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NOTE OF A MEETING BETWEEN MRS THATCHER AND THE 1922 EXiSCUTIVE

COMMITTEE AT 4.15 P.M. ON TULSDAY, 11 NOVENBEK 1975, TO DIGCUSS
D“VOLUPION

Present: Liras Thatcher I'r Edw: rd duCann
Mr William Whitelew 3ir John Hell
Mr Humphrey Atkins Mr Charles liorrisnn Officers
lir Brysent Godman Irvine
Mr Philip Goodhart

Sir Paul Brysan Miss Betty Hsrvie Anderson MY ‘John ‘Bif'fen

Mr Peter 'Tordern lr David Valder Mr liark Carlisle
Mr Kenneth Baker Mr Peter Rees Sir Bernard Bruoine
Sir Nigel Fisher Mr Neil Merten Mr Walger Clegg

Mrs Thatcher snd I'r Whitelsw opened the meeting by outlining the
issues, There were two alternatives, to keep the present
constitution or to move to s federal system. The latter must mesn
a reduction in the number of Scottish “embers of Purlisment.

Mr David Walder ruised the electoral dangers of doing too little.
There might be a case for .usemblies for Jcotlend, Wales, and lingland
with some powers, but we did not want unothetr tier of Government.,

He would like to know our position on Proportional Repr:sentet on.

Nr Peter Hordern thought it vas not the time for s change. It
seemed ineppropriate to be contemplating devolution in a yeur when
we had finally decided to stay in theé Luropean Communities,

Sir Paul Bryan was not in avour of a move to devolution. A Ocottish

Assenbly of sny kind was very dengerous and would act ss a sounding
board for the 3NP.

Mr Merk Carlisle w.uld prefer to do nothing, if possible. The
immediste reaction to the Governuent's proposal for executive pover
for Scottish Assembly shuould be a reduction in number of Scottish

Members of Parlisment,

Mr Philip Goodhart Thought it would be difficult to do nothing without
a referendum,




Mr John Biffen The controversisl side of the issue related to

Scotland. There was a good measure of agrc<ement on Wales,
England did not went regionalism. The positive case for union
needed stating. He wse opposed to executive powers or direct

elections,

lir Peter Rees spoke as a Welsh Unionist representing sn knglanh sest
He did not feel we should be bound ©Y¥ the Home Report. Tactically
‘we should say we were only prepared to discuss the matter in a
federal context. This would bring out all the difficulties,

Mr Kenneth Baker thcught it ineviteble thet some form of Scottish
Assembly would emerge. There must be a handbrake outside the
House of Commons, but the ..z ewbly should not have power to rsise

money .

Mr Cherles Morrisonsaid that the majority interest wss agoinst
devolution. We should do as little es poassible. With an
improvement in the economy the problem would diminich,

Sir Bernard Braine thought that any step down the roud to separstiom

was a mistake, Nevertheles:, GScottish feelings could not be ignored
¢nd the proposals in the Home Report should be adopted but no unore,

Miss Harvie Anderson said the rpoblem was how to devolve without

dumeging union. She questioned whether the Governmentlls Bill would
get through. There was political adventsge inbeing the only

party to come out firmly in support of union and this wes better than
sppecsement.,

Sir Nigel Fisher thought we should st:nd four-square behind preserving

the union.

Mr Neil Marten thought we choi'ld stand fast and give nothing.




In disamssion the following matters were raised,

Were we committed to a directly elected Asusembly?® Miss Harvie
Anderson ssid the I'r Buchansan-Smith's commitment was made the day
ef'ter the decleration of the poll in October 1974, and therefore was
no commitment.,

The Asvembly wes likely to be of a different politicel complexion tc
to the United Kingdom Perlisment and this would make difficulties.

Mr du Cann proposed thet there should be a new Party Commitice

to deasl with constitutionsl nstters, chsired by Mr VWhitelaw,

Copy to: MNrs Thstcher
Mr Whitelaw
Mr Pattem
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