (ie gross pa costh per
Filled place of YTS of £2,700 plus extra £1,000 per place because entrants
would he older than existing YIS trainees) .

COSTY 75,000 s £3,700 = £278m. Add 2.7%%Z for Northern JIreland (£8m) = £286m5

gy roundad = £290m ¢ross. Some savings wonld arise on social sacurity benefit

expenditure, Assume 75,000 (extra full year placs) x 0.90 (percentage
coming off hanatit) x 50 (averags nueber of waeseks ofF) x £20 (avarage weakly
bencf it saved) = £60m. Additional benefit saving in Northern lreland = £20.
Total benefit saving = £70m. Total net cost £220m.

PRICE AND IMROVIGION BASLS 196780 prices snd provision as in 1987-88 DE Main Estimates.

FULL YLARZOTHLR Full year cost

TIMESCALE Expenditure could build up to full year cost shown within 2 years.

CINMPLICATIONS TOR OTHER FROGRAMMES Nzt of savings on social security benefit expenditure.

QUERL AIG " Nona.

COMMENTS -

CONTACT T'OINT D Rayner 1AL 3 2876 HAHGD
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SOUKCL 4D DATL

ASSUMPTIONS USED

COsY

PRICE AND PROVISION BASLS

FULL YEARZOTHER

VIMESCALL

IMPLICATIONS FOR OTHER FROGRANMLES

" QVERLAPS

COMMINTS

CONTACT OINT

LTEM 12

Frutend tha "0ob Releaase Schame’ Lo moen over the aos of 40,

"New Johs for Pritain', March 19687

"An axtension Lo men over the age of sixby of taa Job Relsase Scheme ' (G
(cul hack by the Tory Government) could toke up to 160,000 off the P 0\(

ansapLogment, total st raelativaly Llow cost "

josting hased on extra 150,000 JRS places. Gross public expenditure cost
e placy of ORS = £3,%77

150,000 % £3,577m = £537m. Add 2.75% for N. Ireiand (£10m) = L£5G2m;
rounter = £550m. Some savings would arisa on social security hanafit
expenditure. Assume 150,000 (extra full year places) x (.80 (percentage
coming off banafit) x 40 (avaraogs nunher of waaks off) x £4% (avarage
weekly henetit saved) = £238m. Additional benefit saving in N. lreland
= £7m. VTotal benfit saving = £24%m Total neat cost £310m (roundecd) .

1907-80 prices and provision as In 1987-80 DE Muln Estimotes.
Full ysar cost

Expenditure could build up to full year cost shown within 6 years (1993-94).

Nzt ot savings on social security benefit expenditure.

Y

None ., 4 ¢

D Rayner 18 3 2%/6G MALG2
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PROFOSAL Incraass school building, rapaler and maintanance,
SOURCE 4ND DATE "New Johs forr Britain”"(March 1987)
e e e b AR R T A "It also makes sansae Lo invast in the propaer repair ancd PIL4
maintenance of existing public buildings (particularly schools:

wherae the Audit Conmission astimates that thare is a backloy

of repairs costing £500m)" (Infrastructure ssction)

"Invaating in PFaople (Fabrasey L997)

"1t mukes good sense Lo eaploy some of the 400,000 construclion
workers unamploygad todoy to tackle the back Log of £500 million
in school repairs."

*The Reconstruction of Britain” (TUC October 1981) endorsed

in "A New Partnership, A New Britain” (August 19850

"Money should be used to repair and maintain schools and
provide new buildings. This would wean £47%0 ovar 5 yeaars.,"

ALHUMETLONSG USED £62%m over % years. £12%9m uprated from 1981-82 to 1987/-88
s ey S (i prices. £165.8m rounded to £170n.
CosT £170 million.
PRICE AND FROVISION RASIS 198788

o
FULL YEAR/OTHLR Full Yesr. o %
i o g 74 e s Y ..') :

e

¥y e
TIMESCALE Full year cost of five yaar plan.
IMPLICATIONS FOR OTHER PRUOGRAMMES i
QUERLAPS =
COMMLNTG -
CONTACT IFOINT . S Kelly HE 2 11/1 4714
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The Labour Party

150 Walworth Road London SE17 1JT
Telephone 01-703 0833 Telex 8811237 Labour G

General Secretary | L Whitty

’ z £ Hon Treasurer S McCluskie
A i"‘ H'g National Giro No 5109213
N -
)
OM/JA/cm v’ 27th May 1987

The Rt. Hon. Nigel Lawso
11 Downing Street
London

Dear Chancellor,

Yesterday morning on Election Call you appeared to
dispute the accuracy of information supplied by the
Treasury which shows that the tax burden has risen for
most families.

A caller quoted a recent Guardian report which said

" "Government figures emerged this week to show that,

even after the recent budget 2p reduction in income tax,
the burden of taxation on a family earning less than

£400 a week (which is most of us) is today higher than in
SO T

You replied, "No, that statement isn't actually
Erme "

However, the Guardian story was a report of the
parliamentary written answer from the Financial Secretary
Norman Lamont to me on 27th March 1987.

Could you explain this inconsistency? Could you
please tell me whether the information in the parliamentary
answer - which shows that the tax burden has increased for
most families since the Conservatiw took office - is true
or false?

Yours sincerely,

e Mg

Dr. Oonagh McDonald

Senior National Officer David Hughes

Organisation Director Joyce Gould

Campaigns and Communications Director /
Peter Mandelson

Policy Development Director Geoff Bish



FROM: A G TYRIE
DATE: 29 MAY 1987

CHANCELLOR

I attach a draft reply for you to send to Oonagh McDonald,
together with a copy of the original briefing and PQ.

25 Independently Peter also drafted a reply, which I attach.

s

A G TYRIE



DRAFT REPLY FOR THE CHANCELLOR TO OONAGH McDONALD

Thank you for your 1letter of 27 May in which you asked
for clarification of a point I made on Election Call and

which you apparently did not understand.

On the programme I pointed out that if the/burden of tax
inherited from Labour in 1979 was indexeé in line with
inflation the proportion of earnings ,faken in tax and
National 1Insurance contributions wogid be much higher
at all levels of income than it %é/ today. To put the
same point another way, if earn%ﬁés had increased only
in 1line with prices the burden//of tax would have been
much lower at all levels of incogé.

/ /

/

{ ;
Incomes under the Conservatives have risen well ahead

/ 3
of prices at all income levels. This means, for example,

/
/

that a married man on JAaverage earnings has seen his
take-home pay increase ,Ey 22% after taking account of
inflation. By contrast/, under Labour he was hardly any

better off. /

You cannot escape ,ﬁhe simple fact that the Conservatives
are committed to,/;educing the basic rate of income tax
to, at most, 25 pence, as part of our plans to reduce
the overall burden of taxation. Within weeks of gaining
office you re committed to raising the basic rate of

income tax tlo 29 pence, reducing take-home pay for a married

man on average earnings by £3 at a stroke.



~A

We are committed to reducing the burden of tax, building
on the achievements of the 1last Parliament. By contrast
your pledges on public spending, which have already led
you to admit to the need for an immediate rise in income
tax, would force you to impose a massive increase in income

tax for ordinary people.



RC2.79 Kopraa by clex

Line to take

1. Real take-ome pay - which is what really matters - up under this Government by
174 per cent for a two child family at half average earnings and 21% per cent at average
earnings. Hardly rose at all under Labour.

EECEme— —_—

2. Compared with jl.gtjpntm Labour income tax and NIC regime fm:rden
e —— -

of income tax and NIC down at all income levels.

3. This year's basic rate cut - benefits all taxpayers. Basic rate is marginal rate for

94 Vper cent of taxpayers of working age.

4. What is clear is that Government committed to reduce tax burden as and when prudent

to do so, and all other parties committed to increase it.
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THE BURDEN SINCE 1978-T9 - THE JACK STRAW PQ - WA 310 27 March 1987

(Articles im the Independent, the Guardian and other papers on 1 April - Press
Release by Dr Oonagh McDonald ]

Background
1.  The figures published in the Jack Straw PQ bring up to date ansvers to similar

questions after the last five Budgets. _They are equivalent to figures provided
in Budget brief D3 - particularly see Tables 4, 7 and 11.]

2% In some previous years we have not given all the figures in response to a
single PQ, cn the grounds of cost, but hsve released the information in respcase
to subsequen: PQs. The Commons research staff have then put all the figures together
in a researcz note. This year it was possible to give all the figures in respense
to a single guestion because we had more fu'ly computerised the calculations.

3. Although some of the figures have been revised to take account o? the latest
Family Expendiiture Survey and revisions %o National Accounts data, <he pattern
of the figures repeats that of previous years.

L. For thcse with incomes in a range from 75 per cent to 150 per cemt of averzge
earnings, the figures in the answer include income tax, NIC and indirect taxes.
It 1s not possible to estimate indirect taxes outside that range so figures at
half average earnings and above 1% times sverage earnings include only income ax
and NIC. Trkus it is misleading to directly compare the figures in the answver for
total tax burden of, for example, those on zverage and five times average earnings.

S The format of figures for couples with children is different from our usuzal
presentation because Jack Straw asks for child benefit to be counted as part of
gross income. We would ncrmally count it as a negative income tax (because it
replaces child tax allcwaczces still in existence in 1978-79 but abolished in
1979-80). Izcome tax and NIC as a rropor-ion of income is therefore higher t:an
we would normally quote - for example at X average earnings we would pormally say
it was 5.9 per cent in 1987-38 but it is shcwn as 16.6 per cent in the PQ ansver.



g e

.

Our normal income tax and NIC figures for a couple with tvo chiliren are:

Percent of earmnings paid in income tax and NIC - married, one earner
with twvo children .

Multiples of ! X | 1y 5
average earnings

1978-75 2.5 14.6 20.9 26.2 48.8
1986-8" 5.6 16.4 21.8 26.2 L2.9
1987-83 5.9 15.9 21.0 2L .8 L3.1
With lLabour's last 5. T 17.6 23.1 26.3 53.5
regime uprated for

inflation -

2

3.

Zncome tax and NIC burden down at all multiples compared wit: if had simply

uprateZ Labour's regime for inflation.

3urden of income tax, NIC and indirect taxes up since 1978-7¢ at all levels

of earzings for which estimates can be made.

Percentage of earnings paid in income tax, NIC and indirect taxes
(excluding rates) - married, one earmer with two children

Multiples of

average earnings E 1 1
1978-73 27.2 32.0 36.0
1986-87 30.2 3L.8 38.5
1987-88 29.5 33.8 3%.1
L.

went up in line with average' up substantially. Much smaller rise under Labour.

Peal take-home pav at 2ll multiples of average earnings (ie sssuming income

Change in real take-home pay - married, one earmer with two children

Multiple of average

earnings 5 X ; & 1%
1973-7% to 1978-T9 L2 2.0 0.6 iytm
1978-T5 to 1987-88 17 19.9 21.6 ol.1

-16.9
©35.3
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"Tax rates ‘still above pre-Tory level’

By David Hencke. £20.39

D
Westminster Carrespo

an increase from en averzZe people are paying

in2 Treasary has admitted
tmat n:ost peopre will be paying
higher taxes ‘ham when the
Conservatives (ame to power
in 1879, even after the 2p cut
in 1ncome tax :a the Budget.

On constart figures. people
farming less 1=an £400 a week
pay Tore tax gsational :nsur-
ar-e and VAT than they did i1n
1979

The figures were release late
last Friday 1n a 14-page written
Commons arswer and not
picked up by the Treasury
select commitiee when they ex-
amined Mr Nigel Lawson, the
Chancellor. on Monday. They
use constant prices so that
comparisons are possible.

A married couple with two
children and with only one
person working and earning

£11365 a week — half the-

national wage — hav: suffered
the most. They would see their
tax rise from £12.14 in 1979 to

122 per cent to 166 per cent
of their wages over the period.

A similar married couple
earning £170.48 a week — 75
per cent of the national wage
— sees their tax going up from
£46.50 to £62 43 — a rise from
32 per cent to 35 per cent of
their wages.

The figures fall substantially
only “for those earning £50,000
and " £100,000 a vear. They see
their tax fall from 65 per cent
to 51.9 per cent on £50,000 a
vear and from 744 per cent to
559 per cent a vear.

The pgovernment statistics
show that income tax rates have
fallen. But higher national in-
surance contributions, particu-
larly for those on low and
average earnings, and the doub-
ling of VAT have meant that

much m:rc in tax

Mr Jack Straw, the Labour
¥P for Rlackburn, said yester-
day: “If you take a
nurse lucky enough to eam
£170 a week, she will find that
her tax has risen from £54.24
to £68.11 from 1979 to 1987 —
with the femntue rising from
403 to 416."

Dr OQonagh McDonald, Lab-
eur’s Treasury spokeswoman,
commented : “ The Government
1s determined to mislead the
country on taxation yet their
own figures belie everything
that they say. :

* The Tories have taxed the
poor and average-earners to
benefit the rich and deliberately
rigged the tax system to line

the pockets of their rich
friends.”
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Tax cuts blow

to Mr Average, -

MOST people will still be
iosing a bigger slice of
their earnings in tax and
National Insurance pay-

ments than when Mrs.

Thatcher came to power
after the Budget's 2p tax
cut takes effect next
month.

New Treasury figures show
that families on average earn-
ings of £227 a week will stil]
be losing a higher proportion
of their wages in stoppages
than in 1979.

Burden

But people on incomes of
£454 a week, twice the
natonal average, have seen
their tax and National

burden under
Mrs Thatcher and the Budget
will continue the trend.
4mrri-dmu:;n'nhm
earning a week,
half the national average,
aid £12.14 in tax and
ational Insurance in 1979
and will fork out £30.39 from
mmw
g&ross these
oppages will have risen
122 to 16.6 per cent.

-3 %
ik

i

But a2 similar couple eam-

ing £68]1 a week. three tmes
the average wage, paid
£197.26 1n tax and National
Insurance 1n 1979 and will
Pay £222 90 from next month.
As a slice of their income, the
g:!ynments will have fallen
36 t0 34.8 per cent.

Labour Treasury spokeswo-
mar Oonagh McDonald, MP
for Thurrock. said: “"The
Government's own figures
bebe everything it is saying
In public and show that the
burden of taxation has quite
clearly gone up for those on
average and below ave-age
earnings, while it has deen

dally reduced for the
more you have, the
more you get.

““The Chancellor will no
doudet defend thig by sayi
that you do not make the
mr richer gy making the

poorer, but making the
rich :;i'cber clearly does not

nothing
ple with average or bef::
average incomes.”

Labour
slams
‘sham’
tax cut },\\

MRS THATCHER'S tax<utting
boasts have been exposed as a
sham by her government's
own figures, Labour claimed
last night

Treasurv statistics show that
even after Chancellor Nigel
[awson’'s 2p Budget giveaway,
most people still pay more
than in 1979.

For although the basic rate
of income tax has fallen from
33p to 27p in the £ since 1979,
VAT and national insurance
contributons have gone up.

Labour front-bencher Jack
Straw, said last mght “The
government's tax-cutting
claims have been exposed as
pure mooashine.™

-, Coffers

The Treasury figures, pub
lished in the Commons Han-
sard, show that a married man
with two children earning less
than £1143 week loses £8 more
un real terms than in 1979.

And Mr “Average earning
around £220 a week today, sees

£20 more 1n real terms end up -

in the Treasury coffers
through tax, national insur-
ance and VAT.

Only people on £454-a-week
and above can afford to be
grateful to Mrs Thatcher's tax-
cutting piedges.

Mr Straw said: “These fig-

ures are very damaging for the
government.”

alL
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Mr. Asstis Mitchell asked the Chancellor of
Exchequer whether be will publish in the Oficial Re,
a table showing the estimated loss of (a) income tax, £5)

Taxatioa

schemes which provide a maximum pension o530 per cent.
of eligible earnings and other schemes and the i

Mr. Norman Lamont [pursuant 10 his rep~. 23 March
1987, c. 40]: The available estimatey of the drect revenue
cost in respect of income ax are af follows:

Estmated

direct

revenwue cost

1987-88

£ mullion

Life assurance premium s10

Retirement annuity fum rebef 410

—{Of which, relief at excess of rates above the

basic rate 130)
Relief on lump sum pHayments to pensioners

(assuming relief/at the basic rate) 1.100
Relief on in t income of occupational

pension fi (assuming relief at the basic rate) 4,000

There no capital gains tax implicazons of life
assurang? premium relief, retirement annury premium
relief r lump sum payments to pensionss. and no
estijiate of the cost of exempting capital gans made by

pension funds is available.

27 MARCH 1987

Written Answers . e

The estimated cost of life assuranc: premi
given above includes a cost of about £1 :
of the self-employed and
premium relief incl

retirement annuity
of about £330 million.
isaggregaboa by type of scheme is not

Personal Income (Rates and Taxation)

Mr. Straw asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer if he
will publish in the Official Report tables showing (a) the
proportion in percentage terms. /b) the amount in current
prices and (c) the amount in constant 1985-86 prices of
personal income taken by taxation and rates for the year
1986-87, taking account of any changes announced in his
Budget statement and any prewously announced changes,
and for each of the years 1978-79, 1979-80, 1980-81,
1981-82, 1982-83, 1983-84, 1984-85, 1985-86 and 1986-87
for each level of average earnings, each category of
taxpayer, and each category of taxation and rates, in the
manner of the answers of 3 April 1985, Official Report,
column 676, 2 July 1985, Offical Report, column /12 and
of 26 March 1986, Official Report, column 530.

Dr. McDonald asked the Crancellor of the Exchequer
if he will update to 1987-88 the information on tax and
national insurance contributioes as a proportion of gross
earnings provided in his reply of 19 February to the hon.
Member for Oldham, West (Mr. Meacher), Official
Report, column 829; and if be will provide the same
information for a married ma= with an earning wife.

Mr. Norman Lamont [pursuant (o his replies, 23 and 25
March 1987, c. 42-2/6]: | anderstand that the hon.
Member for Blackburn (Mr. Straw) wishes the figures in
constant 1986-87 prices with rates for the year 1987-88.
The information is in the following tables.
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27 MARCH 1987 Writien Answers 32
’ 30 pr coni_of average male corning: '£11363 o week & 198788
: Single Morried no children Married both werting Merried 2 chidden
£ per fper  Per com £ pev £ per  Per coms. £ per £per  Per comu. £ per £ per  Per comt.
week werk of grem ek week  of grogs week west  of groes work week  of gross
1986-87 orcse 1986-87 Aoy 1986-87 ncome 1986-87 mcom
prices prices prices prices
1978-79
aoatie Hik 791 1529 1"e a2 8:ss 95 000 000 00 326 630 &3
NIC 30 584 [ 3 302 584 [ 3] 302 S84 [ 3] 302 584 59
Total 1093 2113 e 7-44 1438 160 @ 584 6 628 12-14 122
1979-80
Toriane tax 895 1494 164 520 868 95 000 00 00 520 8-63 83
NIC >S5S 593 e 358§ 593 6 355 593 ([ 2] 358 593 57
Total 12-50 2087 221 878 14-61 16-0 355 593 &S 878 14-61 140
1980-81
locome tax 11-78 1691 § e 73 10-52 12 0-00 0-00 00 7-33 10-52 99
NIC 443 636 e° 443 636 67 443 636 &7 443 636 60
Total 16-21 23:26 4= 1176 16-88 179 443 636 67 11-76 16-88 158
198182
Income tax 1395 1796 - 9-51 12:24 13-0 1-58 203 2 9-51 12-:24 11-5
NIC 5-65 127 i 565 1-27 17 565 rn 77 5-65 127 68
Total 19-60 253 Jes 15-i6 19-52 20-8 723 931 99 15-16 19-52 183
198283
Income tax 14 58 1753 H 90 11-42 12-1 048 058 0-6 9-50 1142 106
NIC 689 8-28 ) 6 89 8-28 88 689 828 88 689 828 77
Total 2147 2581 35 16 39 19-71 20-8 7-37 886 9-4 16-39 19-71 183
1983-84
Income tax 15-3§ 17-63 18- 9-53 10-95 -1 0-00 000 00 9-53 10-95 98
NIC 7-70 884 9 7-70 884 9-0 770 884 90 7-70 8-84 79
Total 2305 2648 . ¢ 17-23 19-79 20-2 7-70 884 90 17-23 19-79 17-6
1984-85
Income tax 16:18 17-69 k) 9-55 10-44 103 0-00 0-00 00 9-55 10-44 90
NIC 833 911 C R 833 9-11 9-0 833 911 9-0 833 911 79
Total 2451 26-80 Bl s 17 88 19:55 19-3 833 911 90 17-88 19-55 169
1985-86
Income tax 1705 17-60 | s 9-84 10-16 99 0-00 0-00 00 9-84 10-16 87
NIC 893 922 9¢ 8-93 9-22 90 7-%4 778 7-6 393 922 9
Total 25-98 26-82 6 18-77 19-38 189 7-54 7-78 7-6 18-77 19-38 166
1986-87
Income tax 17-92 17-92 ‘68 10 S6 10 56 99 0-00 0-00 00 10-56 10-56 87
NIC 9-60 9-60 37 9 60 9 60 9:0 6-62 6-62 62 9-60 9-60 79
Total 27-52 27-52 iy 2016 2016 189 662 6-62 62 20-16 2016 167
1987-88
Income tax 18-09 17-39 o) 1098 10-56 97 0-00 0-00 00 10-98 10-56 86
NIC 10-23 984 s 1023 984 90 7-05 6-78 6-2 10-23 9-84 80
Total 28-32 27:23 R B fd | 2039 187 7-05 678 62 21-21 20-39 16:6
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73 pev comi. of average mals carnwny: "170-48 ¢ week in 199" 88)

Single Married o children Marred both working Married 1 children
{ pw £por  Por com. £ per £ per  Per com. £ per L per  Pev comt. £ pev Lper  Per com.
sask wesk o gress week week  of gross woed wosk  of gross weak week  of groms
1986-87 weowe 1986-87 incoms 1985-87 com 1986-87 BacarRz
prices prices prices prices
1978-79
lacome tax 1556 3008 24 1207 2334 173 528 1021 76 10- 2088 14:S
NIC 4352 874 (3] 452 874 63 452 874 (4] 45 874 &0
VAT (B, ] 3-46 26 1-66 320 24 20 389 29 181 3% 24
Other indirect €19 11-96 89 713 13-78 102 820 1585 s 692 1338 93
Total of sbove 28905 5425 403 2537 49-06 36S 20-01 3363 287 2408 450 322
Domesuc rates 233 4-61 34 238 454 34 289 558 4\ 237 458 32
Total 3044 5885 437 2112 $3-60 398 289 26 329 2642 5109 354
1979-80
Income tax 19:15 2863 209 1340 22:3 163 617 . 10030 75 13- 40 20 149
NIC $-33 890 6 533 8 90 6S 533 8-90 6S 53 8-90 59
VAT 333 555 41 303 S 06 37 3-62 604 44 337 563 37
Other indirect 704 11-76 86 802 13-38 98 9-16 15-30 112 7-87 13-14 B ]
Total of above 32858 54-83 01 29-78 49-70 363 24-28 0-53 29-6 2998 50-04 333
Domestic rates 284 47 35S 279 465 34 342 -7 42 2:81 470 31
Total 3569 59-57 438 3286 5838 397 210 o624 338 2™ 54-74 364
1980-81
Income tax 2163 3104 219 1719 2467 174 9-26 1329 94 17-19 24-67 161
NIC 665 9-54 67 665 954 67 6-65 954 67 6-65 9-54 62
VAT 409 586 1 377 £l 38 ‘u 637 4 410 588 38
Onher indirect 826 11-86 %4 939 13-47 95 10-66 15-31 108 918 1317 86
Total of above 40-63 58-31 412 3700 5310 375 3102 451 315 3712 5327 347
Domesuc rates 3n 532 ¥ 362 519 37 437 628 44 3-65. 5-24 34
Total 434 63-64 450 2061 5829 412 3539 5079 359 a7 $8-52 381
1981-82
Income tax 2489 32:04 -5 204S 2633 187 1252 16-12 11-4 20-45 26-33 171
NIC 848 1092 *32 848 10-92 77 8-48 10-92 77 8-48 1092 71
VAT 435 5-83 41 411 5-30 38 480 618 44 455 5-88 33
Onher indirect 9-61 12:37 38 10-89 1401 99 12-38 1554 113 10-80 13-90 91
Total of above 47-51 61-16 434 4393 56:55 401 3819 916 349 “4-7 57-00 3711
Domestic rates 4-56 5-86 42 445 573 41 5-43 699 50 450 51 38
Total 52-06 67-02 "6 48 38 6228 442 43-62 5615 399 4877 6278 409
198283
Income tax 26-39 3173 24 21-31 25-62 181 12-:28 14:76 10-4 21-31 25-62 16'S
NIC 10-33 12:42 S8 10-33 12-42 88 10-33 12-42 88 10-33 12-42 80
VAT 468 563 40 425 s-11 36 501 602 42 474 570 37 -
Onber indirest 1001 1204 85 1139 13-70 97 13-04 15-68 110 1127 13-55 87
Total of above 5142 61-81 436 47-28 56-85 a1 @068 48 88 M4 47-66 57-29 369
Domestic rates 498 599 12 489 5-88 41 601 13 51 494 5-94 38
Total 5640 67-80 478 5218 6273 442 4667 S6-11 39-5 5259 63-23 408
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‘ 73 per cent. of average mals vornings (L1704 o wesk in /1987-88)
it Single Married no children Married both werking Married 2 children
£ per £per  Per conu. £ per £ per  Per comy. £ per £per  Per comu. £ per Lper P cou.
ek woek of gross + week week  of grogs wenk week  of gress ek week  of gress
s-87 o 1986-87 Reosng 1986-87 incommr 1986-87 Fos g
prices prices prices prices
1983-84
Iacome tax 2318 n» 290 2238 25-67 174 1205 1384 94 238 25-67 159
o NIC 11-54 1326 90 11-54 13-26 90 11-54 13-26 90 11-54 13-26 82
VAT $-20 597 4 475 545 37 563 647 44 53 609 RS |
Otber indirect 10-95 12:58 | B ] 1248 14-30 97 432 1645 -2 12-31 1414 8
Total of above 55-87 6413 436 51-09 5868 393 O 54 5001 339 51-%0 59-16 37
Domestic rates 504 57 39 496 57 39 609 700 48 s 5n 36
Total 60-91 ©-9 15 $6-05 64-39 R 563 $701 387 69 6493 3
1984-35
Income tax 30-06 3287 312 la 2561 169 186 1297 L X B 2561 154
NIC 12-49 1366 90 1249 1366 90 149 1366 90 1249 1366 L B
VAT 6-22 680 49 5-88 643 42 682 7-46 49 63 682 41
‘1 Other indirect 11-61 12-69 84 13:22 14-36 935S 1528 16-67 1190 13-12 14-3§ 36
Total of above 60-38 6602 435 5502 60-16 397 %42 5076 335 s 60-43 o4
j Domestic rates 534 584 38 5-25 574 38 643 703 a6 533 583 3s
Total 6572 7186 474 6027 6590 434 28 5778 381 60-60 66-26 »9
1985-86
Income tax 3194 3297 hd 8. 2473 25:83 166 2901 12-40 81 2473 25-53 152
NIC 13-40 13-83 90 13-40 13-83 90 191 1229 80 13 13-833 32
VAT 6-90 712 16 6-51 672 44 7 795 52 (3 *3 7-04 42
Other indirect 12-:24 1263 R 1394 14 39 94 628 16-80 109 139 14-23 8s
Total of above 64-47 6656 433 58-58 60-47 393 9% 49-44 322 5874 60-64 31
Domestic rates 573 592 39 565 584 38 897 7-20 47 571 5-89 3s
Total 7021 ~2-48 ek 64 23 6631 431 N87 56-64 369 6445 6653 »6
1986-87
Income tax 33-39 3339 2009 26-03 2603 16-3 301 13-01 81 2603 2603 i49
NIC 14-40 14-30 90 14-30 14-30 90 312 13-12 82 14-40 14-40 $3
VAT 7-44 744 47 698 698 43 117 817 s1 7-25 7-28 42
Other indirect 13-28 13:25 83 1498 1498 9-4 582 17-52 109 1491 1491 36
Total of above 68-48 68 48 428 62-40 6240 390 s 82 51-82 324 629 62-59 359
Domestic rates 6-44 644 40 6-34 634 40 ~ 81 7-81 49 637 637 37
Total 7493 ~4-93 68 68 74 6874 429 =63 59-63 373 68-96 6896 »6
198738
Income tax 33-44 32-15 196 26-32 25:31 154 373 13-20 81 -26-32 25-31 142
NIC 15-34 75 9.0 15-34 1475 90 198 13-44 82 15-34 14-75 33
VAT 816 785 48 7 60 731 45 176 8-42 51 782 75 42
Other indirect 13-90 13-36 82 1558 1498 91 212 17-42 10-6 15-46 14- 84
Toul of above 70-84 6811 4i 6 64 84 62 34 3840 3= 33 52-48 3290 64-93 6243 3Fi
Domestic rates 704 677 41 689 662 40 146 813 50 6-90 663 37
Total 77-88 7438 45" 71713 68 97 42 €04 60-62 370 718 65 »s

Si2:b
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‘ 100 pev cont. of average mek sowwing: (227 30 a werk in 1987-88)
Sogir Merried no children Married both working Marred ) children
£ por £ pov  Per cowmu. £ per £ per  Per com £ pev £ per  Per comt. £ per £per Per comt.
vk wosk  of gross week week of prems werk week  of gross week wert  of gross
1906-87 income 198637 incemw 198687 income 19863~ income
prices prices prices proes

1978-79 ¥
Income tax palyol “9» 250 1973 3814 B 1232 2382 133 18-46 e 138 \ '}15
NIC 603 1166 &S 603 11-66 (3] 603 11-66 6S 603 1166 62 )
VAT 246 476 27 r 1 438 2 2T 537 30 243 40— 25 \\i/\ oy
Other indirect 754 1457 81 843 16-40 * 9-8 18-35 10-2 791 15> 17 N
Total of above 928 75-88 423 36-61 7078 »s 30-62 59-20 330 3482 [ 3} 356
Domestic rates 287 5-56 31 270 $-23 29 308 595 33 21 $» 28
Total Q12 8143 454 39-32 7601 Q4 3370 65-14 363 3761 R o /" 384
1979-80
Income tax 25-38 4232 232 21 60 3606 98 1416 2364 130 21-60 3606 18-4
NIC 710 1185 6S 710 1185 &S 710 11-85 6S 710 1nas 61
VAT 460 71-67 42 436 728 40 $-01 8-36 46 45 TS 39
Other indirect 8-67 14-48 U 965 16-11 8 10-69 17-84 98 913 1524 78
Total of above 4572 76-32 418 Qn 71-30 »1 36-96 61-69 338 42-36 b | 361
Domesuc rates 343 3 31 322 5-37 sy 3-65 609 33 333 §sS 28
Total 9 1S 8205 450 4593 76-67 <o 40-61 67-78 372 4563 %2 389
1980-81
Income tax 31-49 45-19 240 27-08 3882 X6 19-11 27-43 145 2705 b o 19-3
NIC 887 12-73 68 887 1273 (3 887 1273 68 887 12733 63
VAT 5-65 8-10 43 5-41 776 +1 613 8-80 47 $-52 92 39
Other indirect 10-21 14-66 78 11-33 16-27 36 12-44 17-86 95 1070 1538 76
Toul of above 56-22 80-68 428 52 66 75-58 a1 4655 66-81 354 s2:13 R o 37-3
Domesuc rates 451 6-47 4 420 603 S 4-67 671 36 434 €3 31
Total 60-73 87-16 362 5686 8161 433 51°23 73-52 390 56-47 8108 404
198182
Income tax 3584 46-14 246 31-39 3041 b4 B3 23-46 30-20 16-1 319 041 202
NIC 11-31 14-56 78 11-31 1456 T8 11-31 14:56 78 11-31 14 %6 73
VAT 629 8-09 43 596 7-67 41 671 864 46 614 *391 39
Other indirect 11-87 15-28 81 13-15 16:93 90 14-44 18-59 99 12-54 1614 81
Total of above 65-31 8407 “s 61 81 79-57 34 5592 71-98 383 61-39 s 394
Domestic rates 5-54 714 38 517 665 35 5-80 746 40 534 83 34
Total 70-85 91-21 186 6698 8622 49 6171 79-45 423 6673 8550 423
198283
Income tax 3819 4591 243 3311 3981 ML) 2409 28-96 153 -133:1 ¥l 197
NIC 1377 16-56 87 13-77 1656 87 1377 16-56 87 137 1656 82
VAT 6-50 7-82 41 616 7-41 39 698 839 44 6-40 6 38
Other indirect 1238 14-88 >4 13-74 1652 87 15-16 18-22 96 13-09 1573 78
Total of above 70-84 8517 450 6678 80-29 als 60-00 72:14 381 66-36 L 2k ] 39-4
Domesuc rates 605 NG 38 5-67 681 36 641 7-71 41 5-85 743 3
Total 7689 92-44 488 7245 87-10 20 66-41 79-84 422 7221 73 v 429
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‘ Mpu.dwntﬁlaﬂ-..nﬂhm&.}
Single Mearriod s hiides Merried both werking Bevied ] chiidren
£ por £per  Por comt. £ pov Epwr  Pov comu. £ per Epor  Pev comt. fpwr £pevr  Pev comu.
woslt wosk  of gress ek wet  of gress ok wost  of grems et wosk  of grems
1908-87 taceser 9657 b 1986-87 oy 1986-87 bncoms
prices pres Pprices prices
198394
lacome = 4100 4710 24-60 3518 041 206 2488 2353 143 383 4041 192
- NIC i1$» 1768 90 15 178 *0 1509 1768 0 1= 1768 34
VAT 720 *n 42 (24 A U &0 7% 896 4% 2 818 39
Orber indwrect 1358 1557 79 1502 17 [ 2} 1665 19-13 »7 113 1643 78
Total of shove 14 8861 451 T2-44 8321 4924 6472 7438 379 e 20 k3]
Domesa s &1 7403 36 $74 e 4 [ 746 38 s «n 32
Total £-26 95-64 487 78-18 2 ) 457 na 81-80 4146 T 952 425
1984-85
Income tax 4393 4303 237 373 L o | 202 371 213 139 b8 | 4073 188
NIC 1665 18:21 90 16-65 1821 90 16-6S 18-21 90 16€* 18-21 84
VAT 829 907 oS 814 % 44 27 10-14 50 | B ] 961 44
: Other indwrect 1432 15-66 77 1593 e 36 1768 19-33 96 1538 1660 77
Total of sbove 932 90-97 4590 7803 8531 422 69-33 75-81 375 T 8520 393
Domestx rates 648 708 3 608 645 33 &8s 749 37 [ 89 32
Total .’ 67 9805 485 8410 91 % 455 7618 83-30 412 84 9209 425
1985-86
Income tax a633 43-34 236 39-62 0% 200 26-90 2n 136 »< 40-90 187
NIC 1787 18-45 90 17-87 1345 90 17907 1762 86 s 1845 84
VAT %20 9-49 46 9-01 X 4S5 10-35 10-68 52 * 97 45
Other indwrect 1510 15-59 76 1679 17-33 8-S 1M 19-38 9 15% 1647 75
Total of above 500 9187 s 8329 859 420 7309 7545 368 on 8571 391
Domestic mases 694 147 3s 6-53 64 33 741 7-65 37 [ ) 696 32
Total 9594 9904 433 89-82 L 7588 ] 453 80-50 83-10 40-6 95 92:7S 423
1986-87
Income tax 4336 4386 229 41-50 41-% 194 2848 2848 13-3 418 41-50 182
NIC 1921 19-21 90 19-21 1921 %0 17-50 17-50 82 19> 19-21 84
VAT 954 994 47 9N 87 45 11-16 11-16 52 [ ] 10-33 45
Other indurect 1641 16-41 7574 18-14 18-14 85 20-38 20-38 95 17-% 17-36 76
Total of above 442 9442 4“2 88-56 838 56 41-5 T7-51 77-51 363 Ba 83-40 383
Domestic rases 7-81 7-81 37 7-33 733 34 832 8-32 39 7-54 7-54 33
Towal 24 102-24 479 95-89 9588 449 85-84 85-84 402 9554 95-94 422
1987-88 -
Income tax «T73 4690 21s 4167 4007 183 2907 2795 12-8 416 4007 172 37 D
NIC X466 19-67 90 20-46 1967 90 18-64 1792 82 2046 19-67 gs/ '/
VAT H-94 10-52 43 10-62 [ ad 47 1208 1161 53 11-2¢ 10-81 46 > I Z,‘
Other indirect 17-31 16-64 16 1897 1824 83 21-20 20-38 93 18-13 1743 75
Toxal of abowe 9748 93-73 429 %N 8820 404 80-9% 77-87 356 91-% 8§7-98 378
Domestic tases 856 823 38 79 16 3-S5 903 869 40 L 2 ] 788 34
Total -0 10196 467 9-72 9522 439 90-02 86-56 »6 %N 9586 412
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130 por cont. of averag: wai’> emrnings (£340-93 ¢ wesk b 1987-88)

Singis Mered o childran Married both working Married 2 children
£ pow Spovr  Pev comu. £ per fpov  Per com. £ pov £ per  Per comt. £ pev £ per  Per comt.
L wesk o grem woek wosk of grews 3 week  of gresms woek week of grom
1905-87 incam 1908-97 income 190887 Reoy 1968-87 treom
prices prices prices prices
-
locoms tax %33 7449 07 3504 6774 282 64 5344 199 nn 652 234
NI 7% 1508 56 7-30 1508 56 905 17-50 (2] 7-80 1508 4
VAT 3 747 28 386 7-48 28 2 20 30 n 719 24
Orher wdirect 10-36 00 74 1131 2187 81 ns 18 36 997 1»77 &9
Toswl of sbove 6035 11706 433 5301 1215 417 5290 102-28 330 $5-28 106-82 kL B )
Dommsoc rates 3% 793 23 348 6-66 28 344 665 28 366 789 28
Tomi 6445 124-60 463 61-45 11881 4\ 5635 108-94 405 5392 11391 408
197330
lacome tax 4174 6-67 28'S 3799 63-41 232 3058 5100 186 379 63-41 22-1
NIC 378 1466 54 378 14-66 s 10-66 177719 &S 78 1466 sl
VAT 7 12:14 44 717 1198 44 7-76 12:96 47 696 11-61 40
Other mdirect 12-11 2021 T4 13-10 21-86 80 13-70 287 84 1178 19-66 69
Towi of above 690 11668 426 67-04 11191 409 6267 104-62 382 65-51 109-38 381
Domsstic rates 47 784 29 413 690 2$ «» 684 28 4 7-38 26
Tom 74-60 124-52 455 7118 118-81 434 6677 111-45 407 91 11670 407
198831
Income tax 51-20 7348 2690 4676 67-11 231 k' § o] $5-71 197 4676 67-11 27
NIC 11-14 1599 $7 1114 15-99 $-7 13-30 1909 &7 11-14 1599 54
VAT $93 12-81 45 885 1271 45 9-51 13-65 48 850 12:19 &1
Other mdirect 14-31 20-54 73 15-43 218 78 1600 22-96 81 13-89 19-93 &8
Tocai of above 85-58 122-82 434 82:19 117-95 417 7163 111-42 394 80-28 1152 390
Domestic rates 620 8-90 31 5-42 7M™ 28 L D4 157 27 5 831 23
Toe 91-78 131-72 466 87-61 125-74 445 8290 11898 421 8607 123-53 419
198: 42
Income tax §7-T2 74-30 264 53-28 6859 243 4535 58-38 207 53-28 68-59 233
NIC 15-S0 19-95 71 15-50 19-95 71 16-96 21-83 17 15-50 19-95 68
VAT 992 12271 45 9-T8 12-58 45 10-52 13-54 48 9-44 12-16 41
Other mdirect 1654 21-29 7-6 17-83 2295 81 18-55 23-88 8s 16-14 20-77 71
Tow of above 99-68 128-32 455 96-38 12407 490 91-33 11763 418 94-36 121-47 413
Domestic rates 7-58 976 35 665 8-56 30 653 3-41 30 709 912 31
Toumi 107-26 13808 4590 10303 132-63 47-1 9791 12604 447 101-45 130-60 44
196233
Income tax 61 80 74-30 262 5612 68-19 240 a1 57-38 202 5672 68-19 239
NIC 19-28 2314 82 19-25 23-14 82 2066 24-34 83 19-25 23-14 78
VAT 10-25 12-:32 43 10-10 12-14 43 10-92 13-13 46 9-80 11-78 40
Csher mdirect 17-24 2073 73 18-56 2-32 79 1940 23-32 82 1682 202 (2]
Towl of above 108-54 130-50 460 104-63 12579 443 BB 11864 418 12-9 123-34 415
Domestic rates 324 990 35 726 873 31 720 8-66 31 713 929 3
Tomi 11678 140-40 493 111-89 134-52 474 105-88 127-30 4“4 110-31 13263 4“4
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. 130 por comt. of @77-=7w male carnings (£340-93 ¢ wesk bb 1987-98)
Singie Merriad no children Married both werking Merrind 2 chitdren
£ por Lpow  Por com. £ pr Lper  Por com. £ por Cpor Ao comt. £ per £per  Por comt.
e wosk of grem st wosk o grem ok wosk o grem sk wosk  of gress
196787 oo 1905-87 IRcomg L= 198087 ircenzs
prices prices prices prices
1983-84
lscoms txx &%4S 7356 260 [ g &) 2y 37 5053 804 197 ©00 oy 26
NIC 21118 4 2 218 e 2 B0 w0 *0 211 %> 74
VAT 11-36 1305 44 n-a 12299 &4 12:14 1398 47 10-90 12-.82 41
Other mdivect 1895 21-7% 74 2034 bax ) 79 21-33 U | 3] 1893 217 [ 2]
Total of sbove 1810 13566 w0 11354 13042 “3 10109 12391 At N 12788 as
Domestxc rates 3 99 33 736 848 29 13 3 28 788 9@ 29
Total 12648 145-25 ®3 120-90 13887 41 114-33 131-% 446 119-16 136-87 “3
198425
Income tax 7168 7838 258 6508 7113 234 534 58-43 193 6505 7113 24
NIC 2-50 24-60 81 25 24 60 | 3| pIE ] 27-31 90 2-50 24-60 77
VAT 1263 13-80 48 1286 14-06 46 1417 15-50 s 14-13 15-45 49
Orher mdirect 1999 21-85 72 2159 23-61 78 25 24-64 81 1947 21-29 67
Total of above 12679 138-63 457 122-00 133-% 440 11817 12593 415 12118 132-47 417
Domestic rates 88 9-67 32 7-80 853 28 7 841 28 833 911 29
Total 13564 148-3) 439 129-80 141-92 L2} 1286 134-34 443 129-69 141-58 4“5
1985-86
Income tax 76-60 507 251 69-39 7163 233 56-67 58-50 190 #» 7163 23
NIC 2385 2462 80 2385 2462 80 26-80 2767 90 2385 462 77
VAT 1402 14-47 47 14:26 1472 8 157 162 $3 1560 1611 50
Otber indirect 2111 2119 7 278 2351 76 2380 2487 30 2051 2117 66
Total of above 135:58 13996 B[ 13028 13449 a3 129 1269 43 12935 13353 418
Domestc rates 9-43 97 322 838 865 28 830 857 28 392 921 29
Total 14506 149-75 487 13865 14313 466 131-28 135-53 “\ 138-27 142273 L2
1986-87
Income tax 7981 79-81 249 72-45 T72-45 26 59-42 59-42 186 T72-45 T2-45 217
NIC 2565 2565 80 25-65 2565 80 2881 2881 90 2565 25-65 77
VAT 1518 15-18 47 15-41 15-41 48 1691 1691 53 16 167 50
Other indirect 2303 2303 2 2476 2476 77 25-86 25-86 81 pol ] 26 67
Total of above 143-68 143-68 4“9 138:26 138:26 432 13100 13100 09 137-38 137-38 411
Domestc rates 10-63 10-63 33 9-42 9-42 29 932 932 29 10-00 10-00 30
Total 154-36 154-36 482 147-68 147-68 461 140-32 140-32 438 147-38 147-38 4“1
1987-88
Income tax 547 76-41 233 72-35 &-57 212 59-76 57-46 17-5 72-38 6957 204
NIC 26-55 25-53 78 26-5S 25-53 78 30-65 29-51 90 26-55 25-53 7-5
VAT 1681 16-16 49 1701 16-36 50 18-47 17-76 54 1843 17-n 52
Other mdirect 2451 23-57 2 2615 25-14 77 27-13 2609 80 23-78 286 67
Total of ahove 147-33 141-66 432 14207 136-60 417 13695 130-82 »9 141-15 13§- 397
Domestic rates 17 11-32 38 10-33 993 30 10-14 9-75 30 1095 10-53 31
Total 15811 152-99 %7 152-39 146-53 447 146-19 140-57 Q9 152-11 146-25
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. 309 pov cont. of s age mals earaings (£45460 ¢ work n NE"88)
Singile Married no children Merried bosk working Merried 2 children
£ pov fpr P cou. £ pev £per  Per comu. £ per Lpewr  Per comi. £ per £ per  Por comt.
o wost  of greas ek wesk  of grems work et  of grems week week  of gross
199687  rome 1906-87 incoine nes-47 incowr 1986-87 incem
prices prices ey prices
978-79
acoms tax 474 1058 95 5031 9765 72 Q93 004 21 ®08 9489 257
NIC 7-80 1508 42 7-80 1508 42 1206 3N &S 7-%0 15-08 &\
Total 62-54 120-91 337 58-31 1”9 -4 55901 LM 296 5688 109-97 38
197980
Iscome tax 58-53 97-70 268 54-% 90 249 4693 -3 21-8 49 90-79 240
NIC s 1466 0 7 14-66 40 1421 3n &S 7 1466 39
Tocal 67-31 112:36 -8 6317 105-45 289 6116 0o 230 63-17 105-45 279
1980-81
Iacome tax 7291 104-64 77 6699 9%: 14 25§ 5853 $4-00 23 66-99 96-14 247
NIC 11-14 1599 42 114 1599 42 17-74 346 63 11-14 15-99 41
Total 8405 120-63 120 7813 112:13 297 7627 18946 290 7813 112-13 288
1981382
Income tax 8504 109-47 291 78 59 101-17 269 6801 rss 233 8-9 10117 261
NIC 1550 19-95 53 15-50 19-95 53 261 311 77 15-50 1995 sl
Total 100-54 129-43 345 9409 121-12 322 90-62 11666 311 94-09 121-12 312
198283
Income tax 89-27 107-33 84 82 50 99-19 262 71-31 =73 27 82-50 99-19 253
NIC 1925 2314 61 19-25 2314 61 27-54 a1 87 19-25 2314 59
Total 108-52 130-47 45 101 78 122-33 323 98-85 11§84 314 101-78 1233 312
1983-34
Tocome tax 94-99 109-11 278 7 100-19 25-S 76-18 s 223 87-22 100-19 246
NIC 21-18 2429 62 21-15 2429 62 30-78 3536 90 2118 2429 60
Total 11614 13341 40 108-37 124-48 319 106-96 -8 313 108-37 124-48 306
1984-85
Iacome tax 102-96 112-58 9 ] 9412 102:91 254 81-3 R ] 290 94-12 102-91 246
NIC 22-50 2460 &l 250 24-60 (3] 33-30 3441 90 22-50 24-60 59
Total 12546 137-18 139 11662 127-51 318 114-53 1223 310 116-62 127-51 304
198 5-A6
Iacome tax 110-68 114-26 279 10107 104-34 255 8645 ”»2u 218 10107 104-34 246
NIC 2385 U462 60 2385 24-62 60 573 ¥ 90 2385 2462 58
Total 134-53 138-83 339 124-92 12896 315 122-18 12¢13 308 12492 12396 304
1986-87
Iscome tax 11637 11637 =3 106-22 106-22 249 90-37 %37 21-2 106-22 106-22 241
NIC 2565 2565 60 2565 2565 60 38-41 341 90 25-65 25-65 58
Total 14202 14202 33 131 87 131-87 309 128-78 1273 302 131-87 131-87 299
198788
Income tax 11922 114-63 262 107 90 103-75 237 90-45 837 199 10790 103-75 230
NIC 26-55 25-53 8 26 58 2553 58 4091 %34 90 2655 25-53 b
Total 14577 140-16 L O 134 45 12928 296 131-36 12631 289 134-45 129-28 287
?
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‘ 200 por cont. f everage male carnings (853199 ¢ wect b 198783
=S Married no chiidren Married both werking Merried 2 chiidren
4 por Spor Pevcom. £ por Lper  Per com. £ por Lpor  Per cont. £por Lpor Powoeam
vk wesk of prom weak wosk  of gremy ek wosk  of greas weat week  of pem
es-37 fmcomy 1966-87 Rromy 190587 trcome 1986-87 s
pricas prices prices prices
1978-79
Iscoms tax 129 %N 370 9654 19664 347 o8 14898 77 % 18218 n2
NIC 780 1508 28 790 1508 28 04 208 (¥ 790 1508 N
Total 11060 21400 %8 10434 20172 378 <O 17306 331 10243 19726
197950
Incoms tax 10683 7332 326 10058 16789 307 oCe 1 %5 10058 16789 9
NIC 7 1466 27 87 1466 297 % 388 53 n 14-66 26
Total 1HS61 19298 353 1936 18288 334 WY w2 07 1093 18238 ns
198081
Income tax 13340 19146 338 12599 18082 320 W 14695 260 12599 13042 33
NIC 1114 1599 28 114 1599 23 2 3126 s-$ 114 1599 2
Total 14454 2744 367 13713 19681 48 17 1782 IS 13713 19681 360
198182
Income tax 1551 19973 354 14776 19019 38 1@ 15117 268 14174 19019 B
NIC 15-50 1995 3$ 15-50 19-95 3s p. %7 3762 66 1559 1995 3$
Total 17065 21968 390 16324 21014 373 &% 1589 335 16324 21014 3%
198283
Income tax 163-55 19663 346 15509 18646 328 123 14945 263 15509 18646 21
NIC 19-28 314 4 19-25 2314 41 x7 402 76 1925 2314 «
Towal 18280 29T 387 17434 369 16 19247 339 1744 20960 31
1983-84
facoane tai 17376 19999 339 16405 18344 320 133 15312 260 16405 18344 312
NIC 2118 2429 e 2115 2429 41 »4 45-51 77 21418 2429 ™
Total 19491 2389 380 18520 21273 1 IR 19863 337 18520 21273 353
1984-35
Income tax 13339 2653 340 17784 1944S 20 €T 15676 258 1T 19445 313
NIC 2-5 2460 4 2:50 24-60 41 ca 46-45 17 1% 24-60 e
Total 21119 3iie 331 20034 21905 361 13535 20321 335 20034 21908 383
1983-86
Income tax 20347 2004 342 19145 19764 321 15354 158-50 258 19145 19764 3¢
NIC 2318S 262 40 2388 2462 40 TS ) 4675 76 2385 2%4-62 34
Total 2132 Déees 332 21830 22 362 188 20528 34 2530 26 83
1986-87
Income tax 2749 ma 40 20473 20473 320 1604  160-54 251 20473 20473 313
NIC 25-6S 2565 0 25-65 2568 40 av 447 76 2568 2568 39
Total 24307 2047 330 23038 23038 360 293 20924 327 23038 23038 382
198738
Income tax 234 2m k6 0S61 20737 316 161 = 15510 237 2561 073 34
NIC 2655 %53 39 2655 25-53 39 sim ®13 7.8 26-55 2553 3¢
Total 25539 24536 s w2 2329 35 212a@ 20424 30 24222 23290 344

m
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300 pev coni. &/ ovevage mals carmings (£1.136 30 & wesk i 1987 )

Singiy Marrisd ne childres Merried bosh werking Merried 2 chilkden
fpw fpr Per con. £ pow Lpor  Percom. £ por Epovr  Por com. £ por fpor P come.
el wesk  of grems ol wosk o grem ok wosk  of grem wag wosk  of grems
19%08-87 fcpamy 1908-87 Swonm 1965-87 ey 198687 imvene
prices prices prices prices

1978-79
Imcome tax pe 22/ 45312 0 2644 437" 483 15763 30473 340 22358 4320 477
NIC ks 1508 -7 780 1508 7 1560 3016 34 7-80 1508 17
Total w7 468-20 $2:2 2424 452-97 50$ 17323 33491 373 2138 428 ®3
197980 S
Income tax posg | 37605 412 21778 363-53 »: 165-36 7602 303 21778 363-93 »3
NIC L 2 ] 14-64 16 Bt } 14-66 14 17-58 2930 32 t 5 ] 14-66 14
Total 34689 390-70 Ly} 22656 by Bt 4as 15291 305-32 23S 2656 nis 409
198081
Income tax m% 401-54 4926 270-89 38878 412 206-31 29610 314 709 33878 07
NIC 1114 1599 17 11-14 1599 117 boly. | 3198 34 11-14 1599 117
Total %092 417-53 “) 28203 40477 429 39 3z 48 28203 0477 4924
198182
Income tax I3 41616 443 31439 404-72 431 24018 309-19 329 J4e» 40472 425
NIC 159 19-95 21 15-50 19-95 21 3100 %91 42 15-50 1995 21
Total 3373 43612 464 329-89 42467 452 271-18 34509 372 ky. 2 ) 42467
198283
Income tax e 411-21 43S 33187 399-00 422 252-82 303-96 321 331-87 399-00 416
NIC 1925 23-14 24 19-25 23-14 24 33-50 4629 49 19-25 2314 24
Total 6123 434-36 459 351-12 422-14 446 2132 350-25 370 35112 2214 449
1983-84
Income tax 34Q 418-60 426 is2-n 405-22 413 268-78 308-70 314 is2-m 05-2 407
NIC 2118 242 25 2118 24-29 25 42-30 4359 4+ 2118 U3 24
Total 8557 442-89 451 37392 429-51 437 31108 357-2 364 31392 329-51 431
198485
Income tax 9@ 43351 429 33321 41900 a4 318 3912 36 38321 41900 03
NIC 2m 2460 24 250 2460 24 4500 20 9 20 460 24
Total 413% 458-12 453 405-71 44361 439 33686 368-13 364 405-71 443-61 432
198586 =
Inscome tax a1 “1407 430 41285 426-19 416 3416 32431 7 412-38 426-19 410
NIC bag o] 2462 24 2385 2462 24 470 9-24 43 2388 U8 24
Total 451-n2 4650 453 43670 450-81 “40 361-86 373-55 365 4367 450-81 434
1986-87
Income tax 461-» 461-9 432 “616 44616 418 3339 3339 313 446-16 4616 413
NIC 2565 2565 bR | 25-68 2568 24 51-30 $1-30 438 2565 2568 24
Total 4378 43704 454 471 81 47181 442 33509 38509 361 47181 47181 436
198788
Iscome tax a9 47451 44 47765 459-31 290 34306 33467 306 47765 459-31 415
NIC %5 25-53 23 2655 2553 23 5310 5106 &7 2655 25-53 23
Total 52045 500-04 458 504-24 48484 444 «Ql-16 35 n 353 504-24 45424 48
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700 pur ca. of overage male cuivgs (£).99]- 19 o wosk & i)

Sy Merried no chitivan Merrisd Begd eerbing Bevmd I chiidan
£ por Sper  Por com. £ por Lpor  Poreoy. £ por £p0r P com. fpw Lpwr  Por com.
wask wesk  of grem wouk wesk o grogs wask wout  of grom et wesk  of grem
198687  jncosm 190687  ncomg 198687  prome 1906-87 =23
pricas pricss pricey prices
————— — e — —_—
19787
Incoms 183 e e %6 MR na se-2 M4 S8 e M TS 5713
NIC 74 1508 12 790 1508 12 1560 3016 24 79 1508 12
— — R
Towl B4 0w 08 3612  T46% B4 28604 35301 “0 3y 0N 8-S
197990
Incoms tax 35644 9458 66 34394 024 se 16 N6 334 N w4 45
NIC 7 14-66 1 s 1466 I 17-58 aad 23 ST 1466 1l
——
Toul ¥ w0964 77 3T w2 6 21 A1 377 3sIm w2 463
1980-81
ecome tax G146 2744 476 42857 61508 466 33737 48419 %7 4857 61508 462
NIC 11-14 15-99 12 114 1599 12 23 3198 24 11-14 1599 12
Towal 4360 64313 48 971 Q10 78 35965 51617 » N &1 744
198182
Income tax 836 641sS 488 43947 63010 79 39380 50695 B6 @@ 010 471-S
NIC 1550 19-95 1S 15-50 1995 1S 3100 3991 30 15% 19-95 -5
Total 51386 66150 503 50497 65006 94 4240 54635 46 50497 65006
198283
Income tax 53091 63830 482 52075 62608 413 414 9809 3764 52075 62608 4638
NIC 1925 2314 17 19-25 2314 17 38-50 %2 3s 19-28 214 17
Total 55016 66144 499 54000 649D 490 45279  s4438 a1 00 mn 43S
1983-84
Income tax 56562 65430 476 557197 64092 466 43942 50475 367  S5197 64092 461
NIC 2118 %2 18 2118 2429 18 4230 4859 3$ 2118 %9 17
Total 5077 67360 94 S92 6652 a4 Q12 55334 02 ™12 &S 4719
198485
Income tax 61848 67625 478 60521 66174 467 47308 274 39 60521 66174 463
NIC 20 2460 17 250 2460 17 4500 920 3s 20 2460 17
Total 64058 7003 495 62771 6364 485 52308 57194 0W4e 2771 a6 430
198536
Lo wx Se7 63697 479 651085  6T208 49 _ S1561  snn 371 65105 6208 464
NIC B3 46 17 2385 2462 117 41 524 34 385 46 17
Toul = - B TR 496 67490 667 46 56331 581-51 ©S 6749 @671 41
" 198687
Income tax n€ N147 40 124 MU 470 55504 55504 312 MU Mu %66
NIC 25-6$ 2568 17 2565 25-68 117 51-30 $51-30 34 2568 2565 17
Total 312 74312 ©7 2189 2189 47 0634 60634 06 219 T2189 433
198788
Income tax %26 76T a2 75048 2187 472 9051 617 371 15045 72187 467
NIC 2658 25-53 17 2655 2553 17 $3-10 5106 33 2635 2553 -7
Total 7281 762-30 98  7T7T00 74710 48 6361 61384 S 77700 74710 484
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1,000 por c-.4t. of average waiy oarnings (4227300 @ week i 55799
Single Marrisd = chiidren Married bosh werking Merrted 2 chiidren
£ pov Lpor  Per comt. £ pov Epor  Pev com. £ per £ por  Per com. £ pw £per Per com.
el wosk  of grees week weat of grom week wesk  of gross ot wosk  of grem
1908-87 g 47 o 1908-87 o 1906-87 s
prices e prices prices
1978-7
locoms == 1817 1,195:13 &5 6093 LI% 16 657 47502 %33 s1-2 @WER 1,171 6590
NIC 780 1508 0s 780 1508 o8 15-60 30-16 17 " 1508 oS
Total 62s97  1,21021 67-$ 61719 1.3 663 490-62 943-56 529 e 115707 658
197930
Tocome mx 553-18 923-39 50-6 345-68 no-87 »9 45385 757-58 418 usa 910-87 96
NIC F 2 14-66 (12 ] 78 1466 os 17-55 29-30 16 L 3 14-66 o8
Total 56196 93804 S1-4 554-46 7552 507 47190 T86-88 431 55446 925-52 504
198031
Income wx 67398 96730 S13 66509 9454 S06 56128  805-SS 427 65 95454 503
NIC 11-14 1599 08 114 1599 (12 ] 228 31-98 17 1114 1599 (12 ]
Total 8512 98328 $2:1 676-23 092 1S 583-56 837-52 44-4 D 970-52 st
198182
Iocome = 760-98 979-62 $2-2 752-09 %3 13 51-S 646-55 832-32 4“3 5289 968-13 s1-2
NIC 1550 1995 -1 15-50 19-95 1-1 31-00 991 2-1 1+ 19-95 (8]
Total Tr648 999-58 53:2 767-59 %13 526 677-5S -2 464 7679 9313 523
198283
Income 31423 97892 517 80407 96671 St 684-37 822-80 435 80447 96671 507
NIC 1925 2314 12 19-25 31 12 38-50 %29 24 1925 314 12
Total 83348 1,002-02 530 823-32 %985 523 T2-87 86908 459 23 989-85 s19
1983-84
focome 2 $7742  1,00786 513 B6STT 9443 50-6 73098 83965 427 86577 99448 50-3
NIC 21-1§ 2429 2 2118 2429 1-2 42-30 4859 25 2118 42 1-2
Total 98-57 1,032:16 52'S 88692 101378 519 773-28 888-24 452 88692 101373 51-S
1984-85
Income 95148 1,040-36 S1-4 93821 140585 50-7 794-52 868-73 429 93821 1,0258S S04
NIC 2-50 24-60 1-2 250 2460 12 45-00 820 24 2% 24-60 12
Total 97398  1.064-96 526 960-71 1.050-45 519 839-52 91754 454 96071  1,050-4S 516
1985-8¢
Income = 1,02-77  1,05581 SIS 100835 1.080-93 508 855-61 883-25 431 1,00835 1,04093 504
NIC 23-85 24-62 12 23-85 2462 1-2 47-70 9-24 24 238 2462 -2
Total 1,006-62 1.080-44 527 1.032.20 1.065-5S 520 903-31 932-50 455  1,0322@ 1,0655S Si1-6
1986-87
Income 1,101-9  1,101-9 S16 10863 10836 09 92278 IR 432 1,0863% 1,08636 506
NIC 2565 2565 12 2565 2565 12 51-30 51-30 24 2545 2565 1-2
Total L,127-24 1,127-24 28 111201 1.1:201 521 97408 97408 456 1,112491  1,11201 518
198788
Income txx 1,17540  1,130-17 SLY 115959 1.11497 S10 98699 94901 434 1198 111497 507
NIC 2655 25-53 13 2655 pu 5 -2 $3-10 5106 23 2655 25-53 12
Total

120195 1,15570 29 118614 114050 522 1,040-09 1,00007 458 1,184 114050 519
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2.66C per com o everage maie carnings (£4 54600 a wrck N 196788)

Stgis Mervisd me children MeTisd eoik werking Married 2 chiidren

£ por Lpor  Por com. £ per fper  Per com.. £ por fper Porcam £ per Lper  Per comt.
mook wesk  of gress o wosk  of grom weak wek o prem werk week  of grems

1908-87 cems 1986-87 bscoms 1986-87 ey 1986-87 icwg
prices prices prices prices

978-79
lmcoms tas 138841 26847 48 1M 2667 43 1L,236M 2907 @é 137644 2,661:1) 740
NIC 7-80 1508 04 7-80 1508 04 15-60 3016 (2] 7-80 1508 04
Total 19621 269938 752 18743 2682)7 748 125194 242043 €3 138424 26721 744
7980
Income tax 1, 20898 201807 553 1.0148 200558 550 110635 1.84676 N6 120148 200555 S48
NIC 78 1465 04 in 14-66 04 17-53 293 5 78 14-66 04
Total 121776  2,032-73 557 121026 202021 554 1,12390 1,8760S St4 121026 2.020-21 582
1980-8/
imcome tax 1,462:38 2,098 81 556 145349 208608 553 134795 193458 SI3 145349 208605 551
NIC 11-14 1599 04 14 1599 04 223 3198 5] 11-14 1599 04
Total 1.473-52 211479 56-1 186463 210204 557 137023  1,966-5S £ 1,464-63 2.102-4 556
o8]-82
Iscome tax 1,636-:38 2,106 54 561 162749 209510 558  1,521-95 1959-23 22 162749 209510 556
NIC 15-50 19-95 0Ss 1£50 19-95 [ 3] 3100 3991 It 15-50 19-95 [ 3]
Total 1.651-88 2.126-50 566 169 211505 563  1,55295 1,999-14 532 1.64299 211508 561
98283
Iscome tax 1,758-63 2.114:35 SS9 1447 2.102-13 555 1.628-45 195784 1T 1.748-47 2.102:13 553
NIC 19-25 2314 06 1§25 2314 0-6 38-50 4629 1-2 19-25 pARY ) 0-6
Total 1.777-88  2,137-49 565 1.6 T2 212528 562 1,66695 2,004-12 539 1,767-712 212528 560
983-84
Imcome tax 1.903-42 218639 557 189177 217301 553 1,75485 201574 S13 L8177 217301 551
NIC 2118 2429 06 st @1 24-29 0-6 42-30 4859 Ligd 21-15 2429 06
Tocal 1.924-57  2.210-69 563 191292 219731 559 L7971 2.064:33 2S00 191292 219731 557
198435
Iacome tax 206148 225404 SS7 204821 223953 554 1,902:96 208071 S14 204821 2,239-53 552
NIC 2-50 2460 06 2% 24-60 06 45-00 4920 2 22-50 24-60 0-6
Total 208398 227364 563 2071 2.264-13 560 19479 212992 24 207071 2.264-13 558
198586
Imcome tax 221377  2.2853% 558 219%3S 227041 554 204554 2,111-63 SIS 219935 227041 55-2
NIC 23-85 2462 06 2388 24-62 0-6 4770 49-24 V2 2385 24-62 06
Tocal 223762  2,30992 § 564 222320 229503 560 2.093-2¢ 216087 527 222320 2,29503 558
986-87
Iscome tax 238199 238199 558 236676 236676 555 220318 220318 516 236676 236676 55-3
NIC 2565 25-65 06 22465 2365 06 51-30 51-30 12 2565 25-65 0-6
Total 240764 2407-64 s64 239241 2.392-41 561 225448 225448 528 239241 2,392-41 559
88788
Iscome tax 253520 24414 $59 15219 24269 555 235079 226033 517 252339 24269 553
NIC 26-55 25-53 06 2655 25-53 06 53-10 51-06 1:2 26-55 25-53 06
Total 256575 246702 64 254534 245182 561 240389 2311-39 528 254994 245182 559
Notes to Tables

hmmpnymmmabahudonmemunpuoumxmumumnmmmrdﬂs:pnfmmmemmm Earners, including working
wrves, are assumed to pay class. | National Insurance coninbutons at the contracted in rate. The figures for National Isurasce coatributions are financial year
aerages.

X Average carnings are taken to be the average gross week earmings of all full-ume males on adult rates with pay unaffecasd by absence. The levels of average
earmings in each year are as follows:

£ per week

19731 92-80

1979-80 109-30

1980-81 131-40

1981-82 145-90

1982-83 157-40

. ' 1983-34 171-00
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£ por wosk

13509
198-%
2130
nn-»

atl | 1

¢ Aznmlag pewd of 1983-86.
? Assemlag growd of ::: 1986-87.

3 mm“ﬁbﬂnhwmdhw-ﬁd.wmhmwwiha—a
that the joint sarnings ase eplit betwess busbumdd and wile = the rasio 60: €0,
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1l DOWNING STREET
WHITEHALL SWIA 2AB

1 June 1987

Dr Oonagh McDonald
The Labour Party
150 Wwalworth Road
LONDON

SE17 1JT

Thank you for your letter of 27 May. I am happy to explain why
I said on "Election Call" that the burden of tax on a family
earning less than £400 a week is lower than it was in 1979.

The basic facts are not, I trust, in dispute. Since 1979 this
Government has raised the starting point for Income Tax by
22 per cent more than inflation, and cut the basic rate of
= il Income Tax by 6 points from 33 per cent to 27 per cent, while
H¢ &vm\ raising the 1eve1 of the employee's National Insurance
f&rmt?bud- contributions by 2} points from 6% per cent to 9 per cent(wth

e radposd over wlio m for therz on lower inceraa),
““x,,~ Taking all thes ogether, and considering a family man on
average 1978-79 earnings - which of course were substantlally
less than £400 a week - whose income had subsequently risen in
line with inflation, we find that his tax burden is down by
nearly a sixth - from 20.9 per cent of income to 17.7 per cent
{ of income. That is a substantial reduction. gghere would
still be a reduction even if changes in VAT and other indirect

taxes are full accounti’

The plain fact is that the real take home pay/of the average
earner, after tax and National Insurance, has risen by
21.6 per cent more than inflation since 1978-79. That
compares with a rise of only 0.6 per cent during the whole of

the last Labour Government.

S——

In short, the combined burden of income tax and National
Insurance has been reduced at all income levels under this
Government. People only find themselves paying more tax if
their income has risen in real terms. C#mj@wqb‘ /Y, [kéﬂA,
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Thank you for your letter of 27th May. I am happy to explain ZJZﬂ

| $20) pnn sl

earning less than £400 a week is lower than it was in 1979.

/%hat the burden of tax on a family

Tax by 22 per cent more than inflation, and cut the basic rate

Y ;
of Income Tax (from per cent to 27 per cent, Ee—has—atso Lﬂuﬂl

VAN~
i the level of the employee's National Insurance contributions

Q_ '/1 o*(\-)?
rom 63 per cent to 9 per cent. :
and con51der1?g a famlly man on

91%-79 [ NG Fyrr o ik - |
average) earnings/whose income haqﬁfif§§;:::i:f:z§ffh 1nflat10n/
since—4+978—79., we find that tax b own by nearly

a sixth - from 20.9 per cent of income to 17.7 per cent of

cgtl’ne. That is a substantial &ifferences VL’QL»J/AA ﬂﬂf’ W
nduch n~ G o [/‘-c-yh A-. VAT mu /L.JMUL faxd as
| i

“Phe real take home pay of the average earner, after tax and

National Insurance, has im=femet risen by 21.6 per cent more

Taking all these together,

ol

than inflation since 1978-79. That compares with a rise of(U?G

: Wiy
per cent during the of the last Labour Government.

n shw,
he combined burden of income tax and National Insurance

has been reduced at all income levels under this Government.

Pfqvf/ak&f%um e Fa . T

‘ e ZLLJ' Wt N aed frrud,

29th May, 1987 -



C.
BURDEN of TAX

Ly T Q@WWWWEMW veron o bhe
erhy & Oemagh MS Dondld |

2. lan Scdtbv o wunnle belrs anowers your cp.wé“mvmlyka/
bk el b boern, crbodiy oo, B apand.
Wowover, T bhore vo o choar (ichivre ¢ i aome cases the
ol uden b Mo bk s fo b p S
|6 wodd Yohs some tame by okt Lo ol bhe Fgoaes ke

ok what ' happoneq . Revane of dilBrences m witbed, |
don' L ik Stow and Eaven con ’”W""I‘M‘LM%'

L\Wav.fﬁw(%[ ameWﬂngw‘/
on a M/QM OC?W (Adew .

7/{ /}///

[.C.




o La g
- ,
i SN G gl A\'\}Y‘&k—f o Aae ﬁu'\?
R S e SO GR ) SR VT
g\ S RER
54’).'\\, IV /T;"’“(./o-)."\.x-\
J »)
Rl
e o ;Lh i . /\/ ‘ \ ! k ' } ////) P
M [V v VG Fnrshds 1Ca2)
e U
: T ( » ’ ~
o By f;m SN JE Oy Ul b))

A~ g >

[ l N A I‘ 4
e 00 hua Tl WAS, - AR T TR Tl e

3

i N (N 5 e

E

eglntne > U

-

.PQ‘M

\/Axd/»- i 4 Wt A

NITe + VAT £ Nuo &l

17T

(F e Wi+

po sl
- R Y W o S AL 37

s

aMM« T bl % AT GEE . B Ih

Wl

IA\FV R
7 d

\

ps




Sl AT, - N pe e

SN 1 S AR’ TIITRI L e s esEUR

Il DOWNING STREET
WHITEHALL SWIA 2AB

3 June 1987

Dr Oonagh McDonald
The Labour Party
150 Walworth Road
LONDON

SE17 1JT

bor

Thank you for your letter of 27 May. I am happy to explain why
I said on "Election Call" that the burden of tax on a family
earning less than £400 a week is lower than it was in 1979.

The basic facts are not, I trust, in dispute. Since 1979 this
Government has raised the starting point for Income Tax by
22 per cent more than inflation, and cut the basic rate of
Income Tax by 6 points from 33 per cent to 27 per cent, while
ending the trivial reduced rate band and raising the level of
the employee's National Insurance contributions by 2% points
from 6% per cent to 9 per cent (with lower rates for those on
lower incomes).

Taking all these together, and considering a family man on
average 1978-79 earnings - which of course were substantially
less than £400 a week - whose income had subsequently risen in
line with inflation, we find that his tax burden is down by
nearly a sixth - from 20.9 per cent of income to 17.7 per cent
of income. That is a substantial reduction. There would
still be a reduction even if changes in VAT and other indirect
taxes are fully taken into account.

The plain fact is that the real take home pay of the average
earner, after tax and National Insurance, has risen by
21.6 per cent more than inflation since 1978-79. That
compares with a rise of only 0.6 per cent during the whole of
the last Labour Government.




In short, the combined burden of income tax and National
Insurance has been reduced at all income levels under this
Government. People only find themselves paying more tax if
their income has risen in real terms. By contrast, the Labour
Party is committed to a substantial increase in taxation for
all taxpayers, even on existing incomes.

T

NIGEL LAWSON




3645/19

FROM: A G TYRIE
DATE: 24 JUNE 1987

CHANCELLOR SOAVIA /\ \ . cc Chief Secretary
/\\ ~fﬁ Financial Secretary
/ \ %J e[' Economic Secretary
\ ?J Paymaster General
X Mr Cropper

According to Tribune, extract attached, the result of the

Labour Shadow Cabinet vote will be announced on 8 July.

2 As you said at Prayers this will still leave Mr Kinnock

discretion on the distribution of the portfolios.
35 You may also be interested to see Tribune's estimate

of the increase in the number of Left Wingers and Stan Newens'

explanation for his defeat (at the hands of Gerry Hayes!)

Aur
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shadow Cabmét
ections set

for early July

THE Labour Party Ieadershlp
is moving quickly to give the
Shadow Cabinet a new look
following the general election.

Flections for the Shadow
Cabinet will talke place in the
first week of July rather than
in October. Nominations for
the post of Chairman of the
Parliamentary Labour Party
and Chief Whip will open on
June 18, and close on June 25.
Voting will be open until July
1, when resnlts - will * be
announced. Shadow Cabinet
nominations open on June 25,
and close on July 1. The results
of the Shadow Cabinet vote
will be announced on July 8.

Some members of the pre-
sent Shadow Cabinet, includ-
ing Denis Healey, are expected
to stand down, and Neil Kin-
nock is known to want to make
other changes.

The election has brought 69
new Labour MPs. Most of the
new intake are on the Left,
about 35 being reckoned as soft

‘Left, 20 as hard Left. There are

now about 135 Left MPs. A
substantial number of the new
Scots MPs are expected to join
the Tribune Group, and there
are likely to be more joint
members of the two groups.
The Campaign Group held a
meeting for new members in
London last Saturday, but

. someé probable members were

still in their constituencies, and
did not manage to attend; the
Tribune Group was due to
meet 1n Westminster on
Wednesday, as we went to
press.

There will be pressure for
the new strength. of the Left in
the PLP to.be organised behind
a joint slate for the Shadow
Cabinet elections. Previous
attempts at joint slates have
failed because of the Campaign’
Group’s ' insistence that all
members of both groups should
record their votes to ensure
that they backed the whole
slate. Tribune Group MPs indi-
cated this week that a joint
slate would be possible, or a
fall-back position where each
group nominated candidates
for fewer than the full 15 Sha-
dow Cabinet places..

Labour’s new - Shadow
Cabinet is expected to look
closely at changes in the pro-
jection of policy in the light of
Labour’s poor performance in
London, the South East and
the Midlands.

George Foulkes, Right-wing
MP for Carrick, 'has already
blamed Labour’s failure to do

S

better in the south on some
Labour councils’ policies ' on

ethnic minorities and gays and

lesbians. But the -effect on
Labour’s result - of -pulicies,
~couneils and - personalities

which came under sustained
media attack in the campaign
was not so easy to deduce from
the election figures. ~

Some of the biggest swings
to Labour in England were on
Merseyside; Labour gained the
onc rcmaining Tory seat iu
Manchester. In Birmingham,

where hostilities between the.

Right wing Labour leadership
and its Left-wing critics were
shelved for the campaign,
swings to Labour were mainly
under 3 per cent. In Coventry,
the biggest swing, 5 per cent,
was to Militant supporter Dave
Nellist, 2 per cent more than in

- the other seats in the city.

In London, there were

-'swings to Labour in Lambeth,

Camden and Islington, where
the Tribune Group’s secretary,

Chris Smith, held his seat with.

a majority up from 1 to 2 per
cent. But Labour lost votes,
and seats, in London, with b1g
swings against the party in
Ealing and Waltham Forest,
where newly elected Labour
councils levied large rate in-
creases in April. The success of
Labour’s first black parliamen-
tary candidates was marred by
the fact that, with the excep-
tion of Keith Vaz in Leicester,
they were elected desplte
swings against  them, after
“Tory caﬂdldates played the
race card.

The social changes of eight
years of Thatcherism were a

. common factor to many seats

in the South East or where
_Labour did badly. Oonagh
MacDonald lost her seat in
Thurrock and Stan Newens
MEP, who failed to win back
his former seat in Harlow, said
that the combined eﬁ”ect of
council house sales, and the
sale of shares in nationalised
industries, had changed the

attitudes of former Labour vo-

ters.
There have been major

. population changes in the past

four years in Battersea, where
Alf Dubs lost his seat, and
Putney, where - Peter - Hain
failed to win. More than 10,000
new voters have moved in to
Battersea since the last elec-
tion, evidence of the Tory coun-
cil’s housing policies, which

. drive out Labour voters by sell-

ing whole estates.to pnvate
developers.
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