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S I attach a copy of an outline of the core of the speech
which my Secretary of State proposes to make i1in tThe steel rﬁl
debate on Thursday. This supercedes the outline which I f
sent to you“earlier today under cover of a similar letter. ,4}(

My Secretary of State would be most grateful for comments
on the substance of 1t from the Prime Minister and those
of his colleagues to whom I am circulating the speech.

I would be grateful i1f at all possible, these could reach
me by the end of the day.

I am copylng this letter to the Private Secretaries to
the Chancellor, the Secretary of State for Employment and
to John Hoskyns and David Wolfson at No “10.

Yowvsg ever,
Pete

PETER STREDDER
Private Secretary
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We are in relative economic decline.

Wage earners; salary sarners; pensioners in many other

countries have higher standards of living than ours.

This 1s not because of any lack of talent in this country.

1s 1t because sllour economy is uncompetitive - many of
manufacturing firms, large and small, are world-leaders;
commerce, distribution, invisibles, City, agriculture

all excellent.

But the good performance of many is offset by the bad
perrormance of some and our average is less good than that

of our rivals - and that is why we are in relative economic

decline,
Governments must take much of the blame.

We have relatively low pay, low pensions, and inadequate
public services in many fields because too many people
have been allowed to ignore the economic reality that
jobs and earnings - and the public spending made possible

by them - depend upon customers and upon being competitive.

/Nationalisation has ...
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Nationalisation has actually helped to breed indiffference

to the customer and to competitiveness:
Management has been patchy-from the brilliant to the poor;

And unions have not understood the link between Jobs

and pay and customers and competitiveness.

= .

S0 unions, in order to obtain higher earnings, tend to threaten
B e e :

thelir employers, if private, with bankruptcy and their employers,
1f nationalised or state, with disruption and damage to the

public:

and théy tend to threaten their employers, regardless of demand

for the product or service;

regardless of the demand or lack of it for their labour

and skills;

regardless of the profit or loss of their employers;

regardless of the scope for increased productivity:

and regardless of the freedom of their members to

move 1in search of higher pay if they can get 1t elsewhere.

/linieons ofGen: & o
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Unions often force private employers to choose between the
immediate disaster of a long strike iflfhey resist, or the
deferred disaster of crippled competitiveness and profit if

Tthey give way.

What the unions tend to demand - and extract - from employers
1is all too often something for nothing, and 1ncreased earnings

regardless -

Q
And the result is higher unit costs and so higher prices,

: - f Y/
squeezed profits and blunted competitivenesse esnd o, Tm/ﬂ .

The British disease manifests itself largely in rising unit

costs;

Euwployers - including the Government when it is involved -

have tended to give way.

surrender has been forced upon them by union insistence on

something for nothing, enforced by the strike, or the strike

threat.

oreover, the public has come to see giving way as the

civilised and normal thing to do.

VAN AT

/The Government is ...
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The Government i1is called upon to "settle it" - meaning to

give way - often with the taxpayers' money.

The consequence of inumerable surrenders to union pressure
has not been to benefit in general the people of this

COUntIy.

We have, largely as a result of Something for Nothing, lost
competitivness;

lost Jjobs; | _ @)

and lost the better pay,

better pensions

and better public services that we could have had -

and that most of our neighbours have.

We have all too often bought peace at the cost of jobs, pay

-

ety bR

and pensions.

The steel dispute is a classic example of several aspects

of the British disease:

The background is nationalisation:

centralised decision-making;
¢QH¢&

and therefore maximum error.
NP\ :

Management and successive Governments unite in
k %
over-optimism - at the cost of the taxpayer;

/As demand ...
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As demand declined far below what was expected -
largely becéuse of British stagﬁatioh, the decline
in the British car industry; high prices‘and

new rivals -

/

The last Government refused to allow closures, so
Pl VWl gy

that what could have been earlier and less adjustment

rﬁ-
)
: UP“I accumulates to larger and larger intensity.

And on top of all this the unions insist upon Something for
Nothing - not Something for Absolutely Nothing, no doubt,
but Something very nearly for Nothing - and then,

on top of Something for Very Nearly Nothing, Something

for Something on top. CF«)M.L::&’ W ?)
el T R \

This way unit costs will rise again.

oteel 1s an intensely competitive industry;

Customers have a very wide choice. They won't necessarily

buy British;

/And yet steel ...
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And yet steel unions and the Labour Party want once again

to defer being competitive;
But every year they defer, our rivals move ahead.

Our competitors, our rivals, are increasing their productivity

faster than we are;
they are accelerating away from us.

Every year we do not catch up leaves us , not the same distance,

but further behind.

Each delay will destroy more steel plants and moresteel

jobs.‘

New pressure to become competitive depends upon steelworkers

accepting that it is in their own interests to do ol

It taxpayers find more money - on top of the £4 billion they
have -already found, and the £450 million for next year

already allocated, the steelworkers will be lulled into

thinking that they need not become more competitive.
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It will be presented - it 1s being presented - as cruel

and stupid not to buy peace yet again.

But it is neither kind nor sensible to buy peace.

It would be another step on the downward path - a big step
rM

because management an%/union ostrifches would
—

think that they could still go on ignoring economlc

reality.

This 185 what this Etrike ag about:

igneoring or not ignoring economic reality.

It 1s not about higher pay.

There was not much difference in money between the figures

being discussed when the negotiations broke down.

—
The difference —(and 1t was a huge oneS— was about

where the higher pay was to come from. 60_,¢16h0

o

Was it to come from the taxpayer, who will have already round

g4 billion for steel by the end of this year and is committed
by this Government to finding another £450 million for steel

next year?

Or was it to come &rom the higher earnigs|through higher o J~ S L

. - . ,
productivity; ' “’lw"
s | | | A XS /'J
from better work practice; . Qr '“égm

better management;
.- .
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It will not do to pay.lip service to higher productivity,

M s, T s ———

and then insist on the extra wages regardlesé - and more

wages for higher productivity on top.

The question 1s not about higher payQ

The question is whether the higher pay i1s in return for

something or for Nothing.

e, oo

Should the steelworker get Something for Something, or

o
something for Nothing? - that 1s the question.

It 1s not enough to promise to achieve higher productivity.

It 1s a sad fact that there have been agreements before -
like the one in January 1976 - in which managements and unions

promised to collaborate to this end.

it

a . ‘ % _;\M Y o A- [“‘Q"i *
othing much happened. = I T + Sopt taiww (VY

-

The gap between us and our competitors is wider than ever, Sﬂ’P‘

despite all our huge investment and despite the promises.
This time both sides must reach an agreement that will produce

results.

This 1s not a dispute between the bosses and the unions.
It 1s a tragic clash between the interests of everyone and

those who, meaning well, seem unable to see this.

/Mpr SITS 1S e
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Mr, Sirsiis g man I like.

He sees his task in the way he has been conditioned to P‘”‘ ;

see it.

He doesn't see that his view - Something for Nothing - is
b efiwehm
at the heart of the British disease, of theilow standards

of living for pensioners and wage earners and salary earners

1 this country.

LW ;\_M—h u-l-dfl.'d’ ML;- L\—Cf‘h‘k
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There will be fewer steel jobs because of this strike.
He doesn't serve the interest of workers or pensioners.

They are all damaged by this strike.

Where does the Labour Party stand?

Does 1t stand for everyone - or does it stand just for union

members - No - not even for union members, but for union

leaders and shop stewards - for the self-destructive idea

?
of Something for Nothing. [T ot Wypp o reVICana
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I hope 1% stands where we in the Government stand -

for everyone.

Though Labour Members may mock, we stand for the pensioners,

for the wage-earners,

the salary earners, and in particular for the steelworkers.

"Something for Nothing!" is a large part of the British disease.

1t has damaged and is damaging all.




