From: The Rt. Hon, Sir Geoffrey Howe, QC MP
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HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWIA OAA

13th December, 1976

I have seen your note of Gth December about the
miners  dispute and draw attention to one further point
{Incldentally not touched on in the Financial Times'
plece on Friday) namely the question of who is to pay for

any favourable settlement of the miners' early retirement
elaim.

The answer must be either the government through
(probably concealed)} subsidy or miners {through closure
of pits which thus become uneconomic) or customers -
penslioners and the rest. Is this rot a point to whieh
we should be drawing attention, whatever the sympthy that it

may be possible to feel for the particular claim?
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Robkble Gilbert, Esg., Yf;

Conservative Research Department
24 01d Queen Street
SW1

ce The Rt. Hon. Margaret Thatcher M.P.uafff
The Rt. Hon. James Prior M.P.
IlYavid Howell MP
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To. BY. Hon. Irs. Thatcher

From___.»Rodbie Gilbert wdth December, 1976

liners' Dispute

This note suggests that the miners claim for early retirensnt

need not involve a major confrontation over the pay policy.

In the absence of vermission to negotviate about basic pay
and conditions grezter attention has Tocused on the NUl's long-
standing claim for garly retirment. & number of voints concerning
the dispute mavy be worth noting

(1) when the result of the ballot of miners is announced
next Tuesday (14th Cecember) it will show overwhelming suunport
for industrizl action

{2) negotiations between the HCB and the HUHIhﬁﬂ net broken-
dovn before the ballot was taken - indicating that there was.
further room for manoceuvre

-

(3) tlere are a rumber of alternative formulae which ecould
be further investigated, some of which would be entirely acceotable
to the MU (See attached article irom Tuesday's Times by
Panl Routledge which wes rrovbably flying a kite for the UL )

(4) the BN executive is in danger of being forced into g
‘confrontationist' pose on the issue, but is trying hard to avoid
this; the National Conference of the union reguired the executive
to seek membership apnroval for = particular form of metion, bui
the wording of the ballot leaves the executive with considerable
discretion about what form ity resvyonse shouind take

{5) public susnort for the mirers ¢laim may well be corsiderabl
there secms to be a strong feeling that those who have been under-
ground now for 40 years or more really do deserve specgial treatment

(6) the TUC has already indicated that it regards the nirers
claim as being outside the current pay limii. This seens to he
a rather hasty judgenent, and neced not represent their finajl
vesition.

f

There is no reason why the “UC camnot recomnend

(i) that the NUI's demands be .et from July (See Routledge's article)

and
(iis that they should stete that the specisl circumstances of
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the miners mean that no other union should be entitled to follow
their ¢laim in c¢current cirecumstiances.

' These considerations mean that there is no reason wny the
miners dispute should lead to & major confrontation betsieen the

Governnment and the NUM, leading to the sort of disruntion which
occured in the winter 1973/4, at ovresent.
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