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_John.Mcilroy looks at Tebbit’s 
plans for his next round of anti 
union laws, the thinking behind 
it, the response of the top trade 
union leaders, and what the 
working-class answer must be. 

THE NEW Green Paper produced by 
Norman Tebbit is a ‘‘consultative 
document’’. ‘That means that. it outlines 
a broad range of possible changes in the 
law government trade unions and discus- 
ses which would be most helpful from 
the point of view of the Tories and the 
employers. 

Comments from employers may be 
useful, but judging: by past performan- 

ces, Tebbit will go ahead with the guts of 
his own proposals with only marginal 
streamlining. Reading between the 
lines, and taking account of nuances and 
emphases, you ¢an see which, of the 
long list of suggestions, are those that 
the Tories favour most. 

It is unlikely that a Bill based on these 

proposals will be introduced before the 
General Election. But Tebbit has said it 
is possible if Thatcher does not go to the 
country before 1984. : 

In this sense the Green Paper is an 

important part of the Tory Manifesto. It 
would provide a central ingredient of the 
legislative programme for a second 

“Thatcher government — a programme 

which could transform the face of British 
society. 

‘The Green Paper is. the third stage in 

the Tories’ attempt to use the recession - 

and the weaknesses within the unions to 

set’ them within a permanent strait- 
jacket. Phases one and two, the 1980 and 

1982 Employment Acts, attempted: 

(To weaken the unions’ ‘ability to 

defend. their members by severely 

- limiting legal rights to picket and take 

industrial action. 
To undermine rank and file controls 

within the unions by concentrating 
power at the top where it is more easily 

moulded and controlled by making 

unions responsible as organisations if 

  

    
  

  
» their members break the law. 

: To sap the strength of union organ- .   

isation itself by breaking the closed 
shop and giving non-unionists up to 

~ £25,000 compensation if they are sacked. 
      To demoralise the membership 

particularly the weakly organised, by 

cutting back on basic minimum rights to 
unfair dismissal, redundancy and mater- 

nity. protections. 
To cow the membership and disci- 

  

  

      

pline the unemployed by cutting back on . 

rights to unemployment and. social 

security benefits. 
Now Tebbit, reflecting on experience 

since 1979, thinks ‘‘It’s a piece of cake. 

Resistance from the unions has been 

minimal. I’m really on form and Lady 
Luck is smiling-on me. I might as well 

* press on. After all with no sign of an 

The Tebbit proposals would replace mass meetings by postal ballots 

upturn, right now is the best. time for 

taking candy from a baby.”’ 
The new proposals have two main 

objectives. - 
Firstly they aim to follow up the 1982 

Act by restructuring internal union 

arrangements so that power is central- 

ised in a leadership which deals over the 

heads of the activists with passive 
members through a system of referenda 
based on the secret fostal ballot. The 
central target here is, as usual, indus- 

trial action. 
Secondly, they are intended to push in 

the direction of a US-style depoliticised 
union movement by trying to cut unions’ 

links with the Labour Party — and in the 
process to bankrupt that party. 

To achieve these objectives the Green 
Paper is intended to mobilise backward 

elements in the unions. The Tories will 
use the right wing regimes in the AUEW 
and the EETPU as examples of how far it 
is possible to go in the direction Tebbit 

5p if sold 
separately 

  

  
desires and as Trojan-Horses within the 
ranks of labour. And the Tories also aim 
to promote a much strengthened Feder- 
ation of Tory Trade Unionists as a pace- 
maker for the acceptance of these ideas 

by sections of the rank and file. 

Continued inside 

 



  

     

   

  

   

        

   

union reps — 
In the end secret ballots organised 

by ‘independent scrutineers’ to be the 

‘means of electing representatives “‘at 
most levels within a union’’. 

More immediately the chief officers 

of the union. (General Secretary and/or 

President) where they are already elec- 

ted, not appointed, should stand for elec- 

tion in a postal ballot every five years. 

CIAt the same time legislation would 

require that all union executives be 

periodically elected by secret ballot. 
INo changes are suggested where 

officials are appointed. . 

Unions might have to register, as 

  

  

        

  

  

  

  

under the 1971 Industrial Relations Act | 

and have their rules vetted to make sure 

they followed these requirements. 

Alternatively individual members 

might be given the right to sue a union 

which did not méet these requirements. 

A new range of remedies would be 
needed for unions which did not comply: 

  

  

        
- Union assets might be frozen or the 

union might be deprived of the very 

limited rights to take industrial action 

previous Tory legislation has left it with. 

Another alternative would be to 

require’ periodic secret ballots of the 

whole membership who would be asked 

to decide whether the existing union 

electoral system was satisfactory or not. 

Strike. ; 
ballots - 

The idea of making secret postal 
ballots the condition for any lawful strike 
is not given much support, on the 
grounds that it would lead to a loyalty 
vote of confidence in the leadership and 
prolong disputes, or it might lead to 

  

      

  

      

~~ unofficial stoppages or more limited 
action such as overtime bans. 

One alternative would be a 
“triggered’’ ballot which could be held if 
a certain proportion of union members 
requested it. ‘‘If the demand comes from 
within the union it cannot so easily be 
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turned into a test of union solidarity or so 

easily be represented as ‘external inter- 

  

    Another alternative would be to 
give.the employer the right to trigger the 

ballot «and perhaps organise it. This 

‘“‘would also have the advantage of 
ensuring that the voice of non-union 

  

~ employees was heard’’. 
The Green Paper is fairly nkewem L@QDOUr Party = 

  

      

on these proposals. Apart from problems 

such as what sanction to use and the 

wording of the ballot, Tebbit is worried 

that any system of enforced strike ballot 

would blow the gaff and show quite 
vividly — as the one use of similar pro- 

visions in the Industrial Relations Act on 

British Rail in 1972 showed — that 
workers are not dragged, kicking and 

protesting, into a strike by militant 

leaders. Strikes are often popular and 
leaders do a bloody good job stopping 

them. : 
The aim here is probably not legisla- 

tion but to get. unions to voluntarily 
adopt secret postal ballots before indus- 
trial action: 

   

    

       
    

    

THANK GOODNESS 
FoR THE Postar BALLOT 
Now 1 CAN VOTE ° 

WITHOUT BEING 
MANIPULATED! 
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Democracy is not just voting, but information and participation 
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and 

OUnions which have political funds 

and are affiliated to the Labour Party 

have only been able to do this after hold- 

ing a ballot of all their members and 

  

allowing rules on these matters (which - 

‘have to be in the rule book) to be vetted 

by the Certification Officer (Trade Union 

Act 1913, Trade Union and Labour Rela- 

tions Act 1974). Tebbit now suggests 

that unions should hold further ballots at 

regular periodic intervals to see if sup- 

port for these objectives should be 

continued. : 

CIAt the moment a worker who does 

not want to contribute to her/his union’s 

political fund can fill in a form stating 

that s/he does not want to pay the polit- 

ical levy. Unions provide members with 

forms and the law provides for no dis- 

crimination against anybody who does 
opt out. 

Tebbit now proposes that the law 

should be changed so that if you want to 

pay the political levy, as the vast major- 

ity of trade unionists do, you would have 

  

_ to ‘optin’. 
  

    Right now unions can make pay- 
  

- ments from their general funds to organ- 

isations which are not involved in finan- 

cing candidates for Parliament. Dona- 

tions to organisations which are —like 

the Labour Party — have to come out of 

the special political fund. 
So your union might make a donation 

out of its General Fund to Labour 

Research or the National Council for 

Civil Liberties. 
Tebbit now suggests changing the law 

so that these donations could only come 

out of the Political Fund. 

CiLegislation should also be imtro- 

duced to make unions cough up more 

details to the membership of such contri- 

butions to outside bodies and give all 

members access to detailed accounts. 

[Where your boss deducts your 
union dues at source, it could be made 

unlawful for political contributions to be 

deducted with the rest. Alternatively 

any deduction of political contributions 

would have to be dealt with separately. . 

  

bit | e ; 
1S? 

ideas 
The Green Paper trots out again to 

justify its case, the same distortions 
which underpinned previous legislation. 
“Trade union power’’ we are told 
‘springs from legal immunities and 
privileges’. Tebbit. marvels at ‘‘the 
unique legal status which trade unions 
enjoy’’. Yet Tebbit himself has ensured 
in earlier legislation a reversion to the 
very, very limited ‘‘privileges’’ and 
immunities trade unions possessed 

before 1906. 
How can union power be based on 

‘legal privileges’, when you can be sued. 
in the High Court if you stand on a picket 

line 100 yards away from your workplace 

and peaceably persuade a lorry driver 

not to deliver? Trade unionists do not 

even have. the privilege of freedom of 
speech. 

How can union power be based on 

legal privileges:when the union bodies 
who asked their members to come out.on 

Not just police lines, but new laws, will protect union leaders from rank and file pressure 

Tebbit’s 

  

  

  

  

strike to support the NHS. worker 

could have been dragged before th 
judges, as-Sean Geraghty was, for induc 
ing breach of contract? Trade unionist 
do not even have the freedom to choos 

to withdraw their labour. , 
How can union power be based o 

legal privileges when if 20 workers tak 

industrial action the law guarantees t 

the employer the right to sack them 

Trade unionists in Britain today do nc 

have even the right to strike. 
They do possess a fairly ‘‘unique legs 

status’’. Trade union rights on suc 

issues as protection against dismissa 
redundancy, and lay off, are among th 
worst in Europe. Provisions for womer 
such as the Equal Pay and Maternit 
legislation, have been condemned 2 
inadequate by the EEC. : 

Tebbit’s current proposals. are i 
violation of the International. Labou 
Organisation Convention’s very minim: 
‘codes to which all civilised government 
are expected to measure up. 

ILO convention 87, for example, state 

‘‘workers and employers organisation 

shall have the right to draw up their-ow 

constitytions ,and rules to elect the 
representatives in full freedom to orgar 
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It’s difficult enough to get the message through already, without Tebbit’s new proposals... 

ise ‘their administration and activities 

and to formulate their programmes.’ 
It goes on to say ‘‘The public authori- 

“ties. shall réfrain from any interference 
‘which would restrict this right or impede 

the lawful exercise thereof.”’ 
Yet Tebbit would walk into union rule 

_making bodies and violate their auton- 

omy by making their rules for them. The 

; . ILO Freedom of Association Committee 
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has stated ‘‘to impose any obligation on 
a trade union to base its constitution on a 

compulsory model (apart from purely 
formal clauses) would be to disregard 

_the rules which ensure freedom of 
association.” 

Yet Tebbit by imposing a central 

_ method of decision making — the secret 

postal ballot: — at the expense of the 

variety of methods unions use now would 

impose a compulsory model which would 

involve far from formal clauses. 
If Tebbit is confused on union power 

and legal privileges. he is all at sea on 

internal union democracy. 

“Time and again,’’ he points out, 

“union leaders are seen to be out of 

touch with the rank and file and often 

appear to be neither representative of 

the majority of their members nor direct- 

ly responsible to them.”’ 
But, alas, Tebbit isn’t talking about 

Sid Weighell, who secretly switched the 
NUR block vote at the Labour Farty con- 
ference,- perverting ime democratic 

"decision of his members. He isn’t talk- 

ib 
: 

; 

  

:ing about Sid breaking NUR rules by 
interfering in the present NUR election. 

He isn’t even thinking about Moss 
Evans going against TGWU Biennial 
Delegate Meeting decisions on incomes 
policy in interviews with the Financial 
Times, or David Basnett asking the 
Labour Party NEC not to support the 
water workers with no regard for the 
wishes or welfare of his struggling 
members. 

He certainly isn’t thinking of unions 
like the EETPU where the rules state 
that ‘‘whenever industrial action is 

authorised , the settlement of the dispute 
shall be in the hands of the Executive 
Council and the terms of settlement shall 
be binding-on all members of the union. 

’ The Executive Council may at any time, 
' im its discretion, direct members to 
yeturn to work’’ {17(5)]. Or the AUEW 
where the executive, in direct violation 

ff the democratic wishes of their mem- 
jeer: employed at Laurence Scott, tried 
fe terminate their strike and eventually. 

Tebbit isn’t worried where the unrep- 
resentativ¢é nature of union leaders and 
their lack of responsibility to their mem- 
bers leads to policies of which he 
approves, crucially an opposition to 

industrial action. 
This is the central point. Tebbit isn’t 

interested in how useful certain changes 

in the unions might be in allowing the 
true voice of the members to be heard. 
He is interested in how useful they might 
be in producing collaboration at the top 
and in preventing strikes. 

For example, the Green Paper discus- 
ses the possibility of allowing-a certain 
group of members to ask for a strike 
ballot. But it then points out the prob- 
lems ‘‘where union leadership is weak, 
triggered ballots might be used by mili- 
tants to force the hand of more respon- 
sible leaders’’. 

So now ‘“‘responsible leaders’’ are 
those who ignore the ‘wishes of their 
members. Weak leaders are those who 
can’t get away with it! : 

Strike ballots, we are told, . . .‘‘“gener- 
ally become a test of solidarity and of 
support for the trade union leadership 
and policies and so far from bringing dis- 
putes to an end may .. . prolong them’’. 

And that’s the whole point. The Green 
Paper is called ‘‘Democracy in Trade 
Unions’’. It should be called ‘‘How to 
Stop Strikes and Weaken Trade 
Unions’’. 

Secret 
postal 

ballots 
Norman Tebbit dreams about a 

magical fairy tale world where all union 
leaders are called Frank and Terry. 

Frank and Terry believe in something 
called ‘business unionism’. You join 
their union to get better wages and con- 
ditions but you don’t have to do anything 
yourself. That’s the key point. 

Frank and Terry and their sidekicks 
Gavin and Eric do it for you. They are 
professional business operatives. Their 
job is smooth-talking the employers and 
bringing home the bacon. Leave it to 
them. Don’t interfere. You can’t do that! 
_Frank and Terry’ s operation is like a 

fruit machine. You, ont in your_10p and    

out comes a flood of 10ps. You are not 
interested in how the machine runs. 

That’stheir job. - > 

Until you realise that the 10ps-are 
Yeps, and that you can’t, in the best 

traditions of text-book business union- 
ism, simply march off to another fruit 

machine. But that’s another story, as 

the London Press branch are finding out. 

Unlike Frank and Terry and Norman, 
socialists don’t want a passive, quiescent 

membership. Unlike them, we believe 

that if you don’t do things for yourseif, 

you will not only get second best because 

your leaders’ interests may be a wee bit 

different from yours, but that over time 

you will forget what first best is and be 

only too glad to get what you are given. 

Socialists believe that the more work- 

ers are active, take an interest, and par- 

ticipate together, then the better off they 
will be. The less workers participate, the 

less active they are, the less they will be 
able to control the Franks and Terrys of 

this world. They will get less, and Frank 

and Terry will have more power. 
Of course it’s not only that. The more 

workers act together collectively, by for 

example, striking against the boss, the 

more they will see and understand of 

how the bosses really are; of the conflict 

between their own interests and those of 
the bosses; of how the interests of all 

bosses are linked; and the more they will 
be open to the arguments of the social- 
ists that the whole system must be 
changed. 

So it is in the interests of Frank and 
Terry and Norman to keep the workers 
isolated and split up, looking after 
number one, keeping their noses clean, 
thinking of themselves and, of 
course, the wife and kids. So Frank’s 
ideal member is Joe Public who lives in 
a box, drives his own little car, and sits 
at home watching telly instead of attend- 
ing union meetings. 

But there’s a serpent in Frank’s 
paradise. Because Joe doesn’t attend his 
union meetings, the troublemakers 
who do, start trying to change union 
policy, start trying to involve people like 
Joe, and worst of all start organising to 

get rid of Frank! 
This is where, thank God, the secret 

postal ballot comes in. 
What we have to do is get Joe’s vote, 

while keepmg him uninvolved and 
sitting at home, with the six-pack of 
lager and ‘‘Match of the Day’’. 

We'll send him a ballot paper through 
_the post. Joe can still manage to pick-up- 
abiro.can’the? «- - . eee 

     

    

        

The ‘Daily Excess’, which he reads, 

will tell him to vote for Frank. He won’t 
hear the argument against Frank. He’ll 
think about his mortgage and then he'll 
look up at the telly and see Frank — and 
he’ll vote for him! 

And if it’s a strike that he’s voting on, 
he’s likely to vote against, if we follow 

this system. It’s unbeatable. 
Nobody likes going on strike. There 

are all sorts of fears and anxieties. 
Workers left isolated are prey to inse- 

curity. They tend to look at the issue 
more from an individual than from a 
collective point of view. 

Atomised 

In our society, the workers are at their 
weakest when they are broken up and 
atomised. They are at their strongest 
when they are grouped together collec- 
tively. When they can vote after meet- 

ings, where the issues involved have 

been explained, thrashed out, debated, 
workers are in a position to take an 
educated decision. 

When workers vote at work, they are 

in a better position to consider their 

collective interests, what binds them 
together, than when they vote at home. 

Democracy is not just a matter of 
voting. Democracy, real democracy, is a 
matter of activity, participation, educa- 

tion. 

_ Unions are not fruit machines, they 
are organisations which, in the end, 
because they are conflict organisations, 
fighting machines, depend on the 
involvement and activity of their mem- 
bers, the ability to mobilise them in com- 

bat with the bosses. 
-There is a warning here for the Franks 

and Terrys. If you transform your mem- 
bers into passive punters who simply 
push their automatic cash cards into the 
union slot you will in the end lose the 
power to relate to, let alone to mobilise 
the members and the employers will deal 
with them straight over vour head. 
So this is the real point about the 

postal ballot. Criticisms are often made 
of the system in terms of the cost, in 
terms of the ease with which ballot 

- papers go astray, opening the vote to 
manipulation, and in terms of the fact 
that whilst the introduction of postal 
ballots leads to a big increase in the vote, 
time leads toe a reduction to a level not 

previous system. 
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But even if you get a bigger vote in a 
postal than a branch or workplace ballot, 

the quality of the vote in terms of inter- . 
est, involvement, commitment, the 

mainspring on which any healthy trade 
unionism depends for its ultimate sur- 
vival, is less. 

Tebbit is not infgrested in real demo- 
cracy. He’ is aware that the limitation of 

Parliamentary democracy, going to the 
polling booth and sticking your. cross 
against one of the three names, has over 
the years made generations of workers 

fatalistic and cynical. 
Between elections they can do nothing 

as they have no control. over events. 

Far from involving them the system aims 

to disinvolve them. They take little inter- 

est in politicians. They leave it to the 
professionals. 

Now Tebbit wants to do this to the 
unions, except this time he’ll do the 
job properly. You won’t. even need to 
walk to the polling booth. 

You will notice his interest in extend- 

ing democracy does not run to elections 

” 4or the monarchy, or the House of 

Lords, or the judiciary, or to the election 

of the leader of the Tory Party by all its 
members. 

Even in the Green Paper, the propos- 

als for postal ballots only apply to the sit- 

uation where bodies and officials are 
already elected. 

If you are appointed that’s OK. 

Only 70% of the membership elected 

Arthur Scargill. But 0% of the member- 
ship elected-all the NUPE officials, all 
the TGWU officials and all the EETPU 
officials. There are no proposals to 
remedy this in the Green Paper. 

The government’s position, like that of 
| > the media, the employers “and certain 

2 union leaders, is in fact one of hypocrisy, 

% not democracy. 
The idea’behind their proposals is not 

a concern for democracy but a belief 
that this technique will help to mobilise a 
backward majority, isolated from the 
activists: and force fed one side of the 
case. _ an 

In a society where the media are con- 
trolled lock, stock and barrel by the 
employers the postal ballot is a favour- 

able terrain for persuasion in the inter- 
ests of the employers. 

Indeed in any proper election the one- 
. sided interventions of the Woodrow 
Wyatts and the Bernard Levins would be > 
regarded as illicit abuse of the electoral 
system. 

But apparently, according to some 

union leaders, illicit abuse is coming not 

fromthe harlots of Fleet Street but from 
the socialists within the unions. Tebbit 

started last Novémber. ‘‘I have taken 
advice from a number of people on this, 

and particularly frorfi the man who said 
for more years than I care to remember 
that the extreme left have been intrigu- 

ing, lying, and manipulating the votes of 
trade unions, Frank Chapple. it is time 
that we helped him.”’ 

_- Later the Financial Times reported 
on Frank Chapple’s successor: 

“Mr Eric Hammond making his first 
public appearance as general secretary 
elect of the EETPU yesterday welcomed 
in advance government support for 
secret postal ballots for union executives 
and leading officials ...’’ 

_. Not only is there a strong base which 
supports Tebbit’s ideas within the union 
leadership; they do not. believe in half 
measures. 

“To describe ballots as secret ballots 
where the Post Office merely acts as 
carrier is infant gullibility at best, or 
wicked deception at worst’’ opines Eric 
Hammond in the Observer. ‘‘The criteria 
of our union, the EETPU, require that an 
independent authority, namely the 
‘Electoral Reform Society, handles the 
ballot from the printing stage to the final 
count”’. 

Not merely do some of our biggest 
unions already use Tebbit’s system, but 
leaders of our movement are prepared to 
abdicate responsibility and invite out- 
siders to control our affairs, which ‘as 
Tebbit would agree, we are incapable of 
controlling ourselves. 

The EETPU and the AUEW, in other 
words, concede large parts of Tebbit’s 
argument. 

And it is only by arguing against these 
positions that we can be in a position to 
argue convincingly against Tebbit. 

much above that - produced - by .the.. --. So we cannot-simply close: ranks: We ->- 
, / - :“ pannot! simply detente ‘status qiid: .        
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The other side of Tebbit’s business 
union ideal is a union which is involved 

“only in economic issues and which 
accepts a non-partisan political stance. 
The members should leave the profes- 
sional trade unionists to get on with the 
job, and the professional trade unionists 
should let the professional politicians get 
on with theirs. : - 

Tebbit’s ideal would be the US system 
where trade unions: support individual 
politicians or parties on this issue, 
another on that. As a first step he would 
wish to introduce a greater fluidity into - 
the system; developing the rumbles from _ 
APEX and EETPU about disaffiliation 
from: Labour, building on the fact. that 
poll results show that in the past 20 years 

  

There is a class war going on. And just 
as members should not be entitled to opt 
out of their union contributions which 
pay for the essential armaments which 
protect all workers, so they should not be 
allowed to opt out of contributing to 
labour’s more extensive fortifications, 
their political arm. 

Such an argument is, 
dependent on the fullest rights and 
democracy within the Labour Party. 

But if ‘‘it is wrong in principle that a 
decision to contribute to’a political fund 
should result from inertia or apathy 
rather than from a deliberate and posi- 
tive choice’’, what about the gaffer’s 

ga 
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6 contribution to the Tory Party? 
= Union members, we are blithely told, 
= must be given greater access to the 

~~ } accounts of unions on political funding. 
-2 The Conservative Party does not even: 
= publish a central list of who funds it. 

trade unionists’ support for.Labour has 
slowly but steadily declined. in 1964 
73% of trade unionists voted Labour but 
by 1979 this had fallen to 51%. 

And that is where Conservative trade 
unionists come in. First established by 

  
  

  

Tory Central Office in 1945, this organis- — 
ation. had become moribund by the 
1960s. : : 

At the time of the last election there 
were almost three hundred separate 
branches at ‘constituency level and 
today there are 370 — an increase of 
30%. — concentrated in industrial aréas, 
with full-time. officers in Scotland, the 
North West and Yorkshire. 

And once again, Tebbit’s casé is based. 
on distortion and innuendo. Despite his 
argument that many union members are 
compelled to pay the political levy 
against their will, there are under a 
dozen complaints to the Certification 
Officer every year. 

When Robert Carr, the architect of the 
Industrial Relations Act, was asked for ~ 
his evidence after making similar 
charges to the Donovan Commission, he 

was unable to produce any detailed evi- 
dence and retreated, commenting that 
he had just been ‘‘speaking in general 
terms’, . 
One suspects Tebbit’s response would 

be a similar one. However, he does make 
great play of suggesting that the statis- 
tics show that something is wrong. . 

In some areas of the NUM only 36% of 
members pay the levy, in others the 
figure is 100%. The reason, however, 
why only 37%.in Durham pay is that the 
Durham membership includes a large 
number of permanently sick, retired 
members, unemployed members and 
widows. Of the 15,000 eligible to pay the 
politicallevy, 99% payit. ; 

There is no doubt -however that if 
Tebbit’s central proposals that contract- 
ing in should replace contracting out, 

                        

   

   

“Tebbit's ideal would be the US system ” 
then the Labour Party’s already ailing 
finances would suffer a tremendous set- 
back. 

The present. contracting-out system 
has existed since 1946, when Labour 

- restored the initial system established by 
the 1913 Trade Union Act and replaced 
with contracting-in by the Tories in 
1927. 

Before 1927 only 78,000 members of 
Britain’s 32 biggest unions contracted 
out of the levy. Within a year a million 
did. By 1943 3.3 million workers were 
contracting out. 

- That doesn’t mean it will happen 
again but it certainly gives cause for 
thought. 

For what. Tebbit is attempting is the 

bankruptcy of the Labour Party. He 
argues that it is wrong in principle that a 
decision to contribute to a political fund 
should result from inertia or apathy, 
rather-than from a deliberate and: posi- 
tive choice.”’ ; : 

But a deliberate and positive choice to 
affiliate to the. Labour Party and estab- 
lish a political fund has been made and 
has been maintained by the members of 
the union acting as a collectivity. Any 
union member who objects is entitled to 

raise the matter at the Rules Revision 
Conference if s/he can get sufficient 
support. Once a collective decision has 
been made, surely it is completely 
congruent with democracy that those 
who disagree should at least have to 
opt out. 

  

Labour Research investigates the 
accounts of the top 2,000 companies but 
has no means of telling how many small 
-companies also donate. 

But if you are a shareholder of a com- 
pany donating to the Tories, don’t you 

go along with it from inertia or apathy? 
If a Michael Ivens of Aims of Industry 

’ argues they can go along to the AGM 
and vote against the proposals what is 

to stop anti-Labour trade unionists from 
going along to Rules Revision — 
although they already have a remedy 
that shareholders don’t. -~ : 

’ All they have to do is fill in a form 
stating that they do not want to pay. 

   
The TUC has agreed to boycott talks 

with Tebbit about the proposals in the 
Green Paper, correctly describing it as 
“offensive in principle and a serious 
interference in internal affairs’’. 

As Bill Keyes pointed out, ‘‘there is no 
point, in going along hopefully to make a 
contribution to a debate when the other 
person is not listening.”’ 

But voices are already raised from the 
right, questioning this.’’ 

“I think the TUC are daft not to talk to 
mr Tebbit’’ says Gavin Laird, AUEW 
General Secretary. ‘‘We have given the 
Conservative government a_ strong 
propaganda weapon on a plate. Mr 
Tebbit is sadly in need of education and 
talks with him might help him’’. 

Help him! Gavin Laird can’t help his 
own members, yet he thinks he can help 
Norman Tebbit like the blind beggar 
helping the millionaire. Gavin has learnt 

“nothing and remembered nothing from 
the experience of the previous Tory 
legislation. - 
_And if the Tories win the election; 

there will be many now marking time on 
the General Council only too ready to 

  

Socialist Organiser is not just a paper. 
We. fight to organise workers in the 
struggle for a new leadership in the 
labour movement. 

If you agree with what we have to 
say, you can-help. Become a support- 
er of. the Socialist Organiser Alliance — 

groups are established in most large 

towns. 
To ‘Get Organised’ in the fight, or 

for more information, write at once to 
us at 28 Middle Lane, London N8. = 

   

    

   
   

    

   

   

          

   

   

      

Tories have been kept going on bodies 
such as the National Economic Develop- 
ment Council, with the TUC centre led 
by Murray supporting the right against 
those like Bill Keyes who pointed out 
that if we shouldn't talk to Tebbit about 
the law, what is the logic of talking to 
him about the economy. - 

In these circumstances, and given the 
lack of leadership shown by the General 
Council up till now, a response to the 

Name o.oo. cece cccceeeeeeseneeceeeestaeeenenees Green Paper has to come from below. It 
| has to be tied to deepening opposition 

AGIOS 000... ccecccsceeeceseeesceteeeteeeeettsees against the 1982 Employment Act and 
preparing for its use against trade union- 
ists. : . 

    

  Putiisie) , heSe 

NS. Prise: 
  

  

joir him, which is why talks with the - 

x 

and the Labour Party - 

kers’ answer _ 
In this context we have to use the 

Green Paper to argue for our own ideas 
-on democracy and the Labour Party, just 
-as the Chapples and Duffys will use it to 
generalise their philosophy and 
methods. 

Alongside specific provisions to maxi- 
mise the involvement of women, black 
people, and the lowest paid workers, in 
active union work, and to organise the 
unemployed, the following general poli- 
cies should be pursued: 

L]Election for short terms of office of, 
and right of recall over, all full time 
union officials. This simple demand 
should be argued out in, for example, all 
union Broad Lefts. : 

Now that Tebbit has placed the whole 
question of union democracy on the 
agenda, arguments about the time not 
being ripe (as in NUPE — after last 
year’s industrial action?!) or the fact that 
the executive which appoints is itself 
elected (in the TGWU — given the trem- 
endous power of the General Secretary 
and the weakening of shop floor organis- 
ation?!) are more clearly than ever 
evasions. 

This demand should be supplemented 
by .tying full-timers’ salaries to the 
wages of those represented. 

(Opposition to the postal ballot. The 
left can win even using this method. But 
we are interested in developing the 
deepest forms of democracy, those 
which involve the workers :nost. 

UThis means attempting to develop 
existing forms of.decision-making about 

  

  

elections and strikes in each union, tak- 

ing into account each union’s specific 
situation and traditions, but measuring 
them against our yardstick. 
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Health workers at Labour Party conference: Tebbit wants to break links between unions 

     ~ 

In many unions, for example, this will 
mean a move from the branch to the 
workplace. Often, geographical 
branches represented the unity of all 
workers in an area, regardless of job or 
employer. However, we have to formally 
take one step back if we are to rebuild 
that tradition. 

The branch in many unions needs to 
be replaced by the workplace as the 
basic decision making unit just as the 
right of stewards’ committees to affiliate __ 
to trades councils could reinvigorate 
those bodies. : 

(Decisions should be made through . 
open discussion at workplace meetings. 
All candidates in elections should have - 
the right to full circulation of election 
material and the right to address such 

meetings. J 
Participation in union elections is a 

problem. If the postal ballot is not to be 
the answer, we_have to find our own~.-.- 
solutions. . 
(We have to fight to increase the 

individual membership of the Labour 
Party to avoid correct criticism of a 
passive membership used by union 
leaders in the Labour Party. Two import- _ 
ant ways of doing this are regular reports 
of union delegates to GMCs and more 
workplace Labour Party branches. . 

Those who hold back progress in the 
Labour Party are those who oppose a - 
deepening and an extension of union 
democracy. As these two struggles. | 
become increasingly intertwined we 
have to hammer home the central neces- 
sity of rank and file democratic control 
of the block vote. 

And once again we have to empha- 
sise ‘‘Break off all talks with the Tories! 
Put all your energy into fighting them!’”. 

  

      

and ‘‘Onein, all out’’ if the Tory laws are ~~ 
used against a single trade unionist: 

 


