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What iz "unlon-bashing"?
And have I been guilty of this ave
7 M/ﬁ:’::} offence? —Mo . ‘*“) £t "“s:(\“ﬂ"\ it
e They are questions worth asking, while
L o < e the reaction to my recent "outburst”
J {pant w 158 still fresh in people's minds.

The trade unions, as Mrs. Thatcher
s2id on Monday, "are not monolithic
armies ", They are institutions which
are supported by, and intended to
represent, mililons of indivigual
working peopie.

And, as T emphasised last week, free
trade unlons are central to our
Censervatlive 1dea of a free soclety.
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This 1s no empty formula. If trade
unions did not exist, 1t would be
neceszary to lnvent them. How else

te represent the individusl and group
interests of those who earn their living
-in_the forporate world of an industrial
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society?

But, like every other human institution,
trade unions, and those who lead and
often control them, can sometimes fall
short of ﬁerfectinn. i

In suech eireumstances, every other
institution - from the MCC to the
Church of England, from the House of
Lords to the RSPCA - is rightly exposed
to public debate and critieism. And S0,
of course, are trade unions and union
leadérs. Indeed, from the public bar to
the directors’ lunch-table, they are
probably more discussed than any other
institution.
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So why gshould it be offensive for the
very issues that are so widely discussed
to be debated in public by a Member of the
Opposition Pront Bench? I have not
"sttacked" the trade unions, still .
less their individual membership. On the
gontrary, indeed. But I have asked some
questions on subjects about which a
majority of union members (still more

the general public) are very clearly
concerned: questions about the political
power of trade union leaders, as it is
exerclsed through the Labour Party;
questionsg abeut the effect of trade
union power en the freedom of individual
work-people; and guestions about the
impact of trade union attitudes upon

our g2conomic performance.
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These questions are central to the
political debate in thig aountry,

They do not involve "bashing" the unions,
or anyone else. And 1t would be

disestrous for the future of our free
society if discussion of these 15sues

was somehow to be placed "out of bounds"
for fear of evoking a chorus of cries about
"unicn dashing”,

Union leaders have not been reluctant

to oritieise institutions (1ike the
House of Lords, for example) in terms
that are often less than respectrul,
They cannot expect to e able to dismiss
political discussion of their own
position as though 1t was something
akin to blasphemy.
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S0 let ma pose again the most impertant
points in the debata.

First, the constitutional position.

It is beyond doubt that unien leaders
exercise great power throughcut'the
institutions and the policy-making
prcceés of the Labour Party. It is
equally clear that that power has been
deployed in recent years to commit the
Labour Party to policles which have
hugely extended, and will continue to
extend, the power of the trade unien
leadership in many aspects of our
soclety. It Lls also plailn that many (though
net of courze all} of the most
powerful trade unlon leaders have used
that power to carry forward Socilalism
in a most explicit fashion.
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It is also clear that a significant

part of this power of union leadership

is derived from the near-permanence

with which many of them retain their
pogitions - in the Labour Party

hierarchy ag well as in their own untons.
Three or four Prime Ministers are guite
likely to come and go during the time when
any given union leader retains a dominant
position on the public stage.

In drawing attention to thase facts,
g_g__ng_t‘ segl: to propose eny change in the
law. But I do argue, very strongly, that
the electorate, union members and Labour
Party members alike,should be clearly
aware of the pesition - and should take
account of it wher deciding whether and
how to cast thelr votes.
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If electors wish to check the political
thrust of key trade union leaders Sowards
Soclalism, then they can and should
decline to re-elect a Lebour Government.

If union members wish to change the
direction in which their leaders
exerclse thelr power, then they snould
follow Jim Prior's advice to work and
vote to that end within their own trade
unions. This is the importance of the
growing strength of Conservatlve trade
unionists at every level.

And Lf Lebour Party members wish to reduce
the deminance of Leftwinelined union
jeadership within thelr own Party, then

let them argue that case as well as they
are able. If they become convinced that

the argument cennot be won in present
circumstances, then let them follow

Reg Prentice's example end work for the
return of a Conservative Government so that
the Tabgur Party can contemplate the wisdom
of reforming its own structure in the

rranguillity of Opposition.
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I repeat: none of thege arguments
invelve any proposals by me the
Conservative Party for &fiy change in
the law. They do suggest very clear
conelusions for the electorate as to
the way in which they should exercige

. their democratic rights. And it is of

the first lmportance that these arguments
should be plainly put.

My second point concerns the power or
trade unions in relation to individual
work-people: meore aimply, the grave threat
to individual freedem that 1s posed by the
spreading impeosition of the unregulated
closed shop. This too is an an lasue which
has to De thrashed out in public debate.
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As Conservative leaders, ineluding myself,
have made clear repeatedly, there will be
no attempt by a future Conaservative

Government &t a sudden overhaul of industrial

relatlions law, no attempt to impose magic
solutions from above. But leglslation
which provides all ths privileges for one
side and places all the obligations on the
osther cennot be generally acceptable and
will not be permanent.

In this spirit, we have identified one
area of existing law and practlce where
the cage for change 1s overwhelming -
and that 1s, of course, the closed shop.

By a majority of five to one, the general
public agree that the closed shop is a

threat to individual liberty; and two cub
of three union members take the same view.
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For this reason many people believe we
should proceed to outlaw or ban the

closed shop by Law. Together with my
colleagues, I do not believe thet that
would be the right way in wnlch to proceeqg.

If we are to secure changes in this
emetionally charged area, then it 1s
senglble to proceed step by step in

the right direction, and to win the
arguments &5 we go. "Some changes",
again to quote the CBI, "may take longer
to achlave than othera", But at least
when they are achieved, they will be
ilkely to survive.

30 let me seek once agaln to advance
the argument on thig front, by Posing
again the questions that T posed a
few months ago:
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1, TIf a union seeks a c¢losed shop, should
it not first be able to show, by
gecret ballet, that it has the support

/]qﬁ ,V"" of a majority of all the work-people
‘Ll 3 1 who could be involved? Why do those

& ' N
\-") w-’"'t“(‘}‘“ . who are elsewhere so ready toc champion
- N _‘};vr}: the cause of "industrial demccracy"
Wq )}“" -~ apparently reject the prineciple in
27 ’ relaticn to the closed shep? Why?

2, If a clesed shop is aceeptable to a
majority of thework-people involved,
why even then should workers already
gmployed be reguired to conform - or
lose their jobs? Why 1s "retrospective
legislation"” to be regarded as acceptable
here - but nowhere else? And if they
are to lose their Jjobs - a case which
we £ind it difficult to accept - why
should they not be compensated for that
loss? Why?
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If & worker employed - or'seeking to
be employed - in & closed shop is
expelled or excluded from his jab by
the declsion of e union or a untion
kranch, why should he not have the
right to appeal to an independent
legal tribunal against that decision?
Why should "unfair dismissal® be
challengable in the Courts if the
dismlssel" be challengable in the
Courts if the dismissal was made by
an empleyer, but not 1f the dismissal
wag effectively made by a union? Why?

These questions do not Involve any special

eriticism of trade unions. They stem from

our knowledge of human nature itself. The
real danger does not always or even often
come from the union or ita officers at
natiodal or reglonal level. It comes often
at loeal level. It im there that ¢lashes
of parsonality and vested interests can
create a situation of near tyranny.
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If individual freedom means anything, then
surely some effective safeguard must pe
provded in such cases? And the safeguard
must not only be effective. Tt must be

seen to be effective and wholly dndependent.

When I_last posed these questions, Mr.

Jack Jones alone wes good enough to

reply to one of my questicns, by expressing
his own view that the cloged shop shoula
apply "where a majority of warkers wish
1th,

S¢ far, ﬂo‘écud. May we now hear whether
this 18 the view of the trade union
leadership as a whele? And MRy WwWe now
have answers 5o the questions which I
have posed? Sheuld it not be poasible to
arrive at agreed answers, which are in
line with the standards of falrness and
Jusiice which Britons regard as automatio
in other areas of our national life?
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I pose these gquestions, I repeat, not

in any spirit of hostility towards the
trade unions. They have a duty to

represent their members; and they are a
very important interest group with whom
any potential government needs to consult,
1f we are to repair and reform our battered
zollective bargaining machinery -
particularly iIn the public sector,

I pose the guestions simply on the besis
that the Conservative Party, which is
rot subcrdinate to any interest group,
seeks to represent the interests of the
pecple as a whole. And the pecple are
entitled to expeet an answer to the
questicns which I have put.
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I hope we shall not, by way of reply,

hear azny mere of that catch-all word
"confrontation” - to which Sociallsts,

and some trade union leaders, are so

eedy to resort, when any Conservative
endeavounrs te discuss issues of this kind.
The word is not invok ed in the course of
discussion any other public iasue of
importance, When it 1s inveked, it can conly
serve to conjure up the threat of conflicts
of a kind which we are certalnly not in. a
position to provoke. Nor should we wish to

" do =o.

Sc let thie word (which serves so often

to stifle discussicn of important questions
in this area) be firmly set to one side.
And let us hear some answers to my
questicns instead.





