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THE CONTROL OF TIAIGRATION

(& paper by Mr. Whitelaw)

1. A%t the 1976 Conservative Party Conference nt Brighton I said
it had now become necessary "to follow a policy which is elearly
designed to work towards the end of Immigration as we have scen

it in these post war yearg.! The proposals contained in thig
paper are designed to fulfill thet commitment: first, t¢ bring
about & mignificant reduction in the rate of immigration and
secondly to give the public an assurance which they have previously
never had, that there im a finite control on the numbers coming iw,
both overall and in eny specific year. It is my belief that this
control and reduction of eniry rates will have & beneficial effect
in alleviating widespread public anxiely and will thus reduce a
major ceuse of strain on good race relsbtions in Britain. 1t is
obviously of the highest importance that our proposals be publicly
presented in this light and that in all our public atatements
involving race gueations we sStrongly emphasise our dedication to
the cause of gocd rece relations and our belief in egual treatnent
for ell citizenes under the law.

2s There are doubts zbout many of the statistics of imigration.
Many figures are aveilable but there is st presenat no way of dis-
covering accurately the scale of commitment vhich Britain has under—
teken either to UK passpert holders in East Africa or more import-
antly, %o wives and children of those who were settled in Britain
on January ist 1973. The annual statistics rrovide a fairly detailed
breakdewn of immigrants by category and very detaile¢ breakdowns by
nation of origin. But the interim statisties are less detailed and
separate figures on certain categories of immigrants, particularly
some dependants, are irrecoverable, As Appendix sets out global
figures on immigration — both thoge eccepted for settlement on
arrival and those who have been in the United Kingdom and are latsr
accepted for settlement on revocation of time limit.

3« POLICY BACKGROUNDz THE COMMITMENTS

Any revision of policy must take into account firm commitments given
to cerfain classes of immigrants by the Conservative Party and
Conservafive Governments in the past. These ares-

(1) Yo _the UK passport holders in East Africa admitted under
The Speclﬁ _en%ry VOUGher BChems Tor heads of household
since the passing of the Commonwealth Immigrants Act 1968,
In 1968 the Conservative Party issued a statement support—
ing "phasing the entry of these imnigrante in the light of
the social conditions existing in Britain” (213t Pebruary
1968; Shadow Cabinet statement). After the Immigration
Act 1971 came into force, Lord Carr, then Home Secretary,
atated on behalf of the Congervafive Party that he accepted
Tabsolutely an ultimate responsibility e take in our pass~
port holders in & eontrolled and orderly manner under the
voucher system" (Hansard, 21st February 1973, col 584),

/eeesh year ago
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A year age the Franks Committoo Report {pova. 47) estimated the
total number of these pasepori holders in East Afrieca, including
dependants, as 38,000. 4 further 7,000 have since been admitted,
The present net TiflUre should therefore have been sbout 31,000
entitled to ultimate eniry into the United Xingdom. But there
can be no certainty that all thoee entitled to entry under the
Special Voucher Scheme are included.

Immigration from East Africa has been on a declining irend., Iess
then half the evailable entry wouchers were taken up in 1977.
Problems could arise however in the event of a political crisis in
an East African country and the sudden expulsion of the Asisn com~
munity. We have stated in the past that Britain could not again
accept & burden of tha_’g‘ t&PG on the Ugendan scale (Hansard, 5th

.(I:i:;’ 1976, col 96’?)- . c‘l)'u\,f&al}\\

"The (immigration} rules shall be soc framed that Common~-
wealth citizens settled in the United Kingdom at the com=—
ming inte force of this Act {sc. 1.1.1973) and their wives
and children are not, by viriue of anything in the rules,
any less free to come in%o and go from the United Kingdom

. than if this Act had net been passed®, (is. subject Lo
entry c¢learance alone),. .

The number of heads of household ordinarily resident in the United
Kingdom on 1st Jauvary 1973 who are not yed officimlly mooepted for
settlement in the United Kingdom must now be gmall. There is, hov-
ever, no way of knowing how many dependents of these ssttlers ave
awaiting entry to the United Kingdom.

According to present immigration rules, close dependants who must
be admitted are wives and children under 18, Before the passage of
the 1971 Act, only children under 16 were normelly entitled to
admission. \\'
4+ There 1is etrong feeling in the Parliamentary Party that we are
bound to honour these commitments. A very hostile reaction in the
Fariy, in large sections of the population as a whole, and risSo on
the part of foreign Governments, would in my view follow on eny
decipior Yo renege on the promises of the past. -

5+ POLICY OPTIONS
Three main areas of policy are open fo usi-—

To close ihe loopholes cpened‘ﬂby the Lebour Government
since 1974.

T¢ bring forward wide-ranging policies to amend the Tmmi-
gration Rules, as is permitted under Section 3(2) of the
Tumigration Act 1971.

To ettempt the definition and limijation of our commitments
by overall control through & quota system on eniry.



There is little scope for major reductions in irmigration merely

by reversing Labour's changes in the immnigration ruies. Immigre-
tion from the New Commonwealth and Pakistan has risen from 32,000

in 1973 to an average of 49,000 under the present Governmenty The
now sbating influx of United Kingdom pagsport holders and the
arrivel of dependaniz of pre~Jenuary 1973 settlers were major con-
tributors to this rise. The Government plready imposes subsiantisl
sdminigtrative delaye on candidates for entry clesrance certificates.
It has also adopted a ¥ighter policy towards the issue of work
permits. .
In June 1974 Roy Jenkins changed the Rules %o admi$ for settlemeni
non-patrial fiadces for the purpose of marriage to female United
Kingdom citikens. Jince that $ime the number of Commonwealth and
Pakistani fiences admitted for settlement in the United Kingdom
has risen from 1,879 in 1974 Yo over 4,900 in 1976. The widespread
evidence of abuse was supportéd by the Hawley Report.

We should therefore reverse %his concession hack $o_the pre-june
_’_iglﬂ_: Tosition VALCh was 1hB¥ Buch flences would only be aEﬁ"E‘EeH

. Where herdship would be ¢aused by the wife's needing to move to

{he husband's country. This would no% only bring about a reduction
in ecurrent trands of sbout 3,500 a year but would also stop the
"multiplier effect™ whereby those sdmitted may themselves bring in
other dependants later on. However, I do not believe $hat the
reduetion to be achieved merely by :roldsing the loopholes opened
by Labour would be pufficient.

6., I would therefore wish to subuwit to colleagues & more wide-
ranging set of proposals designed to establish cleariy the numbers
awaiting entry and to impose a tighter control on immigration.

(1) We have mlready publicly advocated & new British Nationality
- Aot to be used as a mesns of limiting potential large scale
immigratien by citizens of the United Kingdom and colenies
~ particularly from Heng Kong, Singapore, India and Malmysia,
The Government's Green Paper on "British Nationality Law"
{cmnd. 6795) estimated (para. 12) that there were 2 million
citivens abroad of the United Kingdow and Colonies whe had
dusl nationality arnd were exempt from immigration contrcl.
ere were a further 1.3 million who were subjected to such
controls Revieion of the law could be presented ss adjust—
ing our eitizenship law to fif our reduced role in the worids
Proposals have been submitited by the Sociefy of Conservative
Iawyers (CGFPC May 1975) but the necessary detailed work could
¢nly be done in Government, Ye should commit ourseives to

early legislafion in the next Fariiament.

(11) Tt must no longer be the normal practice for those who entered
E_rl’Eam af ter 55\‘3 January 1973 under conditions Tor a temp—
0T [Thd to be accepied Izter Tor seftlemeni on removal
[ l%J.me IiMite AN EXcepiion Sholld Be made 1il Lhe oase of
oreign or commonweelth womén who married British ecitizens
while resident in the United Xingdom. In 1976 4,532 females
from the New Commonwealbth with Pakistan were admitted for
settlement on removal of time limit for reason of marrimge.
All femgles in this categery would of course, have to be

oouted against any overall guota applied to their cowntry
of origin.

(111} We should re—emphasise that there iz no automatiic entitlement

/edeein law Tor those who
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Quly intreduce theixp ﬂspgnﬁe.nts in_ exceptional cases. -

The Immigration Rules {para. =43} prinjed om Zuth-
January 1973, say that if a person in this category has
once been given indefinits leave to settle in the United
Kingdom, ané is™able and willing tc suppert and accommo—
date hip dependants withoul recourse to public funds® his
wife, ochildren mnd other dependants are to be admitted,
Those citizens already admiited for settlament who entered
Britain after 1st January 1973 are thus in a different
category to those who emtersd before 1st Januwary 1973.
Their right to bring in their wives and young children ia
not safeguarded in the law but they have an expectation
created el the time of Sheir application and acceptance

for settlement by the Immigration Rules we ourselves frawmed.
We have checked with the Home Office and they do not Jmow
the numbers of heads of househcld involved, although they
are unquestionably swall, (learly we should change the
rules as so0n- s we can in Government to remove the rights
in the rules for both pre-1973 and pest 1973 heads of house—
holds o intreduce their dependants, We should also commit
ourselves to change ths rules to exclude the wives and chil—
dren of those who have entered the United Kingdom after 1973
who may In the future be accepted for settlement. However
I have discovered thad it would cause great difficulties
within the Party and outside if we were o attenpt to apply
these changes backwards affecting the expectations of those
who have begn admitted for settlement since 1973 to intro-
duce their wives and children. It would thereforé in uy
Jjudgment be wiser to deal with the wives and children of
any in this eategory who have enjoyed sn expectation under
our jmmigration rules singe 1973 through our register and
quota system (see para. 7).

{IV) Paren*s, grendparents, unmarried dependant children between
18 and 21, and distressed relatives way be brought inte the
United Kingdom under present Immigration Rules, provided
they are wholly or mainly dependent on a sponsor who has
capaclty to maintain them. We should seek to exclude fur—

ey thie category exce in COpassion ses

ipst any gaofa BppYied o heir COURLIy

_ i Humbers ara not now balieved %o Ge Targe, buy the
Franks Report estimated that there were about 6,000 New Com~
wmonwealth and Pekistani entrants of thie 4ype in 1975, 4s
with wives and .children (discussed above} colleagues will
reglise thet those whé have so fer settled in the United
Kingdom have ‘been given the expectation by our wm rules,
though not the right in law, to introduce deppr .ants in
this categoxry. .

(v} The issue of work permits should be tightly restricted and
SRoWlT ot hovmally SnTTLIE RoTTerE o0 To LT TeNa TNt ——
four years in sporoved swplovment.  Even in a6oU
1,000 work permits were issued to Commonweslth citizens.

A far larger nunber {over 5,000} work permits were issued

to foreisn nationals in 1977. Some tightening of conirol

in this area would seem desirsble, i

. BRSTRAD Quons -

We st reserye.the .n ¥ u'totr:l;ai:a".acttbh"-'tn‘-‘c;ntﬁ'li’%xﬁ ¥ by exte b=
;E.jra hifibers ‘Even of "thoka o whon we have Tormgl 'co&:kiiﬁén{s'.

z eir exact humbers are not knovwn to the Home Office. There are,
owever, many disturbing estimates of the numbers of wivas and
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dependant children under 18 of those pettled in the United
Kingdom before ist January 1973. These ere likely 4o be reason;-
ably accurate as they have been made by men with close contacts
with the Indian sub-continent, ZThe Hawley Reporit cuggested in
1976 that experience at the sub—continental posts showed that
earlier Home Office estimates of dependanis were very low. It
estimated that there could be at least 240,000 dependants awalt-
ing eniry from Bengladesh alone, The Indien estimate was of at
least 70,000 and possibly very many more.

We require a much more accurate measure of the figures involved.

This should be obiained by having a compulso: egister of
ependanis Go be compleisd within one year. & Franks Oommlttes
epor no e B e Hegister will be in two cate~

oute
gories ~ the firet, those pre-1973 settlers with the automatic
right in law to bring in their wives and children, end the second,
if we s0 decide (see para 6. illl:above) those poat=1973 entrants
who have acquired the expectation that they may introduce their
dependents under cur owan Immigration Rules.

Responsibility for registering should Iie with the head of the

household n the United Kingdom. Affer one yeer entiitlement to
ent?[ on_the part of unregistered degen ants would be he. o lapse.
uch & reglsTer wo! or 2 irg ime enable a SVernmen Q
asgess clearly the scale of commltments to the dependants of pre-
1973 seitlers. . .

The bona~fide of dependants is checked by Entry Cleardnce Officers
on the Indian sub-continent, There is evidence, highlighted by
Hewley end others, that widespread fraud is %aking placs. The pres—
ent Government issued instructione that Entry Olearance Officers
should wherever possible dispose of a case st the first interview
and fthat they should make thelr decision on "the balence of proba-
bility", I am informed that this means that over 80 per cent of

all .applicanis are now being accepted, compared with only 50 per cent
when it was the practice o insist on proof of bona—-fides "beyond
reasonable doubt". I believe it is essentisl that as soon as POS~=
sible we should revert %o the previous instructions of “beyond
reascnable deubi® and use the same criteria for checking Register
details, . )

QUOTA

All the above proposals,together with the nabtural decline in cerw
tain cafegories of entrant and a clampdewn on illegal immigration,
will heip %o reduce numberss It will noi{ give fhe tight contrel
and prospect of an end to immigration whick the vast merjority of

the public, and the Party, now demand, The onl to bring sbout
total Government control of the numbers World be %l mfruﬁuc%mn of
a LIOEH. =) EEEI‘D. THE prmclpEI DI B guo ES. was BDI{GSEEE By ﬂe 155'8
OTmonwe mnigrants Act introduced by the present Prime Minieter,
This would not deny the commitments end promises made bub would
modify those commiiments and promises to ensure better conditions,
standard of living, and race relations for everyone already living
legally in this cowntry.

It is_important by thesp means to ensure that from the first year
of our iﬁ:m' £ oﬂ%ce 1iere 15 B reasonable shf obvious rea'uc%lion

in total numbers en?erg%\__:_.as CoUntry. THe #iz€ OF 1n8 guotd
[S5iiening £ nEcesjsary, be ered annuelly to make allowvance for the
total numbers of registerod wives and children of pre-1973 scitlers ™
to whom we ore priuvarily cocnittsd ond the number we wish to canit
9.12}1 year. Put the guota should cover all eategories of immigrants
into
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United Kingdom including those detailed in sections 6 (11},.
{111} ard (1¥) of this paper. A& guota syastem showld apply -
right across the board and must not be seen to be discrimina-
tory against one country as compared with another, In prac-
tice countries like Pakistan and Bengladesh which supply lexrge
nupber of immigrants will be harder hit than the West Indies
or hustralia where numbers are comperatively low. It would be
poesible either to have percentage cuts on a sliding scale
year by year or altematively to review policy each year in
the 1ight of what this country can accept in accordance with
it commitments (as previcusly defined)., However I believe

that unless some Iind of totelity of control Blong these lines
15 INtroduced we Cannot SaY T0 %ﬁe BIic thet we Are DLiT

aboit the overall EoI:Lc¥ 9f 3 reﬁucg}i O ifi_immdpration ninounced

a e UGTORer by _ULenterence.
e =

iy .

8. ILLEGAY TMMIGRATION

The size end scele of illegal immigration is Aiffiovlt to ™
determine, It is believed to be subsimntial. The emphasis
nhag changed from clandestine landings %o the student or visitor
who enters this country temporarily bul is then absorbed in the
commmnity and mekes no effort to returm home., The problem is
by no meens confined to the Indian sub-continent. There has
been recent evidence that immigrente from North Africe who haeve
overstayed are now being exploited for employment by the cater—
ing trate. '

Every possible resource must be used to -identify and plug these
loopholes. At the same time we must maoke it ¢lear that there
will be no smmesties for illsgal immigration from = Conservetive
Eovemment& R R i B N .

9, I would remind colleagues that the demographic trend is for
a reduction in immigration by heads of heousecholds from the
Indien sub-continent and by UK passport helders. We are, how
ever, faced with serious difficulties over the admission of
dependants. Dubt we must constantly bear in mind the importance
of stressing our anxiety tc mchieve harmonious race relations,
as both a complement and a cause of any snnouncement of more
restrictive immigration policies.

Conservative Research Department 16th Fenruary 1978
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