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A Paper of Qprions aopen to the Conservative Part

{paper by William Whitelaw)

The Constitutional Committee has had 8 well attended
meetings. Many members have spoken on every Gccasion. 1
cannot repember any subject more exBaustively discussed in
a Party Committea. oy

Little consensus of cpinion on Scotland has emerged,
though there is general agreement that an assembly for Wales
iz unwanted and undesirable and should be strongly opphosed.
on this basis we should continue to press the Government For
separate Scottish and Welsh Bills,

Different Opinions

. With regard to Scotland there are three identifiable
strands of opinion;:w

(" Those who want & directly elected assembly on the
' grounds that it would improve the good government
of 8cotland and is in line with the expressed wishes
and convictions of the Scottish people. - (A
majiority of the Eccttish Party and a small nunber oF
the English Party).

2 Those who reject any assembly on the grounds that it
wiuld lead to the eventual break=up of the United
Kingdom. {4 large majority of the English Party and
a small but extremely vocal minority of 5 in the
Scottish Party).

3. Those who are prepared to accept an assembly out of
political necessity. (A significant minority of
the English Party). This group is divided between

._ a larger namber wvho wish to go further than the
proposals put forward by the Party hitherto, regarding
them as no longer adegquate or realistic, and those who
would only be prepared to accept an assembly if we

went ne further.

Options and their Implicationg

A, The Party could come out Firmly against am Assembly
ADVANTAGES

1. It would unite the majority of English MP's, though
at the expense of the hostility of the majority of
Scots and a significant minority oF Bnglish MP's,

24 It could lead to capturing the pro-lUnion vote,
consistently shown in opinion polls as 20%: though
as we are alveady identified a% a pro=Union party
this increase iz unlxkely to he very significant.

3 We could campaign as the Party of the Union and
against separatism. This would have popular appeal
in Bangland and Wales.
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It may be that im the shdrt—term~the Party would
regain seats in Scotland as the Party of the Union.

There may not be much to be gained in being the
fourth runmers in the devolution 'racel.

If there were no assembly there would be no oFFicizl
forum in vhich discontent could be stirred up as a
means GF obtaining complete independence. Nor would
the dangers of legislative and executive conflict
with the Westminster Government and Parliament arise.

DLSADVANTAGES .

1.

2.

4, -

6.

e

__The Scottish Party wauldfhe split down the middle both .

in Parliament and in the country. The majority of rﬁh““ﬂhx
Seottish MP's who have loyally backed the Party stand

would be isolated and feel let down, as would the

majority of candidates and party members who have

repeatedly voted in favour of an assembly. -

It is probable that the 11 pro~assembly Scottish .
ME's, including leading members of the Scottish

Farty both in the House of Commons and in the

Assoriations, would feel unable to support the

Party on this issue, Asg a result, the decision

would be essemtially one imposed by the English Party

.on a Scottish issue against the wishes of the Scottish

Party. The Scottish Party would become isclated and,in
as much as it was unable to influence the English Farty
on an issue of vital Interest to Scotland,would be seen
as no longer of any relevance in Scottish politics,
Decigions made in future by the Party would be regarded
23 declsions of an English Party and hence suspect in
Scotland.

English proponentsz of devoluticn would become more
vociferous; at present the running is being made
by the dnti-devolutionists. o

The Party would be going back on a number of _ .
commitments given over the last ten years, and

endorsed by the Leader of the Party at the Scottish

Party ConFerence 1n May 19735.

The Conservative Party would be “he cnly Party to
have identified itself with what would be seen as
the *BEnglisk backlash™ and vith-the small minority
(20%) of Scots who are opposed to an Assembly.

It is doubtful whether the change in policy would be
seen as being pro-~Union. It is quite likely to be

. seen as-p.,o the status quo and, if forced by the
‘Bnglish Party, as anti-Scottish and as desperatel

polding on to 0il revenues. :

There is & danger that the Congervatives would De

returned to power with very few seats in Scotland

and then would be faced with being regarded as an
English govermment imposing policies on Scotland
against its will as expressed in the ballot box.
If the SNP won-many seats, we would be.pressed to

give even more than is necessary now. Even if the
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view expressed in paragraph 4 ofF ADVANTAGES were
rorrect, there is a danger it would only be a short
while before a Conservative Govermment was faced
with a very strong SNP challenge in Parliament.

8. Conservatives in Scotland, especially the yound,
may believe the only way ahead For a Conservative
in Scotland is to join the SNP and try to shape
it into a right of centre party. The Conservatives
could be left with a small solid rump of support
but no mass following throughout the community.

e IFf, as a result, no asszembly were established the
Government would be seen as having been defeated
by an English backlash with which Conservatives would
be identified., The SNP would cash in on the
situation and would be able to present voting for
the Party as an issue of leyalty to Scotland and,
in the face of English hostility, this could have
broad appeal.

The Party could come out in favour of an Assembly (by
TApTication not Jirectiy elected) without spelling out any
details.

ADVANTAGEES

1. Tt would be acceptable to the vast majority of English
members.

2.4 It would be in line with our amendment in Januwary.
DISADVANTAGES

1. It would be just as strongly opposed, paerhaps avan
more so, by 11 Scots MP's as advocating no change.

2., It would be regarded in Scotland as reneging on our
commitment almost as much as coming out firmly against
an assembly. '

3, - It would be disliked mildly by 5 Scots MP's and to a
great extent by those Fnglish who Favour meaningful
devolution.

4. Consequently, it would have Fewer advantages than
coming out Firmly against an assembly and as many,
if not moré, disadvantages. Therefore, it would
be likely to be the worst oF both worlds.
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ADVANTAGES

¢ 1. Tt woild be accepted by 11 out of the 16 Scotiish
oPati,

2 The Party would have pressnied a consiptent position
over the years. '

3, It can be defended on the grounds of good government
regardless of the fortunes of the S.N.P.

4. By not going as far as the Government, waverers in
the Parlismentary Party, and the lukewarm, might be prepared
to give their support and the pro=Union pecple in Scotland
would support us gs the most pro=Unicn Perty.

5. If elected, we could implement this palicy regariless
of the npumber of S.N.P. M.P.'s. Even if there were a large
number we could say that this was the policy on which we were
glected, wa were prepared to stand by it and submit ourselves
+o the verdiet of the Scottish people. If we had no policy
for an sesembly we may have to go further if there were a
large number of S.N.P. H.F.'a,

Pa 8 the anti-assembly movement builds up we eould
dafend the minimelist poaition as the most gensible. There
seems to be growing feeling in Scotland against too radical
a step at this time. Tn this changing situation there could
be an sdvantege, particularly in Onpoaition, in not committing
ourselves too far in advance in too much detail.

Q;ﬁgﬂvﬂHTaGEE
1. Pive Scota M.P.'s opposa thip policy.

2 Tt may be risking a major party split amongst the
English members over scmething that may be regardsd as insuf-
figent anyway. '

3. Laord Homa hirself has now gone pomewhat further in
his recent speeches, thereby casiing doubt on the vélue of
these proposals.

44 If we wore in goverrment, could we Zet even this
through?

E%a Partz could move begunﬂ it8 nrig;nal Erugnsala towasds 8
en Ior A Bcheme Wl comniete regpensibility in cerGaln
aefinaed opheres, & El £ 1 a &N uprene Low .

ADVANTALGES

1. Eleven Scots would accept this plan but five would
fing it even more ohjectionable than the other proposals.
Thege five might therefore cerry a larger rumber of the
Secottish Party with them.

. 2a A significant minority of the English Farty who are
1ukewarm towarda devolution would prefer this proposal as being
moye reatisbtic and constitutionslly tanable. Tt would also
provide a poBition on which & definite stand can be made, while
acknowledging the desires of the Scottish people.
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3a ~¢+ would meet most Scottish opinion gnd obtein aome
wovement away from the S.N.P. who in turn could only diatin-
gaish themselves by campaigning overtly for independencs,
rather than just pressurising for more powers for an asgembly
within the United Kingdom,

4., T+ ig more likely thet we could persuade the Government

to amend ita proposals satiafactorily in this direction than
in the minimalist direction.

%, As & guid pro guo for English support, the number
of Scottish M.,F.'s cou s reduced, though care ghould be

taken here that redrawing the congtituency boundaries 18 not
in fact disadvantageous to +he Conservetive Party.

DISADVANTAGES

1 It goes further than many M,.P.'s would like, and
ipdeed many leading membeXrs of the Scottish Farty, and the
lukewarm might find it unecceptable.

2 The next ptep if there had 0 be one must be full
federalism or independence. There sppears at present o be
1itt1a support for faderslism, Tn any event federalism would
reise the whole question of the English regions.

3a T+ would be Aifficult to oppose the Government '3
Bill in prineciple from this poeition. Thig would anndy =
lorge number of English MP.'s.

EDWEI’E :1- 18 EEE.EE
ADVANTAGES

1. Wa would nnt renege on our commitment.

2 Thig would unite all thozme who favour En Aasenbly
of come aort ou who are prepared to accept one, including
the mejority of the Scottish party.

3 Tt would aveid making eny compitments a8 to details
of what we would de if we were in government at this stage,
giving time to observe the progress of the nevernwent's Bill
and freedom te tabls detailed amendmente pursly in ths con—
text of that Bill without being accused of inconsistency Vis-
gvig our proposals. :

DISADVANTAGES

L. We wold have no firm basis by which to test the
Government '8 propooels and smendments to them.

2., On e major conmstitutional issue we would be accused
of not having a view but of cpposing the govermment for the
gake of opposition.

CONCLUSIONSG
Ny own entirely personal conclusions are gs followa:

, 1. $f we had never had 2 tdeclaration of Perth’, the
Douglap=Home Committee and subsegquent commitments, it would
probably be best to ptand ageinst any agsembly and figat as
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the Party of the Union., - In thi=a view I diverge from
Alick Puchanan-Smith and others who believe in devolutionary
pessures on their merits as leading to better government,

2. But, for better or worse, We have had the Douglag-—
Home Committee and the subsequent commitments and therefore
to stand sgainst any assembly would mean going back on our
present poaition. I fear that this would be interprated,

not aa the Conservative Party leaving itaelf Iree te fignt for the

Union, but as the Conservative Party in England forcing the
Seottish Conservative Party to toe the line. Such an
interpretation with its implicalion of English dictation
would be very demaging electorally in Scotland.

3. I would favour the vague commitment tc a directly
elected assembly with no details if the possibility of an
early general election was not in the air., But in current
ecircamstances, I fear that such a position would not be
tensble for the leadership of a Party ready to take over
Government. ind this would bscome particularly obvious in
televisgion interviews,

4. I would conclude thersfore that our best position
would be to sband on the Douglas=Home moposals for a directly
elected Asgembly tied to the Westminster legislative gystem
and oppose the Govermemnt's Bill from that base. I realiBee
that suck & position can be attacked from manpy points of view
but I equally believe that any gther positiorn is even more
vulnerable.

5. Other Tspues I hope we shall meantime keep Eﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ
mind on reTerende, the method ¢f election to any propose
‘Besemply and vhe nuaber of geottish Members at Westminster.
¥y reasous are as follows:

(a) I believe that at some stage a referendum will
become inevwiteble but it i=m very dirficult to predict now
when that moment will be.

(b} I havz no doubt that in the Party's electoral
interest, the single transferable vote for malti=-memnber
aonstituencies must be the best method of electicn for a
Saothish Apsembly but I gppreciate only oo well thes dangers
Ffrom the United Kingdom point of view of advoecating this now,
It ig something which would be better done as part of our
proRoSels B2 a goverrment .,

(¢) I am convincel that any suhetantial measure of
devolution muet be accompanied by & reduction in Scottish
membership at Westminster bt until we ere clearly comm tted
+0 a definite scheme in detail. it would seem wiger to keap
cur optiocns open This position would enable us, if we
wished, to advocate such & reduction when discussing the
Covernuent's present proposals.
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