PRIME MINISTER

Lord Longford's Article for "The Universe"

I attach the text of Lord Longford's article about you
for "The Universe". As you agreed, it draws on his interview

with you unattributably.

The only paragraph which worries me is the third paragraph.
There is nothing in Lord Longford's notes of his interview
with you (Flag A) which justifies the second sentence; and
it would be consistent with the notes to amend the fourth

sentence in the way I have shown.

May I suggest these amendments to Lord Longford and

say that otherwise you do not wish to object to this article?

e
V\‘” \ [ERg.

24 February, 1983
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No Prime Minister in this century has dominated the Cabinet in peace
time to anything like the same extent as Mrs Thatcher. What is even more
interesting is what she does with her %omination. She is a true moralist
politician - the first of that kind, on the highest level, since Gladstone.
She is deliberately setting out to improve the moral standards of this

country.

She has for some years, and long before the Falklands crisis, called
for a return to the ancient virtues of self-help, self-discipline and self-
sacrifice. No one gquestions her own powers of self-help and self-disci=
pline. Anyone who renounces, as she has done, a quarter of her salary, must
be listened to with respect on the subject of self-sacrifice. But when her
moral convictions lead her into the field of social moralitfy, they become
extremely controversial. She leaves a clear impression that the principle
of self-sacrifice has been distorted for many years, that our attempts to be
our brother's keeper ha%fdragged down both our brother and ourselves into

the pit; that the Welfare State in Britain has been warried forward too far

and too fast.

Many of us consider that we in pritain in recent years nave failed to

develop our welfare provision,in wnich we were the pioneers,as fully as a number
W

Hoar
of European countries. TEOSB who think like Mrs Thatcher probably think exaeddy

hovre exBnded W Eo
t;;24gmmsé$e. mrs ThatchZr, on becoming Prime Minister, quoted from 1lU Downing
Street Saint Francis of Assissi's prayer for peace. Many of us cannot equate

St Francis of Assissi's ideas of compassion with three million unemployed.
- o IR A
But she herself utterly rejects the idea that anyone who the

Welfare State show® a lack of cowpassion towards the poor and disadvantaged.

That issue will be fought out on a thousand platforms in the not distant future.

She is an exponent of a passionate patriotism. Patriotism has enjoyed a
mixed up and down reputation over the centuries, since the Remans said Dulce et

decorum est pro patria mori. We are all aware that Dr Johnson defined patriot-

ism as 'the last refuge ef a scoundrel'. Since the Falklands victory we are

told that a 'new spirit of patriotism is abroad throughout the land'. Mr Pere-
grine Worsthorne, wost eloquent of Sunday journalists, has referred to the 'alwost
tangible resurréction of Britain as a moral force, as a comwunity with a proud
idea of 1tself, for which many individuals were prepared to die'. That spirit

whether or not widespread is incarnate in Margaret Thatcher.

We aave heard at different times about various kinds of society
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the permissive society, the civilised society, the compassionate society,
to name only three. My own label for her ideal society would be the de-
serving society. The England she would like to see is one where everyone
is rewarded according to their merits, everyone that is, except those so
afflicted that they need special assistance. She assumes that the vast
majority of us will benefit by feeling'its up to me, not the State'. She
believes that this will make us better people and will produce a better
country. As someone who belongs to a different Party, I concede that she

is a remarkable woman, not without greatness.

I told her on one occasion that I had been Personal Assistant to
Sir William (later Lord) Beveridge, the 'father' of the Welfare State,
though he didn't like that title. She insisted that she was a supporter
of the original Beveridge ideas, but complained that the insurance principle
by which benefits were paid for contributions had been submerged under the
jdea of free hand-outs for all. The idea of having to earn one's benefit
had been largely superseded. Would Beveridge have agreed with her? Yes

and ne. He was never a socialist, but never a Conservative either.

She, a strong Conservative, has nodesire to see the Social Services

used as a re-distributive agency, except for those in real distress at the

bottom.

She made appreciative reference to Churchill's phrase 'the safety net!.
I, as a Labour person, am convinced on the other hand that income redistri-

bution through the Social Services and other means is a Christian duty.

Many years ago Lord Lothian, later Ambassador to the United States,
formulated the slogan 'patriotism is net enough' (Nurse Cavell), nor
pacifism either’'. There is no danger of Mrs Thatcher overdoing the

pacifism. Patriotism must still be deemed a Christian virtue. I sat

in Westminster Cathedral while the Pope pleaded for peace and the British

forces were just beginning their main assault. But thqt does not provide
an easy answer to the question whether the Falklands war was justified.

We can be sure of this at least that whatever Mrs Thatcher does, she will

do from moral conviction.




INTELVIEW WITH MRS TuATCHER at NO.10 Downing Street October 15th 198 2
3.15 = & p.m.

Mrs. Thatcher had read tihe draft extract from my book concerning her;LuvA_
Arom the fact tiat she had granted me an interview I had assumed

that she did not think it too unfair. ohe did not comment on it

except to say that I had made her out rather like a Hdethodist

missionary. lilaving been brought up a Methodist she may not have

minded this,

She tackled me quite severely about my suggestion, or implication,
that anyone who interfered with the Welfare State showed a lack
of compassion. In my draft.and in the liouse of Lords; 1 had spoken
'
of her attachment to ot. Francis., I sent her my book about
him after she declaimed his prayer for peace on becoming
P oo O
h&&h#kffttﬁ back te say that he had always been
one of her favourite Saints. I was also aware, thougzh
/l’
g if . :
I did not mentL0${ that on one occasion last year she had said
privately of compassion: 'It always seems to me so patronising a
word', A remark which could be understood to illustrate her sense
of the dignity of fellow humans, her desire not to look down on

them. One can't imagine that she would welcome pity directed towards

- I
herself. Now she 'ticked me off' in a friendly,fintimate kind of

m
wayhin the manner of / g;nily governes% for sucgesting that she

herself was guilty of any lack of compassion towards the poor.

d ragced . ’
Ihe argument c 3 vigorously. I said that I was there to listen

rather than hold iorth but I obtained her peruwission to counter-

attack on occasion which she seemed to enjoy (we are both fast
198 L
talkers !). It happens that this morning (October 1bth£) oir John
2
Hosﬁ;ns, her former Economic Advisfr, spells out at some length in

g ; P S
The Times more than one of the mailn points she was making: As ever,
SaE Lo




|
.
4=
o

those who 1fstian any aspect of the uelfare State are assumed to
. be less concerned about human suffering than those who defend it.

No one is proposing that the state disowns responsibility for those

who genuinely cannot help themselves. The question 1is whether the

state should also yrovide large amounts of goods and gservices "free'
[ 2

for almost the entirepap population.
_ 4 .
\-This_gs only partly a matter of economics. It is also, and perhaps

more importantly, about the effect on attitudes and behaviour of
transferring responsibilities to the state, from people who could .
perfectly well discharge those responsibilities for themselves.

Has this transfer tended, at the marcin, to prevent people from

maturing into resourceful and independent individuals ? !
L

Wwhen she argued on those lines yesterday 1 submitted that those The™
e 2 clam ,
us;eLa middlg/or upper classjpoint of view; that the great mass

of the people could not help themselves to anything like the
wellore. ST

extent that the BOTAIAZ helped them. I did not add that

when I was Chairman of the National ﬁauk}with branches both in

England and Ireland, the middle class officials of the Bank in

[ e

Ireland sufferedly p?on?%ﬁﬁedly (at that time) as compared with

their English counterparts because txgxNational liealth Service

was much more freecly available to the latter.

But the points made by Sir John lioskyns were not her only critic;;L:m
of the hklfare ;tate. I told her that for three years I had been
Personal Agsistant to dir William, later Lord)ﬂeveridge when he
produced a report that had awuch to do with the [welfare Statefg
establishment., She insisted that she was a supporter of the original
Beveridge ideas}but complained that the insurance principl%FH&Hr wandiT

which benefits were paid in return for coutrihution7 had been

submerged under ‘' free handouts for all’. The idea of having to

5
earn one's benefit had been largely supergeded. I adnitted that the




insurance principle had been fundamental to Beveridge's thiuking)
though he made large exceptions to it especially in regard to

family allowances and, to a considerable exteant, the proposed

health service.

A deeper difference lurked behind our exchanges of which I thiok
she was conscious. she, a strong Conservative, had no desire to
see the Social éﬁrvices used as a redistributive agency in favour
of the poorer classes except for those in real distress at the
bottom. ohe made appreciative reference to Churchill's phrase
tthe safety net'. I, as a Labour persom, am convinced on the other
hand that income redistribution through the §ocial‘gervices and
otherwise 1is a(ﬁhristian duty.

The talk with her cleared my mind here. ihen I demand compassion
the wordssocial justice,would somehow, though not always, be more
appropriate. In regard to social justice Ehristians of different

parties must necessarily differ.

she spoke about'freedom' in more than one context. his Conservative
Government, under her potent 1eadership}genuinely believes (but also
considers it good political business) that the sphere of the State
must be reduced to 'free' the individual, to give him or her a much

wider range of choices.

S‘MIWC‘:"-‘.J.

1 agreed with her insofar as more freedom can be giveg—evngén

edncatio? without disrupting the State system. iteligious freedom
of choice is an instance)but not by any means the only one. but

no one could geriously suggest that agaln tahingreducation as an
7 = A ca g

example (very much her subject as she was a formea{ﬁihister)}that

population ever had greedom to choose in the

the great mass of the

middle class sense, 0T could attain it under any system in the
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forjsceable future. I mentioned, incidentally, that her new
/ _.j-t_;(_AL) -*F-zhl-i.w Mount, ) ) ) .
Personal Advisoﬁﬂyas my nephew and had been Captain of the School
at Lton. ohe spoke about him with obvious warmth, In this whole
O e'*":'-—""“"’

connection I did not make the e%i?ﬁnﬂ point that many social services

can be supplied much more cheaply and efficiently on a 'mass' scale,

Under the head of ‘freedom I reminded her that Lloyd George's original
health insurance scheme (1911) had been objected to on just that
ground }reifgecause it was compulsory and therefore an interference
with freedom. The same argument could. be raised against any

scheme of compulsory insurance., I reminded her of Sir Winston

Churchill's defence of such schemes and his reference to the

1 : . : :
magic of averages. DBut she seems determlne?iand no doubt we shall

hear a lot of this from her rartyj}u make the State‘?nd high
taxation the scapegoats. 1 ventured to point ouQL'yoﬁ can't
reduce State expenditure without someone losing'. oShe retorted
that a great deal of money was being wasted in the Social Services

at present. I could not gainsay her there though thepoint has been

made repeatedly in past years without much practical consequence.

ijﬁfﬂfeplored the heavy figures of unemployment. oShe said that the

Coalition White Paper at the end of the war in which a®high and
stable level of employment}was postulated was still her Bible.

I did not venture to ask how far her government's policies were
responsible for the present figures. osShe placed much of the
responsibility, though not by any means all of it, on the Trades
Unions’deﬂands for 'more and more'. I submitted that collective
greed was just as manifest among the higher professional people and
businessmen, She did not dissent and picked out for criticism the
demands of the Chairmen of nationalised industries. I did not

A’?

v ’ A o
press the question furfler, 1eIHeads of private business were

not just as grasping.
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Qur whole discussion I should mention was cnnducted azainst oy

AcrfC
acceptance (in the j she had seen) that she was the first

/hshgf%/. .
moralist yyit&aa»«nZ? his century, even thouzh I did not agree

with many of her policies. I had also mentioned in the Lords and
in thsiglaft paper my recognition that she herself-ﬁad shown
self-sacrifice by giving up a quarter of her salary. I told her
that if I had not resigned from the Labour Cabinet in 1968 my

deciding - . A >
£o0te would have been gilven 1n favour of a reduction 1n

Cabinet salariesiwhich would then have taken place. Why couldpf

pat
sh%Zpromotc a general spirit of self-sacrifice without appearing

to confine herself to expecting sacrifices from fhe Trades Unions?
She_Seemed to turn it over in her mind., There was not time for

me to raise the question of the family which she appears to be
devoting much attention to, and on which kjiizgz-as recently
published a book. I told her that I applauded her powerful
support for the Atlantic system of defence. I did not raise the

7 A g SR A NGLE

question of the Falklands. g
e MEFE Lo BT M IR EY

add

Have I anything to( in retrospect ? Just this. We have heard

at differen% moments about various kinds of society:'the permissive

’ - - - '
society, 'the civilised society', 'the compassionate society',to name
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only three, My own label (not hers) for her society would be
'a deserving society'. The England she would like to see is one
where everyone is rewarded according to their merits. Hveryo;c}
that is except those so afflicted, avoidably or unavoidably, that
they need special assistance. uShe assumes that the vast majority of
us will benefit by feeling bh&ttzf's up to me}not the state’ She
believes that this will make us better people and will produce a
better country. John Nott recently -aid of heémself that he was 'a
nineteenth century Liberal')and added)‘Jéb is Margaret Thatcher!',

NeAt

After my talk yesterday I feel that what W said was as good a

rh LL'LI_}.{:-’:‘V’\
eatesory as any now in use, but I prefer my own picture of her

as the champion of a deserving society,

?L%/ ¢ ;47///
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I enclose the draft of a short article I have written about
the Prime minister for The Universe. They are anxious that I should
let them have a version to which no exception is taken by you, by
next Monday morning, February 28th. That would enable them to pup-
lish the article in next week's issue.

If there was any difficulty about securing clearance, it
could be held over in the last resort for another week.

I will give you a ring on Thursday afternoon, to see how
things are going. Perhaps you would leave word with your secretary,
if you are not available.

You will notice that I have indicated that I have at least
talked to Mrs Thatcher, but there is no suggestion that I ever had
an interview.

I hope therefore that you will be able to 'pass' the article
without you or the Prime minister being in any way committed to the
views expressed.

F B R Buckler, lsq

Principal Private Secretary
the Prime Minister

10 Downing Street
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