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STUDY GROUF_ON DEVOLUTION
Interim Report

We have not Finished our work, but in view of the
Scottish Conference on 15th=17th May I Felt that my
colleagues would wish te have this interim report on our

. discussions to date.

The Study Group of vhich I am Chairman consigts of
Mr Alick Buchanan-Smith, Mr Nicholas Edwards, Mr Ian Gilmour,
Mr Maledm Rifkind, Mr Gecrge Younger, and three academics,
Professcr Ivor Gowan of the Department of Politics at the
University Collage oF Wales, Mr Nevil Johnson of Nuffield
College, Oxford, and Professor Thomas Wilson, Professor
of Politica: Economy at the University of Glasgow, It has
met three times, and reached certain provisicnal conclusions.

Wales

We have agreed in efPect that we should stick to the
line taken by Mr Peter Thomas at the Welsh Conference at
Llandrindod Wells on 15th June 19374 and in the House of
Commons debate of 3rd-4th February 1975.

In Wales there ig absclutely no widespread demand For
a directly elected Assembly, legislative or executive. The
great majority of the population realise how closely their
interegts are tied up with the rest of the United Xingdom,
ard do not want any radical change. For this reason we doubt
the wisdom of the Govermment's proposals, which pose immenge
practical problems. We propose, instead, to increase the
powers and functions of the Secretary of State for wales and
ensure that Wales' share of the UK budget is spent in accordance
with decisions taken in Wales and the Welsh OFfice; egtabligh
a nev Select Committee of Welsh MPs entitled to meet in
Cardiff as well as Wegtminster; and strengthen the functions
of the Walsh Gouncil and reconstitute its membership so that
the majority will ba elected from the new County and District
Councils. All this is as in our last Election Manifesto.

We are agreed, however, that we should try to put
¢lethes on our idea of the Welsh Council, i.e. be more precige
in what we propose; and that we should think in practical
terma zbout what additional powers we would give to the
Welsh Secretary.

Scotland
gcotlang

At our last meeting we agreed that before discussing the
electoral gystem or the powers to be devolved it was
necessary to have a clear view of the typs of Executive to be
preferred. .

We were at first drawn to the idea of the Committee~type
Executive, becausa:

Jaev (@) it would
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(a) it would not be 3o stroag against the
Secretary of State and the UK Govermment,
and would thus reduce the rigk of conflict,

and

(b) it would give greater participation to
minority parties.

We concluded, however, that the analogy with local
government is a doubtiful one and that there were other
digadvantages:

(a) itv is difficult to ireat 2 law-making body
in the same way as a county council

(b) once an Assembly exists, it is difficult to
impose on it the way it should organise
itselF

(¢} the local government structure would tend o
give more power to the Civil Service

(d) it would have little political appeal

Wa then discuased the alternative generally put
forward, the Cabinet system. Here we came up straight away
against the problems ¢reated by the establishment of 2 strong
Executive, particularly in the special circumstances of
Scotland, with the congtant rigk of clashes with the Centypal
Government and the danger ¢f adding fuel to separatist
feeling, Although to some extent financial limits couwld
ensure that the Executive kept on the right lines, we had to
face the fact that conflicts could arise where it would be
necessary to use the power of veto. In terms of practical
politics, such a solution couwld only cause trouble, It
seemed 1o us clear that the oppertunity of a clash would He
much less under the Douglas-Home proposals, where the
Scottish Executive would coasist of the Secretary of State
and the other Scottish Ministers. Moreover, we felt that
the current proposals of the Government go so far down the
road of devolution that it will be very difficult to resist
further preasgures which might well lead to total separation.

We then considered the question of a separate Scottish
Executive from a purely Party point of view. There isg
little doubt that this could cause a major ruction within
the Party: many would say that we had gone too far, and
would be intensely unhappy about it. There is also the
danger of forgetting that we are an Opposition Party: there
are no political advantages for us in coming out with detailed
Propgsals; our role at the present stage is rather to provide
gengible criticism of the Governmment's proposals.

At the game time we felt that if we are to criticise we
should have a fairly clear idea of what we should do ourselves,
in terms of potential responsibility, and that there were
strong arguments For standing broadly on the bagis of the
Douglas~Home proposals, which geared the Assembly in with the
Westminster leglslative process.
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The advantages of this course are:

{a) it would give us consistency, and an
independent position as an Upposition.

(b) it would be consistent with our position
over Wales.

{¢} it would be regarded by the Party as a
very acceptable position.

{d) it is as near ® we shall ever get to wiiting
the Engilish Party and the Scottish Party,

(e) we could make a virtue of the fact that
Parliament at Westminster would be supreme.

{f) we shouid be in a position, if the Assembly
were not working well, to come Forward with our
oyn more workable proposals, with a chance of
winning support on any swing back in Ffeeling.

The main disadvantage of adopting this position is that
the media will denocunce it as inadequate and out oF date.

To attempt to meet this criticism we conszider that it
will be necessary to add certain features to give the
Douglas-Home propesals a new iook, e.g. the bleck grant;‘
(already in our Manifesto) possibly proportional represdhtation,
and direct elections (provided Por in the original
Douglas—~Home proposals, but not in our last Manifesto}.

Bafore putting this interim report forward I thought it
advisable to ask Mr Buchanan-Smith and Mr Younger to sound -
out the reactions of our Scottish members, on an individua}l
and informal basis. In generd, they support our views. . The
following is the relevant extract from Mr Buchanan~-Smithts
reporti

"Thera is quite clearly a very considerable degree
of worry about the danger of the devolution proposals
of the Government. It is strongly felt that these
Proposals go too far down the road towards separation
and should be regerded with great suspicion.

We are also confirmed in the views we expressed at
our last meeting that the starting point for our
policy should be the Douglas-Home Committee proposats
modified by what we put forward at the last election.

Added to that we should, cf coursa, graft on direct
elections. 2-~-——.._..._
Peihibotr .

The position therefore now appears more clear as to
how our Policy Committee should now proceed. I still
have personal regervations regarding the political
impact of what we might be proposing. There is little
doubt that it will come under very severe criticism
From the media but our colleagues appesr tO be prepared
to accept thig in the interest of our policy being
right constitutionally. There is no doubt in my ming
that 2 great deal ¢f work will have to be done in
presenting our proposals and in convincing informed
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opinion that we are on the right lines. At the
same time, with the techhical assistance vhich is now
available to us, it cught to be posgible to put more
attractive clothes on the skeleton of the proposals
w2 had at the last election.”

At the Scottish Conservative Party Conference in May
it iz suggested that wesbould hold our hand on our own plans,
and concentrate on exposing the danger of the Goverrmment's
proposals.

If my colleagues agree with these interim conclusions,
I suggest that the Study Group should next proceed to
consider the Douglas-Home proposals more closely and come
forward with more detailed plans based on them.
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