Opening the Seventh Session, Iir, lesth said he understood

4r. dacleod would like to say a word sbout the East of Suez policy
(SB/70/3).

lr, Macleod said he wished to reise the question of the
desirability of putting a price-tag to our policy. Nothing would
stop !r. Healey {rom saying that our policy would cost
2300 million, and so far all that was being suggested wes that
we should say that it wes & good desl less. Ge felt that purely
from & presentational point of view it was desirsble to embed in
people's minds a counter-figure. We had found thet the best way
of countering the allegation that the Conservetive Covernaeni in
1%L hed left an £800 million deficit on the belance of payrents
was to produce a counter-figure of around £2,000 million for the
overseas debt built up by the Labour Government. Both figures
were argueble, but the electorate were not interested in the
details of the argument; and the best and uiost effective way of
countering one figure was to produce another. e did not suggest
that lr. Heath himself should take up the challenge on the figures,
but that Mr. Rippon, on some appropriate occasion, should say
something not too precise to the effect thei one could not be
exact in these matters but thet Mr, Hesley's figure was a gross
over-estimate, and that the true figure would probebly be about
e quarter of !ir. liealey's estimate, although the precise cost
ecould not be stated until discussions with the otner governments
concerned hed taken place.

Hr, beath ssid that the reason why the Party had teen
reluctant to be too specific aboul costs wes that one wes then
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in danger of getting involved in en arpuent eboul wheller =%
should have two battalions and two squadrons, or tietl sorl ol
thing. !'r. Healey's estincle was obviously ridieculous. arecs
out there at the moment were costing aboul (24U =illion, &nd it ues
farcical to suggest that we woull spend more on & ‘1Vr*--a“rfh"u:*
we were spending now on the wiiole of the Zritish force.

¥r, EBippon said that he thought the lefence lebate was
probably the best opportunity to sey sometning, and one could build
up to a figure of about £100 million by attacking Ur. Heeley's
figures. Mr. Healey was saying that the cosi of keeping an
sireraft carrier in the Far Last was £170 wzillion, but this wes
on the assumption that it end all the encillery services would not
exist if it wes not there,

Jr, Cempbell agreed thet there was & danger of the
£300 willion figure being built up as & myth. The figure had
been produced two or three years ego at the height of confront-
ation, and if one looked back through the iefence .ebates
¥r. Hesley's position looked ridiculous.

Ur, lacleod was sure that one could win the argusent in the
House: the difficulty wes that Candidates did not follow the
debates ell that closely, and it would be of use to them to heve
a counter-figure.

Iord Jellicoe said there wes enother point, which was thet the
figure of £300 million was thought by meny people to be the
belance of payments cost.

lir, dalker werned thet even a lower figure would be unpopular
among younger voters as they wanted to get ric of our militery
past. He was certeinly in favour of getting o figure over to
the electorate, but thought that this should be donme in a positive

/ form as &
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form as a necessary investment in the stability of an area frou
which Britain derived considerable economic benefits rather than
gimply as the cost of & military presence.

Sir Alec lourlag-Howe thought it was dangerous to be too
precise atout the figure of £100 million. lie egreed tiatl one
could attack ir. tesley's figure and bring it down to something
which would not look too alarming, but he would like to see more
work done on the costs before we comnitted ourselves. lie hed
asked Professor &iibheoo  of Edinburgh University to help. he
thing that worried him asbout the East of Suez policy wes the
difficulty of defining the extent of our commitment. row [lar
could ore po without depressing one's allies in excluding the
possibility of an escalation such as occurred with the Americans
in Vietnamy !, Powell and the Labour Party were alreedy on to
this point. Under the lMalaya Treaty in its present fom, oritain
was pledged to defend them; and it would be unfair to the
Malaysians to let them think that there could be unlimited
reinforcement,

lUr, Rippon thought that they felt that a visible British
presence would be more helpful then a general commitment to fly
out forces in an emergency. Mr, Maudling thought, however, that
the Coumonwealth welcomed a visible presence largely because they
felt that it would be reinforced if necessary.

Mr, Barber made two points. [irst, there was some evidence
thet the Labour Party are encourscing speekers to make the point
that the young with votes at eighteen had better watch out with
the Tories, or they will get into a Vietnam situation in the far
kest. Second, what worried him about the 2300 million figure was
that it made the whole of our policy about controlling expenditure

v It &
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sy ddaudline said thatl the deanpger of putting too close a limit

on the commitwent wes that by doing so one seemdd to be admitting
that one would not reinforce ome's troops il one had to.

Hr, Heoth seid the importanti thing was to deny the anelogy
between our policy end Vietnam. The real purpose of & British
presence in the Far Fest was to prevent subversive forces in South
Thailand disrupting lalaysia. This was e quite different position
to that in Vietnam. He had found in telks with leaders in
Malaysia and Singapore that they accepted thet we would not be there
to carry out a war but to help them to deal witn subversion.

ir, Fippon seid thet the Lebour Party claimed to have halved
Britein's comuitment - whet in fect they had done was to halve
Britein's capability of fulfilling it.

Sir Keith Joseph asked whether there was any chance of
bringing the United Nations into the policy, as this would help
from the point of view of presentation. }fr. iippon, however,
thought there was no point in relying on the United letions, and
Ur, Hacleod felt that, quite simply, there was here a [Oritish
interest and the [ory Party had elways been prepered to pay a
certain amount to defend its iaterests.

2ir Alec Dougles-tome thought the distinction with VWietnam was
not as clear-cut as !ir. Heath had suggested. Thailand might
collapse: llalaysia would then be facing quite different pressures
end, unless they understood the real limits of what Britain could
do, we might be drawn in.

dr, Hoge pointed out that we were only discussing the Flection
pledge. If 'Ihailand collapsed, it would be a new situation, and
& new poliey would be necessary. Contingency planning was

necessary for military purposes: it was not necessary for Klection
/ purposes.
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purposes. e only needed to define what our policy was &s of now.
One could imegine thousands of things which could happen which

would double our defence budget overnight, but onme did noi put them
in the ¥lection programme. Mr, Maudling thought thet the collapse

of Thailand was not a contingency that could be ignored.

My, Heeth suggested the Committee might return to discussion
of the lreft Manifesto (SI/70/1). They had deelt with economioc
policy and industrial reations at the Third end Fourth Sessions.
fhis took us to page 7, which dealt with menpower end retraining,
end industry and trede.

He himself had come out with & fsirly deteiled programme for
retraining, and had mentioned the need for a total training
programze of about 100,000 a year. He understood that there were
now some doubts about the wisdom of mentioning & figure, but he
felt that retraining was & very major problem facing the country.
Even at the present moment, with 600,000 people unemployed, some
industries were still short of labour. Ie thought that Iir. Hayhoe
and lr. Reading should look again at the wording of the Lraft, and
tie the pessege in more closely with the educeticnal side and with
the training boards:; how were we going to achieve the training
that would be required, whether there were sufficient resources in
treining centres and training boards within the present educationel
system, and so on, and how to get a crash programme sterted with
availeble resourcesps®,in the long term,whedser the increases in
productivity that would result would be more than enough to pay for
the cost.

lir, Gerr said he had received a report on this subject from

the EKconomists' Advisory Group, through the Party's Public Sector
/ Research (nit,
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Research Unit. |Their analysis as fo what needed to be cone wss
encourasging. Subject to the views of Sir Keith Joseph and

#rs. Thatcher, he did not think there was & large emount of public
expenditure involved., There was no propossl for &n enormous
expansion of government training centres, and whatever one might
say about the present training board system, it involved no heevy

cells on the Exchequer because it wes an industriel operetion.

Sir Keith Joseph agreed: there would be some cost to the
Exchequer but this would not be very grest.
Mr, Beath mentioned enother asspect: he thought there was

considerable politicel kudos to be gained from knocking some of
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the nonsense out of the industriel training boerds. Si
Joseph sgreed, end said that grant-hunting was going on on z large
scale in industry.

¥r, Codber saeid that he was slweys telling people in industry
who were anxious to reform the industriel treining boards that they
had the means within their own power to teckle the problems by
their representatives on the boards. e felt the problex wes not
one in which & Conservative Govermment should get involved, and he
would prefer to say that we aimed to stimulate a massive retreining
programme rather than introduce a massive reiraining programme.

Hr, Bsrber said he did not see any significant advantage in
giving a figure. Hr, Carr said he thought the figure wes necessary
originally to focus attention on the problem, but it had served its
purpose in getting the genersl commitment lsunched end could now be
dropped.

¥r, Heath thought the discussion had established the general
lines; what now needed to be done was to look st the meens more
closely, and he asked Sir Michael Fraser to orgenise this.

/ ¥r. Cerr
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dr, Uarr mentioned that he had a group working on this.

'he Committee then turned to the question of controlling prices,
and tre paper SE/ 70/ 4.

Zr, audling thought the paper was sound end pointed out good
lines for us to follow. He was, however, concerned that this was
one of the gaps in our policy at the moment, Wage inflation was
one of the biggest problems, both for us and for other countries.
ke rise in wsges was equivelent to an increase of £2-3,000 million
in purchaesing power, snd the Perty would be pressed as to how they
were going to handle this. [ewand management end competition alone
were not the answer. The building industry wes alreedy heavily
squeezed and competitive, and yet hending out big wage increases.
Tackling the problem by demend menagement alone would mean getting
the credit squeeze tighter and tighter. On the other hand,
stetutory control of incomes was no solution either, and we were left
with little that one could say about what we would do. There was
no simple answer: the peper probably went es fer as one could at
the moment, but the subject wesging to be a very big gap to fill
in our poliey.

Mr, lesth, though asgreeing that there wes no one simple answer,
thought the answer was the result of a composite of polieies.

The Committee had, for example, been talking ebout training, and
if trained men were asvesilable in the right places there would not
be the aam problem. Again, though he had never talked about
this in public, the industrial relations policy would redress the
belance between employer and employee. Up to 1939 the balance of
power was heavily on the side of the employer; efter 1945 it had

gshifted to the side of the unions, end it was still on the side
/ of the



of the unions. He was coming more snd more to the conelusio
thet whet we should say was that we would look efter the
Covernuuent sector, which was our responsibility, but thet it wes
toe responsibility of the private sector io deal with their own
wage negotiations, and that it wes no good their coming to ue to
say "#hy doesn't the Government do something®". If they do not
like wages going up, they should not put thew up.

Hpr, Berber agreed, but pointed out that there were difficulties
in using the Covernwent's control over the public sector, s hed
been shown at the time of ir. Selwyn Lloyd, with nurses and now with
teachers.

Mr, Rippon said the public did not believe there was any
really clear distinction between Conservative ené Socialist
econonic philosophy. Unless we made it clear that in our view
there were certain things a Governwent should do and that it was
industry's job to manage tbe rest, we would never avoid this.

Sir Keith Joseph said he was sure that !'r. leath was
absolutely right in saying that the problem could o:nly be solved
by a composite of policies. In the building industry, the
Agreement had twenty-seven months to run but employers had given
wey because the big contractors could pass on the inerease in
costs. The present wage explosion stemmed {rom the quarrel with
“rs. Castle. It would be necessary to reform the way in which
cost increases are passed on in prices.

The principal component of rising weges is the expecteation of
price increases, and the biggest contributor to the price increases
is the Government. The Labour Covernment had done this by levying
indireet taxes and giving the public the impression thet prices
would go on going up, [Dlecimalisation was having the same effect.

/ There was
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tiere was « denger thel the Conservetive Party would fall into
the same pitfell with VAT. ‘e hed to find a counter-expectation.

I8, heteher sgreed that coupetition elone was not the

solution, There wes competition in the car industry but this
¢id not prevent them putting wages up, and these were still going

AP

Ir, eudling saeid that in some cascs compe tition actually

increesed the scope. Unions could pick on one firm woich a strike
would bresk unless it gave in.

Jr, verr said thet one problem at the moment was that the
cars coming in from overseas were no cheaper. He did not think
thet, in general, wages in this country were uncompetitively highs
in some respects they were uncompetitively low. e would never
keep prices down by sitting on wege demands. Il was better to
employ fewer people paid more highly then nore more lowly paid.

r, tpath said the other side of this coin was that enployers
had to be free to introduce new plant end to get rid of surplus
lebour.  'he trouble at the moment was thot incressed weges
did not meke companies more efficient because they could not get
rid of the surplus labour. This was the trouble with the steel
industry in ales, and so on.

dr, Cerr said that this was where the retraining policy came
in. e thought the emphasis should be put on training centres
perhaps rather more than on treining boards, which were organised
on the basis of industries; and he also thought that one would
have to replece the redundancy scheme with something rather
different, [Feople would have to be moved both from one region to

another and from one industry to another.

/ i,_iest}



v, lesth seid he could not see regional policy producing
ibe enswer in foreseesble fime. In West Cumberland, for exsaple,
e soverzment wes Doth paying uremploymeni benefit and payirg
incusiry to go tiere. [lecently, Thames Boerc bhed established
one of the lerpest mills in Furope there, but this employed only
207 men - wtich wes only a tenth of the people going out of &
single mine. Meny of the people were living in houses whriech they
were buying on mortgepge. Hould not it be more sensible to tell
them thel jobs were eveilable in Yorkshim thet the Covernzment
would buy their houses when they moved out, put up new houses
ior them in the recipient eree, end retrain them? This seemed to
him to be positive con#tructive intervention.

idr, Cart esreed thet this is where public monmey needed to be
spent. ‘busing was en even =ore serious obstacle than retreining.
Se bhed been very impressed by the Scottish Special Housing
issocietion. ©He felt there wes no point in giving morey to
local suthorities to build bouses beceuse this put them ih an
impossible situetion &s they were under every pressure to give
housing ic people who are elready in their ares.

Ur, seleod said that he sgreed with r. Masudling's enelysis
of the peneral problex. Jlione of the methods once thought to be
certain cures - unemployment, contml of incomes, etec. - worked.
The difficulty wes that the real smswers were not pelitiecs. They
would teke time. In the meantine, ome could only rely on
aern-twisting and stending firm in the public sector., hat
mettered wes thet we should be eble to do one or two per cent
better then our competitors. GHe thought thet this wes as far ss
one could go.

/ I, Peling



X, auxilins agreed, bul seid this
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woet one could sey during aa Election. e couid not tall
pickirg the ri:;kt moment to stand fast.

ar, arr seid that there could be politicelly disastrous

effects in standing firm in the -ublic sector with peorle lixe

Lt |

nurses and téachers, 25 per cent of tie emplojed in this coun
were in the public sector. he difficully was that the pullic
sector employed people in a grossly extravegent wey, end showed en
appelling example. Surses end teaciwers did uot kheve & proper
selery structure, but there wes sppalling over-employzent.

irs, Thatcher hoped thet if we did stend firm in the putlie
sector, we would do this with the unskilled, not the skilled.

There wes little scope for increasing teachers' productivity.

#r, leath asked whether the Comitifee felt it would te useful
to have a Competition Commission as suggested in the paper.

Sir Keith Jogseph said thst it did not have to heve thit nave,
but he hoped that colleagues would feel thst sometning like this
would be useful., It would be like the Commission on Industry and
H“anpower suggested by !rs. Castle, but would identify obstecles
to competition and try to remove them.

Yr, Godber wondered whether we could not retum to a2 =zore
coherent version of the National Econamic Levelopment Council.

He felt it had been of some use in giving a line to resist trscde
union demands. HMr, Rippon, on the other hand, felt the Farty

should get rid of all these types of Lodies, and thought fhet to
announce & Coupetition Commission would bte the height of lunsey.

Mr, Berber saw the edventages in terms of presentation of
!r. Rippon's suggestion, but said thet some body to operete agesinst
restrictive trade practices was clearly necessary: the problez

/ wes
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was wiether to leave the existing bodies or to try to improve on
themn.

civ seith Jogeph said the Competition Commission wes our

version of & reiformed llonopolies Commission. The Covernment were
rolling the Prices and Incomes Board end the !onopolies Comzission
into the Commission on Industry snd ianpower. A Bompetition
Corraission wes our version of a single body to enquire into
uonopoly practices, including the practices of labour and of the
nationslised industries. He had only recently received the
peper on & Compelition Commission, end there were importent points
with which he would take issue; but he wes strongly in support
of the principle of it.

ir, Garr seid thet in spite of the present leck of industrial
relations law, and in spite of texation and everything else, there
<ere examples of determined managements. The only way to
encourege them was to encoursge competition.

ir, ‘gudling said that people were inclined to say, "Look what
happened to “ootes when they stood up to wage demands".

Hr, lHopz seid that one could not expect manegement to saek
its surplus labour unless it could do so without a ruinous strike.

dr, teath ssked lfr. llsudling to look into this problem as &

whole. He was sure that,so far as monopolies were concerned, one

hed to heve a Coimission of some sort. bBut the problem was wider,

end he suggested thet it might be looked et by IMr, Haudling,
“r. l'mcleod, ir. Carr and Sir Keith Joseph.
lurning to pege 8 of the Lraft Menifesto, Sir Keith Joseph
esked whether it would be possible to put in & sentence to the
effect that we should be moving towards removing the obstacles
to overseas investment. The Labour Party grossly underestimeted
/ the



the importance of invisibles. Nr, death ssked Sir Keith to
suggest a suiteble form of words.

:ir, Hippon asked whether we could go further than sey we would
renew and where necessary modify the Industriel Reorgenisation ict,
and pledge ourselves to repeal it. Sir Keith Joseph said he
thought it would be dengerous to repeal it completely until & new
economic cl imate was established, though he wes in favour of
clipping the IRC's wings.

lord Belniel thought the Party had opposed the Bill and
logically ought to sey it would repeel] it.

dp, Csrr agreed that the IRC had dome some useful work. One
occesionaly found log-jeams which had to be broken, but it wes the
fact thet the IRC could use high-powered public woney thet wes
dangerous,

Hz;_ﬁagﬂling said that while ir. Roneld Crierson was running
the IRC, it was doing a useful job, and the zomey put in came back
again within a few years. He thought we should clip its wings,
but he could think of plenty of examples in practice where useful
mergers could not be carried out by merchant banks and hed been
speeded up by the IRC.

Hr, bsrber enquired whether one could not take away all the
finance except that required for administretion, and retain only
the advisory functions of the IRC. dr, Walker said bhe thought
one of the reasons why the IRC was used by industry was that if &
merger was backed by the IRC, such & merger wes automatically
cleared Prom the monopoly point of view. Lr, Hogg said that for
meny yeers the momopoly legislation had been operated as if all
uergers were contrery to the public interest. This wes entirely

contrary to the fects of life.
/ ¥r, Heeth
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Govermuent.

Jdr, ‘acleod sugsesteé that ihe drefting of the sentence in
the Irsft '‘enifc<sto could bte strengtrened, #s, for exasple, "Je

will review &nd drasticelly modify the Industrisl Beorgeni-stion

worporation”,
ir, ieath suggested thet the section on Agriciliure micht
be agreed. Hr, Godber said that ne would like references

included to horticulture, fisteries and iorestry. (r, festl
asied !'r. Godber to éreft 2 auitable fora of words that would

involve no expensive commituents,

Hr, Cemrbell sesid that on page 9 the phresing of the sentence
about fewer jobs wes unfortunzte. }ir, Heeth sgreed,snd ssid thet
the correct formula was "Scotlend, Wales and the regions”.

Ar. Hesth suggested thet the Comumittee now turn to the scction
on Housing, perticularly the question of rents.

Ur, Mpcleod asked whether it wic possitle to celculste how
the Fxchequer would emerge froz our housing propossls. There were
big politics in this. Iiousing wes en sres to which we were
looking for e decreese in public expenditure. Allowing for the
continuetion of slus clearence, it seemed as if ome micht seve
£100 million out of it. On the other hend, other proposels in

/ the paper
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tie paper (SE/70/..) seemed to te inecressing public expenditure;
wes 1t possible to strike e net belance? Hr, Walker seid that
«0ost of the proposals involving increased expenditure were
relatively minor,

te wanted to shift from council housing to owne r-occupation,
but to do this one must heve mortgege facilities either through
building societies or through local authorities. <o one of the
aajor shifts he wanted was to teke sbout £200 million awey from
the building of council houses to be available to the loecal
euthorities for mortgeges.

So fer ss subsidies were concerned, the msjor element of
subsidy was thet built in to the way the housing sccounts of locel
euthorities were prepered. The reason why people paid only
35s.0d. & week rent was to a small extent the result of the subsidy
from centrel government end from the retepayer, but to & large
extent beceuse mamey many of the houses owned by the local
authority were in the books at £500, or whatever w:s the figure
for which they had originelly bteen built, His objective wes to
get & much better balence between the public and privste sectors
of housing.

Cne way of doing this was to shift council rents on to the
feir renis basis; but once this wes dome, the local authority
housing eccounts would begin to show a substantial profit because
al though rents would go up houses would still be on the books at
the original cost. This would do a great deal to bring down the
total "xchequer cost, and whet he wented to do was to re-chennel
the finance. It wes almost impossible to do calculations on this
since it would involve major negotiations with loecel authorities.
Such a poliey would teke five or six yeers to complete, but it would
/ result in
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result in a sensible rent structure. Civen the choice, the nublie
will choose owner-occupation, but so long as council rents were
subsidised people will slways choose the subsidised form of
accommodation.

lord Balniel seid he had a question about fair rents. be
had reservations about this policy, but he thought lr. Walker's.
approach was interesting., He would like to know, however, whether
Mr. Walker wes thinking of setting up a draft rent rebate system
which ell local authorities would have to follow, or would each
locel asuthority be free to adopt its own individual rent rebate
system?  Mr, Walker said that if one was teckling this sensibly,
one haed to have a national policy, end he quoted the example of
Glasgow.

Mr. Berber ssked whether the locel authorities would run the
rebate system or the Government. [ir, Welker said he would like
to leave it to locsl suthorities.

HMr, Meudling seid that & big problem in moving towards a wider
adoption of the fair rents system in the private sector wes timing.
Fair rents might be beyond the capacity to pay of meny families in
the private sector at present in rent-controlled property.

Kr, Welker said that one could deal with this problem by enabling
local euthorities to take a lease on privete houses end thus bring
them within the ambit of their rebate system. Mr, U ipg said he
did not like this ides at all, which in practice would be very
liable merely to spread the area of municipalisation of housing.
Sir Keith Jogeph said that the problem wes & very major one in big
cities, though probably confined to the large cities. [r, Barber
agreed: he understood, for example, that in the London Borough of

Camden an income of £47 a week would be necessary to meet the

economic rent.

/ lord Jellicoe
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lord Jellicoe asked whether Hr. “Welker was thinking of noving

towarcs e system of subsidising the tenant rether then the house.

srg, Thetchber hoped not. [r, Heath agreed, and thought there were

recl dangers in extending subsidies outside the public sector of
housing.

Ur, Cempbell asked what method would be used in re-negotiating
subsidies. The system of local government was chenging.

Lr, Welker seid thet the crucisl clement was the difference between
what the local suthorities were collecting in feir rents end the
total payments out of their housing account for the rent rebate
system. Many locel authorities would have a surplus. The
authorities with a large stock of older houses would be in surplus;
those whose stock of houses was mostly vew, on the other hand, would
be in deficit.

r, Meudling thought the private sector was enormously
iwportent, particularly in the big cities. He wanted to go over
to the fair rents system but did not want to go over to subsidies
for privete tenants.

Mr. Heath said that apart from problems of means-testing
private tenants for subsidy, it would mean setting up an inspector-
ate to see that property was in proper condition. In practice,
local authorities would say that"if we have to do all this and pay
for it, why not teke over the house?"

Mrs, Thatcher said that if 30 per cent of council houses could
be earmerked for people unable to afford accommodstion at fair
rents, this should be sufficient. Priority should be given in
new housing to those who camnot efford it. Mr. Welker said that
in & case like this it would clesrly be to the advantage of the
local euthority to keep the tenant in the house he was already in

rether than build him a new one, end to their adventage to sell
/ off
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off council houses to their existing tenants. Powers to lease
houses in such conditions elreedy existed, and the GIC and
Birminghem were using them.

Mr, Uacleod said that in effect this meent subsidising the
landlords. He thought that a policy of removing subsidies from
council tenants and giving subsidies to landlords would not sweep
the country.

dr. Walker said that if one kept to the principle of putting
one-third of the population in council houses because that wes the
only way of subsidising them, one would end up with about L0 per
cent of the total population in council houses, and Election after
Election would be fought on council house rents, and lost.

4r, Rippon seid that e problem of the poorer tenant in private
rented eccommodation should be dealt with by the Ministry of
Social Security end not by the Ministry of Housing. The solution
was for the tenants to get the sociel security benefits to which
they were entitled., Mr, Carr said that the problem was that
social security benefits were not aveilable to those in employment.
In the long run, the problem would be solved by wages rising, but
a rapid shift of this sort in rent policy would jack up the whole
weges system in an alearming way. Sir Keith Joseph seid it was
because a shift of this sort could not be done overnight that one
needed some transitional erracgement. Mr, lieeth said that the
denger with ell trsnsitional arrangements was that they tended
to become permanent.

Sir Keith Joseph said that the Party had to find an answer to
Mr. Maudling's point about the low-wege tenent in the private
sector. Mp., Cempbell ssid that shifting the low-wege private
tenant into council housing was a procedure that would take time,

and ultimately be more expensive. In Clasgow, almost all housing
/ in the
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in the private sector was felling into dis-repair. 'here wme -
rent rebete scheme in the public sector but no equivalent one in
the private sector if the tenant wes in employment. In fif'teen
years or so, all the housing in the privete scctor will have
become slums, and that stock ol housing lost to the country. In
the end, building council housing to eccommodate the low-wsge

privete tenant would cost more money.

Sir Gilmour Menzieg Anderson said that Ulssgow was somewhet
of a specisl case. lortgages were very important for owner-

occupation, and tuilding societies were not keen on lending on
flats below £2,000 in velue, which was the situation in much of
Glasgow. The only way was for the local authorities to have
money with which to provide mortgages, and he thought !r. Yalker
had covered this point.

HMpr, Heath said that most of the points on this subject seemed
to have been made, and he asked that a peper should be prepared
for subsequent discussion by the Shadow Cabinet.

kr, Hacleod esked whether it would not be possible to drop
the proposel for housing advisory centres. lr, Walker said he
thought it was a most importent aspect of the policy, and he had
been sdvised by the public relations people at Central Oifice thsat
it was one of the most appealing parts of the housing policy.

lord Balniel said he entirely agreed with Mr. wWalker, and
Hr, Hacleod asked whether in that cese we should also have health
advisory centres. Jord Balnjel said this was exactly what the
Seebohm Committee recommended - @ single centre to which citizens
could go to be directed for specialised advice.

Mr. Hacleod asked whether they could not get such advice from
their local councillors and Members of Perliement. [, W

/ said that
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saié¢ thet very larpe nuabers of people were ignorant about
fornelities and the facilities available, about costs and mortigages,
gnd the innumerable technicalities involved in housing. Moreover,
the costs would be negligible, as much of the work could be done
volunterily. Lord Jellicoe added that he wes looking into this

in connection with voluntary socisl services.

r, Heath said thet if it was essential it could be added in
with our policy, but he would like to look into the details of
costs and the sort of offices required, etc.

Mr, Hoge said that before leaving the section on housing, he
would like something in the Manifesto ebout methods of releasing
lend 1or housing.

Mp, Heath then passed on to the section on Educetion.  This
he thought wes agreed. The only exception was the sentence about
an independent university, which he thought should be deleted. If
people wented to set up an independent university, they could do so.
But if the Conservative Psrty included it in its Manifesto, you
would sooner or later be landed with subsidising it.

Mrs. Thatcher said that the proposal would cost nothing, and
it was not strictly true that those who wanted to establish an
independent university could do so without support from the
Covernment, as they would need a charter from the Privy Couneil,
lr, Heeth ssid thet if Professor Max Beloff wanted to set up an
independent university, he could apply to the Privy Council, and
the Privy Council would decide whether or not to grant a charter;
but he did not think it should be included in a Party Menifesto.

Sir Keith Jogeoh and Kr, Barber both seid that they were
attrected by the idea of the independent university. idr, Hopg

doubted whether the sponsors of this idea realised how much money
' / would be
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would be required, and wondered where they would reise it.

#rs, Thatcher said their intention was to resise the money
from business firms. She asked whether, even if it was not in
the “enifesto, she could meke some stetement in a speech to the
effect that a Conservative Govermment would give the idea & fair
wini provided no public money wes involved.

¥r, beath seid thet his own line was that there wes nothing to
stop them doing it so long e&s they put their own money into it and
kept educstional standards; but as soon as one said that one would
welcome something, people would say "What practicel form does your
welcome teke?"

Sir Keith Joseph and krs, Thetcher said thet the only practical
form of help they wented was a Foyal Charter: the difficulty weas
that they could not reise the finence until they were sure they
would get a Royel Charter.

Hr. Heath said he would not be prepared to commit himself on
the grenting of a Royel Charter. There wes no objection to
“rs. Thatcher stating what was the technicel position, which was
that they had a right to set up an independent university, and if
they resched the required standerd and could finance it, the Privy
Council would epprove.

The Session ended &t 11.30 a.m.



