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TRADE UNION EDUCATION AND TRAINING

Your letter of 20 Janudry 1981 to my predecessor questioned
whether the Government's grant to ihe TUC and non-affiliated
trade unions in support of trade union education and training
should continue in perpetuity and you suggested collective
consideration beforé™We took decisions for 1982/83.

The grant is paid jointly 1 my Department and the Department of
Education and Science. I have therefore been considering with
Keith Joseph whether it should be continued, and if so, at what
level

My instincts are against Government subsidies for shop steward
training in principle sir I do not believe that this is a
proper use taxpayers' money. However, the funding arrange-
ments were introduced i 6, and we would be open to criticism
if we were suddenly to terminate them, with all the disruption
which this would cause not only for the TUC and other unions who
rely on the grant, but also for the colleges up and down the
country which currently run courses for shop steward training.
We do receive occasional complaints about the use of the grant
and alleged political bias by the course tutors. But so far I
1ave not received evidence sufficient to JusTify cancellation at

short notice of the current arrangements. ':é%%%%ﬁr'
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Thank you for your letter of j/January about the grant for
Trade Union Education and Training.

I share your instincts about this, but also your anxiety about
the political and presentational implications of suddenly
discontinuing the grant. But there is a strong case for reduc-
ing it in real terms and I think that the total of £1.6 million
for 1982-83 which you suggest is realistic. I welcome your
intention to make it clear to the TUC that renewal of the grant
this year is no guarantee of its continuation in future years.

You should by now have received a copy of my letter to Neil
Marten agreeing the level of the ODA grant to the TUC in
connection with its overseas aid programme.

Copies of this letter go to our colleagues on E Committee,

Peter Carrington and Neil Marten.
O

&t

LEON BRITTAN







-~
&=

FQ!NEMWH'TFE_

Educhm‘ ACgni S
NS
4h

AND TRATINING

e -, - o o s T i - gl B A ot T
[n the light of your views the Secretary of State for Education and

Science and I will make arrangements to inform the TUC that the

Government 1s prepared to maintain the level of annual grant for

trade union education and training for 1980/81 at its currer
ae :
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real

t
value. This will not, of course, commit us to indexing the grant

for later years.

1e National Centre for Trade Union Education, I remain convinced
it would be of significant industrial and political value to

to assist the TUC with this project. agree

I
reluctantly that at the moment circumstances do not permit us to

(91

provide material support and we will respond to the TUC accordingly.

However, we should be prepared, in my view, to reconsider the matter

tage, 1n different circumstances, the TUC approach

I am copying this to the Chancello f the Exchequer,

the Secretary

of State for Education and Science and Sir Robert Armstrong.

d=F

3 January 1980







10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 17 December 1979

TRADE UNION EDUCATION AND TRAINING

The Prime Minister has considered your Secretary of State's
minute of 13 December on the above subject. She agrees that
the annual grant to the TUC for trade union education and train-
ing should be maintained in real terms in 1980-81, but she has
asked that there should be no commitment to indexing the grant
for later years. (In the light of recent Ministerial discussions
on public expenditure the Prime Minister is concerned that every
effort must be made to avoid further commitments to indexing).

As Tor the proposed grant for a new trade union education
centre, the Prime Minister is not prepared to agree this. Quite
apart from the political arguments mentioned in the minute, the
Prime Minister thinks that it would be wrong - particularly at
this time - to provide this further provision for training trade
unionists when there is already substantial provision within the
existing educational set up. Moreover, she is not persuaded
that Government involvement in the proposed education centre
would necessarily be considered a "considerable prize for a
Conservative Administration'.

I am sending copies of this letter to Martin Hall (HM Treasury),
Peter Shaw (Department of Education and Science) and Martin Vile
(Cabinet Office).

Ian Fair, Esq.,
Department of Employment.
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TRADE UNION EDUCATION AND TRAINING
) S.Dec 79

The TUC have requested a modest increase in real terms in the annual

grant for trade union education and training and a capital contribution

to their p;giosed National Centre for Trade Union Education (NCTUE).
The Secretary of State for Education and Science and 1 agree that we
cannot possibly meet this request in full in present conditions. We
think it right, however, to maintain the annual grant (at present
£1.455 million) in real terms and to offer to provide a one-off

capital grant of £500,000 (at 1980/81 prices) towards the establishment
of the NCTUE. This could be accommodated within our PES limits for
1980/81.

I have discussed this with the Chancellor. He is reluctantly prepared to
see the level of the annual grant maintained in real terms, but sees
great difficulties in defending a decision, particularly to some of

our own supporters, to grant the TUC £500,000 for a new education

centre at the same time as we are cutting back finance for building

schools, hospitals and old people's homes.

I think we might be criticised in that way from some guarter s. But the
advantages that would flow from offering a capital contribution towards

the NCTUE far outweigh that consideration in my view.

First, it is an industrial commonplace that inadequate training of shop
floor representatives produces ineffective leadership and poor industrial
relations. Our policies on industrial relations, including our
commitment to employee involvement, make it essential to encourage and
support TUC efforts to extend and improve trade union education and

training. Little enough is spent on it at the moment.

Secondly, we want to avoid this training being sharply conflict-oriented.
If the TUC is not given strong support in its educational efforts, more
training will be left to individual unions whose training programmes

can be expected to be more slanted and generally less well conducted.

The HMI monitors the training conducted under the TUC'Ss auspices which
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is supported from public funds, but does not have similar access to

training conducted by individual unions from their own funds. If the
NCTUE is established with Government help, the HMI's access would be
further established and, under the proposed arrangements, the Government
would be able to nominate four nominees (two each from DES and DE)

and two assessors to the Centre's governing body. This participation
would be a considerable prize for a Conservative administration. It is

surprising that it is still on offer to us and we ought to seize it.

Finally, to let the TUC know soon our readiness to support the NCTUE to
this extent would help in maintaining reasonable relations with the
unions in a situation where we are necessarily having to take action
objectionable to them. It would help counter criticism that the
Government is unremittingly hostile to them and thereby assist those who

are seeking to maintain communication with the Government.

I believe that the industrial arguments are quite sufficient for public
defence of the decision and I am confident that our own supporters in
Parliament will generally appreciate the political advantages. Subject
to your views, therefore, Mark Carlisle and I propose to make known
to the TUC at an early opportune moment the Government's readiness to
offer support as outlined in the first paragraph of this minute.

\
I am copying this minute to the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the

Secretary of State for Education and Science and to Sir Robert Armstrong.
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