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Do /s Thetoher,

I have been asked by Mr. Jenkin to ciroulasie the
atisched note to members of the Shedow Usbinel. The note
recommende the line the Party should take on the earnings rulé
which will come up on the Report Stage of the Social Security
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Bill, which is likely %o ‘be taken
in the Commens esrly next week.

A o ch i

QHRTS MOCKLFR

The Rt. Hon. Maergaret Thatcher NF,
Ieader of ths Oppositicn's office,
House of Commons.
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In 1975, we forced the Government to incressae the eamings
limite for pensioners to £20 g.w. in 1875, to £35 p.w. in 197
and to £50 p.w. from April 1977, A clause in the Social Sectrity
(tilscellaneous Provisions) Bill now seeks to claw back the
Increage to €50 so that the Limit would be held to €35, though

it would in future be uprated in line with earnings; l:l:e first
ug:at!. which would take effect next November and might take

the limit to about €41 p.ows The Government claim that the c¢lause
will save 45 million in 1977-78. '

In the 1975 debates, tha Government'®s case was elmilarly.
based on cost, but we juwetified our stance by challemging their
figures and assumptions, PDuring 1976; further figures published
bzar.hs vermnent appeared to cate ou¥ argumente t raising
the Linit from €20 to £35 p,ws may actually have saved public
epending, Accordingly we planned to oppose the claw-back.

During the Committee Stage, however, the Government progduced
a closely-=roasened Note seeking to substantiste their claim €
l:he-cluu(e)w o aﬂe gs mill{on 12 1877-73. The coreh:‘t;"n elr
cage is: (a all their sarlier figures were wrong
been based on faulfy methodology: * 4
(b) that tue Government Actuary had now revised his
caleulations in.the light of actual figures mow avellable;
L (cl:dthat with each indTease the cost has ¥isen quite
sharply; a
’(d) therefore increasing the 1imit sgatn could be
expected to increase the c¢ost still further,

Although it is still possible to pick many holes in some
parts of the Covernment's case, it is the view of the Social’
Services Committee that we cammot now ar that the clause
will not save money. {It may not save the full €45 million, but
is probable that it will save the bulk of it).. Even 1f one
makes genercus sssumptions about the numbers of pensloners who
will increase their earnings and so pay more tax, that does not
cffset the cost of paging pensions and allowances to pensioners
who would now claim their pensions. .

I do not believe it would be consistent with ocur general
stance to argue for an extra £30 to €45 million public spending
in 1977-78; reluctantly therefore I have to advisa tkat we dg
not vote against the clause onm Report. In the debate, we cag
stIll make attacking s}zeeches: :

. (a) claiming credit for what we have undoubtedly achieved
so far; !

(b) the Govermment is guilty of having sericusly misled
Parliemant in the past; .

(¢) re=stating our Yledge to abolish the rule entively &8
soon a8 circumstances allow; and

(d) calling on the Gowrnment, in the meantime, to verify
their figures by surveys and to report to Parliament.
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