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Section 1
Congress Decisions

Listed below are the decisions taken by the 2003 Trades Union Congress on the motions and amendments submitted by unions. The numbers given to resolutions and motions refer to their number in the Final Agenda, or to that of the Composite or Emergency Motion.

Part  1
Resolutions Carried

Agenda 11
Global rights for seafarers

Congress reiterates its commitment to promoting decent work, particularly the fundamental human rights of workers, and recognises that seafarers need special protection given the global nature of the shipping industry.  

Congress is disappointed by the Government’s refusal to support measures jointly proposed by a broad coalition of trade union, human rights and environmental organisations during the United Nations’ Informal Consultative Process on Oceans and the Law of the Sea in June 2003, to help secure seafarers’ rights and environmental protection. It deplores the lost opportunity to address the flags of convenience system and to strengthen flag States’ compliance with international law. The Government’s stated commitment to sustainable development is seriously undermined by its failure to oppose this system, which facilitates and perpetuates the abuse of seafarers’ rights, endangers their safety and threatens fisheries and the marine environment.  

Congress urgently calls upon the Government to support trade union efforts actively, in all relevant forums, to end abuses encouraged by this system, including requiring definition of the ‘genuine link’ between ships and States whose flag they fly, and promoting binding legal measures to enforce flag State obligations.  

It also calls on unions and the General Council to support and promote the International Transport Workers’ Federation campaign ‘Steering a straight course’ which seeks to strengthen flag States’ compliance with international law and to support human and trade union rights for seafarers.  

National Union of Marine, Aviation and Shipping Transport Officers  

The following ammendment was ACCEPTED

Add a new final paragraph:  

“Finally, this Congress places on record the position of the General Council in supporting the repeal of Section 9 of the Race Relations Act, and Congress should continue to campaign for such repeal.” 

National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers  

Agenda 26
Employment for disabled people  

Congress views with concern the very low numbers of disabled people in employment. Congress notes that job retention for disabled people has to become a higher priority in the trade union movement and commits to defending the jobs of any disabled trade unionists under threat.  

The move over the last six years to progress disabled people out of supported employment has failed.  

Jobs that are offered to disabled people are normally low paid unskilled part-time jobs. The jobs offered are normally jobs that have been turned down by non-disabled people.  

The funding for the supported employment programme Workstep has increased very little since the last Tory government.  

Congress congratulates the TUC on its record of supporting disabled workers.  

Congress calls on the TUC to campaign with the unions involved in the Workstep programme to increase funding and make sure all disabled people have a choice of employment.  

Congress notes the Audit Commission Report ‘Equality and Diversity’ shows that with a disability population of 14 per cent local authorities employ on average only 2 per cent of disabled persons, and some only 0.02 per cent.  

Congress instructs the General Council to seek solutions with government, and report back to conference.  

Congress calls on councils to work with their recognised unions to raise these levels.  

Disability Conference  

Agenda 34
National Minimum Wage  

Congress welcomes the Government’s increase in the adult National Minimum Wage and the 18- to 21-year-old development rate from October 2003. Congress believes the full rate should be paid at 18 but that these increases will make further inroads into tackling the problem of low pay still facing many British workers today.  

However, Congress believes that despite its obvious success the National Minimum Wage is still restrictive in its coverage and needs to be exten-ded to include 16- and 17-year-olds. These workers are now the most isolated, vulnerable and exploited group of workers in the workforce with many earning less than £2.00 an hour.  

Congress welcomes the Government’s decision to ask the Low Pay Commission to consider in detail the introduction of a minimum wage for 16- and 17-year-olds and believes that there is now a process in motion that can deliver a minimum wage for these workers.  

Congress believes that the TUC must play a major role in this process and calls on the General Council to:  

i) mount a vigorous campaign in support of a National Minimum Wage for 16- and 17-year-olds;  

ii) gather evidence from affiliates of the existence of low pay among 16- and 17-year-olds in their sectors for use in this campaign; and

iii) urge the Government to reduce the adult rate of the Minimum Wage to 18 years old and to introduce a minimum wage for 16- and 17-year-olds at a level that tackles age discrimination and the exploitation of young workers.  

Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers  

Agenda 38
Targets and public service reform  

Congress welcomes the Government’s belated recognition that it ‘can’t deliver good health or safe streets in the way that commercial companies can deliver pizzas’ and that ‘values are more important than targets’. 

Congress condemns the Government’s previous determination to measure the success of public service reform and consequently the performance of managers in public service with narrow and simplistic targets. 

Congress accepts that targets play a legitimate role in the collation of useful performance information but they should not be an end in themselves. Experience demonstrates that the current over-reliance upon nationally determined numerical targets, such as NHS waiting lists, has stifled managerial innovation and engendered a culture of fear and bullying which has in extreme cases led to inappropriate activity including manipulation of information and the overriding of clinical priorities. League tables based upon such targets are often confusing and fail to offer meaningful information that would enable service users to take informed decisions. Congress believes that the emphasis should be on the development of performance information drawn up on the basis of regional or locally determined needs. 

Congress therefore calls upon the Government to:  

i) abandon its current presumption that the attainment of a national numerical target equates to real service improvement;  

ii) agree with the relevant trade unions and relevant representative and accountable bodies mechanisms of measurement that truly reflect success and reform; and  

iii) restate its commitment to the values of public service and the public service ethos.  

FDA

The following amendment was ACCEPTED 

In paragraph 3, line 10, after ’priorities.‘ insert:  

“Similarly, performance league tables for schools have led to high-stakes testing of pupils which has inappropriately narrowed their learning opportunities and increased the incidence of stress and ill-health among teachers.“ 

In paragraph 3, line 10, delete ’such‘ and insert ’nationally determined numerical targets‘.  

Association of Teachers and Lecturers

Agenda 42
Drug prescribing  

Congress notes the huge profits being made by the major drug companies, and is concerned about the impact that the spiralling cost of drugs has on NHS services as a whole. Many doctors continue to prescribe branded drugs, even though generic equivalents are cheaper and just as effective, or prescribe unnecessarily.  

The effect of the drugs overspend is particularly severe in the newly formed Primary Care Trusts, where direct patient services and staff numbers are being cut in order to balance the books.  

Congress calls on the Government to come clean about the problem and put pressure on doctors to keep the drugs bill under control.  

Society of Chiropodists and Podiatrists  

Agenda 43
Bed-blocking  

Congress believes that bed-blocking leaves people in hospital beds who should be cared for at home. Many elderly patients are admitted simply because they are unable to cope and must be cared for in hospital because there is no alternative.  

Congress calls on the General Council to urge the Government to resolve bed-blocking by financing community and healthcare services to enable them to meet the needs of the elderly population.  

Community and District Nursing Association  

The following amendment was ACCEPTED. 

Delete paragraph 2 and insert:  

“Congress recognises the Government‘s programme of investment in the NHS and its commitment to improve healthcare for the elderly.  Congress calls on the General Council to urge the Government to ensure both community and healthcare services receive sufficient finance to realise this commitment and resolve the issue of bed-blocking. “

Chartered Society of Physiotherapy  

Agenda 44
Tackling elder abuse  

Community and district nurses are continually encountering elder abuse while carrying out their everyday duties. The CDNA have identified that their members feel unsupported and are in need of training to deal with this sensitive issue.  

Congress calls on the General Council to support the need for mandatory training for all district nurses in order that elder abuse can be identified and eradicated.  

Community and District Nursing Association  

Agenda 45   National agreement on raising standards and tackling workload    

Congress welcomes the national agreement reached by the ATL, GMB, NASUWT, T&G and UNISON with the Government, Welsh Assembly and local authorities. Under the agreement, a series of measures will be introduced which, by reducing excessive teacher workload and improving the career opportunities and the status of school staff other than teachers, will help to raise pupil standards further.  

Congress welcomes also the co-operation between the unions representing school staff in the negotiations which preceded the agreement and which has characterised the subsequent discussions. Congress looks forward to this co-operation being reflected in school-based and local authority negotiations.  

Congress recognises that the national agreement expresses in concrete terms the advantages to be derived from a genuine partnership between the Government, local authorities and trade unions - in particular the recognition of the vital role the unions play in the provision of high-quality public services.  

Congress states that an integral element of the agreement is the increase in funding necessary for its implementation and calls upon the Government to ensure that the national agreement is appropriately funded.  

Congress declares its support for ensuring that the gains arising from the agreement are fully realised and states that any attempt to frustrate their implementation will be resisted, if necessary, by appropriate industrial action.  

National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers  

The following amendment was ACCEPTED

In paragraph 2, line 6, after ’negotiations.‘ insert: 

“In particular, this must include genuine consultation and negotiation on implementation carried out at local authority level with employers and unions representing all education staff. “

In paragraph 4, line 5, after ’funded.‘ insert: 

“This must include the cost of re-grading support staff in schools taking on additional roles and responsibilities.”  

UNISON  

Agenda 46
Funding for schools  

Congress believes that the funding crisis being experienced this year by many schools and LEAs must be resolved by the Government in order to reverse the loss of posts and jobs of teachers and support staff.  

Congress believes further that short-term measures cannot redress the Government’s under-estimate of school costs and instead additional money must be provided.  

In particular, Congress urges the Government to restore to the education service the £850 million increase it promised to schools for this year for implementing workforce reform and to increase as necessary the amount available for workforce reform in 2004-5 and 2005-6. 

Congress believes that it is essential that the actual costs of delivering high quality education for children and young people must be met by Government.  

Congress therefore instructs the General Council to:  

i) support fully affiliates who take action to prevent the loss of jobs and posts where negotiations have failed;  

ii) establish a working group of relevant affiliates to assess the level of funding sufficient to meet the needs of schools, including the costs of changes to the salaries and conditions of service of teachers and support staff; and  

iii) meet the Government as part of the campaign to press the case for sufficient levels of funding for the education service within the current comprehensive spending review round and for the next comprehensive spending review.  

National Union of Teachers  

The following ammendment was ACCEPTED 

Insert new paragraph 3:  

“Congress condemns the Government for slashing essential programmes, such as those for teachers‘ early professional development, rather than providing the necessary additional funding. Congress urges Government to allocate new resources to make up funding shortfalls.”  

National Union of Teachers  

Agenda 47

Class sizes  

Congress believes that children learn better, and teaching conditions are enhanced, in classes with smaller numbers of pupils. Congress notes that research in this area indicates that smaller class sizes are of particular advantage to children in the early years of schooling and that this benefits children in later years of schooling and attainment.  

Congress notes that statutory limits on class sizes have been in place in Scotland for over thirty years and congratulates the Scottish Executive on its proposals to reduce class sizes still further in the early years of primary education and in English and mathematics classes in the early years of secondary education.  

Congress calls on the Department for Education and Skills to introduce statutory limits on class sizes and to match the current and proposed class size limits currently operating in Scotland.  

Congress further calls on the UK Government to make available resources to the appropriate UK and devolved authorities to allow class sizes to be further reduced in schools throughout the UK.  

The Educational Institute of Scotland  

Agenda 48
Social inclusion and education  

Congress applauds the implementation in 2002 of the Special Educational Needs and Disability Act and the effect it will have on reducing social exclusion. Sadly, many parts of the state education system in the United Kingdom fail to include fully some sections of the community. 

Congress calls on the various government departments in the four nations of the country to set targets to:  

i) reduce the numbers of children in special schools and make resources available to support the inclusion of those children in their local schools;  

 

ii) increase the percentage of children from minority ethnic and disadvantaged backgrounds who successfully complete compulsory schooling and progress to A levels or their equivalent;  

iii) cease selection by examination at 11+;  

iv) reduce the numbers of children taught in ‘units’ both off-site and on-site; and  

v) reduce the number of children whose education is purchased by local authorities from other providers.  

Association of Educational Psychologists  

Agenda 54
Children’s minister  

Congress welcomes the establishment of the post of Minister for Children. Further, it welcomes any future commitment to the establishment of a Children’s Commissioner in England, similar to the posts already in existence in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. 

However, it wishes to register real concern over the failure to rank the post of Children’s Minister at Cabinet level as proposed by the Laming Enquiry into the death of Victoria Climbie. It notes that international bodies, such as the UN, are also calling for similar measures. Congress believes that this reveals a lack of commitment in the UK to the welfare of children who are dealt with by statutory agencies throughout the public sector.  

Therefore, Congress calls for the following action:  

i) the General Council should communicate to the Government its view that the establishment of a Cabinet post for the Children’s Minister is essential; and  

ii) the present Children’s Minister should immediately enter into consultation with representatives of employers and unions involved in delivering childcare services, including representatives of both social services departments and those working in family courts - the purpose of this consultation will be to improve the chances of developing a well-informed and effective system aimed at radically improving the services on offer to vulnerable children.  

napo  

Agenda 55
Fire Service  

Congress opposes government plans for the Fire Service based on the Bain report. The Fire Service is currently a high-performing public service enjoying widespread public esteem. Government proposals, outlined in the White Paper, put all this at risk while threatening jobs and the safety of the public and of firefighters.  

Congress declares that new investment and greater levels of local democratic control are required to further modernise the Fire Service. But Congress cannot support proposals to achieve these ends within current inadequate budgets.  

Congress rejects the Government’s misnamed modernisation strategy, which seeks to sacrifice rights at work and job security in order to promote private sector profit maximisation via PFI and other unaccountable management techniques and operational structures.  

Congress calls on all affiliates and Trades Union Councils to assist the FBU in local campaigning for a better Fire Service and to prevent Treasury-driven cuts. Congress further calls on the Government to resist unprincipled attacks on the right to strike, on negotiating rights and national agreements, and on local democracy in the Fire Service.  

Fire Brigades’ Union  

Agenda 58
Keep Britain flying  

Congress believes that a viable air transport industry is vital for growth and jobs. Britain has an enviable lead in air transport, creating directly 180,000 jobs, and sustaining hundreds of thousands more in tourism and related industries. Air transport is the lynchpin of our knowledge and skills-based economy and it sustains inbound tourism.  

As we approach the centenary of powered flight, Congress calls on the Government to ensure that this vital industry can continue to provide economic and social benefits. Firstly, by ensuring the necessary sustainable infrastructure is delivered for both the South East and the regions in the forthcoming White Paper. The Government must seize the initiative and plan for the next 30 years to cope with growth. 

Secondly, Congress calls on the Government to ensure that air transport is not threatened by punitive taxes, and that tax raised through the Air Transport Duty is used to mitigate the industry’s environmental costs. Further taxation of air passengers would be counterproductive, leading to an exodus of passengers, airlines and jobs abroad. It would also price ordinary people out of the sky. 

Congress calls on the Government to assist the industry through public investment in security. UK airlines have to meet the full costs of terrorism and SARS, while the US government bankrolls its industry with massive subsidies, further threatening the viability of our airlines.  

Finally, Congress calls on the Government to ensure that our industry is allowed to grow, thereby extending the benefits of air travel to more trade union members, their partners and dependants.  

The British Air Line Pilots’ Association  

Agenda 62
Moral rights for performers  

Congress calls upon the Government to honour its obligations as a signatory to the World Intellectual Property Organisation’s Performances and Phonograms Treaty by introducing moral rights for performers.  

The application of moral rights to performances is a necessary and significant development in United Kingdom law that will recognise expressly the creative nature of the act of performance.  

Moral rights provide two essential benefits to creators: the right to be identified with their creations and the right not to have them subject to detrimental treatment.  

Congress, as a corollary of the introduction of these rights for performers, calls for long-overdue improvements in the moral rights provisions to apply to both authors and performers. Under part one of the present legislation the author is required to assert the right for it to come into effect. Congress believes that moral rights should arise automatically in UK law as is intended by the international provisions to which this country subscribes.  

Musicians’ Union  

The following amendment was ACCEPTED

Add new paragraph 5:  

“Moral rights should be inalienable - not waivable as they currently are under UK legislation. “

Writers’ Guild of Great Britain  

Agenda 67
Theatre funding  

Congress recognises the importance of theatre to the social, educational and economic life of our country and the opportunity it has to express and reflect our rich cultural diversity. 

Congress welcomes the significant investment by government in English theatre that will, from April this year, allow many new opportunities for audiences and theatre workers alike. After decades of underfunding the purpose of this investment is to avert closures of theatres and any further decline in access and quality; to create conditions in theatres that ensure talent is nurtured and the working environment improved; and to provide better terms and working conditions for artists and technicians. 

Congress is therefore concerned that the achievements of this investment may be undermined if a further and substantial increase in core funding is not obtained in the next spending round. 

Unfortunately the level of investment is not consistent across the country, with Scottish theatres in particular continuing to suffer from underfunding.  

Therefore Congress calls upon the Government, the Assemblies of Wales and Northern Ireland and the Scottish Parliament to ensure that theatre receives the funding it requires to develop and sustain a healthy and thriving industry.  

Equity  

Agenda 82
Safety for media workers  

Congress condemns the increasing targeting of journalists and media workers in conflicts and civil disturbances.  

It notes with sadness the deaths of NUJ members and other media workers in the conflicts in Iraq, Palestine and elsewhere. 

It condemns the targeting of media installations, harassment of independent journalists, sacking of dissenting voices at home and abroad and attacks on press freedom in conflict zones and on demonstrations.  

Congress welcomes initiatives such as the International News Safety Institute initiated by the International Federation of Journalists which provides information and support to those media workers who face danger from conflict and/or persecution.  

Congress calls on the General Council to: 

i) work with appropriate unions and international federations to campaign for a code for non-combatants aimed at creating the conditions in which workers can carry out their jobs in the safest conditions possible and free from intimidation, harassment or threat;  

ii) campaign for criminal accountability for those who deliberately attack journalists, in the appropriate international forum; 

iii) urge the Government to agree to an independent investigation into the deaths of journalists and media workers during the Iraq conflict;  

iv) campaign for stronger legislation requiring all media employers to ensure staff are properly trained and provided with appropriate equipment, insurance and back-up to minimise risks;  

v) campaign for a review and updating of the protected status of journalists under the Geneva Convention; and  

vi) oppose any legislation that would make it a legal requirement for journalists to testify in war crimes tribunals.  

National Union of Journalists  

Agenda 83
Cuba  

Congress condemns the intensifying and hostile attempts by the United States to undermine the self-determination and economic position of Cuba.  

Congress believes that further attempts to isolate and coerce Cuba represent dangerous threats to peace and are based on false claims about Cuba’s foreign policy and military capacity. Congress recognises that the US has sustained a 44-year economic blockade of the island and has financed and organised opposition groups in violation of norms of diplomacy in order to destabilise Cuba and seek the overthrow of its government.  

Congress renews its commitments to opposing economic sanctions against Cuba and encourages all affiliates to affiliate to, and support, bona fide trade union-supported campaigns and humanitarian aid organisations such as the Cuba Solidarity Campaign and Salud International.  

Congress calls on the General Council to make representations to the UK Government and the European Union to oppose any closer identification with the Bush administration’s hostility towards Cuba and to oppose any further US or EU sanctions.  

Community and Youth Workers’ Union  

The following amendment was ACCEPTED. 

In paragraph 3, line 6, after full stop insert:  

“Congress endorses the appeal ’To the Conscience of the World‘ initiated by ten prominent Mexicans in April 2003, which highlights the intensified campaign of aggression against Cuba. “

Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians  

The following ammendment was ACCEPTED

Insert new paragraph 4:  

“Congress applauds the social priorities of the Cuban government and welcomes the medical support given by Cuba to other third world countries.  It calls on the British government to resume constructive engagement with Cuba.”  

Fire Brigades Union  

Agenda 84
Seafarer crewing and employment agencies  

Congress notes with concern the extensive evidence of abhorrent and illegal practices being pursued by seafarer crewing agencies, including the ‘blacklisting’ of seafarers, the payment of hiring fees and the promise of non-existent jobs. 

Congress welcomes the International Labour Organisation’s agreement of ‘decent work’ principles to be adopted by flag States, including the proposal that in States where seafarer agencies are legally established the agencies should be made jointly and severally liable with shipowners for breach of contract and/or articles of agreement. 

Noting the particular circumstances of seafarers, Congress calls on the UK Government to take the necessary measures to ensure compliance with the ILO principles and to improve the standards of protection available for a very vulnerable section of the workforce. This should include the ratification by the Government of the 1996 ILO Convention 179 and Recommendation 186 on the ‘Recruitment and placement of seafarers’.  

National Union of Marine, Aviation and Shipping Transport Officers  

Agenda 85
Exploitation of migrant workers  

Congress notes with concern the exploitation of migrant workers in sectors such as the construction industry. Migrant workers arriving in this country should be made aware of their rights, so that they do not fall prey to employers offering lower pay and conditions than the indigenous workforce. 

Congress is concerned about the impact of migration policies on the indigenous workforce and the countries workers have come from. Congress is anxious to ensure that short-term labour migration is not seen by policy-makers as a solution to recruitment and retention problems in key sectors.  

Congress calls on General Council to make representations to the Government on the following:  

i) the skill level of migrant workers should be accredited to ensure that they meet current NVQ standards, and where possible workers’ skills should be registered with the appropriate training organisation;  

ii) any relaxation of the rules governing work permits, which allow labour agencies a role in the recruitment of migrant wor-kers, should be opposed;  

iii) a monitoring mechanism should be introduced by the Government to prevent abuses of migrant workers - such monitoring should include unions, employers, representatives from migrant communities and advice agencies as well as government; 

iv) consideration should be given to the effects of migration policies on the home countries of migrant workers and the indigenous workforce; and  

v) care should be taken to ensure that employers have put in place adequate health and safety procedures for these workers - language barriers have to be overcome to ensure that foreign workers are able to work safely.  

Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians  

Agenda 86
Disarmament  

Congress reaffirms its support for the international rule of law, for the United Nations Charter and for the ILO Conventions. Congress calls for renewed efforts to rid the world of weapons of mass destruction and calls on those with the biggest arsenals to initiate multilateral initiatives under the aegis of the United Nations to achieve substantial progress towards world disarmament.  

Congress deeply regrets the failure of our Labour Government to uphold and promote the principles of the UN Charter or to fulfil its obligations as a member of the ILO. Congress calls on the General Council to pursue these crucial issues with relevant ministers and requests that affiliated unions raise these matters with MPs and political parties.  

Fire Brigades’ Union

Agenda 91      The training of educational psychologists  

Congress notes and values the positive contribution to learning made by the professions of psychology and in particular the positive contribution of educational psychology to the learning and positive mental health of children and young people throughout the United Kingdom. 

Congress welcomes the opportunities that will be created for the development of the profession of educational psychology, and the associated benefits it will bring to the learning and well-being of the nation’s children, following proposals for new three-year training in England and Wales. However, Congress is anxious that the training proposals should not dilute the experience profiles of the profession. Congress is also anxious that the demands on practising educational psychologists when supervising trainees will not become an additional task to their already significant workloads. 

Congress endorses the view that:  

i) salary structures for trainees will need to be adequate to encourage experienced teachers to enter the profession of educational psychology;  

ii) educational psychologists providing supervision will need an appropriate reduction in their workload, additional remuneration and recognition of their status; 

iii) educational psychologists in training, during their period of training, should be employed at a regional level; and  

iv) psychologists in training should have adequate office, administration and technology facilities, when in supervised practice.  

Congress, through its member unions, will support the efforts of the Association of Educational Psychologists in pursuit of these aims.  

Association of Educational Psychologists

Composite 1
Rights at work

Congress welcomes the TUC/CBI framework agreement on the Information and Consultation Directive. This ensures that existing agreements between unions and employers are protected, and creates organising opportunities for unions. There must be a role for the CAC to judge whether pre-existing agreements are valid in view of the proposed 40 per cent ballot threshold.

Congress recognises the attempts of the Government, through the Employment Relations Act, to provide a durable and fair basis for constructive employment relations in the UK.

However, Congress notes with disappointment the outcome of the Government’s review of the Employment Relations Act (ERA).

In particular it notes the failure of the review to address the shortcomings in the UK employment law highlighted by the Wilson/Palmer case.

The Government announced that there would be no major changes to the Act and that it had never been the Government’s intention to re-think the legislation since it is ‘working well’.

Congress disagrees with such statements and will continue to campaign for the right of a trade union to represent its members irrespective of numbers at any workplace.

Congress expresses concern at the actions of some employers in using the Employment Relations Act intentionally to broker sweetheart deals with organisations who do not have the majority of the workforce in membership.

Congress deplores the Government’s failure to give workers the right to recognition in small firms, where the need for protection is greatest, and their refusal to remove the 40 per cent ‘yes’ vote in statutory recognition ballots.

Congress further believes that this discrimination is even more significant as the majority of people working in these companies comprise females and workers from ethnic communities. To have such discriminatory legislation is not conducive to good industrial relations or the welfare of workers employed by these companies.

Congress, therefore, calls on the General council to undertake to:

i) highlight the discriminatory elements of the existing legislation;

ii) counteract the ‘red tape’ argument by pointing out the cost to industry of poor employment relations and the cost of complaints to employment tribunals from workers in this sector;

iii) highlight the fact that workers in these companies are missing out on participating in government-funded programmes through the TUC Learning Services and DTI Partnership Fund arrangements because of the lack of union recognition; and

iv) lead a major campaign to ensure that the five million workers are no longer discriminated against simply because of the size and type of employer they happen to work for.

Congress believes that the objectives of the Government are being undermined in the light of increasing evidence that some employers string out the Central Arbitration Committee (CAC) procedures and resort to unfair practices during the trade union recognition campaign process. Congress condemns the use of so-called ‘union avoidance specialists’ by some employers which has resulted in:

a) undue pressure and intimidation of staff, including: threats to outsource or close operations, or freeze pay, if unions are recognised; and recurrent one-to-one interviews and group meetings intimidating staff to vote ‘no’; and

b) campaigns of misinformation about independent trade unions and their role as employee representatives.

Congress believes that such activities threaten to undermine the general improvement in industrial relations in the UK, denying workers the opportunity to determine on the basis of balanced information whether they wish trade unions to provide them with a collective voice in the workplace.

Congress condemns those companies, such as BSkyB, Northcliffe Newspapers and others, who continue to threaten, bully and intimidate employees in a bid to block union recognition claims and rights at work.

Congress deplores the union-busting tactics employed by a major telecoms company to defeat a recent voluntary ballot to recognise unions. Despite explicit encouragement to both employers and unions to reach voluntary agreements, once a union has withdrawn a statutory application, the Act enables employers to abuse this approach and negotiate in bad faith without any redress available to the union concerned.

Congress recognises that the union recognition legislation can be undermined by employers adopting unfair labour practices even before the twenty-day access period. Furthermore, even during the access period employers can threaten closure or relocation of work leaving the workforce vulnerable.

Congress calls on the General Council to raise awareness among affiliates of union-busting tactics; to help affiliates develop effective responses; and to seek the following improvements in the ERA:

i) an increase in negotiating rights under statutory recognition to include changes in work organisation and job security;

ii) strengthening of the Code on Access to ensure unions can meet and communicate with employees in a way which is genuinely equivalent to that of the employer; and

iii) that unions are automatically awarded recognition where an employer deliberately breaches the Code on Access; and

iv) that threats to outsource or relocate the business - as were made by BSkyB during a recent statutory recognition campaign - should be declared ‘unfair labour practices’ and lead to the automatic award of recognition by the CAC.

Congress is deeply concerned about the growth in redundancies. This trend arises from a real lack of employment protection vis-à-vis our European counterparts and the poor levels of statutory redundancy payments. To succeed as a ‘high performance’ economy this country must invest in our people, not make them the easy option for redundancy.

The Act does not adequately compensate sacked workers. A statutory week’s pay of £260 is well below the national pay average, even though now linked annually to inflation. Linked to average earnings, a week’s pay should be in excess of £400.

When redundancy is linked to employer insolvency, statutory rights to notice pay, arrears of pay and holiday pay are derisory. Moreover, contractual entitlements, such as enhanced terms under collective agreements, remain unsecured debts, and sacked workers have little chance of recovering their true losses.

Congress is also concerned about the Government’s proposals to reduce the age-related multiplier for SRP from one and a half to one week’s pay, which will drastically reduce SRP for older workers.

Congress calls upon the General Council to launch a campaign to overhaul existing redundancy laws to include:

a. significant improvements in statutory redundancy payments, linking statutory weekly payments to average earnings and enhanced multipliers for length of service;

b. improved employment protection rights in line with our European counterparts;

c. implementation of the Information and Consultation Directive to bring in meaningful consultation rights to avoid and mitigate redundancy decisions; and

d. a legal requirement on administrative receivers to properly and fully consult with trade unions and employee representatives on changes to working conditions, redundancies and closures, and the introduction of legislation to protect workers’ rights and entitlements under such circumstances.

Congress notes with concern the continuing confusion in UK employment law, under which large numbers of atypical workers are denied access to employment rights through their failure to qualify as ‘employees’ or even ‘workers’.

Congress further notes that the Government’s review of employment status is still continuing without as yet any clear public conclusions or a timescale for implementation.

Congress therefore calls on the General Council to campaign for:

i) a new and inclusive definition of ‘worker’ determining access to all employment rights;

ii) a statutory presumption of coverage for all workers with the burden of proof on employers to show that an individual is not a worker;

iii) specific inclusion of individual freelances (including PAYE freelances and schedule D freelances) within the definition of ‘worker’;

iv) an acceptance that tax status is a separate area should not in itself be used to determine employment status;

v) urgent progress, based on these policies, on the review of employment status; and

vi) urgent action to tackle the problem of the false self-employment within the construction sector.

Congress deplores the action of the Government in the European Council of Ministers in blocking the Temporary/Agency Workers’ Directive, particularly since it would equalise employment rights with those of permanent employees.

Congress regrets the delay to the revision of the TUPE Regulations, in particular the apparent lack of progress regarding pensions.

Congress is concerned that the draft regulations implementing workplace dispute resolution exclude disciplinary matters and do not implement statutory procedures as express terms in employment contracts.

Congress calls for the law to be amended to give unions the right to expel members who belong to racist organisations.

Congress condemns the Government’s decision not to repeal fully Section 9 of the Race Relations Act and resolves to continue to campaign for full equality and employment rights for seafarers.

Congress is concerned that while companies are engaging in secondary action the Government refuses to give unions the right to take solidarity action even where work is being transferred.

Congress calls on the Government to remove the right of a company lawfully to dismiss workers after eight weeks in dispute.

The Employment Relations Act fails to address a number of issues of concern. These include the right to strike and legislation which obliges unions in dispute to assist the employer by providing information to enable the employer to make strike-breaking plans. Congress also rejects any moves to introduce compulsory arbitration into trade disputes.

Congress therefore resolves to continue to campaign to ensure the Government introduces a positive framework of employment and union rights.

Congress notes existing policy to repeal anti-trade union laws.

Congress welcomes the current improved dialogue between the TUC and government regarding the delivery of public services. Congress believes that this will only be possible when public service pay and conditions are improved and when industrial relations mechanisms are enhanced. In particular, Congress instructs the General Council to press the Government to broaden the scope of collective bargaining as defined in recognition legislation, so that unions can insist on consultation on all issues relevant to their members. Congress calls on the General Council to campaign and lobby Government to respect trade union members’ rights to time off for both trade union duties and activities. Congress believes that it is unrealistic to expect more constructive engagement from public sector workers when they are subject to pay restraint and excluded from negotiation in key areas such as training and equality and pensions.

Congress is concerned that the draft regulations implementing workplace dispute resolution exclude disciplinary matters and do not implement statutory procedures as express terms in employment contracts.

Congress believes that the Government’s proposals regarding employment tribunal costs will deter genuine applicants.

Congress recommends that any legislation should make it clear that employers’ solicitors are not allowed to write to individual claimants threatening them about potential costs of up to £10,000.

Congress believes that any proposals for awarding costs for preparation time should be strictly regulated. Clear guidelines must be set out in order that over-inflated claims can be challenged.

The proposals concerning frivolous claims and the wasting of tribunal time should explicitly exclude ‘not for profit’ representatives.

Congress calls on the General Council to:

i) organise training courses/briefings for union officials on the Information and Consultation Directive Regulations;

ii) continue to campaign for reforms to the Employment Relations Act (ERA) as set out in the TUC submission;

iii) the removal of the right of companies lawfully to dismiss workers after eight weeks in dispute;

iv) the right of unions to engage in secondary industrial action; determine their own rules in relations to discipline and exclusion; and represent members at grievance and disciplinary hearings in non-recognised workplaces;

v) campaign to improve the draft regulations implementing the Employment Act Parts 2 and 3;

vi) campaign for the Temporary/Agency Workers Directive and for ‘day one’ employment rights for all atypical workers;

vii) campaign to ensure that the revised TUPE Regulations include the right of access to a pension scheme of equal quality to that of the employee’s old employer following a transfer;

viii) continue to campaign for the inclusion of training, pensions and equality in the statutory list of collective bargaining items; and

ix) call on the Government to legislate to prevent excessive deductions from wages after industrial action, for ‘partial performance’, or for failure to sign an undertaking to provide ‘faithful service’.

Congress calls on the General Council to build on its current campaign by:

a) organising a series of high profile national and regional campaigns;

b) considering further legal action to enforce the Wilson/Palmer judgment; and

c) using its influence to lobby MPs/MEPs to campaign for an extension of workers’ rights.

Mover:
Graphical, Paper and Media Union

Seconder:
Transport Salaried Staffs’ Association

Supporters:
KFAT

National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers

National Union of Journalists

National Union of Mineworkers

Connect

Association of Magisterial Officers

Amicus

Broadcasting, Entertainment, Cinematograph and Theatre Union

UBAC

Transport and General Workers’ Union

GMB

Unifi

NATFHE - The University and College Lecturers’ Union

ISTC - The Community Union

Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians

Composite 2
Trade union rights and partnership in the public sector

Congress welcomes the work being taken forward by the TUC regarding a ‘partnership’ approach to industrial relations in the public sector.

Congress recognises the potential damage done by the anti-trade union lobby via the media against individuals in the leadership of public service unions, and indeed against public service unions on issues of disagreement with government policy.

Congress welcomes the announcement by the Home Secretary to remove Section 127 of the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994 which criminalised industrial action by prison officers.

Congress further recognises this spirit of partnership which needs to be adopted between government departments and agencies and the trade unions representing workers in these important and demanding public services.

Congress urges those in government to enact their obligations under international law, and not seek to remove the ability of the trade unions to protect their members by the use of industrial action.

The trade union movement demands of its ‘political arm’, the Labour Party, that all partnership agreements are enacted with the full backing of international law, and that these are partnerships of equals and do not demand trade unions to be ‘silent partners’.

Congress condemns the Fire Service Bill 2003 which if enacted will give ministers powers to impose terms and conditions of employment in contravention of ILO fundamental principles and conventions to which the UK is a signatory. This attack on collective bargaining is a threat to workers’ rights generally.

Mover:

Prison Officers’ Association

Seconder:
Fire Brigades’ Union

Composite 3
Criminal justice system
Congress notes with concern some recent developments in the criminal justice system. Congress welcomes the planned unification of the administration of the courts into a single civil service executive agency, and the abolition of the office of the Lord Chancellor. 

However, Congress believes that other developments are not so welcome. For example, the consideration of electing senior police officers and prosecutors, the introduction of league tables for criminal justice areas, micro-managing public services from Whitehall and the possibility of creating a contracted-out national enforcement agency will in no way enhance or improve our system.

Congress further believes that the abolition of the office of Lord Chancellor provides an opportunity to consider the creation of a Ministry of Justice. Congress instructs the General Council to lobby the Government to move away from current US-style developments and to give serious consideration to benefits that might derive from establishing a Ministry of Justice.

Congress notes that the Government’s reforms of the former Lord Chancellor’s Department and the creation of a Department for Constitutional Affairs falls short of the creation of a Ministry of Justice, which would bring together all those responsible for justice after the point of arrest.

Congress believes that a European-style Ministry of Justice, bringing together appropriate functions from the Home Office as well as from the Department for Constitutional Affairs could lead to increased consistency in sentencing and minimise the scope for political interference in sentencing.

Congress therefore agrees to pursue further with the Government the advantages of a Ministry of Justice and to press for the appropriate legislative changes to be made.

Congress recognises the increase in street and retail crime and the effect it has on working people.

Congress calls upon the Labour Government to go further in tackling the causes of crime.

Congress calls on the Labour Government to invest more resources in the prevention of crime, and the work being carried out by prison and probation services, in initiatives to deter potential offenders, not only those young people from inner city and deprived areas, but the increasing number of those involved in rural crime.

Congress recognises the heavy workload of the prison and probation services and calls upon the Labour Government to provide sufficient resources to allow for the two services to carry out their functions by the rehabilitation of offenders and in so doing preventing the next victim.

Congress demands that further investment be made in tackling the drug and substance abuse problems within society.

The problems are responsible for much street crime and retail crime, and for violence against working people who apprehend offenders.

Congress endorses the ‘Prison - me no way’ scheme being taken forward by members of the Prison Officers’ Association in schools and colleges throughout the country.

Congress demands that a full and all-embracing debate take place on the issue of mental health and crime.

Further, Congress recognises that unemployment and the collapse of social and community-based living in this country contributes substantially to the rise in criminal behaviour.

Congress agrees that the General Council should establish a working group to examine the issues in the criminal justice system and in working towards a civil society.

Mover:
Association of Magisterial Officers

Seconder:
napo

Supporters:
Prison Officers’ Association

Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers

Composite 4
Equal pay and maternity leave provisions

Congress regrets that, despite 30 years of equal pay law, full-time women workers still earn on average 19 per cent less than men, and part-time workers even less - 40 per cent of male earnings. In a study of European countries UK women’s earnings as a proportion of men’s came 13th out of 16 countries surveyed.

Congress welcomes the improvements to maternity leave and maternity pay introduced by the Employment Act 2002. However, it means that women who exercise their new right to one year’s maternity leave can be deprived of their right to maternity pay where a second pregnancy occurs in the maternity leave period.

The gender pay gap could widen if the root causes of pay inequality are allowed to continue. Many of them remain hidden. The way to bring them into view is to carry out pay audits.

However, union experience has been that few employers volunteer to carry out pay reviews when approached to do so. Congress therefore calls on Government to make pay reviews compulsory. Congress congratulates the Government for conducting audits in all civil service departments.

In order to consolidate the equal pay campaign Congress calls on the General Council and affiliates to adopt the following eight-point action plan:

i) make equal pay a bargaining priority;

ii) train more equal pay representatives to carry out pay reviews;

iii) make collective agreements equality-proof;

iv) campaign for compulsory biennial pay audits;

v) set up databases of employers who refuse to carry out pay audits;

vi) ‘name and shame’ recalcitrant employers;

vii) promote petitions for compulsory pay reviews; and

viii) the calculation period for maternity pay (Maternity Leave Regulations 1999 and Statutory Maternity Pay Regulations 1986) to be amended as soon as possible to remove anomaly.

Also, all contracts awarded by publicly funded bodies must require the contractor to undertake pay audits of their employees.

The illegal underpayment of women's work is a wrong that has to be righted. Congress must continue the fight for justice and fair pay.

Mover:

GMB

Seconder:
Society of Chiropodists and Podiatrists

Supporter:
FDA

Composite 5 
Opposing the BNP and racism

Congress is alarmed at the recent electoral successes of the BNP and the increase in racism and racial attacks, particularly aimed at asylum seekers since 1997. The growth of a party of racists and fascists is a threat to all that trade unions stand for.

Congress commits the TUC to campaigning against the BNP and asserts the crucial role trade unions and educational institutions, themselves the targets of BNP activity, must play in countering organised racism and fascism.

Congress condemns the Labour Government’s fuelling of racism and racist organisations, like the BNP, by actions which create an atmosphere of fear against asylum seekers. Congress believes that it is a grave error for mainstream politicians to ignore the BNP. The growth of the neo-Nazi right in Europe shows that the fascist threat must be confronted head-on, not ignored.

Congress believes that the advances by the BNP were made possible in the context of a negative climate created by increasingly restrictive immigration and asylum legislation, a hysterical media campaign and the growth of Islamophobia in the aftermath of September 11.

Congress calls for the resources allocated to military action against other countries, itself a major factor generating the movement of refugees, to be diverted to education and welfare to meet the extra demand placed on our public services.

Congress calls upon the General Council to ensure that Government recognises that the far right will seek to infiltrate occupations such as the police, prison and social services in order to enact their racial abuse in ‘protected’ areas of individual care.

Congress supports the actions taken by affiliated organisations to exclude fascists from union membership. Congress reaffirms its belief that racists and fascists have no place in the trade union movement and that trade unions should be free to expel members of racist and fascist parties from membership without fear of legal claims under the provisions of TULRCA ’92.

Congress congratulates the TUC on its submissions to the Government’s Employment Review on this matter and calls upon the Government to immediately repeal Sections 64-67 and Section 174(4)(iii) of TULRCA 1992 to ensure that unions are free to decide their own admission and disciplinary rules, subject only to general laws such as those against impermissible discrimination.

Congress believes that asylum seekers and refugees are welcome here and rejects the scapegoating of asylum seekers and the view that only a ‘tough’ approach to asylum will help stop the advances of the BNP. The ever tougher language and policies adopted by the Government and mainstream political parties have created a climate of alienation and attacks against asylum seekers and have contributed to the electoral success of the BNP. Government policy of ‘reception’ centres criminalises asylum seekers and panders to the BNP. Present policy on asylum has encouraged the growth of a hidden workforce, exploited and run by unscrupulous gangmasters, who afford no rights, few rewards and little or no health and safety protection. Congress asserts the right of all workers to work without fear of racist or fascist intimidation.

Congress condemns the Prime Minister’s suggestion that the European Convention on Human Rights be repealed, fuelling a culture in which fascist organisations thrive. Congress condemns the removal of financial support for in-country applicants for asylum.

Congress calls for active campaigning against media demonisation of asylum seekers.

Congress agrees that a single-issue national campaign against the BNP threat is required, in anticipation of the European, local and London Assembly elections in 2004. Building on the experience of the Unite Against Racism campaign in 1993, and UNISON campaigns, Congress directs the General Council to establish such a campaign in an alliance with black, lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, political, religious and trade union organisations to secure united action against the fascists.

Congress instructs the General Council to:

i) `launch a campaign to ensure that the relevant sections of TULRCA are urgently repealed;

ii) assist affiliates in challenging the BNP and other extreme racist/fascist parties/organisations’ infiltration of member affiliates, and electorally in elections;

iii) provide resources for local campaigns in areas targeted by the BNP, as has been done in northern and north west;

iv) promote co-operation between unions and anti-fascist organisations and in particular, encourage affiliates to support Searchlight in exposing the loathsome and criminal activities of the BNP;

v) promote grassroots, community-based organisations that will provide broad-based anti-racist, anti-fascist campaigns;

vi) ensure that the Government and other mainstream political parties continue to be fully appraised of the deep concerns of affiliates about the wider effect of current policies on asylum seekers;

vii) call on the Government to repeal section 55(5) of the Nationality, Immigration and Asylum Act 2002 which drastically reduces entitlements to benefits for asylum seekers;

viii) organise a major national event in northern England to sharpen the profile of the trade union movement in fighting racism and fascism; and

ix) confront all forms of racism, discrimination, Islamophobia, anti-Semitism and religious discrimination.

Mover:

Communication Workers’ Union

Seconder:
NATFHE - The University and College Lecturers’ Union

Supporters:
Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen

UNISON

Connect

napo

Society of Radiographers

Prison Officers’ Association
Composite 6
Defending asylum seekers’ rights
Congress expresses its deep opposition to government plans to educate the children of asylum seekers in accommodation centres rather than mainstream schools. Educating these children separately exacerbates any trauma and persecution they and their families have already experienced.

Congress believes that all children have a right to a high quality education regardless of immigration status. Congress believes further that schools and pupils benefit from the diversity of cultures and ethnic groups in schools.

Congress expresses concern about the considerable barriers that exist for asylum seekers and refugees trying to access healthcare services in the UK. These barriers include lack of time and continuity of care, insufficient information, and language and cultural differences.

Congress believes that refugees and asylum seekers make a significant social, cultural and economic contribution to all facets of British society. Congress notes, however, a recent survey commissioned by Amnesty International which found that 58 per cent of young people believe asylum seekers and refugees do not make a positive contribution to the UK, with 33 per cent of young people stating that few asylum seekers in the UK are genuine. Congress notes with alarm the increase in the number of BNP councillors and the increasingly negative media reporting of asylum seekers and refugees.

Congress calls on the General Council to:

i) continue to campaign against government plans to educate the children of asylum 

ii) seekers in accommodation centres;

iii) press the Government and LEAs to ensure that appropriate resources are given to mainstream schools in which the children of asylum seekers are placed;

iv) work with affiliated unions and other organisations to help schools and other organisations tackle racism and prejudice;

v) press local authorities to devise strategies to highlight the positive contribution of refugees and asylum seekers to local communities;

vi) identify the skills and knowledge of asylum seekers and assess their suitability for employment in sectors of the economy where the needs are greatest and in particular in the public service;

vii) campaign for the rights of asylum seekers under international law to be protected; and

viii) establish a group of relevant affiliates to monitor the application of asylum legislation to the education service.

Congress calls on the General Council to campaign for a comprehensive strategy to eradicate inequality in access to healthcare services by:

a) `adopting a multi-sectoral and preventative health approach; involving refugees in planning and implementation;

b) providing suitable interpreting services;

c) meeting specific needs of refugee women and children;

d) instituting an appropriate health and nutrition information system; and

e) tackling group-specific health issues such as mental health difficulties arising from ill-treatment or torture.

Mover:

National Union of Teachers

Seconder:
Chartered Society of Physiotherapy

Supporters:
Society of Radiographers

National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers

Composite 7      Sexual orientation regulations 2003

Congress welcomes the advice from the Joint Select Committee on Statutory Instruments regarding the Sexual Orientation Regulations 2003. Congress notes the Select Committee’s advice that the regulations do not comply with the European directive in relation to regulation 7(3) regarding religion or belief.

While welcoming the regulations making it unlawful to discriminate on the grounds of sexual orientation, Congress expresses its strong condemnation of the Government's decision, following lobbying by the Church of England and other religious interests, to exempt religious bodies (which could include some educational establishments) from the requirements of the regulations. This exemption undermines the intention of the original EU directive, is an attack on the human rights of gay people and represents a shameful endorsement of bigoted and outdated attitudes and behaviour.

Congress is dismayed that the Government has chosen to ignore the advice as to whether regulation 7(3) is intra vires and pushed the proposals through Parliament.

Congress instructs the TUC General Council to lobby to ensure that:

i) regulation 7(3) is deleted, making it clear that discrimination of lesbian, gay and bisexual workers on religious grounds or beliefs is not acceptable; and

ii) unmarried people in partnerships are afforded security in pension rights, as per heterosexual married couples.

If the Government continues on its present course of action, the General Council should:

i) challenge the existing regulations through the courts by seeking judicial review;

ii) call upon affiliated unions to support the action for judicial review; and

iii) arrange regional briefings specifically targeting LGB union members with a view to ensuring that the newly acquired rights are given the widest possible publicity.

Congress therefore instructs the General Council to continue to encourage and support the campaign by affiliated unions and by lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender members and organisations for a change in the regulations, and to provide advice and support to any unions that mount challenges in the tribunals and courts to the legality of the religious exemption.

Congress reiterates its commitment to campaign for a comprehensive set of employment legislation that will effectively outlaw all forms of discrimination in the workplace and protect all workers against unjust treatment by employers.

Mover:
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Conference

Seconder:
Association of University Teachers

Composite 8

Manufacturing

Congress notes the importance of the manufacturing sector to the UK economy and wealth creation. The sector is vital to the success of the whole economy, directly providing over four million jobs, 20 per cent of GDP and over £150 billion in exports.

Congress is increasingly concerned that manufacturing is in crisis through a deepening recession, the loss of employment opportunities, skill shortages, the transfer of operations to locations overseas and the reduction in business investment. These are clear indications of a sector in decline. Congress is alarmed that the rate of job losses in UK manufacturing is speeding up and Britain’s share of EU inward investment falling, showing that the manufacturing crisis is getting worse despite the recent welcome reduction in the exchange rate of the pound. Congress notes that investment rates in manufacturing industry remain inadequate to sustain employment and raise productivity in Britain.

Congress calls on the Chancellor of the Exchequer to revise his remit for the Bank of England Monetary Policy Committee so that the state of manufacturing industry is taken explicitly into account when setting UK interest rates. Congress renews its call for the MPC membership to include people with understanding and experience of industry.

Congress calls on the Government to make support for better work organisation and proper people management key parts of its manufacturing strategy. It regrets that the March 2003 DfES progress report on the Government’s national skills strategy severely understated the vital part that trade unions play in boosting skills, especially when they work in partnership with responsible employers. This is at odds with the November 2002 Cabinet Office Strategy Unit report which acknowledged that unions make a key contribution to the provision of training opportunities and to overcoming barriers to participation in adult learning.

While welcoming the extra funds and greater budgetary freedom recently given to regional development agencies Congress regrets the Government’s reluctance to bring overall UK aid to industry closer into line with that provided by our European Union partners. This stands in marked contrast to its stated aim to adapt UK national policy to EU best practice. Congress calls on ministers to treat manufacturing industry as a national strategic asset which should receive at least as much support from the Government and other public bodies as the corresponding sectors in other European Union countries.

Congress continues to be concerned that many aspects of the UK’s public procurement policy are not being operated in the best interests of the UK taxpayer. The current interpretation of ‘best value’ needs to be examined in terms of its broadest remit to the UK economy and furthermore the UK Government should ensure that the UK manufacturing sector does not lose out by its interpretation and operation of the European Union procurement regulations compared with other EU countries. Therefore Congress calls on the General Council to continue its campaign to ensure that the UK manufacturing sector is given the opportunity to compete on a level playing field with other EU countries in terms of public procurement contracts.

Congress notes that the steel industry, the rail system, energy industries and other strategic sectors of the economy formerly in public control have suffered from the short-term manoeuvres of companies which have shown little or no regard for the public interest. 

Congress notes too that the chief executives of the companies have in several cases taken from the industries very large rewards that are wholly unjustified by their stewardship. Congress calls on the Government to introduce reforms to corporate governance so that industry and financial institutions develop a shared understanding with employees of how to build industrial growth through investment in plant, skills and innovation.

Congress recognises that below-cost selling and price wars have a detrimental effect on manufacturers, workers’ jobs and consumer choice. As a first step to seeking legislation on this practice Congress asks the General Council to gather information on this issue throughout the European Union and to report to affiliates by next Congress their findings on below-cost selling and discounting.

Congress welcomes the commitment of the Government to the development of a manufacturing strategy and confirms the readiness of the trade union movement to work with government and industry to raise rates of improvement in productivity. Congress, therefore, calls on the General Council to demand a new approach from government by working with all the appropriate stakeholders to:

i) develop a policy for industry that ensures sufficient long-term investment in industry so that its infrastructure is maintained and built upon;

ii) increase investment in research and development, establish a national investment bank, and set up a strategic review agency to oversee industrial development and target growth industries;

iii) appoint a minister for manufacturing;

iv) build an export credit guarantee framework that supports UK manufacturing as well as competitor nations support theirs;

v) achieve greater co-operation in Europe (government and industry) for civil and military projects;

vi) campaign for a 35-hour week;

vii) obtain ‘best-in-class’ workers’ protection, implementing European legislation on workers’ rights, to bring about a level playing field in Europe; and

viii) develop a tax credit system to ensure that new and existing skills are developed.

Mover:

Amicus

Seconder:
GMB

Supporters:
ISTC - The Community Union

KFAT

Bakers, Food and Allied Workers’ Union
Composite 9

Offshore working

Congress notes that some employers have outsourced work ‘offshore’, particularly to countries with low-wage economies, as a key part of their strategy to reduce costs, and the consequent effect upon the job security and terms and conditions of UK workers.

Congress notes that the areas of work being remotely sourced are diverse and include call centres, IT, software development and support, travel and tourism.

Congress further notes that much of the outsourcing involves customer service work, directly or indirectly subsidised from the public purse, from areas of the UK which would themselves benefit from additional employment opportunities.

Congress notes that recent research has forecast that 100,000 jobs will relocate to India by 2008 and that a third of UK call centres will close by 2005 with a loss of 90,000 jobs.

This decline will inevitably have a disproportionate effect upon those parts of the UK, such as Northern Ireland, Scotland, the north of England and Wales, which bore the brunt of the massive job losses in traditional industries witnessed during the Thatcher years and then saw the growth of the call centre and service industries.

Congress agrees that it would be dangerous to respond to employer initiatives to relocate work overseas with arguments that could be misconstrued as ‘British jobs for British workers’. Our aim must be to protect our members at home and ensure compliance with decent labour standards abroad.

Congress believes that, with the emergence of a global labour market, a global organising strategy is required. Congress urges affiliated unions to work within their Global Union Federations to ensure compliance with ILO core labour standards, including the conventions on the right to organise and on collective bargaining throughout company supply chains.

Congress calls upon the General Council to undertake a detailed study of the current position as well as the implications for jobs and the UK economy. The General Council are instructed to report to next year’s Congress and make direct representations to Government on these issues.

Mover:

Communication Workers’ Union

Seconder:
Connect

Supporter:
Transport Salaried Staffs’ Association
Composite 10
Work/life balance

Congress notes with concern the increased work pressures facing millions of British workers:

i) the longest working hours in Europe;

ii) the shortest lunch breaks, with 20 per cent of workers not taking a lunch break;

iii) fewer public holidays and fewer paid holidays than our European counterparts; and

iv) 42 per cent of workers regularly working more than 48 hours per week.

The results of these ‘work till you drop’ policies, which will be exacerbated under government pensions proposals, have led to an increase in stress, anxiety and depression and less time for family, friends, leisure and recuperation.

Congress recognises that working effectively is better than working longer and that workers, employers and the economy would benefit from better work/life balance.

Congress notes the successful campaign by BA workers to ensure that their work/life balance is not undermined.

Congress also calls on the TUC to campaign to raise awareness among affiliates on using the recent Flexible Working Regulations to address the problems associated with long or difficult working hours.

Congress calls on the General Council to lobby for the ending of both:

the individual opt-out in the UK working time regulations; and

the deregations which mean there are no statutory limits to hours for some workers eg train drivers, in safety-critical industries, therefore completely undermining not only the Government’s policies in terms of safety but also work-life balance.

Congress calls upon the Government to resist the CBI’s stance on the Working Time Directive and bring forward legislation to make work/life balance a reality in the workplace, setting an example in the process, by introducing:

i) quality, affordable nursery and childcare provision for all who need it;

ii) improved eldercare arrangements;

iii) improved arrangements and financial support for those with caring responsibilities;

iv) improved provisions and payments for maternity, paternity, parental and adoption leave and for other related leave provisions;

v) a 35-hour week with no loss of pay;

vi) research and policies to address work-related stress;

vii) a legal strategy to enforce the HSE Code which is to come into force from early 2004;

viii) rights and conditions on public holidays and paid holidays which are at least comparable to those of other European workers; and,

ix) policies to ensure that employers exercise their duty of care to their employees, including provision of measurable and manageable workloads.

x) Congress instructs the General Council to campaign actively for the above provisions.

Mover:
Public and Commercial Services Union

Seconder:
Amicus

Supporters: 
Associated Society of Locomotive   Engineers and Firemen

napo

Composite 11
Public services

Congress notes that the third Comprehensive Spending Review commits the government to sustained long-term investment in public services. Congress welcomes this commitment but notes that the goodwill it generates is put at risk as a result of the continued pursuit of privatisation. Furthermore, there is substantial evidence that privatisation of any kind is more expensive, detrimental to service delivery, creates significant inequalities in working conditions and undermines local democracy and accountability.

Despite this evidence the Government seems intent on subjecting more services to competition and on introducing other forms of privatisation such as Local Improvement Finance Trusts in education and primary care. Current proposals in central Government threaten privatisation of defence support services, forensic science and horticulture research.

Congress opposes the Government’s policy of increased competition and private sector involvement in the delivery of public services, and agrees that the General Agreement in Trade and Services (GATS) threatens UK services by exposing them to worldwide competition.

Congress notes with concern the announcement in this year’s Budget that pay remits for public sector workers are to include a stronger local and regional dimension, and that regional price indices are to be produced to show differences in regional inflation rates. Congress believes that any moves to regional pay rates are unjustified, and would be divisive, discriminatory and further depress living standards in the poorest regions.

New codes to end the two-tier workforce in English and Welsh councils and the Scottish Protocol are welcome but need extending to cover all public services including central government services.

Congress reaffirms its opposition to PFI and privatisation, and resolves to campaign for:

i) universal provision based on need not profit;

ii) better TUPE regulations and a fair wages clause that strengthen workforce protection including eradication of the two-tier workforce;

iii) an end to low pay and for decent national minimum standards on terms and conditions for public sector workers, and all those employed on public sector contracts;

iv) an end to pay inequalities and for public sector employers to address equal pay issues and pursue equality reviews of all existing contracts placed with the private sector;

v) an end to the fragmentation of public sector pay arrangements, including for the Government’s own employees;

vi) the maintenance of national pay rates and national pay bargaining for public sector workers;

vii) ensure full funding of pay and grade restructuring - particularly the Remodelling Schools Workforce Agreement and equitable distribution of training and development opportunities designed to deliver improved services; and

viii) a proper level of London weighting and where necessary separate allowances.

Congress calls on the General Council to:

i) oppose the new health market and develop a critical analysis of public interest companies;

ii) highlight the manipulation of PFI rules;

iii) highlight the threat posed by GATS and insist that public services be exempt from its disciplines;

iv) oppose the continued wholesale privatisation of prisons, as both immoral and inconsistent with Government policy; and

v) convene a conference on the union agenda for reform, workplace involvement and direct investment to advance the campaign to achieve Congress policy.

Congress welcomes the steps already taken by the TUC to promote a better dialogue between unions and government on public service reform, and supports the specific proposal to set up a joint Public Services Forum.

Mover:

UNISON

Seconder:
Public and Commercial Services Union

Supporters:
GMB

Prospect

Chartered Society of Physiotherapy

Prison Officers’ Association

Composite 12
Post-16 education and training

Congress welcomes the TUC’s response to the Government’s White Paper The future of higher education. Congress believes that all those able to benefit from higher education should be given this opportunity and a potential student’s choice of course should be based on ability, not ability to pay.

In addition Congress:

i) opposes the creation of ‘teaching-only’ universities since they dilute the fundamental concept of higher education - that teaching and research are inextricably linked; and

ii) is deeply concerned at the Government’s policy of concentrating public funding for research in an ever-smaller number of universities.

Congress notes with alarm that because of this policy, thousands of jobs in dozens of universities are under threat. Congress does not agree with the Government that the best way to ensure that research flourishes across all English regions is by concentrating funding in a small group of universities, predominantly in the South East.

Congress re-affirms its fundamental opposition to the introduction of differential ‘top-up’ fees for students in higher education. Allowing universities to charge different tuition fee levels will end the equality of access which underpins UK higher education. Students will end up owing vast sums of money when they graduate and the prospect of such debt levels will undoubtedly deter many working-class students and under-represented groups from going to university.

Congress therefore instructs the General Council to support affiliated unions’ campaigning against these aspects of the White Paper, to insist on the fullest government consultation with trade unions and the NUS, and provide assistance during the passage through Parliament of the forthcoming Higher Education Bill.

Congress opposes employers using these developments as a pretext to move from national pay bargaining towards local market supplements and PRP, and supports the retention of national bargaining on pay and conditions for all HE staff.

Congress also believes that there is a potential crisis in the delivery of higher education for healthcare if the current levels of staffing and pay for academic healthcare practitioners employed in the higher education (HE) sector remain unchanged.

At a time when the NHS relies increasingly on this sector to deliver high quality, comprehensive and diverse training programmes to meet the NHS modernisation agenda, the pay for this group of staff is falling behind that of clinical staff employed in the NHS, from where the majority of competent and experienced educators are recruited.

This crisis is likely to accelerate as demands and targets act as a disincentive for the recruitment and retention of staff.

Congress is concerned that if the trend of low pay and poor staffing levels continues there will be an impact on the quality and delivery of learning for future healthcare staff. Congress is also concerned that recruitment and retention of educators will decline further, resulting in increasing levels of stress on remaining staff.

Congress calls on the General Council to evaluate the impact of:

a. the widening differentials in pay and conditions between expert clinical staff employed in HE and those in the NHS;

b. the stress on HE staff of managing the increasing numbers of students needed to meet the NHS Plan in the light of an emerging recruitment and retention problem; and

c. the serious implications for the National Health Service should targets for educating new professionals fall short of requirements.

Congress is alarmed by the high rate of non-participation in post-16 education and training in Britain compared with other OECD countries. Congress believes that urgent action is needed to tackle the causes of disengagement and disaffection amongst young people which hinders economic success and undermines the creation of an inclusive and cohesive society.

Congress welcomes the recognition by the Government of the need to reform the curriculum for 14 to 19-year-olds. Congress believes that the establishment of alternative learning pathways should enable all young people from diverse social and economic backgrounds to participate fully in education and training and realise their potential.

However, Congress is concerned by the Government’s failure to address issues that militate against excellence, opportunity and equality between 14 and 19. In particular, Congress notes: the financial and economic barriers which restrict young people’s participation in learning beyond 16; the continued funding and structural inequalities that exist between schools and colleges; problems of teacher supply, morale and retention; and the limited contribution made by too many employers in supporting young people’s learning.

Congress demands that the Government:

i) maintain education services within the public sector;

ii) provide the conditions for effective collaboration between institutions, including parity of funding between FE and sixth-form colleges;

iii) assure equality of opportunity for all students, with equal recognition of academic and vocational pathways;

iv) build upon the Education Maintenance Allowances by providing proper financial support for young people in education and training beyond 16 through a system of progressive taxation; and

v) introduce a levy on employers as a means of ensuring higher participation in education and training beyond 16.

Congress also calls upon the General Council to seek to persuade the Government that its education and training policies need to emphasise the quality of teaching and learning rather than just the delivery of ‘knowledge and skills’ so that young people and adults are actively engaged in learning on a lifelong basis. The method of communicating information is often as important as the substance of the issue.

Congress also believes that the needs of older learners are currently neglected by this Government’s education policies. It is predicted that by 2018 forty per cent of the population will be aged 55 or over. Participation in learning enables older people to stay in work, and to remain active, independent and healthy. Failure to address the learning needs of this age group will have profoundly negative consequences for the economy, our society and individuals: older people’s potential contribution to the economy will be under-used, and the cost to public services of poor health and dependency will be substantial.

Congress calls on the Government to review the needs of older learners, and to identify strategies and resources aimed at improving participation in education and training by people aged 55 and over.

Mover:

Association of University Teachers

Seconder:
The Society of Radiographers

Supporters:
National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers

Association of Teachers and Lecturers

Association for College Management

NATFHE - The University and College Lecturers’ Union

British Orthoptic Society
Composite 13
Transport

Congress believes that an integrated transport policy is crucial to Britain.

Congress regrets the fact that the Government has effectively abandoned the targets in its ten-year transport plan, which included a reduction in road congestion and an increase of 50 per cent in rail passengers and an increase of 80 per cent in rail freight as part of an integrated transport strategy. Congress is concerned that the Government has reverted to a road-building programme, which is a return to the failed transport policies of the 1980s.

Congress views the fact that the railways now require greater investment to deliver less as stark evidence that the fragmented structure of the industry under privatisation has clearly failed. Congress reaffirms its objective of a publicly owned, publicly accountable and integrated public transport network.

Congress believes that:

i) government objectives in relation to public services, social inclusion, economic regeneration and the environment will only be met if public sector values and public sector ownership are extended in the railway industry;

ii) it is in the public interest for the Government to ensure an early return to an integrated framework of national bargaining in the railways in order to achieve greater transparency and public accountability for both the workforce and the wider public; and

iii) this can only be achieved through full renationalisation of the railway network through public ownership and bringing the maintenance of London Underground under the public control of the London Mayor and Greater London Assembly.

Congress notes with dismay that the cost of new investment in the railways has spiralled out of control, and is reckoned by industry commentators to be some three times more than if BR were undertaking the same projects. Congress notes that many train operating companies (TOCs) are being propped up by ever-greater sums of money by the Strategic Rail Authority and believes that the industry is in crisis.

Congress therefore calls on the General Council to press government, the Strategic Rail Authority and the Rail Regulator jointly to investigate and publicise the reasons for the increasing costs in the railway industry and their impact on national and regional economies, road safety, social inclusion, sustainability and transport integration.

All government departments, agencies and companies of which the Government is a shareholder should support these policies. Accordingly, Congress condemns the decision of Royal Mail (a publicly owned company) to withdraw from transporting mail by rail and transfer all its freight to road, which is in direct conflict with:

a) the Department of Transport’s own policy of increasing rail freight by 80 per cent by 2010 and is another example of the Government failing to achieve ‘joined-up’ governance;

b) the DTI Secretary of State’s statement to the House of Commons on 25 March 2002; and

c) environmental and service delivery targets and the requirements of public accountability and scrutiny

Congress also instructs the General Council to:

i) implement previous Congress policy and establish a task group of transport unions with affiliates to support a campaign on integrated transport issues;

ii) produce a report to identify how privatisation in the transport sector has affected the achievement of the Government’s transport and public service objectives.

Mover:
Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen

Seconder:
Transport Salaried Staffs’ Association

Supporter:
National Union of Rail, Maritime

and Transport Workers
Composite 14
Energy policy

Congress reaffirms its support for a balanced energy policy and believes that high priority must be given to meeting climate change objectives.

Congress notes that the recent Government White Paper on energy set out a vision for a rapid expansion in sustainable energy. Energy is fundamental to the people of our nation and to the economy as a whole. However, the challenges in the Energy White Paper are of major concern to all, in particular those people employed in the UK energy sector.

It is therefore disappointing that, following almost two years of consultation, the Energy White Paper fails to address some major challenges:

i) the electricity generation and supply sectors are in immediate difficulty, and there is currently no prospect of the investment needed to safeguard future energy supplies;

ii) aspirations to generate energy from renewable sources will amount to nothing more than slogans without action to resolve planning difficulties and to deal with new challenges for transmission and distribution networks;

iii) wind power has its own environmental problems, particularly where sited on land. Typically, wind power can only generate for about one third of the average day and this presents major problems in ensuring proper management of the national grid in line with the peaks and troughs of demand;

iv) privatisation and liberalisation have resulted in a dramatic and damaging reduction in energy R&D; and

v) action is needed both to address existing skills gaps and emerging skills requirements across the energy sector.

Congress notes that in the longer term the UK will become increasingly dependent on fuel supplies (gas, oil and coal) from geographically remote regions that are not as geo-politically stable as desired. If we accept that the UK will become a net importer of energy, importing up to 75 per cent of our requirements from North Africa, Latin America, the Middle East and Russia by the year 2020, the Government will be paving the way for private companies and foreign governments to dictate our future energy policy.

Congress therefore believes that there remains an absolute requirement to maintain and develop generation of electricity from existing sources by researching and developing new carbon-efficient ways of using these fuel sources. Congress notes that the UK lags behind major competitors such as America and Japan in its clean-coal technology programme.

Congress urges the Government to give urgent consideration to the formulation of a fair, balanced, indigenous energy plan for the UK, having security of supply as a national policy.

Congress agrees that the environment needs to be protected but believes that this can be achieved with the use of technology currently available. The indigenous UK coal industry therefore represents a welcome safeguard against any future disruption of supplies and Congress calls on the Government to ensure that it continues to be able to contribute to the nation’s security of supply.

Congress calls on the General Council to make representations to government for:

a. a new investment-led regulatory framework;

b. increased core public funding for energy research, development and demonstration;

c. replacement low-carbon generating capacity for the UK’s ageing coal-fire plant;

d. action, in partnership with unions, to strengthen the science, engineering and technology skills base;

e. a reliable, secure, indigenous, diverse energy supply based on UK energy reserves to meet our future needs.

f. further work on the potential for local generation; and

g. effective use of economic instruments.

Congress welcomes the formation of the Sustainable Energy Policy Network (SEPN), but believes that its effectiveness must be judged by the practical progress made towards implementation of the White Paper commitments.

Congress instructs the General Council to bring together all affiliated unions with members in the energy industry, and start the campaign to secure our energy reserves, technology and the employment of thousands of British workers. It calls on the General Council to ensure full engagement with energy affiliates and an effective TUC input to each of the Government’s proposed annual progress reports.

Mover:

Prospect

Seconder:
National Union of Mineworkers

Supporter:
BACM-TEAM
Composite 15
Children’s television and TV food advertising

Congress notes with approval late changes to the Communications Bill to enhance the regulatory protection of children’s television. Congress believes that television is one of the chief formative influences on today’s children, and that our children are entitled to a wide and diverse range of high-quality, home-produced programmes on all public service channels. They should not be fed a fast-food diet of American cartoons and programmes. It is important that broadcasters and regulators remember that many children do not have access to digital TV services.

Congress expresses its continuing concern regarding the high levels of advertising and promotion of unhealthy food during peak viewing times for children. This is particularly worrying, given the well-documented and alarming increase in levels of obesity among children.

Congress therefore:

i) calls on the Government, OFCOM and the OFCOM Content Board to give children’s television high priority in the new regulatory framework and to ensure that all public service broadcasters devote adequate resources to this important area;

ii) calls on broadcasters and producers to ensure that writers, performers and other creators in children’s television are not treated as second-class players, but are entitled to payment and other terms and conditions on a par with those available in other TV genres, as a way of achieving the highest professional quality of programme-making. The most important job a writer can do is to inform young people’s minds and standards;

iii) calls on the Government, OFCOM and the TUC General Council to continually research and monitor children’s television and to issue regular reports to the public detailing the performance of broadcasters and producers in this vital area; and,

iv) urges the General Council to open discussions with the Food Standards Agency in order to explore joint representations to the Independent Television Commission (ITC) seeking a review to its existing code of advertising standards and practice. Such a review should be aimed at reducing significantly the exposure of young children to advertising of this nature.

Mover:

The Writers’ Guild of Great Britain

Seconder:
British Dietetic Association
Composite 16
Women and pensions

Congress expresses deep concern at continuing inequality in pensions. Ninety-one per cent of those who do not receive a full basic State pension are women and two-thirds of women pensioners have no access to an occupational pension. Congress recognizes that many women retire into poverty, on far lower pensions than men, and that reform of pensions provision needs to recognise and address this. Congress believes that the Government’s Green Paper Simplicity, security and choice: Working and saving for retirement acknowledged the problems that women face in pensions provision, but notes with concern that the Green Paper failed to make any concrete or meaningful proposals to address the issues. The tax simplification proposals will give disproportionate tax relief to the higher paid. What is needed is a means of topping up the pensions savings of the lower paid. Women’s average income in retirement is just over half that of men. This is as a direct result of the continuing gender pay gap between men and women’s average earnings during their working lives. Low and unequal pay, and breaks in contribution record for caring and part-time work have a serious impact on women’s income throughout their lives. Home Responsibilities Protection and the minimum income guarantee, while important, have failed to close the pensions pay gap, and raising women’s pension age leads to further problems. In addition, questions have been raised about the viability of public sector pensions and the possibility of increasing the age at which State pension becomes payable to 70. Both would have a disproportionate effect on millions of low-earning workers, mostly women.

Congress welcomes the recognition that ending women’s poverty is key to ending child and pensioner poverty when the 2002 TUC Congress supported the TUC Women’s Conference motion.

The most effective way of eliminating poverty in old age for women would be to provide a decent basic state pension, enough to live on. Women who are caring for children or frail elderly relatives do not have the income to provide themselves with top up pensions - only the State can compensate women for the loss of income when carrying out these invaluable caring roles. Many women have lost pension rights as a result of paying the reduced married women’s stamp. Contracting out of the State pension, either by the married women’s stamp or by contracting out of SERPS, has not been a success, and creates a level of complexity that should be eliminated.

Congress views the retreat by employers from defined benefits pensions schemes as a determined attack on pay. It considers spurious arguments about tax regime changes and costs often used by employers as pretexts for withdrawing schemes, and calls on the Government to introduce a Bill to ensure that pensions entitlements are afforded as much protection in law as wages. Congress welcomes the success in securing through strikes the retention of defined benefits schemes. It commends this action as an example for consideration when unions are confronted with employers intent on withdrawing such schemes.

Congress calls on the Government to require employers to contribute to the pensions of employees, at a rate reflecting a ratio between employer and employee contributions comparable with best practice in pension schemes generally, as part of the provision to all working people of the means of maintaining a reasonable standard of living. The provision in occupational pensions for indexed survivors’ benefits should also be protected in law so that women, who typically earn less than their partners, may have adequate income protection in retirement.

Congress welcomes moves by the European Commission to eradicate sex discrimination: in particular the plans to change the way annuity payments made to women in retirement are calculated.

Congress calls on the TUC Women’s Committee in association with the TUC to arrange a conference on tackling inequalities in pensions and for the General Council to campaign for:

i) changes to legislation to eradicate the historical gender gap in pensions provision for present and future women pensioners;

ii) proposals for pensions reform accompanied by a gender impact assessment;

iii) the removal of the clause from the 1975 Sex Discrimination Act that in most circumstances excludes challenges under the legislation to annuity and other insurance products;

iv) guaranteed protection in law of the provision in occupational pensions for indexed survivors’ benefits;

v) the government to provide more information for women on the structure of the pensions system in order that women may make the choices that best suit their individual circumstances.

vi) the restoration of the link between the basic State pension and earnings as part of its contribution to eliminating the poverty and deprivation experienced by many retired people, particularly women.

vii) an increase in the over-’80s supplement;

viii) final salary occupational pensions with compulsory employer contributions; and

ix) no increase in the basic State pension age;

x) the basic State pension available to everyone at age 60 and over.

Mover:

Women’s Conference

Seconder:
Unifi

Composite 17
European Union

Congress notes the Government’s conclusions that the British economy is converging with those of the Eurozone countries and its commitment to bring about changes so that the Government will be able to recommend to the British people at the earliest practicable opportunity that they should support accession to the single currency when the five economic tests have been met.

Congress therefore calls on the General Council to ensure that, in preparation for a referendum on the single currency, factual information concerning prices, unemployment levels, economic growth, public expenditure, the Stability and Growth Pact and industrial relations in Eurozone countries since their entry and relative to the UK is published and available prior to each Congress.

Congress supports the Chancellor’s efforts in obtaining changes in the application of the Stability and Growth Pact. However, Congress believes that there should be a full review of the pact to increase employment and public expenditure in key areas and to ensure more openness and transparency from the ECB.

Congress notes with deep concern the loss of thousands of British manufacturing jobs every week which undermines the capacity of the economy to pay for the much-needed increases in public expenditure on the National Health Service and other public services to bring them up to the standards of the best in the European Union, and the inability to benefit from the evident advantages of membership of the Eurozone which is adversely affecting foreign investment.

Congress regrets the continuing reluctance of the Government to give effect to EU social policy directives and the negative impact of its approach on the entitlements in employment of British working people which puts them at a disadvantage vis-à-vis workers in other EU countries. It recalls that social development is an essential condition of securing the full economic advantages of the single market and calls on the Government to implement EU social policy decisions in the United Kingdom. Congress believes that to gain TUC support for a positive vote for the Euro in a referendum the Government needs to demonstrate a total commitment to the Social Agenda, including an effective Temporary Agency Workers Directive, with ‘day-one rights’ and the ending of the ‘opt-out’ from the Working Time Directive.

Congress believes that the TUC has an important role in enabling affiliates to make an objective assessment of the likely impact of major developments within the European Union.

Congress further calls on the General Council to publish discussion materials on the likely impact of the development of a European constitutional Treaty, when agreed by governments, on those rights and areas of legal, political and economic concern central to trade union and TUC aspirations characterised by the need for a reinforced European Union able to translate its economic power into a political and social force at world level, so that it can defend and promote its own social model based on collective values, distinct from the American model of society.

Congress believes that the debate needs to be conducted in a way conducive to shedding light on the real issues at stake, including the costs of the UK being divorced from the European mainstream, rather than appealing to prejudices fostered by unaccountable media owners.

Mover:

ISTC - The Community Union

Seconder:
Community and Youth Workers’ Union

Supporters:
Graphical, Paper and Media Union

Unifi

KFAT

Accord
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Middle East peace

Congress believes that to secure peace and security in the Middle East all national governments must abide by international law and the primacy of the United Nations. Congress calls for measures through the world community to achieve the withdrawal of UK and US military forces from Iraq; to reconstruct Iraq after the devastation of war; and to ensure that the Iraqi people have the right to self-determination.

Congress should use its best endeavours to support independent trade union organisations in Iraq and throughout the region.

Congress recognises that there has been the destruction of much of Iraq’s infrastructure whilst billions of dollars of contracts for work in Iraq have been awarded to multinationals. Congress believes that basic infrastructure must be rebuilt, including as a necessity the provision of food, water and shelter. Congress believes that there is an urgent need for medical and humanitarian aid and recognises that one of the first medical issues is to help provide the necessary supplies for hospitals to function, and that this is made all the more urgent because of the backlog of problems in such areas as vaccinations for children following many years of sanctions against the previous regime. Congress also believes that every effort should be made to re-open schools in Iraq.

Congress believes that it is for the nations of the Middle East to determine the regimes under which they live. Congress therefore condemns any unilateral political or military act of aggression that would destabilise this volatile region and increase the threat of terrorism.

Delegates at last year’s Congress correctly argued war could not be justified because there was no credible proof of weapons of mass destruction and delivery systems such that Iraq posed an imminent threat. Congress believes that the language used in the war has heightened the problems of racism in the UK.

Congress also calls for the full application of all relevant UN Security Council resolutions and the termination of the Israeli occupation of Palestinian territories and of the settlements policy. Congress also urges the renunciation and cessation of all acts of violence either by States or by terrorist groups.

Congress believes that the peace plan known as the ‘Road Map to Peace’ must recognise the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people and refugees. Congress further believes that all sides must engage through the UN in constructive and meaningful negotiation to ensure a political settlement in the Middle East that establishes an independent Palestinian State alongside Israel and a just and lasting peace throughout the region. Congress believes Israel’s apartheid wall in the West Bank is incompatible with a viable Palestinian State and calls for an immediate halt in construction.

Congress further calls on the General Council and TUC affiliates to support both the Histadrut in Israel and the Palestinian General Federation of Trade Unions in their attempts to resume and strengthen their dialogue and co-operation for the benefit of citizens in all countries of the Middle East.

Congress:

i) condemns the British and US Governments’ unilateral decision to wage war on Iraq;

ii) opposes any future attempts by the US to target independent states such as Iran, Syria, North Korea and Cuba for regime change;

iii) resolves to take a leading role in promoting world peace;

iv) calls for work through the United Nations for the withdrawal without delay of Coalition troops and for control of Iraq to be given to the Iraqi people;

v) calls on the international community, and the UK and US Governments in particular, to be generous in giving immediate aid to help rebuild the social and public-service infrastructure; to help alleviate the situation of the people and, in particular, the children of Iraq; to re-equip the schools and to provide materials for children to use in schools; and to rebuild the trade union movement of Iraq;

vi) calls on the General Council to support international aid and assistance to the maximum; and

vii) continues to campaign for justice for the Palestinian people.

Mover:

Transport and General Workers’ Union

Seconder:
National Union of Rail, Maritime, and Transport Workers

Supporters:
The Educational Institute of Scotland

Transport Salaried Staffs’ Association

National Union of Mineworkers
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Learning and skills

Congress welcomes as a first step the progress this Government has made towards a coherent National Skills Strategy, in particular:

i) establishing a role for social partnership in relation to training, reflected in the creation of a national social partnership body, the Skills Alliance, and developing a social partnership approach at regional and sectoral level;

ii) the commitment to trade union representation on Sector Skills Councils, and the involvement of unions in establishing Sector Skills Agreements;

iii) its support for adults in achieving level 2 and 3 qualifications;

iv) including ICT as a basic skill;

v) recognition of the role of unions, and the proposed expansion and strengthening of the role of union learning representatives;

vi) piloting an adult education maintenance grant;

vii) safeguarding a wide range of adult learning programmes for culture, leisure and personal fulfilment;

viii) better information, advice and guidance for adults;

ix) its measures to tackle intermediate skills shortages, including the extension and strengthening of Modern Apprenticeships and lifting the age cap; and

x) the introduction of unitisation and a credit framework for adult qualifications.

However, Congress is concerned that, as the White Paper states, ‘it will be for employers, not government to determine…whether an agreement for collaborative action should be pursued’. Therefore Congress calls upon the Government to honour its commitment to introduce statutory underpinning for levies in sectors where social partners agree, or, where a sector has failed to meet targets or training obligations, as the new Sector Skills Agreements determine.

Although the proposals in the White Paper will help improve the country’s skills deficit, Congress regrets the reliance on exhortation and voluntarism for workforce development and would like to see greater commitment from the Government to establish a strengthened statutory framework to drive the skills agenda forward. This should include the right to consultation with unions at site level. As experience shows, leaving employers to train their workforce on a voluntary basis fails to tackle the skills problem.

In order to achieve its goals the strategy must be backed with adequate resources, and must ensure that employers participate. Congress regrets the failure to address the serious underfunding of colleges, and the resultant low pay and low staff morale and calls on the Government to ensure that the new strategy brings sufficient additional resources to enable colleges and other providers to develop and deliver education and training to world-class industry standards.

Congress calls on the Government to ensure that employers participate by setting clear time limits for their voluntary participation - after that date compulsory measures should be introduced that require all employers to deliver their training obligations to their workforce.

Congress calls for the extension of Employer Training Pilots, alongside the introduction of a statutory entitlement to paid time off to achieve Level 2 qualifications for all adults. An employee’s ability to gain Level 2 qualifications should not be limited by their company’s participation in a pilot.

Congress calls for legislation to:

a. give every worker an entitlement to paid time to learn; and

b. recognise training in all collective bargaining.

Congress believes that due priority must be given to the development of higher level skills generally and to science, engineering and technology skills in particular. These are key to meeting the Government’s aims for innovation, enterprise and quality.

Given the spirit of partnership in the National Skills Strategy, Congress is dismayed that retiring local Learning and Skills Council (LSC) union members are not always replaced by trade unionists. Congress should ensure the union voice is not diluted and that unions representing education and training practitioners are represented on local LSCs. Congress should also ensure a balance of union representation on Sector Skills Councils.

Congress should regularly brief union members on local LSCs, Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) and Sector Skills Councils (SSCs) to achieve a consistent and coherent union presence on these bodies.

Congress also believes that unions have an important part to play in the national drive to improve financial literacy and education.

A series of studies conducted by the National Association of Citizens’ Advice Bureaux, the Basic Skills Agency and the Financial Services Authority have identified the high levels of difficulty that many people have with financial decision-making. Uninformed or badly advised decisions can result in financial difficulties or missed opportunities. This has not been helped by the complex language used in the financial services industry, poor levels of literacy and a low level of financial education.

The Government and its partners have responded by developing financial literacy programmes as part of the Basic Skills effort and a multitude of financial education programmes delivered using information and communication technology and taught face to face.

Unions are already key partners with the Government in the drive to tackle basic skills deprivation, but now is the time to develop a strategy for improving financial literacy. The union movement has unique access channels to eight million workers who face the same financial challenges daily.

Congress calls on the General Council to develop a strategy to contribute to the national effort to improve financial education and literacy which will involve:

i) partnership with other agencies; and

ii) a promotion of union activities in this area.

Mover:

Graphical, Paper and Media Union

Seconder:
NATFHE-The University and College  Lecturers’ Union

Supporters:
Unifi

Association for College Management

Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers

Prospect
Composite 20 
Foundation hospitals and the NHS

Congress reaffirms its commitment to an NHS that is accessible to all and free at the point of use provided within the public sector. Congress believes that choice, equity, excellence, accoun

tability and universal access to care are best delivered not through elitism, but via a reform programme that devolves greater power and resources to frontline NHS staff, safeguards parliamentary accountability and invests in, and improves, every NHS hospital.

Congress is alarmed that the Government is introducing changes that create a competitive commercial market in the NHS in England, in particular:

i) the adoption of the private sector as a permanent provider of healthcare services to the NHS, and the development of privately run Diagnostic and Treatment Centres;

ii) the reintroduction of competition, with hospitals competing against each other for patients, and funding following the patient; and

iii) the introduction of Foundation Trusts which will undermine democracy and accountability by ensuring a greater role for the private sector and by shifting responsibility from the Secretary of State to an unaccountable regulator.

In the NHS there have been a plethora of changes introduced without proper evaluation of their effect on the delivery and quality of healthcare to the patient. Constant change does nothing for the stability of the service to patients and the public. It is time-consuming for staff and management and often introduces competing priorities, which has an adverse effect upon the delivery of the service.

Conceiving Foundation Hospitals at the same time as the testing of a new pay structure in the NHS is a case in point. The creation of foundation status is a concept hastily constructed, poorly managed and incomplete. At no time did the Government seek the views of unions about this initiative and at no time was there any assessment of the effect on clinical management time of developing two new initiatives simultaneously. Congress notes that this is the most radical reform of the NHS since its creation but believes its legitimacy has been undermined by the absence of consultation with NHS stakeholders.

Congress fears that these changes will reverse the improvements now being seen in the NHS, leading to a re-definition of healthcare essentials, poorer and more unequal services, the extension of charging and co-payments and higher costs.

Congress is concerned that the introduction of Foundation Trusts will produce a two-tier NHS where elitism and excellence for the few replaces universal provision and excellence for all.

Congress rejects the idea that Foundation Trusts will democratise the NHS and are a form of common ownership. Instead, they will leave other hospitals worse off, attracting staff and resources away from them and competing against them for patients and entrench inequalities in health outcomes.

Congress notes that Foundation Trusts will be free to set their own levels of pay and terms and conditions and can, therefore, undermine the implementation of ‘Agenda for change’. Congress therefore calls upon the Government to ensure that there is a legal requirement for Foundation Hospitals to abide by ‘Agenda for change’.

Congress calls upon the Government to take stock of the impact of existing policy on the public sector and the delivery of services before introducing any new initiatives.

Congress resolves to:

a. campaign against the creation of a competitive commercial market in the NHS and the increasing role of the private sector;

b. campaign against Foundation Trusts, the independent regulator and the creation of a two-tier health service; and

c. support the Scottish and Welsh rejection of Foundation Trusts and their adoption of an NHS model based on co-operation not competition.

Congress believes that the Government should work in partnership with the TUC and the unions to develop, manage and introduce new policy to all sectors of the public service, in a way that ensures consistency of approach and the support and resources available to implement change.

Congress calls on the General Council to agree with the Government a mechanism to debate new or emerging ideas, and a timetable for change that will include practical solutions for delivering policy in the workplace.

Mover:

Transport and General Workers’ Union

Seconder:
UNISON

Supporter:
Society of Radiographers
Composite 21
Improving workplace safety

It is the right of every worker to return home safe and well from work.

The Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and local authority environmental health officers are responsible for ensuring that risks to people’s health and safety from work activities are properly controlled. However, where these prove to be inadequate, less than 15 per cent of major injuries are investigated.

Congress recognises and deplores the cuts to the HSE budget that will result in fewer inspectors to inspect more workplaces at a time when increased vigilance is needed.

Congress calls on the Government to provide sufficient funding of the health and safety enforcement agencies to:

i) double the number of fully qualified and trained inspectors so that each workplace is inspected at least every five years;

ii) inspect each new workplace in the first year of operation, rather than years down the line, if at all;

iii) invest in scientific expertise to research and develop procedures and devices of benefit to workers’ safety;

iv) provide forensic support by scientific staff to back up investigations into deaths and injuries at work; and

v) ensure that where there may have been a serious breach of health and safety law all incidents are investigated.

Congress believes that all sectors should have their budgets dramatically increased if the ‘Revitalising health and safety’ targets are to be met, as it is not universally felt that amalgamating sectors to save money is the answer.

Congress calls on the General Council to campaign for the proper funding of the health and safety agencies whose ability to fulfil their statutory enforcement responsibilities under section 18 of the 1974 Health and Safety at Work Act is being undermined.

Congress broadly welcomes the announcement by the Home Secretary of the Government’s intention to ‘publish a draft Bill on corporate manslaughter’ to reform the legislation on corporate manslaughter.

However, Congress notes with concern that:

a)      the Government has still not given a firm commitment to introduce legislation on this matter in the lifetime of this government;

b)       under the new offence, company failures will be measured against ‘industry standards’ even if the industry standards are inadequate;

c)      Crown bodies will continue to have immunity from prosecution;

d)      the Government no longer supports its own suggestion, set out in the Home Office consultation document (2000), that attached to the corporate killing offence would be ‘secondary offences’ that would allow a director to be prosecuted for ‘contributing’ or ‘significantly contributing’ to the offence committed by the company;

e)      over 2000 people have been killed in work-related incidents since the publication of the Law Commission report on corporate manslaughter in 1996 but only ten companies have been prosecuted in the last 15 years; and

f)      deaths and injuries resulting from corporate activities will not have adequate criminal investigation unless resources for the police and HSE are sufficient

Congress supports the introduction of a new offence of corporate killing within the lifetime of this government and urges the General Council to press for the following:

i) the new offence will be based on management negligence or failure rather than on ‘industry standards’;

ii) Crown bodies not to have immunity from prosecution for the new offence; and

iii) that individual directors can be prosecuted for contributing to, or significantly contributing to, the offence committed by the company.

The legislation should mean that a company director could be found guilty of a criminal offence if a management failure was identified by a court as one of the causes of a death at work and that failure constituted conduct inferior to what might reasonably be expected.

Congress believes the legislation must be effectively enforced by:

a. a rigorous HSE enforcement policy;

b. more resources to the HSE for investigation;

c. giving safety reps the right to serve provisional improvement notices;

d. maintaining the right of private prosecution; and

e. giving public access to information about health and safety issues.

Congress commends the work thus far carried out by the TUC on passive smoking. 

Recognising the problems that workers in the entertainment and leisure industries face, the General Council is urged to press the HSE to address the problems and produce the long-awaited code of practice on passive smoking.

Congress welcomes USDAW’s Freedom from Fear campaign and all union campaigns to prevent violence and abuse of frontline staff.

Congress is alarmed at the recent rise in physical and verbal attacks on frontline staff. The British Retail Consortium’s Retail Crime Survey 2002 shows that incidents of physical violence against shopworkers have increased by 40 per cent, and on average 78 per cent of retailers have experienced threats of violence against staff.

Congress is concerned that these statistics are only the tip of the iceberg, as many incidents go unreported.

USDAW’s own survey of retail reps, ‘Voices from the frontline’, shows that in the last 12 months:

i) 85 per cent had incidents of verbal abuse in their store;

ii) 72 per cent had incidents of violent threats; and

iii) 47 per cent had incidents of physical violence.

Congress is concerned that each of these incidents is deeply traumatic for the member abused and for all workers in the store, leading to high levels of stress and stress-related illness.

Congress supports USDAW’s National Respect for Shopworkers day on Wednesday, 17 September as a welcome step towards the recognition of the effect on workers of physical and verbal attacks and the need to prevent abuse.

Congress believes that all frontline staff should be treated with respect and calls upon the General Council to:

i) launch a campaign against physical and verbal abuse of all frontline staff; and

ii) press the Government to strengthen legislation to ensure employers are vicariously liable for harassment and abuse of employees by third parties.

Congress notes with concern that according to a recent report by the HSE, more than 13 million workdays a year are lost because of stress, which affects one in five of all employees at a cost of £3.4 billion. The knock-on effects of this sickness absence often throw more strain on fellow employees, thus creating a spiral to the underlying problem.

This picture is consistent with the rising number of personal injury stress claims being taken

forward by unions and the recent findings by other bodies such as the National Audit Office (NAO). In their recent report on the management of health and safety risks to staff in the health service, the NAO found work-related stress was emerging as a serious issue, with two-thirds of NHS Trusts believing it to have increased over the last three years. The reasons are many and varied, but high workloads coupled with staffing shortages are clearly major factors. Such stress is a particular problem for senior managers across the public sector. Congress is concerned at the evident increase in work-related stress in the financial services sector, particularly brought on by increased employment in call centres and pressures to achieve ever-higher targets.

Congress welcomes/supports the HSE’s June 2003 draft management standards which set six standards aimed at improving the quality of working life in the office and on the shop floor against which employers can be assessed for their efforts to reduce stress to manageable levels.

Congress calls upon employers to welcome the standards that the HSE have communicated, support the code which is to be launched in 2004, and work with unions to develop a positive approach to the six stress tests set out in the proposed code.

Congress asks/urges the General Council to:

a. publicise the existence of the new draft standards to employers and unions;

b. monitor their impact during the piloting stage and develop a programme of testing compliance with the code to ensure that real action results and more than lip-service is paid to the new code;

c. input actively to the consultation process during and after the pilot stage; and

d. ensure that the new standards are used for health and safety enforcement.

b)  Congress agrees that if the standards have not led to a demonstrable change in employers’ attitudes to tackling stress and a reduction in stress-related injuries and ill health within two years then legislation should be enacted.

Mover:

Prospect

Seconder:
Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers

Supporters:
Accord

Amicus

Bakers, Food and Allied Workers’ Union

British Orthoptic Society

Chartered Society of Physiotherapy

FDA

ISTC - The Community Union

Musician’s Union

National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers

Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians

Composite 22
Future funding of the BBC and the BBC Charter

Congress recognises the essential role of the BBC in British society and culture. The BBC is an irreplaceable pillar of public service broadcasting and plays a vital role by commissioning and supporting literary and artistic works and performances, including drama, entertainment, music, children’s programmes etc.

Congress notes with concern the debate that already seems to have commenced regarding the renewal of the BBC Charter which questions the legitimacy of the continuation of the BBC licence fee.

At a time when all commercial terrestrial broadcasters are suffering severe financial difficulty due to the world economic downturn and significant reductions in advertising revenue, it is pure folly to put a question mark against the only stability that exists in British broadcasting. Making the BBC reliant on either advertising revenue or subscription income would not only seriously question the future of the BBC, but would also endanger all other broadcasters with whom they would have to compete for income.

Broadcasting in the UK employs, directly and indirectly, tens of thousands of workers and sustains many communities in far-flung places, all of who could suffer if the stability that the licence fee provides is removed. The BBC is by far the biggest employer and is the principal provider of training within all areas of the industry. Congress believes the BBC Charter should be renewed in such a way that the scope and range of BBC productions are preserved and enhanced in accordance with the principles of public service broadcasting and not in pursuit of audience share or commercial exploitation. Congress believes the licence fee is the only way to ensure adequate resources for this purpose, collected on a universal basis from users of BBC Services and recognises that its abolition would be a complete disaster for television broadcasting within the United Kingdom.

Congress considers that the BBC Board of Governors should be genuinely representative of licence payers and other interested groups. Congress is alarmed that for the first time in many years there is no representative of trade unions among the BBC governors. Congress calls on the General Council and the Government to remedy this omission as soon as possible.

Congress is also alarmed by the peremptory sackings of two BBC Arabic journalists in breach of agreed procedures and calls on the BBC to accept an independent inquiry into racism at the BBC.

Congress calls on the General Council to campaign vigorously for the continuance of the BBC licence fee as the primary funder for the BBC. This should be accompanied by insistence that commitment to public service broadcasting is the only justification for the BBC’s privileged status.

Mover:

Equity

Seconder:
The Writers’ Guild of Great Britain

Supporters:
National Union of Journalists

Broadcasting, Entertainment, Cinematograph and Theatre Union

Composite 23
Pensions

Motion 68 and amendments, 71, 72 and amendments, 73 and amendment, 74, 75 and 76

Congress notes the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) statement ‘Action on occupational pensions’ and believes that the Government has failed to address what the TUC has described as a ‘crisis’ in the wider UK pensions system.

In the light of this continuing crisis in occupational pensions, including the closure of final salary schemes, the widespread reductions in pension benefits and the massive extent of pension scheme deficits, Congress calls on the General Council to prioritise its campaigning on pensions with the aim that all workers should have access to a secure and sufficient retirement income.

Congress notes that a continuing feature of the UK pensions industry is the absence of statutory requirements to ensure employees are required to provide adequately for a pension in retirement. The removal of compulsion from the system under the last Conservative Government was based on the spurious notion of introducing choice to employees about pensions provision. The reality has demonstrated that too many individuals are making no choice and that this is at the longer-term expense of themselves and society.

Congress also notes with alarm the possibility that taxation proposals clearly intended to address abuses of pension schemes by wealthy private sector executives may well prove detrimental to many moderately paid workers in both the public and private sectors.

Congress supports any anti-ageism initiatives that are balanced and fair. While welcoming the government proposals to outlaw age discrimination, Congress will actively campaign against any forced increase of the retirement age to 70, even though this would not be a compulsory requirement on individuals.

Congress believes that these proposals will not solve the country’s pensions crisis, could undermine occupational pensions and compel more people to work into their late 60s.

Congress believes that the proposed regulations must not be used as an excuse to delay or downgrade entitlement to pensions and that any pressure for change should come from employees who want to continue working because of increased job satisfaction, not because pension scheme rules force them to stay.

Congress notes with concern that the proposed legislation removes the facility that the Professional Footballers Association members enjoy at present to take their pension benefits at age 35. The move to equalise all pension schemes whereby nobody may take pension benefits prior to age 35 would be immensely damaging to the financial well-being of PFA members.

Despite public opinion, only a very small percentage of professional footballers earn the high salary levels referred to in the press. The vast majority of PFA members finish their football careers in their early thirties and need to re-train in order to find alternative employment. Pension benefits at age 35 provide a ‘cushion’ to help bridge the gap between football and the outside world.

In the event that PFA members have to wait until age 55 a burden could fall on government, as many ex-players would be forced to rely on social security benefits.

In addition, the Inland Revenue would lose out on taxation revenues in that all pension income payments are subject to tax.

We strongly urge that professional footballers and other professional sports persons be allowed to continue the current exemption whereby PFA members are able to receive their pension benefits at age 35. Given that the Government is advocating more individual responsibility for pension provision it would be unfair for this proposed legislation to so disadvantage PFA members.

Congress deplores the Government’s announcement in ‘Action on occupational pensions’ that it intends to proceed with the proposal made in the Green Paper Simplicity, security and choice to increase the normal retirement pensionable age for public sector schemes from 60 to 65 and to amend the earliest possible retirement date to age 55.

Congress believes that the Government has failed to address issues about public sector pensions structure on their own merits and risks imposing on the public sector changes that would be unsuitable, detrimental and unwarranted as a consequence of the difficulties faced by the private sector.

Congress shares the widespread anger and concern of public servants at the prospect of having to work beyond 60 to maintain existing pensions benefits, which has been reinforced by the Government’s pressure on review bodies to recommend long term awards which limit pay increases to no more than inflation.

Congress therefore calls upon the General Council to continue its detailed scrutiny of the government proposals in general and changes to public sector pensions arrangements in particular, to ensure no loopholes are left that would enable employers to exploit any changes likely to be contained in any Bill laid before Parliament in 2004.

Congress resolves to:

i) seek from the Government long-term protection of final salary schemes within the public sector;

ii) work to resist the implementation of a common pension age 65 across the public sector;

iii) use all available means to protect public servants from imposed changes which would be detrimental to their pension provision or overall remuneration packages; and

iv) facilitate co-ordination between public sector unions as pension scheme negotiations unfold.

Congress further calls on the General Council to develop a sustained campaign, including consideration of a national day of action, uniting public and private sector unions, addressing adequate state pension provision and the pension interests of affiliates and their members.

The key elements of such a campaign should include:

a) minimum compulsory employer contributions to workers’ pension schemes, with a target of 10 per cent;

b) the introduction of further measures such as employer pension insurance to ensure scheme members are not deprived of all benefits by failing, discontinued schemes;

c) allowing pension scheme membership to be a condition of employment;

d) increased tax incentives for pension schemes and the review of any tax measures which act as disincentives;

e) a review of the impact of accounting standard FRS17, which can present even previously well-funded schemes as being in serious deficit;

f) protection of existing members’ rights to occupational pensions without abatement at their current contractual retirement age, in the event of any unwelcome pressure towards a later retirement age.

g) work with employers to encourage public servants to remain in their final salary schemes rather than make their own private provision;

h) an end to public sector scheme rules that discriminate between married and unmarried couples;

i) the defence and promotion of properly funded final salary schemes;

j) the legal definition of pensions as ‘deferred pay’ for the purposes of statutory bargaining rights for trade unions and enhanced protection during TUPE transfers;

k) the need for an adequate basic state pension, linked to average earnings, sufficient to live on with dignity without recourse to means testing;

l) an acknowledgement of the limitations of stock market investment; and

m) a demonstration and rally in co-operation with the pensioners’ movement.

Mover:
Broadcasting, Entertainment, Cinematograph and Theatre Union

Seconder:
Association of Teachers and Lecturers

Supporters:
FDA

Accord

British Dietetic Association

BACM-TEAM

Professional Footballers’ Association

Transport and General Workers’ Union

Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen

Public and Commercial Services Union

National Union of Teachers

Association for College Management

Association of University Teachers

Emergency 1
Smiths Industries pension scheme

Congress deplores the attack by Smiths Industries on its pension scheme which was announced on 15th August.

The proposals, which include the doubling of member contribution rates, withdrawal of early retirement rights and the closure of the scheme to new entrants, mean a significant deterioration in pension provision to both existing and future employees.

This has been communicated to employees under the guise of a belated consultation exercise, but in reality constitutes another example of what have become increasingly commonplace announcements in relation to alterations to occupational pension schemes.

Congress believes that this behaviour underlines the critical importance of emergency legislation to oblige companies to consult meaningfully with their employees and trade unions before taking such drastic decisions.

Congress calls upon the Government to bring in such legislation at the start of the next Parliamentary session.

Mover:

Amicus

Emergency 2
Compulsory Testing and Citizenship

Congress condemns the announcement on September 2nd of the Government’s intention to introduce compulsory testing in English and Civics for people seeking British Citizenship.

Congress welcomes an expansion of educational provision for all immigrants, including refugees and asylum seekers, but is opposed to any form of forced participation in post-16 education.

Congress is certain that the vast majority of immigrants would gladly take up the opportunity of relevant education, and demands that a much greater amount of funding needs to be made available as a prerequisite to train sufficient numbers of ESOL and ‘Civics’ teachers to meet people’s needs.

Furthermore, Congress recognises the funding crisis imposed on Further and Higher Education and that these proposals will further exacerbate the situation in an already close to breaking post-16 sector.

The proposal to link citizenship to educational attainment is fundamentally discriminatory, because there is no such requirement on British born people. It will also, as the proposal stands, heavily discriminate against those people in the community who use BSL as their first language and those with a range of impairments.

It has been a characteristic of oppressive regimes to use literacy tests as a means of denying voting rights. This proposal would reinforce the democratic deficit already evident in this country.

Congress calls upon the General Council to raise these legitimate concerns with the Government and to campaign against the linkage of citizenship with compulsory testing.

Mover: 
NATFHE

Emergency 3
Appledore
Congress notes that Appledore Shipyard is one of only two merchant shipbuilders left in the UK.

The yard has a proud 400 year history of building vessels and is at the heart of North Devon’s and UK manufacturing industry.

The 850 workers at the yard were told on 9/9/03 that the yard faces closure within 3 weeks if new orders cannot be secured.

This Congress:

i) Offers its full support to the workers at Appledore

ii) Calls on the Government to actively assist Appledore

iii) Notes that this is the latest example of the crisis facing UK Manufacturing

iv) Believes that the need for the government to develop a coherent and sustainable future for British manufacturing gets more urgent

Mover: 

GMB

Seconder: 
Amicus

Supporter: 
Transport and General Workers’ Union

Part 2
Motion Remitted

Agenda 99
Motions to TUC Congress

Congress welcomes the decision by the TUC General Council to allow one motion to be forwarded from each of the four equality conferences to TUC Congress.

Congress acknowledges that this decision should also be used to address the lack of representation and speaking opportunities from these under-represented groups at TUC Congress.

Congress notes that the current system refers the motion from the TUC equality conferences, including the Black Workers’ Conference, to the union from which it originates, and is moved as such at Congress. This is unacceptable and is contrary to standard  practice and procedure across the labour and trade union movement. The fact that the equality conferences select which motion goes to Congress indicates clearly that the motion is the property of the appropriate conference.

Congress believes that the current system diminishes the role of the equality conferences, including the Black Workers’ Conference, by denying ownership of the appropriate motions to those conferences.

Congress therefore calls upon the General Council to ensure that the TUC Equality Committees, including the TUC Race Relations Committee, select from among their own members an individual to move and second the selected motion at TUC Congress and make any decisions in respect of compositing and amendments.

Black Workers’ Conference
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FIRST DAY: MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 8

MORNING SESSON

(Congress assembled at 10.00 a.m.)

The President (Nigel de Gruchy):  Delegates, good morning.  I call Congress to order.  I would like to begin by saying that the programme of music this week has been put together by Music for Youth and many thanks to the JSS Ensemble who have been performing for us this morning.    Unfortunately, they have left, but I think they deserve a round of applause.  (Applause)    A thank you also to the National Union of Teachers for sponsoring Music for Youth.  

Congress, I have great pleasure in opening this, the TUC’s One Hundred and Thirty-Fifth Congress. I warmly welcome all delegates and visitors to Brighton.  

Appointment of tellers and scrutineers

The President:  The first formal item of business is to ask Congress to approve the tellers and scrutineers as set out on page 6 of the General Purposes Committee Report.  Is that agreed, colleagues?  (Agreed)

If any teller has not yet seen Mike Smith of the TUC staff, would they please come to the corner of the platform on my right now.  Colleagues, I also remind you that you should have switched off your mobile phones.  

Welcome to Sororal and Fraternal Delegates

The President:  Congress, I now come to the introduction of sororal and fraternal delegates and visitors who are seated to my right, which believe it or not is to your left.  I suspect there are a few teachers amongst the scriptwriters, and they leave nothing to chance, which is a very sound principle on which to operate.   From the AFL-CIO, we have Jerry Zellhoeffer and Penny Schantz.  From Histadrut we have Nawaf Massalah.  From the Japanese TUC, Rengo, Tsutsomu Arai.  From the ILO, we have Bob Kyloh.  From the Commonwealth TUC, we have the Director, Annie Watson.  This year our sororal delegate from the Trade Union Council’s Conference is Sheila Banks.  I am also very pleased to welcome Diana Holland, sororal delegate from the Labour Party.  She will address Congress on Tuesday morning.  

 
Last but by no means least, we have someone called John Monks, the General Secretary of the European TUC, and we will be coming back to him a little later this morning.  We are, colleagues, expecting other guests, and I will introduce them as and when they arrive.  

Obituary and silence for world peace

The President:   In leading in on Chapter 13 of the General Council’s Report, said:  It is traditional for us at the beginning of our Annual Congress to remember all those colleagues who have died since we last met.  In our report we list Ken Ashton, former General Secretary of the National Union of Journalists and President of the International Federation of Journalists; Ken Baker, former National Officer of the General and Municipal Workers Union – now the GMB; Tom Bradley, former President of the Transport Salaried Staffs Association; Gilbert Bryden, former General Secretary of the Educational Institute of Scotland; John Cogger, former President of the RMT and Chair of the General Purposes Committee from 1997; Lord Gladwin of Clee, former General and Municipal Workers Union, Southern Regional Secretary and General Council member; Roy Hughes, who was a member of staff at TUC Congress House; Tom Jackson, former General Secretary of the Union of Post Officer Workers and President of Congress; Maureen Rooney, National Secretary of Amicus and Chair of the TUC Women’s Committee; and Bob Stevenson, former General President of the National Union of Footwear, Leather and Allied Trades.

Since the General Council’s Report was printed, the death has also occurred of Terry Carlin, who will be known to many of you as the former Northern Ireland Officer of the Irish Congress of Trade Unions.  Terry worked for the ICTU for 34 years and was a frequent visitor to the TUC and Congress.  

In remembering those who I have named just, I ask you also to remember all those other trade union colleagues who died during the past year who served the trade union Movement in their own workplaces and in their own ways.  I ask you to remember all of those who died in different conflicts in various parts of the world during the past year.  This year, delegates, we should especially remember those trade unionists who have died in Colombia.    Let us recommit ourselves to the cause of world peace.  I ask you to stand, colleagues, for a minute’s silence.  (Congress stood in silent tribute)

The Vice-President (Bill Morris) Congress, it is now my privilege to invite our President to deliver his address.  

President’s Address

The President:  Thank you very much, Bill. Once again, brothers and sisters and guests, good morning.  Trade unionism may not be for the faint hearted but it has never been more essential if employees are to regain some dignity at work. 

 
It is one of the great ironies of our age that despite all the economic progress made, millions of employees feel enslaved by their work.  The job exercises a tyranny dominating their lives.  It demands longer and longer hours and more and more obsequiousness to management.  The job generates unparalleled degrees of stress, the occupational cancer of the 21st century.  

Unfortunately, another irony is that unemployment is even worse!  But it does not have to be like that.  There are, thankfully, examples to the contrary where enlightened management results in a contented workforce.  And more to the point, where trade unions are recognised and operating effectively, these pressures are much diminished.  

The core function of trade unions is surely to make a difference for the better for people at work.  For the TUC it must be to work with Government, the CBI and others to create a framework in which unions can operate as effectively as possible.  


I believe that both the TUC and its affiliated unions are better able to carry out their core functions in a spirit of genuine social partnership.   But where this does not exist I make no apologies whatsoever for being a totally unreconstructed traditional trade unionist.  If appropriate industrial action is the only chance of securing fairness and dignity for people at work, I endorse it. 


But open conflict is a hazardous, if sometimes unavoidable path that underlines the value of the much more productive path of social partnership, if it can be secured.  Indeed, there are organisations, and indeed whole countries, which have deliberately and successfully embraced social partnership as a means of combining economic progress with a dignified treatment of the workforce.  


But in the UK progress towards social partnership has been painfully slow.  More than six years into a Labour Government there ought to be a lot more social partnership about.  


But I am pleased to record recent progress such as the Skills Alliance and the tripartite agreement reached between Government, TUC and CBI on the EU Information and Consultation Directive.  We achieved, as you may have noticed, a little breakthrough last week in the agreement with the Prime Minister to establish a Public Services Forum.  


The predictable over-reaction came from the usual suspects, caught in a prejudiced anti-union time warp of their own.   I have to ask, what on earth is wrong with millions of working people through their representatives having their voices directly heard in Downing Street?    Of course, we all know what is really wrong; the business barons and the media moguls want to retain that privileged access for themselves.  


We have seen progress in the NHS and local government, and twice in recent years in the education service mutual distrust has been largely set aside as a more partnership-based approach has produced progress in two important areas.  


In 2000 teacher unions began working with Government to improve pay.  We succeeded in making much progress with compromise on both sides.  Indeed, a Cabinet minister recently, albeit somewhat controversially, felt constrained to observe that some teachers might soon be paying the top rate of income tax.  I would describe that as a very nice problem to have.  


The recent National Agreement on Workload and Standards is the second positive product of partnership.  Indeed, the TUC played a very important role in facilitating a very effective joint approach, involving as it did unions representing teachers and other staff working in schools.  


I recognise that there is not universal accord and that time will be the ultimate test on whether the Agreement achieves its fundamental objectives of reducing workload (including long hours) and raising levels of pupil achievement.  


So I appeal to you and to the unions to give partnership a chance, if the opportunity presents itself.  And further to facilitate that opportunity, I call upon the Government to adopt a much more consensual and enlightened approach on two broad fronts.  


First, the vexed issue of public service reform.  Policies determined behind closed doors by a cosy coterie of cronies and viewed with stunned disbelief by those who have to implement them will never work.  Successful policies require widespread involvement and genuine agreement with the people who are required to implement them day in, day out of their working lives.    


Often it is not the principle of reform that is in dispute but the manner of implementation.  Many sensible reforms have been suffocated by mind-boggling mountains of paperwork and Byzantine bureaucracies bizarrely imposed with them.  


Take the example of targets.  There is nothing wrong in principle with a few carefully chosen targets to provide incentives to achieve and record success.  But imposed by the barrel load, reviewed to destruction week in week out, indeed day in day out, as they have been in health and education, they will quickly degenerate into a morass of managerial madness only to be resolved by the lowly operative resorting to fix, fiddle and fraud.  


So to the Prime Minister I say, by all means stand by your principle of ‘what matters is what works’.  That is why so many people are genuinely perplexed by the Government’s dogmatic insistence that privatisation is so vital to public service reform and improvement.  There is so little evidence that privatisation possesses a unique ingredient for success.  On the contrary, as you know, there has been a catalogue of expensive problems, from the railways to the latest, Atkins Education Services in Southwark.  


Indeed, the Government undermines its own record of success by constantly promoting the need for more privatisation and relentless reform.  In my 34 years’ involvement in the education service, I have never known a period free from fundamental change.  


Look at the myriad of reform and counter reform that has bedevilled the Health Service in the last two decades.  Chairman Mao Tse-Tung would have been proud of such permanent revolution!  


Out of the blue, we were suddenly informed that those NHS hospitals performing to the best standards would be encouraged to seek foundation status.  So the sensible dictum ‘what matters is what works’ suddenly became: ‘If it is working very well, fix it’!  


We represent millions of members in both public and private sectors.  It is absurd to pitch one against the other.  Both sectors play vital and complementary roles in delivering the wealth and social well-being of our country.  


And where privatisation ‘works’, it does so by worsening conditions for employees, many of whom are already amongst the lowest paid.  From birth it was but a thinly veiled excuse to introduce into the public sector workplace a militant if not malignant managerialism designed to prevent unions from ensuring that employees were treated with dignity and fairness.  


Democratic accountability is swept away under the carpet of commercial confidentiality.  Governments have been rather coy in disclosing the many millions spent on engaging consultants from the big accountancy firms to implement privatisation in its many different forms.   

Instead of lecturing us on how to do our jobs, those companies would have been far better employed auditing the books of firms like Maxwell, Enron, WorldCom, Equitable and many others with a bit more care than obviously they did.  

Why does this Government have such special faith in business people when so many of them have presided over an endless succession of financial and accounting scandals that have ruined companies, rocked economies and played havoc with the pensions of millions of people?  


There is no greater need for a partnership between government, unions and employers than to sort out the future of pensions.  We cannot tolerate a situation in which good working folk, faithfully paying their contributions over many years, have their retirement ruined by rank abuse of the market by those at the top and by daft inflexible rules like FRS17.    To those of you already taking action to defend your pensions, I say well done, and more power to your elbow.  And if many more in both public and private sectors have to follow suit, then so be it.  


The second area in which the Government could do much to promote partnership relates to employment legislation and rights at work.  I say to the Government, grant fairness and dignity for all, not after one or two years, or even six months but from day one.  And not just in large companies, but in small ones as well.  


I see no valid reason for denying protection against unfair dismissal to anyone.  After all, the only firms, large or small, who have anything to lose are those that are badly managed, and rightly so.  


It is not good enough for New Labour simply to proclaim that things are better than they were under the old Tories.  Of course they are.  Only a fool would pretend otherwise.  But we diminish our own achievements if we fail to acknowledge the restoration of some rights, the establishment of a minimum wage, improved levels of investment in public services and other socially beneficial measures, such as those introduced by Chancellor Gordon Brown.  

So I say to the Prime Minister, just as you demand high standards from us, we demand the same from New Labour.  

So we welcome protection against dismissal during the first eight weeks of lawfully balloted industrial action.  But we cannot understand why it suddenly becomes fair the day after.  Transport & General Workers’ Union members at Friction Dynamex cannot understand how they were not protected at all.  

Our colleagues operating in the harsh world of the private sector cannot understand how simple majorities (no matter what the turnout) are good enough for MPs, good enough to form a government, good enough for local councils, good enough for devolution but somehow not good enough for trade union recognition in the workplace.  

As democratic voluntary organisations we should have the freedom to write our own rule books.  The Labour Party can expel Ken Livingstone, the only politician with the guts to challenge the dominance of the car.   A golf club can expel a member for wearing the wrong dress.  But unions like ASLEF cannot expel from their ranks the self declared fascists and racists of the British National Party (applause and cheers) whose main motive, anyway, in joining in the first place is to receive financial compensation for being unfairly kicked out!  

We view with dismay the constant attempts 

by the UK Government to water down and sometimes block EU directives.  The Temporary Agency Worker Directive is but the latest example.  Insisting upon long qualifying periods makes a mockery of many of the problems the Directive seeks to address.  

It would also allow a coach and horses to be driven through agreements like that secured in local government to end the two-tier workforce.  So, if you will pardon the pun, we expect high standards from Labour, so we demand high labour standards.

The past Congress year has been interesting and busier than I expected.  The FBU dispute broke out in the Autumn and thankfully an agreed settlement was finally reached, although it could have and should have come much earlier.  The fault for that certainly did not lie with the union side.  I believe that the firefighters deserve our commendation for fighting the good fight with the customary courage we have come to associate with their service.  

In-house we said ‘au revoir’ to one of our most distinguished general secretaries, John Monks, ‘exported’ to the European TUC in Brussels.  In his place we welcomed Brendan Barber, who is, in my view, already living up to the very high standards set by his predecessor.  


The Executive then had some interviewing to do and appointments to make.  I was delighted to preside over the shattering of the glass ceiling when two excellent women candidates, Frances O’Grady and Kay Carberry, so deservedly secured the posts of Deputy and Assistant General Secretary respectively.  


I also felt extremely privileged to preside over some truly impressive and indeed moving General Council debates on the great issue of the war in Iraq.  


As each day passes I feel more and more convinced that the General Council got it right.  We concluded that the case for war had not been established.  We declared that armed conflict should only take place with the full backing of the United Nations.  


But once soldiers were committed we were constrained in our comments, anxious not to expose our troops, men and women, to greater dangers than they already faced.  


Whichever side of the argument you are on, and I recognise the strong sentiments felt, it is deeply disturbing that there is so much dispute about the facts, ironically labelled ‘intelligence’, upon which decisions and judgements have to be made. 


Perhaps there are those in politics and the media who now wish more mature judgements had prevailed to play down rather than hype up personal issues which,  however consuming to the protagonists, were irrelevant to a successful outcome of operations in Iraq.  


While it is right to investigate the tragedy surrounding Dr. Kelly’s death, it should not divert us from the far more fundamental questions.   None the least of which is, surely, what about the increasing number of deaths of young British and American soldiers, not to mention dedicated UN personnel and indeed innocent Iraqi people?  Once again, superpowers are re-learning the hard way that repelling invaders is one thing; regime change another.  

The appalling lack of preparation on how to deal with the aftermath of war was as revealing as it was tragic.  While the hospitals were left to the mercy of the mob the oil fields were very quickly protected.    And I wonder if the hawks who were content to take on the role of scourge of Saddam, will now concede their folly, if not their hypocrisy, in happily selling him arms and nuclear technology which they did a few years previously.  

Of course, we have to have a defence industry, but when will the leaders of this world accept that peace and security will never prevail unless and until the scandalous international trade in arms is brought under control?    Look at Africa, so desperately short of food, but never lacking for arms.  Of course, we cannot turn our backs on the world.  While mindful of our own deficiencies they pale into insignificance compared with some of the regimes around the world.  

British Prime Ministers have to deal with foreign leaders, whoever they are, however elected or not.  Indeed, I believe that Tony Blair deserves our congratulations if, as seems to be the case, he was instrumental in persuading President Bush to be more even-handed in the USA’s approach to the Arab-Israeli problem.

We must all hope that this conversion is genuine and permanent for otherwise there will never be a solution to that tragic conflict that has plagued the Middle East and indeed the world for so many years.      

The Middle East epitomises the potentially catastrophic conflicts between rich and poor; secular and religious; democracy and dictatorship; peaceful and violent change; which recognise no national boundaries even if they are over-simplistically labelled as ‘East v West’.  

It is this lethal cocktail of conflicts, not simple terrorism, that constitutes the greatest threat to world peace and security.  And these conflicts are fed rather than diminished by the red-necked oil rich ‘crusaders’ from the ‘Wild West’ exercising such a selective concern for peace and democracy throughout the world.  

To survive in the other ‘war’ of global economic competition we are told that we have to have ‘flexible labour markets’.  But camouflaged under that cruel euphemism, lie the painful realities of reduced pay, worsened conditions, and heightened job insecurity for thousands of employees, many of whom have played their part in building up companies over many years.     

In contrast, for the directors and executives it’s massive rewards that are so disproportionate as to border on the criminal and the fraudulent.  Unless the gaping chasm between the treatment of the employee and the director is addressed it could provoke otherwise unnecessary industrial conflict.  It is high time that governments paid some regard to the quality of life which cannot be measured solely in economic terms.  


I do not accept that we have to take everything that globalisation throws at us.  Whilst of course the TUC should stand full square behind fair trade, free trade must not be allowed to ride roughshod over decent labour standards.  The peoples of our continent need a strong and socially enlightened European Union.  


The poisonous anti-EU propaganda emanating from certain quarters is nothing more than the self-serving interests of a motley crew of fat cat media and business barons.  They want no restrictions to be placed upon their ability financially to freewheel around the world, unhindered by fair labour practices or equalities issues, locating profits where it suits them and deigning to pay corporation and income tax if they so condescend.  


These are the same fools who protest against every regulation, without which the very system they advocate would destroy itself through individual greed and corporate corruption.  


I suspect the debate on joining the Euro will be difficult and divisive.  Inevitably so.  For no one really knows the effects of joining or, indeed, staying out.  


But I believe history teaches us a lesson.  In June 1955 the UK was invited to attend a meeting of foreign ministers of the six original EEC members to discuss a “fresh advance towards the building of Europe”.  Prime Minister, Anthony Eden, declined to send his Foreign Minister, dispatching instead a civil servant to observe the proceedings in Messina, Sicily.   The civil servant left early declaring: “I leave Messina happy because, even if you continue meeting you will not agree; even if you agree, nothing will result; and even if something results, it will be a disaster.”  There’s nothing quite like getting it right, is there?  

Whatever we decide this week, I hope we do better than that civil servant.   I am confident that we will.  I am optimistic about the future of the trade union Movement.  During my 14 years on the General Council, the members and, indeed, the high quality staff at the TUC, have always been an education for me and sometimes a positive inspiration.  My thanks go to them.  Thanks also go to my union, the NASUWT, for all the confidence and support so freely given over so many years, and for having seconded me to carry out my duties as TUC President.  Last, of course, but by no means least, thanks to my wife and family, tolerant, as always, beyond the call of duty to the end.  

Our common calling as trade unionists will always be difficult.  We have to stand up for the dignity of the employee, for fairness at work.  We understand the paradox that the interests of the individual are best protected through the action of the collective.  Some people in positions of power may find that inconvenient.  But that’s just too bad.  Because sound, sensible trade unionism makes this world a much better place. Thank you.  (Applause)

Vote of Thanks

The Vice-President:  Thank you, President, for your address.  I now ask Sue Rogers to move the vote of thanks for the President’s Address. 

Sue Rogers (National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers):  Congress, I am delighted to move the vote of thanks to Nigel for his excellent Address.  Here is someone who truly understands the problems workers face each day because he, quite clearly, spelt out those problems.  We do need pragmatists like Nigel to remind us to ask the simple but basic questions.  Why?   In his Address Nigel has challenged us not to blindly go forward but to question management at all times.  Just what is the value of what management is asking the workforce to do?  Is there a need for it?  Are there benefits from doing it?   If the answer to any of those questions is no, then we must confront them both for ourselves and for those who depend on our lead. 


Nigel, we agree that the ideal is co-operation, the sort of co-operation that you ask for, but we are also glad that you make it clear that so often the demands of management are just quite simply short-sighted and stupid.  


I have known Nigel for a bit more than 17 years, and I have come to respect his courage and dedication to trade unionism and the rights of workers.  Life for Nigel has been forged in struggle, from his birth in Jersey where – it was during the Nazi occupation of that beautiful island – his family faced deprivation and all the horrors of the fascist regime.  At times you can pick up that Jersey ancestry in his speech when you get the accent of his home, that slight sort of  “uuh”, as a sound at the end of many of his words.  That in fact is a Jersey accent.  


Never one to avoid conflict, he spent part of his student days in Paris during the riots of the ‘60s.  It is where he gained his skill in languages.  You have to learn the art of negotiation pretty quickly in such circumstances, I can tell you. 


He joined NASUWT at the start of his teaching career in London and early on in that career he became elected secretary of the London Association and then he became a member of that Union’s National Executive.   He left teaching to join the staff of the NASUWT and rose to be elected General Secretary in 1992.  He is also on the executive of Education International, representing over 24 million teachers and 304 trade unions worldwide.   If you think you have got problems, consider those.  


During his period as General Secretary the NASUWT prospered and grew, largely through his commitment to members and concern for those members’ daily struggles.  It was Nigel who first awoke teachers to the realisation that their problems were workload.  He raised the campaign and had the vision to see its impact.  When the National Curriculum was first introduced he led the battle against the marking of assessment tasks, what we call SATS, that were demanded by the Tory Government of the day.  It led the NASUWT into the High Court and produced the only significant High Court victory won by a trade union in the whole of the Thatcher years.  Nigel got it absolutely right in the victory we won against Wandsworth, who acted as a Tory puppet in 1993.  


Above all, Nigel is no desk-bound general secretary.  Do not be surprised by that rather correct demeanour.  His concern for members means that schools and LEAs often found him turning up in defence of those members.  During the 1990s Nigel became prominent in a series of clashes with employers and school governing bodies over the problems of pupil violence and indiscipline.  The Ridings School in Calderdale was perhaps the most high profile.  His reputation grew.  I can actually remember one instance in my own authority, which is Sheffield, when we were having just a little difficulty, and they said, “You are not going to bring that Nigel de Gruchy in, are you?”, such was his reputation.  


He gained publicity as the king of the sound bite - you heard it this morning from Nigel, that “cosy coterie of cronies” – so much so that the then Secretary of State for Education, David Blunkett, once actually threatened to break his legs.  I think it was in jest.  


His year as President has indeed proved eventful and difficult especially as the distance between the Labour Government and the trade union Movement has widened over many major issues.  Throughout all this turmoil, Nigel has maintained steadfast support for the trade union Movement and assisted in preserving the integrity of the TUC and what it has always stood for.  


As a new girl on the General Council I have watched with some amazement Nigel’s idiosyncratic chairing.  However, we do seem to make progress somewhere, although I am never quite sure how.  I am sure this week he will take us forward in the same positive and pleasant way. 


Throughout his trade union work, he has been supported by his wife, Judy, and son, Michael.  As a family together, they have stood up for what they believe in with, I think, impressive results.  The NASUWT is indeed proud, colleagues, to provide a President of integrity, steeped in trade unionism, whose speeches have shown that he is not afraid of confronting the issues, that he has demonstrated radicalism, courage and commitment to the principles we all hold dear.  So it is with great pleasure that I propose this vote of thanks to Nigel de Gruchy, TUC President, for the address he has delivered.  I move.  (Applause)

The Vice-President:  Thank you, Sue, for that insight into the life of Nigel.  I invite Bro George Brumwell to second the vote of thanks to the President’s Address. 

George Brumwell (Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians) in seconding the vote of thanks, said:  It is a great pleasure for me, colleagues, to second the vote of thanks.  Nigel's and my path crossed in 1974.  We were on an industrial study tour and he had been proposed for that study tour by the TUC.  Incidentally, that particular study tour did produce, eventually, six General Secretaries and six members of this General Council.  So our paths go back over 30 years. 

We have heard Sue tell us about Nigel coming from Jersey and living under the German occupation.  Of course, the roots of Nigel's militancy can actually be traced right back to that occupation because I am told that when he was two he picked up his mother's shoe and threw it out of the window at some passing German soldiers.  The officer picked up the shoe, smiled, patted him on the head and gave it him back.  I am not sure whether that was the beginning of the end for the Germans!

I suppose where Nigel really burst onto the scene, like many of us, was in the trades council Movement.  Nigel was a live wire.  He was reckoned to be the most militant teaching union representative south of Watford Gap and John Monks fondly tells me the story that Nigel actually moved at the Lewisham and Deptford Trades Council a resolution calling on the General Council to call a general strike against the Industrial Relations Act in 1971.  It was carried by 14 votes to 12.  That was his first big input into the industrial scene.

When you read a lot in the press about the "awkward squad", and of course many of our colleagues recently elected have been much maligned in the press as being members of that squad, we all have to be members of the awkward squad if we are going to advance the cause of working people.  Nigel really was an original member, in those days, of the awkward squad.  He has the T-shirt and was actually dubbed the Elvis Presley of the Lewisham and Deptford Trades Council!  He has not changed, has he?

Nigel's leadership has been impressive over the past 12 months and throughout his own trade union career.  He has led the TUC with distinction but, I am bound to say, not without sacrifices.  He has had to forsake the cool, crisp Chardonnay and smoked salmon of the teaching world for the beer and sandwiches of Downing Street.

To turn to Nigel's Presidential address:  You have covered every point that is of concern to the trade union Movement and working people in this country.  Yes, it is hard hitting, and so it should be.  But I want to thank Nigel for his contribution to the trade union Movement.  I want to thank the teaching unions who are a very important part of the TUC and for the lead they often give.  And I want to thank Nigel's wife Judy for her support over the years. 

I want to draw on two words that Nigel picked out at the end of his speech.  Those were "dignity" and "fairness" and if this Movement is about anything, it is about dignity and fairness of ordinary working people.  I am delighted to second the vote of thanks.

The President:  Actually, George, it is Sancerre, not Chardonnay!  
Thank you, Sue and George.

Report of the General Purposes Committee  

The President:  Delegates, I will ask Gerry Veart, Chair of the Congress General Purposes Committee, to give the GPC's first report.  

Gerry Veart (General Purposes Committee):  Good morning, Congress.  May I begin by paying tribute to my predecessor as Chair of the GPC, John Cogger.  Many of you will have known John whose lively GPC reports to Congress will be a very hard act to follow.  I hope you will bear with me in my first year as Chair. 

On behalf of the General Purposes Committee, I would like to report progress on the final agenda.  Composite motions 1 to 21, as agreed by the General Purposes Committee, are set out in the GPC Report and the composite booklet, numbers 1 to 19 in the order of the agenda.  Numbers 20 and 21 were added later. 

For the first time in many years -- perhaps ever -- I am pleased to announce, at the opening of Congress, that all composites proposed by the GPC and amendments to motions have now been agreed.  Since the composite booklet was printed, we have achieved agreement on two further composites:  Composite Motion  22 on the future funding of the BBC and the BBC Charter, and Composite Motion  23 on pensions.

In turning to the printed GPC Report, you will see where the movers of motions have agreed to accept amendments to their motions.  On behalf of the GPC, I would like to thank all those unions that have co-operated in reaching agreements on composites and amendments. 

I can also report that the GPC have approved an emergency motion in the name of Amicus on the Smiths Industries’ pension scheme.  Copies of the motion will be distributed on delegates' seats at lunchtime and the motion will be taken in the pensions debate this afternoon. 

You will also notice from the GPC Report that Roger King, a candidate for Section E of the General Council, sought to withdraw his nomination and the withdrawal was approved by the GPC.  Since our written report was finalised, the GPC was notified that Mick Rix, a candidate for Section C of the General Council, also wished to withdraw his nomination.  The withdrawal was approved by the GPC and I am announcing the decision now in order to give delegates maximum notice of the removal of Mick Rix's candidature from the General Council ballot.  The withdrawal will be made clear on the ballot paper.  We are still awaiting details of the three Amicus nominees for Section A of the General Council. 

Delegates, in order to ensure that we complete our business expeditiously, please would you come to the rostrum quickly if you are scheduled to speak.  Please also respect the time limits on speaking times.  Unless reduced, these are five minutes for moving a motion and three minutes for seconding and supporting. 

Finally, whilst we are aiming to encourage maximum participation this week, I would urge that you do not impede Congress and draw unwelcome attention to yourself by failing to switch off your mobile phones.

Congress, that concludes my report.  Thank you. 

The President:  Thank you very much indeed, Gerry.  Can we now agree the GPC's report.  (Agreed)  Thank you very much. 

TUC Organisation Changes in Senior Staff
The President: I am now moving to Chapter 12 of the General Council's Report, TUC Organisation, on page 148. 

I am sure, delegates, you do not need reminding that we have a new TUC General Secretary, Brendan Barber.  After it became clear that John Monks was the only nomination for the ETUC General Secretary, the General Council put in place procedures to seek nominations for the post of TUC General Secretary.  This resulted in Brendan Barber winning nominations from 41 TUC affiliates representing 96 per cent of members.  Brendan, we wish you well and we will be hearing further from you later today. 

We also have a new Deputy General Secretary, Frances O'Grady and a new Assistant General Secretary, Kay Carberry.  Congress, I know you will all have pleasure in seeing two women at the top in the top team.  Paragraph 12.2 reports on those and other changes in senior staff. 

Paragraph 12.8 will also be taken at this point because it refers to the TUC structure and constitution and we need to take this rule change at the outset of business because it allows motions which appear later on the agenda from the equality conferences to be moved in the name of those conferences.

The President:  Delegates, we now move to Chapter 1 of the General Council's Report on rights at work.  I call on Bill Morris to introduce the debate. 

Rights at work

Sir Bill Morris (General Council) leading in on Chapter 1 of the General Council's Report said: President and Congress, today I can report on a year of consolidation, preparation and progress in our work in respect of employment rights.  

We have been working extremely hard, building the TUC's employment rights campaign based on the resolutions carried last year and the year before that.  We have drawn together the TUC's Charter "Modern Rights for Modern Workplaces" setting out our goals and indeed our vision.  The Charter gives us a foundation on which we will seek to build a framework of modern employment rights.  

Colleagues, we are engaged in a major consultation in respect of rights at work throughout the United Kingdom which is informed, developing and, indeed, should develop.  Our view is that United Kingdom workers have every right to be consulted in advance of key decisions.  

Congress, it is an insult that workers should learn from the local radio that they have lost their jobs and we must end the culture of sacking by text messages.  

New legislation will be based on agreements and discussions between the TUC, the Government and the CBI.  The agreement demonstrates that genuine and constructive dialogue between the social partners can and does produce results.  We do not claim that our work so far in respect of these discussions is perfect but it is a welcome first step -- and, I emphasise, only a first step.  

British workers need to feel that they are valued, respected, listened to and consulted.  There will be much more work to do in the coming year.  We will be producing briefing and guidance notes for negotiators.  We shall ensure that the new regulations provide opportunities rather than threats to existing agreements.  

Colleagues, this autumn will see the publication of another Employment Relations Bill which will include changes to the law on statutory recognition.  This will move us forward on trade union regulation; forward on Wilson & Palmer; and I, for one, sincerely hope it moves us forward on the exclusion of the BNP and other racist organisations from trade unions.  Racists and their vile messages and beliefs have no place in our Movement.  No government  -- no government and especially not a Labour government -- should ever deny the trade union Movement the right to expel racists from our ranks.  That should never happen.

But, colleagues, while the Bill offers some progress, it fails to tackle the fundamental flaws written into the original legislation by the employer lobby group;  for example, the exclusion of small firms from the current recognition legislation with some five million workers denied the right to a collective voice and representation at work -- deliberately  discriminated against by the law.  We say human rights cannot depend on the headcount of the payroll.  

But denying rights to millions is not quite enough for the small firm’s community.  They also dislike the ACAS Code of Disciplinary Practice and Procedures.  They want it scrapped.  They say that the new minimum procedures in the Employment Act are enough for them.  They argue that they should be opted out.  We say that there should be no opt-out for any employer from basic human rights.  You cannot opt out from human rights.

Colleagues, the conference season is here.  How do I know?  Because the CBI is whingeing again!  They are currently pleading with the Government to turn a deaf ear when we ask for improved workers' rights.  They are yearning for a return to their good old days and for a backward culture of employment rights -- a culture which denies the right to recognition for millions; one which supports a two-tier workforce in the name of flexibility; one that backs no consultation with workers on their future and one which sanctions sacking by text messages and closures of pension schemes while the bosses top up their pension pots.  

 Down that road lies disaster -- disaster for workers, business and for our economy, our country and our society.  So I say to the CBI, "Do not take that road.  Just join the TUC in the 21st century".  

Congress, last year I spoke from this platform about the 86 T&G members at Friction Dynamex who have been sacked for taking legal and lawful industrial action.  They met every single dot and comma of the law.  An employment tribunal found that our members were unfairly dismissed.  "At last", we thought, "justice".  But, no.  What the company did was to cut and run.  They went into liquidation and, to add insult to injury, they set up another company which bought the stocks and assets from this old firm, from the administrators, at a knock-down price.  Would you believe it!  

If that is not justification for fundamental reform of the laws on insolvency and scrapping the disgraceful eight week rule, I do not know what is!  This case demonstrates, even in the 21st century, that British workers still do not have a legal right to take lawful industrial action without dismissal.  Trade unions still do not have a right to offer support to sacked workers.  

It is clear that labour laws and worker’s rights are not working.  The current laws have failed to protect workers and must be changed.  While Ministers sit on their hands, our members perish in the dole queues.  To them I give clear notice:  the T&G will take its members' case to the heart of the political process and will continue doing so until we get justice for our members because justice for them will be justice for every single worker in this land.  That is a duty we owe and will deliver.  

Colleagues, we need other changes, too.  Our agenda must be about a better work/life balance.  People at work should never have to choose between their jobs and their children.  We also want our legal framework to match up to ILO standards and be among the best of European practices.  In Britain today too many workers are denied the opportunity for legal protection because they do not count as employees.  They may not be employees in the eyes of the statute but they are workers and this Movement will speak up for them, including their conditions -- particularly those who are classed as agency workers.  

But, Congress, the Government must also raise its game.  I want to tell them today that we deplore their efforts in blocking the directive on agency work by scratching around, seeking to get lengthy qualifying periods inserted in the statute.  We say that agency workers, like all workers, deserve rights and protection.  

Colleagues, when we ask for reform of employment laws we are not harping back to the past.  We are not being dogmatic, old-fashioned or unthinking.  But if it is a crime to defend workers and workers' rights then we say, to all those out there, count us all guilty because we will continue to give that defence.  

Our case is a simple one.  In a 21st century economy we and workers need 21st century employment protection.  Our agenda is a progressive reforming agenda; reform that delivers workplace fairness, social justice and economic prosperity.  So, today, it is my privilege to commend Chapter 1 of the General Council's Report to Congress.  

Congress, I have been proud to lead the General Council's work on employment rights over the years.  I wish you every success in the continuing campaign for the coming year; every success, because we cannot rest until we all deliver for all workers fundamental workers' rights.  Thank you very much.  I  move the report.   (Applause)

Rights at work

Tony Dubbins (Graphical, Paper and Media Union) moved Composite Motion 1. He said:  Colleagues, last year Congress unanimously adopted a very clear agenda on employment rights.  We also said that we would judge the Government by the depth of their commitment to the Information and Consultation Directive and the review of the Employment Relations Act. 

Sadly, the length of this resolution reflects our judgment.  While progress has been made on the information and consultation legislation, the initial response to the Employment Relations Act review and on the temporary agency workers is very disappointing indeed.  Improving the labour market by giving workers better protection has been consistently opposed by those who say it causes unemployment by reducing labour market flexibility.  We should not be surprised by that.  The CBI, after all, was certain that the introduction of the minimum wage would lose us one million jobs.

 Academic research and the evidence of our own experience proves that despite an expansion of employment regulation in the last five years, there has simultaneously been a huge growth in employment in the UK.  Let us be clear.  There is no evidence that moving towards the European social model will put our economic future at risk. 

What is evident is that strong trade unions combined with effective management encourages more training, higher productivity and greater employment stability.  The evidence is all around us that employee discontent is growing and will continue to grow unless a fairer balance is struck between the interests of employees and the interests of management. 

It is right that we proclaim our successes in notching up new recognition deals as a result of the Employment Relations Act but we must never forget that workers in companies with less than 21 employees are completely excluded from the basic human right of recognition.  That is arbitrary and unfair and the Government have failed to provide a remotely convincing answer to justify it.  

Once again, the small business lobby is being pandered to with their bogus arguments about red tape.  The TUC and my union have produced a very simple recognition scheme for small firms which would not involve any red tape but the Government still say no.  We cannot and must not let this matter rest.  Nor will we give in to small business lobbying on dispute resolution.  They do not like the ACAS Code on Grievances and Disciplinary Procedures because it does not get them off the hook at employment tribunals.  We will not stand by and watch the code which we and good employers agree is necessary be ditched. 

The review of the 48 hour opt-out is due this year.  Our message to Government must be clear -- no more opt-out and cop-outs.  The rulings on information and consultation provide unions with a unique opportunity to organise around the obligation to consult.  However, we need to make sure that the Directive is not watered down and we need to take great care that the regulations will not impede or damage existing union arrangements. 

Redundancy and insolvency laws are out of date and totally inadequate.  My union faced a situation recently where Imperial Home Decor in Darwen went into receivership with hundreds of redundancies imposed overnight.  There is no consultation and no guarantees on redundancy pay or on other payments owed to our members.  This must end.  Receivers must consult with employees and their representatives and workers must have first call on a company's assets when their employer becomes insolvent. 

Colleagues, it is important that the TUC now steps up its campaign on rights at work and uses every means available to get our message across to the widest possible audience.  We must ensure that this Labour Government understands that if they want the support of working people at the next election, they have to demonstrate their determination to implement real fairness at work right now.  I move.

Richard Rosser (Transport Salaried Staffs' Association) seconding the composite motion, said:  Virtually all the favourable legislation on rights at work has been passed by Labour governments and all the unfavourable legislation by Conservative governments.  Under this Government we have, for example, the benefits of signing up to the Social Chapter, agreement on ending the two-tier workforce in local government, new rights to information and consultation, the development of union learning services and union learning representatives, the National Minimum Wage and statutory rights to recognition and representation.  I know there are some who profess not to be able to tell the difference between this Government and the Conservatives but, then, why let the facts get in the way of a good soundbite?

The Government's welcome measures to provide the statutory recognition of trade unions where employees support such a step are, however, in danger of being weakened by the acts of employers and legal interpretation of the legislation.  Silverlink, a train operating company, dragged out our recognition claim for managers over 15 months with the Central Arbitration Committee calling a ballot, even though we had over 50 per cent in membership because, for reasons best known to themselves, they chose to accept the company's protestations that recognition would not be conducive to good industrial relations. Despite this, the vote in favour of union representation was over 80 per cent. 

We have also had a case where the Central Arbitration Committee granted us collective bargaining rights for managers in another train operating company, Gatwick Express, without recourse to a ballot, since we had over 50 per cent in membership, but this decision was overturned at a judicial review which ordered a ballot of managers.  We were dismayed that the Central Arbitration Committee decided not to send legal counsel to the judicial review hearing to support the unanimous decision of its panel to grant us recognition.  That decision by the CAC not to turn up must have sent a clear message to the higher court. 

It is obvious, despite the Government's good intent, that some of the practices and procedures on union recognition are seriously out of kilter with the law they are supposed to implement.  Parliament legislated to ensure that if a union has a majority of members in a workplace who want collective recognition, then those employees get collective recognition.  With the current procedures that is not always happening. 

Why does automatic recognition not mean what it says?  We are happy to contest a ballot if it is not clear that a group of employees want union representation.  But we are having to contest ballots when a clear majority are already members.  We  then find employers using the fact that they determine the pay, the hours, the bonuses and the promotion prospects for each individual employee but use that to put enormous pressure on their staff to vote against union recognition. 

Congress, it is time that loopholes in the Employment Relations Act were closed so that anti-union employers cannot get round the law or bully employees out of their legal rights.  It seems that the way the law is being interpreted favours employers over unions.  How is that fair or good for industrial relations?  The spirit of the Government's law is clear.  It is about ensuring that employees have access to collective representation by their trade union when they want it.  In practice, employers find it too easy to side-step this.  The provisions and procedures must be tightened up and amended to ensure that the reality of workplace rights reflects the will of Parliament and not the will of hostile employees.  I second. 

Paul Gates (National Union of Knitwear, Footwear and Apparel Trades) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  President and colleagues, this is a wide-ranging composite covering a variety of aspects relating to rights at work.

 I would just like to concentrate on the theme of our original motion outlining the concerns we have had as a union since the introduction of the 1999 Act.  This is the exemption of companies employing under 21 people from the recognition procedures which we believe is nothing other than discriminatory.  How else would you describe the exemption of around five million workers from the provisions of the Act, simply because they happen to work for a small company? 

Congress, we believe that the discrimination deepens when you start to examine the gender and ethnic breakdown of these workers.  According to the Government's own statistics, there were over a quarter of a million people working in the textile and clothing industry in 2002 in just over 10,500 workplaces.  Of these 10,500, 8,675 employed less than 20 people -- and that is over 80 per cent.  Most of these businesses are small machining factories employing mainly women and workers from the ethnic communities.  Once again, the most vulnerable people in our society are clearly not protected by minimum basic legislation. 

That is why, Congress, we believe that the trade union Movement has a responsibility to highlight the discrimination hidden within the existing legislation.  Small firms continue to argue red tape and bureaucracy.  Again, we need to point out to both these employers and the Government the cost to business and the taxpayer of poor employment relations as demonstrated by the increasing number of complaints to tribunals from this non-unionised sector. 

Colleagues, why should workers in a modern day society be denied the rights and benefits of others simply because of the size of the company they happen to be employed by?  The TUC has made great strides over a couple of years in providing education and training; working in partnership with responsible employers through TUC Learning Services and Partnership Institute.  Again, why should five million workers lose out on these opportunities simply because of the size of their employer?  The trade union Movement must mount a major campaign to ensure that five million of our workforce are no longer discriminated against simply because of where they work. 

Many of us will remember the slogan of the TUC campaign before the 1997 election:  "Put a cross in the wrong place and you can kiss employment rights goodbye".  I am sure many of these five million put their cross in the right place.  It is now time they received the same employment rights as the rest of the workforce.  We, the trade union Movement, have an obligation to ensure these rights are delivered and not kissed goodbye. 

 Congress, support the composite and support the campaign.  Thank you, President. 

Robert Crow (National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  I was listening earlier on to the excellent speech by the President when he said about social partnership.  Perhaps some of the partners that some of the TUC General Council meet are different to some of the partners that we meet as a union.  It was not so long ago that one of the partners, a bloke called Brian Souter from Stagecoach, was at the Scottish TUC waving his membership card around saying he was all in favour of partnership. 

He wants to remember, when he talks about partnership, my members in Devon when they take action on £5.80 an hour, go on legitimate strike action and he buses in scabs from all over the country to break that strike, but when we ask for members in those same depots where the scabs have come from to take action, it is classified as secondary action.  So if you want partnership, if it is good enough for the bosses to understand what solidarity is then it should be good enough for us to bring in laws that create secondary action as legal as well!

It is only a shame, brothers and sisters, that we cannot speak longer than three minutes.  We have got this bloke Digby coming here tomorrow.  Perhaps his name is Rigsby -- rising damp -- for some of the statements that he has been making.  But the reality is I do not want to listen to the employers' representative telling me how hard it is and telling me about being backlogged on social partnership and how the trade unions have got to change.  We do not just want consultation when a factory is shutting down.  What we should be leading is a campaign to stop those factories being struck down, leading to a defence of the manufacturing industry in Britain and not sitting about when it is closing down.

Also, on top of that, what we should be asking for is workers' rights on day one.  What is the difference?  Why should you have to wait six months/12 months/two years to have workers' rights?  If you pay tax on day one and if you pay National Insurance on day one then why should you not be entitled to workers' rights from day one as well?  That should be our message.  On top of that, comrades, it is no good us coming here year after year saying we are going to repeal the anti-trade union laws and do nothing about it.  What we have got to do is raise people's consciousness out there and start calling rallies of people on the floor.  If you get people on the floor to tell this Government that we do not want a war in Iraq then we should have people on the floors of London and every other city in Britain to say we want employees with workers' rights from day one and nothing else.  Eight miserable Acts of anti-trade union legislation were brought in for those Tories in those dark miserable days and, after six years, they have only been modified.  If it is good enough when you are in opposition to ask for repeal, it should be good enough when you have got a 160 majority, and therefore every single Act should be repealed and workers' rights put on the statute book!  I ask you to support. 

Jeremy Dear (National Union of Journalists) speaking in support of the composite motion said:  I am following Bob Crow for the third year in a row!  In the words of Malcolm Wicks, a Government Minister, “I want to assure you that the Government will promote the implementation of all ILO core labour standards and to bring to an end the violations and abuses of the trade union rights of our fellow human beings.”  In the words of Kylie Minogue, "We should be so lucky, lucky, lucky".   (Laughter and applause)
Our members in Express Digital Media were sacked without consultation or compensation; our union rep at Aberdeen Journals was sacked for organising to protect her fellow workers; our members at Bristol were facing threats and intimidation to halt their attempts to organise and our members at the Racing Post were denied union recognition by a sweetheart deal signed with a company union with not one single member at the title.  If this was happening under a Tory Government we would not be surprised, but the fact that it still happens after more than six years of a Labour Government should rightly anger us. 

The fact is that British workers will still be the easiest and cheapest to sack in Europe.  Five million workers in small firms will still be excluded from union representation rights and Britain will still be in breach of international core labour standards, even after the review of the Employment Relations Act takes place.  Our members still work the longest hours for the lowest pay with the fewest rights and the shortest holidays in Europe, and they do so in breach of international laws our own Government has ratified. 

The anti-trade union laws do not create fairness.  They  create inequality in the workplace.  As a result of the anti-union laws, working life in Britain has been characterised for too long by low pay, long hours, increased stress and illness.  We do not want improved union rights for some academic or political reason, but because strong, independent trade unions with enforceable rights remain the best protection for workers.  We have consigned the government that put the anti-union laws at the heart of its economic policy to the dustbin of history.  It is time for the laws to go too. 

It makes me bloody angry when, in the ERA consultation document the Government says that overtly anti-union behaviour is relatively rare.  Tell that to the Bectv reps threatened at Sky or the NUJ reps dismissed in Northcliffe or the GPMU reps dismissed at Staverton or those in manufacturing or telecoms or other sectors who face the campaign of US union busting consultants.

 We want rights at work delivered -- delivered by a Government which many of our members worked to get elected -- and where they are not delivered we must actively campaign on the political, legal and industrial front taking our campaign to the workplace, the union branches, the political parties and, yes, on to the streets too.  

Steve Kemp (National Union of Mineworkers) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: I think it is incumbent on us, Chair, to recognise that there is a long way to go in respect of rights at work.  Any consultation procedures and relationships at work cannot and must not be one-sided.  Trade unions, and all of us here today, are, I suspect, sick and tired of the Thatcher-imposed one-sided power relationships at work.  We are also fed up to the back teeth, as has already been said, of the now seemingly annual rant by the CBI Director General attacking trade unions, particularly in the public sector, for representing people in the workplace and attacking the few crumbs of comfort thrown to us by this Labour Government.  It makes you wonder why we keep on inviting them here.  What a nonsense that we are required in a so-called civilised modernising society to have 40 per cent of people in a workplace indicating that they want trade union membership before it becomes legal.  Bearing in mind that barely 40 per cent of the electorate bothered to vote in the 2001 General Election, the word “hypocrisy” springs to mind.

Before we become in any way under the illusion that this Government has committed itself to rights at work never forget our brothers and sisters in the FBU who, when obtaining a strike ballot of 90 per cent-plus, were still threatened with the law to force them back to work when they were on strike working for better terms and conditions.  Also, what a complete and utter disgrace is a law requiring a further ballot after eight weeks of industrial action and that a Labour government  -- a Labour government – should place such an overbearing power in the hands of an employer makes a mockery of workers’ rights.  NUM members at Rossington Colliery in Yorkshire have already had a taste of this pernicious legislation.  Miners were forced to re-ballot in the middle of an employer-instigated dispute.  It is like asking an army to keep balloting its soldiers after eight weeks.  Let me remind Congress that even Thatcher did not think of that one.

Congress, we are all aware of the ruthless and unscrupulous way in which employers will use every weapon of the law put in their hands by government to suppress rights at work, such as BSkyB and Northcliffe Newspapers, and places where the workers bore the full brunt of that Labour legislation. As Bill has already said, and others, Friction Dynamex, a firm that found no difficulty with current legislation, simply by changing a name has been able to avoid paying out unfair dismissal awards to its workers.   Congress, some cynics this week, and in the past, have said that the TUC is a carthorse but we have never been able to drive a cart and horse through Britain’s current employment laws like employers currently do.  It is time that we had a Labour government determined to restore rights at work for everyone regardless of numbers, and a Labour government committed to the class that created it rather than the class that would love to destroy it.  I support Composite 1.  

Leslie Manasseh (Connect) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: President, Congress, despite its shortcomings the Employment Relations Act has enabled us over the past three years to extend trade union recognition to a number of new companies, but now I think the situation is beginning to change.  The number of applications is falling and, as we have heard, the applications themselves becoming more complex and contentious.  Employers are becoming more hostile and some are resorting to American-style union-busting.  Although this practice is not yet widespread, it is definitely on the increase.  Quite apart from their threats to any kind of partnership or voluntary approach, union-busting campaigns expose a very serious weakness in the legislation itself.  

There are a number of mostly American companies which specialise in nothing but, as they put it, union avoidance.  They boast of their record of keeping unions out of workplaces.  They are very good at what they do and they are touting for business here in the UK as we speak.  Their tactics vary.  As the NUJ explained, sometimes they use crude threats and intimidation but the more sophisticated are not bullies, rather they act as concerned friends anxious to prevent workers from making the mistake of voting for union recognition.  They spend weeks and weeks in workplaces briefing managers, holding meetings with employees, and swamping the place with so-called factsheets.  They run relentless campaigns of disinformation and misrepresentation.  Depending on their audience they vary their approach but some messages are ever present.  They never acknowledge that the union is a legitimate part of the workforce.  We are always a third party, somewhere between an unwelcome houseguest and an alien from some far-flung planet.  They are expert at creating fears, sowing confusion and, of course, isolating and undermining our reps.

With great skill and care, and of course ignoring all the evidence that we have heard about this morning, they construct an image of trade unions and collective bargaining as wholly inimical both to the success of the company and the interests of those who work for it.  In this they care nothing for the truth but in their way they are true zealots.  Their aim is simply to defeat a union in a ballot.  They are very good at it.  This is how they make their living.

We need to respond at a number of levels.  We need to discuss among ourselves the tactics of how we defeat union-busting campaigns.  We need also to respond at a legal level.  The success of union-busting companies does not lie in their arguments; these are for the most part false.  It lies in the amount of access they have to employees.  While they are at work each and every day the very meagre provisions of the code on access puts us at a disadvantage.  There is no better example than this of an unfair labour practice.

Finally, we need to send a very clear message to government and employers alike.  There is no place in the industrial relations landscape here for union-busters.  If there is ever a recipe for conflict in the workplace, they are the authors of it.  Please support.

Rosie Eagleson (AMO) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  Congress, the very essence of trade unionism is collectivism, collective organisation, collective bargaining, and collective action.  It is therefore essential that we remember this when setting the agenda on employment rights.  We must prioritise the fight for collective rights; it is not simply enough to achieve recognition.  Recognition must enable us to bargain on all the issues that affect our working lives.

The current legislation in restricting bargaining to pay, hours, and holidays, undermines this ability.  The current position is both confused and confusing.  It is a paradise for lawyers.  Believe me, Congress, we know this to our cost because in the magistrates’ court service our employers are lawyers.  There are now three possible definitions of what is covered by collective bargaining.  Firstly, it can be those subjects agreed between unions and employers.  Secondly, it can be those matters referred to in section 178 of the Trade Union and Labour Relations Consolidation Act - terms and conditions, termination and suspension of employment, allocation of work, discipline, and physical conditions.  Thirdly, it can be the narrow range of areas specified for in statutory recognition - pay, hours, and holidays.  Increasingly employers, even when entering into voluntary arrangements, are keen to restrict bargaining to the pay, hours, and holidays formula.  Even worse, they try to argue that pay does not cover issues such as job evaluation, hours does not cover work-life balance or alternative working patterns, and holidays does not cover things like flexi.  Of course we dispute this but there is ample opportunity for delay and diversion even when we have recognition. We are an organisation also with tiers of devolved decision-making so there is further scope to use the restrictive definition to avoid negotiation.

Congress, it is simply not enough to add training, equality, and pensions to the list.  We need to enhance the scope of collective bargaining to the broad inclusive statement in the original definition.  It will also not be enough just to pass this resolution.  The high profile campaign referred to must become a reality.  Brendan Barber recently described the perfect union.  He said: “Unions must be highly proficient all-rounders.”  He added: “We are most successful in delivering what workers want when we can pursue a broad bargaining agenda.”   Congress, we agree.   Unless we can achieve this, the future will remain imperfect.  Support the composite and demand action.

Roger Lyons (Amicus) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: President, sisters and brothers, I rise to highlight one special serious issue that has been included in the composite, redundancy.  Redundancy is the worst of times for any working people, not only does it ruin livelihoods, it damages self-confidence and blights whole communities.  Skills and expertise are scattered to the four winds.  With over 10,000 manufacturing jobs going every month, we have a right to know why redundancies are so popular with employers in this country as the first resort, not the last, and more than the same global employer who imposes it elsewhere in their European operations.

The answer is simple.  It really is true that it is easier and cheaper to sack workers in Britain.  Let us do some European comparisons.  In the Netherlands, the employer has to prove that alternative options such as working time reduction, relocation, or retraining, has been negotiated with unions and every reasonable effort made to win agreement before any idea of enforced redundancies, and then at a high financial cost, can even be entertained.   In France, employers must negotiate at workplace level with proposals to retrain and otherwise mitigate any downsizing proposal, or a tribunal can block the employer’s plans.  That is why the workers that Marks & Spencer wanted to sack are still at work but with another employer, the French employees that is, not those they sacked in Britain.   In Germany, employers must present a special plan agreed with the workers incorporating consideration of all alternative options to redundancies or a tribunal can step in.  In other words, they cannot sack their human capital as easily or as cheaply as here so companies chop away at their UK operations when the board wants cutbacks.  We lose quality work, experienced workers, market share, and our manufacturing base erodes still further.   

For the first time the Redundancy Payments Act gave some compensation for redundancy but the formula, nearly 40 years old, provides a maximum £260 a week, which if linked to earnings would be well over £400 a week now.  This formula must be revised to make redundancy more expensive and more in line with other countries.  After nearly 40 years, colleagues, the action is clearly a priority.  When the Redundancy Payments Act first came into law in 1965, the top ten was headed by Ken Dodd and the Diddymen with a tune called Tears.  Musical tastes may have changed but the tears remain.  There are thousands who face insecurity and redundancy.  We insist on a level playing field.  It is intolerable yet it is so much easier to sack a British worker, and so much cheaper.  Congress, let us update this clapped out 40-year redundancy pay formula and bring hope to those in despair.  I call on all-out support for this composite.

Jack Amos (Broadcasting, Entertainment, Cinematograph and Theatre Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: This is such a huge composite.  It is almost like a book but I will keep my comments short and to the BECTU part of our original motion.

Rupert Murdoch at BSkyB recently involved my union in an extremely ugly campaign where the company threatened to relocate to India if they allowed us to have trade union rights and recognition.  It has been mentioned from this platform before but I thought I should mention it again.  It was obvious that our members there were threatened with the worst thing, which is losing their jobs.

We are also calling on the General Council of the TUC to campaign for an inclusive definition of a worker so that our members, particularly in the Schedule D freelance areas, have the same rights at work from day one of employment.  These are so-called atypical workers.  It is a word that was coined in Brussels.  At the moment it is just one word, atypical.  We hope for the sake of the Movement that it does not become two words, a typical worker in this country.  We would ask the trade union Movement to fight for all rights for all workers from day one.  Thank you.

David Matthews (UBAC) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  My union’s particular interest in this large composite is employment tribunals.  Two years ago we came to Congress and gained unanimous support for opposing government proposals to charge fees for workers taking their case to employment tribunals.  The day that that motion was to be debated the Government announced they were withdrawing those proposals.  I have to say that our small banking union is incandescent with rage that three years later we have to come back here and do almost exactly the same thing.  On that basis alone I urge you support this motion.  Thank you.

Barry Camfield (Transport & General Workers’ Union) in speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  Chairman, Congress, this, as we know, is a crucially important debate that goes right to the heart of today’s workplace and trade union agenda.  Prime Minister Blair was only half right when he promised us fairness, not favours.  He has certainly done us no favours and we are waiting with bated breath for fairness.

As Richard said, there have been some changes but the reality today is that there is growing disaffection with New Labour.  We have seen manufacturing collapse, the pensions robbery, and as we heard on Sunday the pensioners were still being denied their basic rights and link with earnings, public ownership being abandoned as a concept, the denial of decent employment rights, and stress and pressure building on working men and women throughout this country.  After the years of Tory division and their gross abuse of power, Britain’s hardworking families expected real change with no more Wappings and Murdoch, decent rights at work, the freedom of association, the right to organise, the right to collective bargaining, international rights, and ILO obligations.  The reality is vastly different.

Friction Dynamex, as Bill Morris eloquently set out, makes the case and we pay tribute to our members in the balcony, and their leaders regionally and locally, for their courageous stand and principled lead to the people of this country.  We pay tribute to you today.  As Bill said, men and women were sacked over the radio.  Solidarity action was banned.  We could have supported our Friction Dynamex members with action around the UK but it was banned under a Labour government.  Our firefighters were treated appallingly badly in their dispute.  Political fund ballots are madness in most of our eyes, and state regulation of our rulebook reigns.  

We expect the CBI to defend their vested interest but we also expect the party created by ordinary men and women to represent the interests of labour, to stand up and do that.  We are going to make a strong message at the Labour Party Conference to the rank and file of the Labour Party, the constituency members and the MPs, to join with this Congress and trade unionists to work now to repeal the anti-trade union laws that bind the ordinary people of this country, people who get treated appallingly badly day by day in Britain.  We are going to stand up and fight back.  Read the composite.  That is the basis we are going to campaign on over the next year and we are going to take this message into the heart of the Labour Party and eventually to those who will not listen in the Labour Government.  Yes, we will appreciate a few favours but, by Christ, some fairness would be a good start.  I support.

Paul Kenny (GMB) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: I always start by saying I am just going to be brief, but when a trade union official says they are going to be brief you are normally here for an hour.  I would like to focus on a couple of areas.  I do so without any apology from the GMB, or anybody else, about coming here and raising our anger concerning a lack of action from this government over the last two years.  We make no apologies to anybody about raising our members’ fears.

Firstly, on the need to strengthen a recognition procedure, the GMB strongly echoes what the GPMU said.  The issue of small firm exemptions is a blight on even the most basic framework of protections at work. On recognition applications, bad and unscrupulous employers are constantly undermining the framework around CAC applications for recognition and using intimidatory tactics inside workplaces.  That is nothing new and politically a year on nothing has been done about it.  Employers shut down, open up the next day, and trade as new companies.  Nearly every union in this hall has seen it.  If Labour ministers think the current CAC and recognition legislation is okay, then try being a trade unionist exercising your rights inside a workplace with a hostile employer.  

We have the disgraceful stance the Government has taken around information and consultation rights.  Just so that everybody remembers why it was a just case, we had workers driving into work and hearing on the radio that they were losing their jobs.  People were being told by text messages, as Bill said, that they were being sacked.  That is why there is justice for proper information and consultation rights for working people in this country, not a shop, and not red tape.  People are entitled to be treated properly or in this modern world we will have pictures of history repeating itself.  Recently, our officials were told by a company called Bonus Print that there would be trade union rights for the workers over their dead body.  Bonus Print used to be called Grunwick and these employers have not changed; it is clear. We send a big strong message today.  Listen to what we are telling you.  Listen to what we are saying.  Do something politically or someone is going to get politically done.  Support.

Susan Worsley (UNIFI) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: I am a good employee.  I am productive and conscientious.  I paid attention when my parents told me to make sure I joined the pension scheme when I obtained my job.  I was lucky and found a job with a major bank, which allowed me entry into a final salary scheme.  I did everything right.  My employers may decide that they want to outsource my area of work and my rights to a pension that I had been counting on have gone.  It is a scandal in an age when we are constantly being told to save for retirement that the right of access to a pension scheme is not protected under the current TUPE regulations.

UNIFI is calling on Congress to campaign to ensure that this gaping hole in the TUPE regulations is filled with a right of access to a pension scheme of equal quality to that of the employees’ old employer following the transfer.  We have been awaiting reform of the TUPE regulations since this Labour Government first came to power, yet there has been delay after delay.  Throughout the long drawn-out process we have been consistent in our call that the revised regulations must include provision for occupational pension schemes.  The revised regulations are finally due to be published, we hope, this autumn. Following the Government’s Green Paper on pensions, some elements of pension protection are likely to be included but these provisions fall so far below what we would consider acceptable that we must continue to campaign for the right of access to a broadly comparable scheme following the transfer.

It seems that a transferee would only have to match employer contributions of up to 6 per cent into a stakeholder pension.  They would not be required to continue to make pensions in excess of this or, it would seem, put in place a final salary or money purchase scheme equivalent to that operated by the original employer.  Whilst this is a small step in the right direction, it should only be the first step.  There is still a long way to go.  The TUPE regulations are basically about fairness, about having your terms and conditions protected during the transfer so that you are not made worse off by a situation in which you have no personal control.  

It seems obvious to us that one of the most important elements in anyone’s terms and conditions is the right of access to a good pension; after all, pensions are deferred pay.  Unfortunately, it still does not appear that this is as obvious to those making the decisions.  That is why we must continue to work to ensure that whatever the area of the economy you work in, if you are subject to a transfer your new employer will have to give you access to a pension scheme of equal quality and they will not be able to avoid their obligations.  

If the Government wants to create a society in which people will be able to provide for themselves in retirement, why do they continue with a self-defeating policy excluding occupational pensions from TUPE?   This has to change, and soon.  We urge you, please, to support this composite.

Mary Davis (NATFHE) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: I am sure, like me, you often ponder deeply about trade union history; if you do not, you can be helped by this.  This is a little advert here from the TUC.  We have this TUC history on-line now.  You can see it outside the hall.  It is very very interesting.  What you learn from this, and it is an excellent initiative which anybody can access, is that in terms of our history the whole struggle of the trade union Movement has been about trade union rights and recognition, really from the time that the Combination Acts were repealed in 1824.  

My point is simple.  I actually think we have gone back to 1824.  We have gone back almost to the very minimal legal definition of what a trade union is, with very very few rights to compensate us.  This did change in the 1870s by Tory and Liberal governments but the big change, of course, and it is quite right, came when trade unions formed the Labour Party.  In fact, if you look at the composition of the Labour Representation Committee in 1900 it was not all unions that formed the Labour Party.  Why did everybody come in?   It was one simple issue, Taff Vale.  It was a trade union issue.  What the trade unions wanted was a Labour voice in Parliament to repeal anti-trade union legislation which was holding back the development of the Movement and holding back rights of people at work.  

This is the issue that I think we should really consider and think about, not in an academic way but in a real way.  That is exactly why the Labour Party was formed.   I have heard people saying that it is really through a Labour government that we have rights but I say if that is true what we have to do is ensure that that Labour government repeals those wrongs that the Tories committed under Thatcher over 18 years.  This composite is very detailed indeed.  The devil is in the detail but it just shows how bad things are that we need four pages of it to say where we should be going.  

Our contribution specifically from NATFHE is on the question of the erosion of bargaining rights in general and the curtailment of the right to strike by the simple mechanism employers are using of partial performance.  Partial performance is actually, in some instances, equal to no performance and equal to a lockout.  If you take strike action, that is counted as partial performance.  It has happened to me and it has happened to many other people I know; you are locked out.  There is no right to strike.  This is why when Tony Blair first came to this Congress however many years ago, shortly after John Smith died, he said that what trade unions will get is fairness, not favours.  I say, let us get some blinking fairness.  We have never asked for favours.  Let us get some fairness, let us pass this, but we need to fight every inch of the way for every part of it. 

Geoff Waterfield (ISTC, The Community Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: President, delegates, I want to draw attention to the part of the composite concerned with union-busting tactics.  Many companies are poised for attack on the limited gains we have made in the last six years in restoring some element of fairness to the law; even the standard legal reference books give advice to employers on ways of frustrating trade union organisations.  They want to deny working people by any possible means their right to have their interests at work represented by an independent trade union of their choice. The law as it is at the moment provides plenty of scope for an employer to intimidate, threaten, and cajole employees after, before, and during the 20-day access period.    

Experience in North America demonstrates very clearly how important it is that the law should rule out the vicious union-busting campaigns which are part of the scenery in the US and which are specifically ruled out in Canada.  The impact can be seen in the evolution of union membership in the two countries.  In the mid-1950s rates of organisation of over 30 per cent were common to both countries.  Canadian membership has held up well while US rates of organisation have plummeted over wide industrial sectors.

The lesson is this. Quite small changes in the legislative framework can make a great difference in practice over a period. Unlike the US but like Canada, Britain has ratified the two ILO Freedom of Association Conventions. The body of the ILO, which checks on compliance with conventions 87 and 98, say that intimidatory tactics are inadmissible.  Our government should take that on board and I call on the General Council to press this point as hard as they can.  We support the motion.

George Brumwell (Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians) speaking in support of the composite motion and addressing the UCATT amendment, said: Colleagues,  the debate about employment rights and the repeal of all the anti-trade union legislation will mean nothing if we do not address the question of bogus self-employment that exists within our industry and has crept, and is creeping, into other industries.  The privatisation programme of the Government is a direct attack on terms and conditions of every worker in every sector.  At the heart of that privatisation drive are many big players in the construction industry.  They have honed to perfection how to deny workers their rights.  They use the tool of bogus self-employment.  We are in courts and tribunals every week trying to establish rights for workers under the existing legislation and we are finding it very difficult.  Forty per cent of building workers are denied a paid holiday that is laid down in a tablet of stone under the European directive but still the abuse goes on.  

The Government itself can deal with this at a stroke.  The DTI review of employment status can state quite clearly what is a worker and what is an employee, and they can do that without any legislation being introduced.  If you look at my industry, £80 billion a year and £40 billion of that workload is for the Government.  At a stroke the Government can say, “Employ fair conditions on every contract funded by public money.”  Gordon can do himself a favour and pull in another two to three billion pounds worth of tax revenues that could be ploughed back into the public services.  I support.

*
Composite Motion 1 was CARRIED.

Economic and Industrial Affairs

The President: I now turn to Chapter 3, Economic and Industrial affairs, and I call Composite Motion 2, Trade Union Rights and Partnership in the Public Sector.  I would like to indicate that the General Council support the composite motion.

TU Rights and Partnership in the Public Sector

Brian Caton (Prison Officers’ Association) moved  Composite Motion 2.  

He said: For the POA this motion is a simple one.  We need true partnership and that partnership is not something that we are seeing currently.  We demand that the political wing of the Labour movement of the United Kingdom, our political wing, do three things: firstly, return to my members the fundamental right, if necessary, to withdraw their labour in line with the obligation under Article 87 of the ILO Convention; secondly, to give a commitment that the Fire Service Bill will not pass through Parliament in its current form as this will be a further breach of the obligations under Article 87 of the ILO Convention; thirdly, and most importantly, to give every worker in Britain the rights that they should have had since 1948 as provided for in Article 87 of the ILO Convention to which the country is a signatory.  They are not unreasonable requests, I would have thought.

We are already acknowledged as having the most draconian employment law in the EU.  A true Labour Party would commit itself to ending this unsustainable position.  It was in 1994 that prison officers had the right to take industrial action removed.  The decision to remove these rights came following some industrial action at Preston and Hull prisons.  The action was taken not as some would have you believe about pay, about terms and conditions, and about any proposed redundancies, our action was taken to protect the health and safety of staff, prisoners, and the general public.  We had prisons that were grossly overcrowded, no different from what we have today.  We had found a gun in Preston prison.  There were staff shortages and the staff finally said, “No more.  We are closing the gates before we see a repeat of the month-long disturbance at Strangeways and elsewhere in 1991.”  

Whilst in opposition we had commitment after commitment on what a new Labour administration would do, remove the offending section 127 of the Criminal Justice & Public Order Act.  Since then we have seen the change of government we wanted to see and this has brought about a move back towards a more social agenda and a more partnership-led approach between the public sector, trade unions, and government.  The Government should be applauded for its recent decision to create the public sector forum to ensure that the reform of the public services meets the aspirations not only of government but also of those who represent the workforce and the general public.  There are some leaders of British industry, as we heard earlier, that may come here during the week in order to put their view.  I have to say this.  These wreckers of the Government’s new and welcome partnership approach should not be allowed to derail the positive reform of our public services. That is what Digby Jones sought to do in the comments he made last week.

Partnership depends not on words on paper, not on good publicity, or indeed on the banner headlines in the tabloid press, it is partnership in practice and respect and understanding for the desired results that is truly a partnership approach.  It is therefore essential that the Government ensure the partnership philosophy is demanded and enforced throughout the public sector.  Though this new approach is to be welcomed, it has provided some nice spin for those who have opposed in recent times, but we on our side want to see it work.  It is not within the modern approach but we see it to conduct industrial relations through the High Court. It is not within the modern approach but we see it to use the tabloid press to attack the integrity of union leaders at times of strife.  It is not within the modern approach but we see it to use legislation to remove workers’ rights through primary legislation, as with the current proposals contained within the Fire Service Bill.

Remember, colleagues, if any government, be it this government or any other shade of government, is prepared to remove the rights to take legal industrial action from firefighters because they say they are essential services, who will be next, nurses, teachers, paramedics, water supply workers, electricity supply workers, telecommunication workers, maintenance workers, social services, and bus drivers?  I do not have that long left but it is an extremely long list.  Colleagues, my members want to see section 127 of the Criminal Justice & Public Order Act removed.  It has now been six years since the Movement helped the Labour Party to power and my members are still waiting.  The Fire Brigade and Fire Brigade control workers want to see an end to the diversifying Fire Services Bill.  They should not have to wait until the end of this week before they have the commitment they are looking for.  Every worker in this country should be given all the rights that a British government has pledged to provide.  I so move.

Ruth Winters (Fire Brigades' Union) in seconding the composite motion, said: Also backing the right to strike for every worker in this country. 

The Fire Services Bill, as George has said, and as has been said by the POA, has gone through Parliament.  It sets an extremely unwelcome precedent in this country.  Many delegates will be extremely disappointed, as we have already heard in the previous debate, about the lack of progress by the Labour Government since they were elected in 1997. The overwhelming bulk of Tory anti-trade union laws remains on the statute book;  every Directive that has come along from Europe to extend workers' rights and trade union freedoms has been watered down to meet CBI preferences and policies. Tony Blair has said publicly that in Britain the law remains the most restrictive on workers' rights in the advanced industrial world. He is not wrong in that assessment, is he? We know that. What an extraordinary and phenomenal statement for a Labour Prime Minister to make and take pride in. 

I suppose at least it can be said that until now things have not got any worse than in the Thatcher and Major times in terms of rights, but our gallant Labour Government have backed the demands of the CBI extremists, the neo-liberal fanatics, to preserve Thatcherite settlements. We are supposed to be grateful to maintain what Thatcher and Major imposed. Now this government can no longer sustain even the most shamefully modest claim. The Fire Service Bill takes this country into unknown territory, even to Lady Thatcher. Now the workers' friend, apparently, John Prescott, is to take powers to impose settlements to over ride totally the process and outcomes of free collective bargaining. I thought we were the ones who were supposed to live in the free world. 

He originally sought these powers during our recent national dispute on the grounds that collective bargaining had broken down. To say the least, that was a cheeky and absurd position for them to take because the government had intervened on three separate occasions to prevent a settlement in our campaign. Now that a settlement has been reached and the military war against Iraq supposedly has ended, why does this government insist on progressing the powers in the Fire Services Bill?  It is draconian legislation that offends ILO Conventions and the European Charter and is unworthy of a Labour Government. Furthermore it sets unwelcome precedents for future governments and every single worker in this country because, if they can use it on us, they will use it to police every public sector settlement on pay and conditions of service. That is something this Congress and the General Council have to fight with every single fibre we have. 

The Fire Service Bill is still there.  It has been held over us, dangled over us, almost like a noose hanging round our necks. If we do not make the next process in our pay negotiations they will impose. It is all over the proposed White Paper and every single issue that is in there. Of course, we would like to debate what we debated earlier in terms of fighting for better trade union rights, but what this one is about is stopping the erosion. 

We have to make sure, and reiterate the fact, that this imposition bill, if enacted, will destroy trade union workers' rights;  it is a back-door means to prevent the right to strike. This is not an act of modernisation, it is not an act of public safety, it is not an act of partnership and it is not an act of any real Labour Government. Tony Blair tells us that he is acting as the government and not as the Labour Party.  I tell you, Tony, I bet you will be knocking on our doors for money and our votes when it comes to the next general election. It is our responsibility as trades unionists to stop this Labour Fire Service Bill going through. Please support.

 *          Composite Motion 2 was CARRIED

Presentation to John Monks, ETUC General Secretary and TUC General Secretary 1992-2003

The President: It is now my great pleasure to introduce John Monks, the European TUC General Secretary, and former TUC General Secretary, and his wife Frankie. I am sure there can hardly be any delegate in the hall who is not aware of John's outstanding contribution to the TUC and to the union Movement. 

John began working in Congress House in 1969, becoming head of the Organisation and Industrial Relations Department in 1978.  In 1987 he became Deputy General Secretary, and in 1993 General Secretary. This year he moved to be General Secretary of the European TUC. 

Before I make a presentation to John, let us see a video that captures some of the flavour and scale of John's achievements over the years.

(A short video was then shown)

The President:  I hope you agree that that was an excellent tribute to John. We are now back live. I would like to say a few words also about Frankie, his other half or better half. Frankie is a native of the Netherlands. For many years she was a teacher in a South London comprehensive school. There is courage for you! With a background like that, I think I am on safe ground in saying that Frankie taught John everything he knows about the European model of social partnership. Frankie, we are particularly glad that you could be here at Congress today and I am delighted to be able to present you with this gift as a token of our appreciation.

(The presentation was made)

Frankie Monks:  Thanks very much for this. It is very much appreciated but utterly unnecessary. 

Let me just say one thing that reminds me of John's very long time at the TUC. I used to say “How on earth can you work for one organisation for so long, don't you fancy a change?” He said “Well, simply. It’s because I love the job. The comradeship and the support I have had from the trade union Movement have been so wonderful.”   That is why he just loved the job; he loved doing it.  

All I would like to say is: thank you very very much for giving John such a wonderful job. I want to wish you all the best in the future, and especially Brendan and his great team. Also I hope that the great and the good of this country -- I won't name names -- will begin to listen and take a bit more notice of your great Movement and all the working people, the ordinary working people, and the pensioners of this country. Thank you. (Applause)

The President: Thank you, Frankie, for those very short but wonderful words.

I now turn to John. John, it gives me great pleasure to be able to present you with the gold badge of Congress. 

(A presentation was then made amidst applause)

John, I have great pleasure in inviting you to address Congress.

John Monks: Nigel, it is not an easy job following my wife on a public platform like this, because in a way she encapsulated in very few words what I feel about the British trade union movement and trade unionism generally. 

You have done me a very, very great honour today in giving me this gold badge. It will be a very cherished possession of the Monks family in the years to come.  My leaving period has been a series of events that I am going to remember all my life, and the highlight was an event at Congress House where the guests in a “This is Your Life” sequence were Doreen Lawrence, Jack Jones -- who I am very pleased to see here in his 90th year -- Neil Kinnock and Sir Alex Ferguson. I know you do not all share my enthusiasm for Alex and I am not a religious man, but that evening was as near to Heaven as I expect to get. So thanks for that to the General Council and to everyone at the TUC, including some of the key members of staff.

Well, what to say after 34 years? Perhaps, firstly, if I love it so much why am I leaving one of the best jobs in the world? For me, a ten-year stint was about right, and I had an excellent successor in the wings in Brendan, who was more than ready to take over. When John Boyd -- some of you will remember him -- the General Secretary of the AEU in the late seventies and eighties was leaving the general secretaryship of that union I asked him what he thought had been his main achievement.  He said simply, “Leaving the union in good hands” and I have never forgotten that.  I believe that I have left the TUC in very good hands. That was one reason.

Next is the call of Europe. Like many still are in the UK, I was initially rather tone deaf to its message but I have come to realise that you do not get trade unionism in one country any more than you get socialism in one country. Our fortunes depend on others, especially our near neighbours and our biggest trading partners. The European Union for all its faults, and there are plenty -- you read about them every day in the tabloids -- is a union friendly bloc of fifteen countries where welfare states are the best in the world, where public services are the best in the world, where trades unionism is still central to just about everything in the economic and employment areas. Just think for a moment about your agenda at this Congress. The cry from this Congress this morning on labour law was “Give us the rights that match worker/union rights in the rest of the European Union”.  That is quite right but it could easily be the same cry on health or indeed on transport, where from a long way down the UK only aspires to reach average EU levels, never mind the best. 

Yet, you know, often British trade union opinion can be lukewarm to this EU adventure. We do not get the point. The EU was started to bring peace, prosperity and equality to our part of the world, and to show the way to others with troubled histories and troubled presents. Neil Kinnock said to the General Council about 18 months ago that the adventure was to turn the twentieth century’s bloodiest continent into one of its most prosperous and peaceful gardens. That is really, in essence, what it is about.  

Contrary to the Eurosceptics, we cannot ever stay out. There are a million twentieth century British and Commonwealth graves in France and Belgium alone, and they are a silent but eloquent reminder of that. Why do we tend to approach every development, every major development anyway, in the EU like a child shivering at the pool’s edge at that first swimming lesson? Why do we wait and see for years before taking the plunge, and then only because events usually conspire to push us in? Why do we approach issues like the Euro as if we were constipated bank managers -- sorry UNIFI -- trying to insist on a bottom line profit all the time? It is too big a decision to look at it in just those terms.

The economics of the Euro are very, very important to workers. You will be debating that this week, but you have to take a broader view too because if the Euro works well it will introduce a new dynamic into Europe's economies. The challenge is to make it work well, and you do not help that process by standing on the touchline just as a commentator; you have to get on that field of play. 

You know, most of all for trades unionism, if we are to build an economy that is as powerful as the United States of America, yet is more equal, more generous and much more worker and union friendly, we will have to do it in and through the EU, not just in one country. I do not believe that there is an alternative trade union route to success. If we fail to do that, we will remain vulnerable to all those “made in conservative America” fashionable phrases, the anti-union measures you have been talking about this morning. We talk about them all the time: privatisation, deregulation, derecognition, deunionisation, maximising shareholder value, with the results of this soaring inequality through accelerating executive salaries that we can all see so graphically. 

These measures are extremely fashionable in Europe, just as much as in Britain and in the United States, and the job of the ETUC is to mobilise resistance to this, to defend and to promote social Europe as an antidote, as an alternative, and not just in Europe but  in a more generous way in world development too, one which is much more inclusive and not just looking at all those bottom lines in the developing world.  

Only in the genuine social partnership societies do I believe that trade unionism will thrive and grow. That is going to be our message at a major demonstration in Rome on October 4, to put pressure on Berlusconi and the Italian Presidency, to ensure that social Europe does not get forgotten in this construction of a new enlarged European Union. I hope to see a good British contingent at that event. I know it is a long way to go but not the worst place in the world to go to either. It will be an enjoyable and, I hope, politically important event.

Finally, maybe something of a parting shot on domestic matters. Most of my 34 years at the TUC have been under a Conservative government. The last six years, although there have been lots of frustrations, lots of complications, have been a whole lot better. I get as frustrated as many of you about the government's half-heartedness on a number of issues, on Europe generally and on opposition to more worker rights in particular. I think it is ridiculous that we have not yet fully sorted out the two-tier workforce issues and we are still in a muddle about what exactly is to be this private role in delivering improved public services. I do not even grasp myself, after trying extremely hard,  what really a foundation hospital is. I have not heard it explained in a manner that I can even begin to fully understand, never mind begin to think that there may be anything in it. The pensions crisis is crying out for decisive government moves, as is the plight of the pensioners. I look at it in the whole, I look at it in the round, and I appreciate many, many positive factors too: the economic stability, the high employment levels, a lot more public servants who have been employed, the growing skills and learning services work which is going to become an ever more important part of the work of the TUC and this Congress. There are better labour laws and they are benefitting trade union membership. It is a long way from that Norman Tebbit speech, which was a graphic reminder of what the alternative can be to what we have at the moment. 

When someone -- a Minister or me on occasions -- lists the achievements of the present Labour leadership, which includes, by the way, winning elections which has not been the hallmark of every Labour leadership, then you can almost see trade union audiences yawning and switching off until you get to the next bit of attack. It would be a huge mistake to continue like that. Congress, do not do that. Never get to the position that I can recall we got to in 1980 after Mrs Thatcher and Mr Tebbit had been elected, when we realised how basically decent the Callaghan Government was after it had actually lost office. This is an imperfect but decent government. At the moment, I believe, it is in need of your help.  The TUC should aim to be a source of help rather than a source of just awkwardness. Awkward for sure sometimes. George Brumwell put it well this morning. But supportive too and looking all the time for positive engagement, not out of blind loyalty to Labour but because workers and unions do better under Labour. Do not get the thing out of proportion, keep a sense of balance, and remember who your friends and allies are.  Because things are not perfect does not mean that they are hopeless.  Just remember the level of employment now compared with when Norman Tebbit and Michael Howard were quoted in that particular video. Just remember what a really hostile government can do and what it did to trades unionists and workers. 

All right, we have not put it all right yet but keep trying to put it right and you will do that by constructive engagement with the government and with employers too, particularly those employers who are prepared to work with us. 

Maybe just one other point.  Do not let the political debates that are dominating this Congress divert attention from the basic challenges because the basic challenges are the same: how do we appeal to workers in the private service sector? What can we do for them? At the moment we are nowhere so well organised as we are in public services or in the manufacturing sector. How do we appeal to the young who do not yet see the virtues of collectivism, who cannot quite understand the collective bargaining concept that is central to our lives? These seem to me to be the No.1 priorities that we have to face in the trade union Movement.

So, Nigel, some parting shots to this Congress: I remain privileged and very proud to have served it for 34 years; I look forward to serving the whole of the trade union Movement in the years to come. As Frankie said, may you grow in membership, in strength and in influence to secure the future for working families and for all the vulnerable in our society. May you take your rightful place at the very heart of this nation's affairs. Thank you for your comradeship, thank you for your support. Thanks for everything. (Applause)

The President:  It says in my script, colleagues, that I am to thank John for this thoughtful address. As skilled as the TUC staff are, I do not believe they have to be great prophets to be able to predict that John would always deliver an extremely thoughtful and effective address. Thank you very much indeed, John. I thought every single one of those words was very apt indeed and well said, bearing in mind what is going on out and about in this world at the moment.  John, we wish you well in your new role and we are sure you will be successful, a champion of trades unions in Europe as you have been in the United Kingdom.

Congress adjourned until 2.15 p.m.

MONDAY AFTERNOON SESSION

(Congress reassembled at 2.15 p.m.)

National Minimum Wage

Sir Bill Connor (Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers) moved Motion 34

He said:  The minimum wage, if you can recall, was introduced for three principal reasons.  Firstly, it was introduced to deliver justice and fairness for workers; secondly, to combat cheap labour practices and provide a level playing field for employers; and, thirdly, to relieve the taxpayer of the cost of shoddy employment practices.  But, Congress, we are still failing on those three tests.  Where is the fairness and justice in totally unprotected 16 and 17 year olds being paid £2 an hour and less?  Where is the level playing field when scrooge employers dump older workers and substitute cheap teenage labour?  Where is the benefit to the taxpayer when our investment in continuing education is ransacked by slave labour practices?   Congress, these are not merely academic arguments.  We, in USDAW, conducted a survey of 16 and 17 year olds a few months ago.  The results were shameful.  A sales assistant in a cycle shop was being paid £1.33 an hour; a lift engineer’s mate was on £1.53 an hour; a general farm assistant was on £1.70 an hour; a hotel worker on £1.75 an hour, and a warehouse operative on £1.86 per hour.  


Even if we only applied protection to the existing minimum wage of £4.20 and applied 90 percent, which is in many of our voluntary agreements, that would be £3.78 – double the highest rate that I have quoted.  If we applied 80% at 16 that would be £3.36, which is double the middle rate I quoted.  So that would represent to those people who are currently unprotected a significant improvement.  They would be entitled to and protected by law in respect of minimum standards.  The poverty in those jobs is reflected in more than just the basic pay rates. There is no pretence at training.  There is no claim to provide a qualification of any description, and not even a guarantee of a safe and secure working environment.  We found jobs advertised for 16 and 17 year old sales canvassers knocking door to door in the evenings and paid the princely sum of £10 per shift.  We would not want 16 and 17 year olds knocking on doors to strangers at night, anyway, and certainly not for a miserly £10.  It is precisely that kind of cheap labour which the Minimum Wage was designed to combat.  As a basic protected rate of pay, it is not just a fundamental principle but it is common practice in our agreements and in many countries.  In Belgium, France, Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain, their youngest workers are protected properly by law.  The US, Australia, Canada and New Zealand do likewise.  Even in the overwhelming majority of our voluntary agreements in the UK they set down an adult rate at 18 which is proportionate for under 18s on an agreed basis.  

Most young workers are not trade unionists and can therefore not rely on our support.  They need the Government and the law for their basic protection.  The Government and the Low Pay Commission have failed to address this issue, but we now have a window of opportunity.  The Government have specifically asked the Low Pay Commission to investigate the case for national minimum wage protection for 16 and 17 year olds.  We are urging the General Council and other affiliates to do everything possible to make that case, to gather the evidence and to prove our arguments to the Commission, and that evidence certainly exists out there.    It will help to make the case for some of the most vulnerable workers amongst us.  

Yes, we must do everything possible to ensure our 16 and 17 year olds continue in education.  That is the ideal position.  Let us also recognise that the way post school education is funded makes this almost impossible and we should not hide behind noble sentiments.  We should recognise that around two-thirds or 67 percent of post school students are in some form of paid work to help fund their studies.  For tens of thousands of workers it is not a choice between education and work; it is both at the same time.  Let us continue to argue for competence based pay rates – if you are good enough you are old enough – and if people are up to speed they should get the rate for the job.  But as Dave Anderson pointed out in the debate at a previous Congress, most of our voluntary agreements have the 18/17/16 formation.  We can expect a decent statutory floor for young people and we should be campaigning for that.  

Therefore, I ask Congress to support this proposition overwhelmingly.  Thank you.  

Sandra Allen (GMB) speaking in support of the motion, said:  Congress, what sort of a message does it send to two-thirds of a million 16 and 17 year olds that society stands by while they are exploited in the workplace, paid at rates as low as £1.50 an hour?   Are they expected to do only half the work as they are only receiving under half the Minimum Wage?  I do not think so.  Everybody wants to feel that young people have more of a stake in our society and so we should.  They are our future.  Yet the Government still excludes them from the safeguards and protections that cover older workers.  The GMB is, frankly, unimpressed by arguments that a minimum wage for 16 and 17 year olds will deter them from pursuing further studies.  Rubbish! 

The traditional career entry and apprenticeship opportunities for this age group have all but gone.  The term “entry level job” has now become almost synonymous with “McJob”.  The Commission’s remit is to look at a minimum wage for 16 and 17 year olds set below the current youth rate.  Congress, I ask you whether hoards of young people are going to drop their aspirations and ambitions in favour of a job paying less than £4 an hour, that a minimum wage for this age group will give them a stake in notions of citizenship, equality, rights and responsibilities.  It will allow them to work fewer hours and devote more time to study, and it will stamp out discriminatory and exploitative employment practices.  


Congress, the GMB has always maintained that there is no place for age rates in minimum wage structure. One of Britain’s great failings is the paucity of work-based training provision for all ages, but in particular employers have got out of the habit of investing in their future.  Instead, they expect highly skilled and fully trained young workers into drop in their laps, courtesy of the further and higher education institutions or other employers.  If the Government is really concerned about young people’s employment prospects, it should be encouraging employers to provide them with meaningful training, not sanctioning arbitrary age discrimination.  The GMB wants to see the end of age rates in favour of a more robustly enforced development rate linked to high quality training.  Employers should be investing for the future, making sure that we can compete in the global labour market with well-trained, highly motivated employees and we will not get that by letting our young people be exploited.  Please support.  

The General Secretary:  President and Congress, the General Council is recommending support for this motion but wishes to accompany that support with an explanation.  It remains the firm belief and the long-term objective of the General Council that all workers should enjoy the protection of a National Minimum Wage, regardless of age or status.  We also reaffirm strongly Congress policy that our aim is that all young people aged under 18 should either be in full-time education or employed on a quality training programme.  In which case, a trainee development rate of pay can apply.  However, we recognise the reality that regrettably many 16 and 17 year olds leave school and go into jobs where they are offered little or no training, where often, too, they have no union to protect them from exploitation and where they can receive appallingly low pay rates, as little as £1 or £2 an hour.  


Our vision of minimum wage protection for all workers is undimmed, but we recognise that in Britain today there are hundreds of thousands of young workers who get no minimum wage protection at all.  So while our principles remain firm, in the short term we support the pragmatic position of support for extending minimum wage protection to 16 and 17 year olds at a lower rate as an important first step, but only a first step, towards our longer term goal of fair and decent pay for all.  Please support.  

Catherine Gray (UNISON):  You will have to excuse me.  I am a bit nervous about making this speech, so I asked a suitably more experienced colleague if he would just have a look at it for me and give me some pointers. He has written at the top: “Just remember to breathe in and breathe out”.  So I will stick to that and I will be all right.  (Laughter)  Don’t worry.  It wasn’t Alastair Campbell.  

Reluctantly we will be abstaining from voting on this issue and it is reluctantly.  You should have been at our delegation meeting yesterday.    That is not to say that we do not wholeheartedly support USDAW in seeking to extend the National Minimum Wage to 16 and 17 year olds.  We have all worked closely together over the years for the campaign which brought in the minimum wage in the first place.  UNISON acknowledges that with 75% of USDAW membership being affected by the minimum wage, that is 75% of their membership struggling to get a home with the increasing inflation of house prices and denegration of council properties; that is 75% of their membership being paid a pittance of lower.  We recognise this is a real issue for them, as it is for us all.  

My union has always believed that 16 year old people should be encouraged to remain in education or in work training.  It is only when we get this balance right that we will have the workforce and learning culture that we all want.  However, many 16 and 17 year olds are in work but they are not covered by the minimum wage.  They are covered by the single room status from wanting to claim Housing Benefit.  They are discriminated against in the workplace, seen as tea-makers and filers with no access to any training or real career progression.  


Whilst this nation seeks to gain coverage for 16 and 17 year olds in the National Minimum Wage legislation, it does not remove the discrimination already inherent in the current system.  It transfers it to a younger age group and that discrimination must be removed.  


As vice-chair of UNISON’s National Young Members’ Forum, I am particularly appreciative of all the work that was put in and has got us to this point, and of the work that we are still to do to ensure that the rate is extended to all workers.  That is the point.  All we want to see is a decent national minimum wage for all workers, based on the job they do, not the age they are.  

The President: Thank you, Catherine.  You did very well.   I hope I did not add to the trauma at the beginning.  Does USDAW wish to exercise the right of reply?

Sir Bill Connor (Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers):  On a point of information -- I thought that Catherine made a very good speech even though they are not going to vote on the motion -- let me say that 75% of USDAW members do not rely on the Minimum Wage.  When the National Minimum Wage came in none of our members were getting below the Minimum Wage.  We have done a bit better than first impressions might indicate.  Thank you for your helpful comments, anyway.  

*
Motion 34 was CARRIED.

Work/life balance

Mark Serwotka (Public and Commercial Services Union) moved Composite Motion 10.  

He said:  Congress, this composite motion deals with the crucial issue of  work/life balance.  For anyone who had not realised what a crucial issue this was, cast your minds back to the magnificent industrial action taken by mainly low paid women workers at Heathrow in the summer which brilliantly highlighted the issue of work/life balance.  I am sure that everyone here fully supports those workers in their struggle and their right to keep a decent work/life balance.  


The PCS demands an end to the ‘work till you drop Britain’.  The culture of long hours working in Britain has reached epidemic proportions.  


Let’s look at some of the facts.  British workers have less holidays, less public holidays and work longer hours than anywhere else in Europe.  Two-thirds of workers are suffering from working long hours.  More than a third of office workers are risking their health by taking no breaks at all; 37%  of staff slave away at their desks all day.  This is causing record increases in stress-related illnesses.  We are seeing increases in rates of depression, suicide and alcoholism.  They  are all rising as a result of people working too long hours.  Divorce rates in Britain are at a seven year high.  Working the longest hours in Europe is given as one of the major contributors.  


Recent research by the Medical Health Foundation found that 25% of all workers in Britain work more than five days a week.   One in six workers in Britain works more than 60 hours a week compared with one in eight in the year 2000, so the problem is clearly getting worse.  The Mental Health Foundation says that six out of ten workers are experiencing negative effects from working long hours.  These effects include taking less exercise, spending less time with their partners and neglecting friends and families.  It has taken European legislation to limit working time in the UK, but the 48 hour working week still does not apply to many workers and, disgracefully, the CBI and the Institute of Directors would like us to remain the sick man of Europe and retain the opt-out from the 48 hour rule.  Congress, we must be clear.  There should be no opt-outs from the 48 hour working week. 


The CBI tells us that people have a choice.  Research revealed by PCS tells us that that is not the case.  Independent research found that 48 percent of people regularly feel pressurised either by their extensive workload or by their bosses to work longer than their contracted hours.  Just over a quarter of those replying said that they felt pressurised almost always or often.  The notion that our members and other workers in this country have a choice about their hours is a myth.  Even where unions, and my own is one of them, have negotiated many excellent work/life balance policies, our members do not have the choice to take advantage of them.  Our members are under siege, often working in areas of the public sector, in particular where there are not enough staff to deliver key public services.  How do you keep your working week to reasonable levels when you have nobody else to pick up the workload?


Part-time working is another issue.  Many of our members now have the right to ask for part-time working. If you are a low paid worker it is an economic fact of life that many of them cannot afford to go part-time.  In the Civil Service more than 40 percent of Britain’s civil servants earn less than £15,000 a year.  25 percent of Britain’s civil servants earn less than £13,250.  How can you exercise your right to go part-time when the reality is that your wages do not support that choice?


Therefore, Congress, in passing this resolution, we must demand that the TUC says to the CBI and the Institute of Directors that their attitude is completely unacceptable and it is not sustainable in the long-term.  The CBI’s attitude will build up  health and social problems for the future.  Workaholics should be tackled and treated, not admired.  We should also be clear that working longer hours does not mean working better. 


PCS is working to tackle work/life balance issues in a variety of ways; encouraging members to take up their existing rights, developing new approaches with employers and urging the Government to make statutory improvements where these will help to make work just part of a better balanced life.  


PCS believes that the steps outlined in this motion will begin to tackle the problems.  These demands are not fluffy liberal notions. They are key industrial bargaining issues: a 35 hour week with no loss of pay and increased holidays up to European standards should be core demands in our industrial negotiations.  


The UK is the fourth richest country on the planet.  The wealth of this nation should be invested in achieving a better work/life balance.  Universal child care, for example, would give every child the best start and a fairer future and would help working parents.  Britain’s long hours culture, which is often coupled with low pay, is an impediment to improved productivity and a more civilised society. 


The Government’s proposal to increase the retirement age in the public sector to 65 is disgraceful. Working till you drop is no way to solve the problems of the work/life balance.  The Prime Minister says he shares our work/life balance agenda.  We say to the Prime Minister, stop listening to the CBI, stop listening to the Institute of Directors and listen to the people in the labour and trade union Movement whose members put you where you are, who are crying out for radical action to be taken.  


I hope this composite motion is carried unanimously.  I hope that every affiliate in attendance at this Congress goes back and he shows that his demands are taken up in an industrial agenda.  The time has come that we do not just need words but action.  I urge you to support the composite. 

Roger Lyons (Amicus) seconding the composite motion, said: British workers work 216 hours more than their European counterparts, and the group of workers most likely to work these long hours are men with children.  It is working fathers who bear the brunt of the long hours culture.  It is their children who suffer the absence of fathers due to our long hours culture.  In turn, it is working mothers who have to reduce their paid hours, often losing their position, status and income levels in the labour market in order to provide the care that families need.  In summary, men and women, mothers and fathers, have too little choice and too little power to organise their working time.  This, truly, is a disgrace for our time.  Whilst workers have very limited scope to balance their working time and earn a decent wage, employers have been able to use and abuse the infamous opt-out provisions to force employees to work more than a 48 hour week.  We compare so badly, for example, with France, where the statutory right to a 35 hour week is enshrined in law.  


Meanwhile, the average worker in the UK works 44 hours a week.  Our workers work 9 hours a week more than French workers doing the same work!  What this means is that the working week in the UK lasts for more than one day longer than that in France.  So we really must commit ourselves to a serious campaign which results in a reduction of working hours in the UK today.  


I want to highlight the right also under the new Flexible Working Regulations giving working parents the right to request flexible working.  Undoubtedly, this is a tool which many fathers will be able to take advantage of.  This is because the new right forces employers to seriously consider requests from working fathers to reduce their working time.  Sex discrimination cases can now be taken if they are refused family friendly working practices.  If the employer is obstructive, then industrial action may become necessary.  


Mark pointed to a recent successful campaign by BA workers to defend their work/life balance.  Today, Congress should salute the activists involved including our senior lay rep, Barbara Cunor-Milton, who is here for this debate in the balcony.  They defended their work/life balance and they won.  


We must also re-visit the 35 hour week campaign.  It must be a priority.  The CSEU must launch a campaign based on the £15 million fighting fund left over from the last campaign.  A successful campaign for a 35 hour working week and the widespread adoption of flexible working regulations to improve working fathers’ working time will bring more control to so many workers over their working lives and an introduction to a quality of life already enjoyed by many of our European sisters and brothers.  Tomorrow 


Colleagues, I have pleasure in seconding Composite 10.  

Clive Jones (Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  Many of you will recall, probably some 25 years ago, the forecast by those experts of a date in the future that come the new millennium, we will be working a 20 hour week, not every week, of course, and we would have so much leisure time that it could become a problem itself.  Perhaps it was me and I just got the dates and the centuries wrong.   Now we can have a chance for a proper work/life balance.  It can be done, and done without giving the CBI and employers high blood pressure.  Good employers should welcome it.  ASLEF has had a number of successes with various train operating companies with a four day, 35 hour week.  It is a reality, or soon to become a reality for some.  We still, however, have problems with overtime and rest day working cultures within some companies.  We still have train drivers rostered for 12 hour shifts in a stressful environment.  Stress has been proven to be a killer, and it also leads to numerous health risks. There are examples of train drivers working 60 or 70 hours a week, all work and no life in that balance.  


My trade union is doing much to tackle this problem industrially, but we need more.  We need legal protection and we demand it now.  It is bad enough that we have to work the longest hours in Europe, but worse when those hours become a hazard to public safety and the health of our members.  Fatigue kills.  Long hours on the railway and within many other industries is a national scandal.  We want to see an end to the exemption of transport workers from the Working Time Directive and an end to the nonsense of individual opt-outs which are a green light for bullying managements.  


Quite rightly, we have laws limiting working hours for bus drivers, lorry drivers and airline pilots, but there is no protection at all for train drivers.  A tired driver becomes a dangerous driver.  


For the past year ASLEF has been running a Drive Down the Hours campaign to try and establish some legal decency in the railway industry, and there was much support for Early Day Motion 937 to give us a better work/life balance, to create more jobs and to become a family again.  ASLEF is proud of its industrial achievements, but it recognises the need for political and legislative work to go hand in hand with that.  Thank you.  I urge your support.  

Judy McKnight (Napo) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  Congress, Composite 10 sets out a very broad agenda for the TUC in campaigning for the achievement of work/life balance policies.  I want to concentrate on one part of that motion, the very last bullet point, which calls for policies to ensure that employers exercise their duty of care to their employees including the provision of measurable and manageable workloads.  


In January of this year Napo members in the Probation Service took industrial action in the form of a one day strike.  Our industrial action, the first we had organised nationally for more than ten years, was not about pay or other perhaps more obvious conditions of service.  It was about workloads.  Year after year our members have seen their workloads ratcheted  up and up without any equivalent increase in staffing levels and not only have members faced ever greater case loads but the people they are supervising on probation are increasingly high risk.  Our members’ work has become more and more stressful.  Despite years of promises by our employers to take action to address our workloads, at least introducing policies that would require managers to measure and prioritise workloads, no action was taken.  The pressure on the Probation Service to meet often unachievable targets has meant our employers, effectively, paying lipservice to what they knew were our legitimate concerns.  


So in January our patience snapped and we took industrial action.  It is shameful that it took industrial action to get our concerns addressed, and although things are currently far from perfect we do now at least have workload agreements in place.   We know that our experience is not unique.  Across the board in both the public and the private sector, working people are being driven to distraction by the pressures of meeting unrealistic and unachievable targets.  Often in the name of modernisation, employers are seeking to introduce policies.  Often they are called “flexible working practices” which, in reality, are predicated on staff working longer hours and often more and more unsocial hours including evenings and weekends.  


Congress, the Government have proclaimed themselves committed to work/life balance policies.  Let us campaign to get the Government to make those policies a reality, not a sound bite.  Please support Composite 10.   

Owen Coop (Graphical, Paper and Media Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  President and delegates, the GPMU fully supports the arguments made by the mover and the supporting speakers to this composite.  Of course, we support the call for a 35 hour week to join many of our European counterparts who have already secured a shorter working week with employers.  However, we believe that the first step towards the work/life balance is to ensure that the Working Time opt-out is abolished by this Government.  


Delegates, in March 2000, when the Prime Minister launched the Government’s work/life balance campaign, he said the campaign would focus on three areas.  One of those areas was tackling the long hours culture which exists in this country, but we still have four million UK workers working more than 48 hours a week.  


We, in the GPMU, have a simple answer to the Prime Minister and the way to tackle long hours, and it is this.  End the opt-out now.  This will not only show their commitment as a government to reducing the long hours culture in the workplace, but also it shows their commitment to health and safety in the workplace, many of which are caused after fatigue and tiredness sets in through working long hours in the workplace.     How often do we hear doctors making mistakes through lack of sleep?  How often do we hear about drivers falling asleep through fatigue at the wheel?  Let’s not fool ourselves.  A lot of management encourage long hours rather than pay employees a decent living wage in the first place.  


So, yes, we want a work/life balance and all the benefits that that can bring to our members, but our message is clear to the Government: withdraw the opt-out.  Don’t cop out to the CBI!   We ask you to support the composite. 

Jim Barbour (Fire Brigades’ Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  Conference, I have to tell you that we in the Fire Service will not be waiting with baited breath for this Government to do something positive for ordinary working people.   A 35 hour week with no loss of pay would be nice.  


Congress, in our recent dispute those conditions were on our wish list, amongst other things.  The reality is that firefighters and emergency control staff still work an antediluvian 42 hour week, and our officer members, incredibly, are expected to work a 78 hour week.  On top of all of this, the Government are hell bent on excessive overtime in order to cut jobs, which they call “modernisation”!  


You can be sure that the accountant or the PR executive is into flexi time, job swapping and sabbaticals, but oddly enough the office cleaner is much more likely to be interested in getting in the hours rather than balancing work with life.  


We say the work/life balance should apply to all, not just for the middle classes. I think it is worth reminding ourselves that this Government when it is talking about the work/life balance is also telling us that we will have to work until the age of 70 to pay for our retirement.  The spin doctors will, no doubt, attempt to dress this up as a campaign against ageism, but I am sure we will all see through that one.  What our rulers want is to put more work into life, not more life into work.  We say that a 35 hour week will create jobs, will improve productivity, will reduce workplace stress and will improve family life.  It sounds like a good deal for everyone.  Support the composite.  

Marge Carey (Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:    Congress, our union supports Composite 10.  We understand the problems of the work/life balance, and in many of our areas the retail members work 24/7.  When the companies started to open on Christmas Day, that was the step just too far.  So we introduced a huge campaign throughout the union and with the Government to protect Christmas Day.  I have to say that it was with success.  I would like to thank the General Council for supporting USDAW’s campaign to protect Christmas Day.  With your support, our campaign moved the Government from a position of neutrality and indifference to one of positive support.  For that reason, I would also like to congratulate the Government, too, for listening to our campaign.  It is fair to say that the Christmas Day opening has not yet reached epidemic proportions, but the Government did listen, and they realised that the trend was moving towards widespread opening.  They decided to nip it in the bud before it became unstoppable. 


The Government have recently completed a consultation of all the large stores trading on Christmas Day, and we are confident now that legislation will be introduced to stop all large stores opening on Christmas Day, and that will be effective from next year – 2004.  


As the speakers have said, the work/life balance is an important issue.  It is not just important to our shop workers.  Christmas Day is not important just to our shop workers.  It is a collective day of rest and a day that the vast majority of workers still expect to spend with their families and friends.  


Many thanks to the General Council and to everyone who supported our campaign.  Please support Composite 10.

 The General Secretary:  Congress, the General Council strongly supports the thrust of this motion, ending the long hours culture and establishing a better work/life balance is absolutely a top priority.   However, one aspect of the motion requires an explanation, and that is the part which specifically calls for a statutory limit of 35 hours on the maximum working week and, I think, on this issue we need to enter a specific point.  


Clearly, the 35 hour week is a key bargaining objective for many unions.  In calling for the Government to bring forward legislation and to guarantee that this reduction in working hours is without loss of pay, we need to make progress in bringing down working time for sure, but to require the Government to legislate in this way we think needs to be considered further.   


There is a still a huge problem of excessive hours of working in the United Kingdom, and the individual opt-out that has been referred from the working time regulations maximum of 48 hours means that here in the UK we have no effective limit.  Congress, yes, 35 hours is an important long-term goal and many unions have achieved it.  But, so far as the law is concerned, let us get to 48 hours and get rid of the opt-out as a first step towards that goal.  

*
Composite Motion 10 was CARRIED.

Presentation of Congress Awards

The President:  Colleagues, we now come to that section of the Congress where we honour and recognise the important contribution of our lay activists.  They are, after all, the bedrock of our Movement.  This year marks something of a departure for Congress.  As many of you know, the annual presentation of the Men’s Gold Badge and the Women’s Gold Badge stretches back more than 70 years.  More recently, the Congress Award for Youth was introduced in 1970.  During that period the role of the lay activist has changed and evolved.  Since the 1970s we have seen the creation of health and safety reps.  


Earlier this year we saw the introduction of statutory rights for Union Learning Reps, a major breakthrough, which is already revitalising union organisation, and of course the vitally important foundation for our Movement is the work of lay organisers in recruiting new members and winning recognition agreements.  


To celebrate these achievements for the Movement, this year we present five awards at Congress: the Women’s Gold Badge and the Congress Award for Youth, to recognise the contribution of women and young members to the Movement.  In addition we also present awards to recognise the specific contributions of health and safety reps, learning reps and lay organisers.  In a few minutes, we will present the awards to this year’s winners, but before we do that, we have a video to show you.  

(Video was shown)

Women's Gold Badge

The President: We have seen the video, and now it is time to meet the award winners.  The Women's Gold Badge.  As we have seen, this year's winner of the Gold Badge is Violet Keld.  Violet is an USDAW shop steward at Morrisons where she has worked hard to represent her members, even though she only works part-time.  She has also played an active role in her community where she has always been willing to help people with problems outside of the workplace.  Unfortunately, Violet could not be with us today and her award will be collected by USDAW President, Marge Carey. (Applause) 

Presentation of Women's Gold Badge.
Congress Award for Youth

The President: This year's Congress Award for Youth goes to Ross Marshall.  Ross is 24 years old and works for London Underground.  He is a safety rep, Branch Chair and member of the RMT London Regional Council Executive Committee.  He also sits on the TUC Young Member’s Forum and was this year's winner of the RMT Youth Award.  Ross has been the driving force in the campaign for the RMT to set up its own youth section.  Unfortunately, Ross cannot be with us -- we will get down to some real people soon -- as he is unwell, but his award will be collected by Dawn Elliot of the RMT.  (Applause)

Presentation of Award for Youth.
Award for Learning Rep

The President:  The award for learning rep goes to Sandra Allen of the GMB.  Sandra is a senior rep at Unilever. She managed the highly successful Springboard Union Learning Fund project.  Sandra now manages the GMB's Taste for Learning project which, with the support of the company, has now opened on two site learning centres at Unilever's factories in Grimsby and Hull.  One of these sites received a TUC Award for Best Workplace Learning Centre. (Applause)

Presentation of Award for Learning Rep.
Award for Safety Rep

The President:  This year's winner of the Award for Safety Rep is Anthony Hitchins.  Anthony is the union safety rep for the Transport and General Workers' Union at Peugeot in Coventry.  He has worked hard for a safer workplace by persuading his employers to switch to safer cutting oils, to improve ventilation and to introduce medical checks.  As well as the normal Safety Committee meetings, Anthony and his colleagues now meet the directors every six weeks. (Applause)

Presentation of Award for Safety Rep.  
Award for Organising Rep

The President:  Finally, the Award for Organising Rep goes to Hussain Ali Ahmed.  Hussain led the campaign to organise his workplace, a video distribution centre, over a two year period. In secret, and facing threats of dismissal, he recruited 70  members to help win recognition.  The workers mainly speak Tamil and Hindi and Ahmed used his language skills and community links to organise them.  He encouraged three new reps to come forward and he played an important role during the CAC process, mapping the workplace and taking part in house calls.  (Applause)

Presentation of Award for Organising Rep.

Inaugural Address by the General Secretary

The President:  We now move to the General Secretary's address and, as Robert Taylor recently wrote: "The role of the TUC General Secretary is almost impossible.  It requires an ability to perform a bewildering range of roles with no block votes or big battalions at their instant command.  Any leader of the TUC needs to persuade and cajole their union colleagues through logic, common sense, patience and intelligence.” 

Congress, I feel sure that you will agree that Brendan Barber, our new General Secretary, possesses those qualities in abundance.  The fire service, the BA dispute and public services are just a few of the challenges that Brendan has faced. Congress, I am sure you will agree that Brendan has come through with flying colours. 

Delegates, I am now delighted to call upon our General Secretary, Brendan Barber, to give his inaugural address to Congress.

The General Secretary:  President and Congress, this morning we gave John Monks the send off that he deserved.  He gave wonderful service to the TUC and to the working people of this country.  He gave outstanding leadership to our Movement. 

But I also owe him a great personal debt.  His friendship, his wisdom and his generosity of spirit taught me so much of what is best about our Movement.  When John took office trade unionism was at a pretty low ebb.  Membership was in free-fall.  Among employers derecognition was all the rage.  The Tories were waging war on us and some people even claimed that unions were finished -- we were part of the past, not the future.  Together, we have proved them wrong.  As we heard John say in his first Congress speech:  "When we are united in solidarity there is little we cannot achieve". 

So what have we achieved?  We have won crucial changes to the law from the minimum wage to recognition rights; from parental leave to rights for learning reps.  Falling membership has been halted, with hundreds and hundreds of new recognition agreements.  With the right of every worker in this land to call on union representation, there are now no "no go" zones for trade unionism. 

 The media is fond of saying that these are victories for union bosses.  But they are not.  They are victories for ordinary people that work up and down this land:  hairdressers who now get a minimum wage; the care workers who now get paid holidays for the first time ever; for the air stewards, the printers, the pilots, the bank workers, the journalists, the factory workers, the food workers, the IT staff, the charity workers and all the rest who all now have their union recognised for the first time. They are all proud of their union; proud of the gains that we have made and proud to be part of our future.

So what about our future?  I see three great challenges, each central to why we stand up to be counted as trade unionists today.  First, we stand for social justice.  That is why we fight the inequality and unfairness that still disfigures too much of Britain at work.  Second, we stand for respect at work.  That is why we are out to give people a voice and to drive up the quality of working life.  And, third, we stand for prosperity.  That is why we want to help to build a successful economy; an economy that can generate the wealth, the jobs and the opportunities that can improve all of our lives. 

Let me say something about each of these in turn.  For much of the last century, the gap between rich and poor got smaller.  It was part of what we used to mean by "progress" and by "modernisation".  But now the gap is growing bigger again.  In 1981, the poorer half of the country owned only 13 per cent of the wealth.  By the year 2000 they had to make do with just 1 per cent.  In Britain today, one in three children live in poverty.  Meanwhile, millions of Britain's pensioners struggle desperately to get by.  There is no big secret about why the gap is growing.  Up at the top end, boardroom greed is on the rampage with salaries and bonuses that bust inflation year in and year out and pay-offs the size of a lottery jackpot -- even when they have botched the job and pensions that get ever bigger as their staff schemes are snatched away. 

Meanwhile, at the other end, millions of people suffer the indignity and the hardship of poverty pay.  One in five of Britain's full-time workers today earns £250 a week or less.  These are dry statistics, but each is a family struggling every week to make ends meet, wondering whether they can afford new shoes and clothes for their children and skipping meals so their kids do not go without. 

Take the cleaners at the HSBC headquarters in East London.  They earn just £5 an hour.  What must it be like for them to clean the directors' offices knowing that one of the directors has already been guaranteed a £20 million pay-off!   So let us commit ourselves today to putting the struggle to eliminate low pay at the heart of our trade union mission. 

We do not just demand fair pay but equal pay, too.  We know that for every £10 a full-time man earns a full-time woman earns only £8.  For part-timers the gap is even greater.  The grim reality for too many women is low pay today and then poverty pensions tomorrow.  So Britain's employers need to be told:  "End this discrimination.  Deliver equal pay now". 

Our Movement has to battle discrimination on every front:   The malice that can destroy the working lives of lesbians, gay or transsexual people; the indifference that can deny people with disabilities a decent chance and a fair crack at work.  And discrimination still blights the lives of too many black workers.  The evidence is clear.  If you are black in Britain today you are twice as likely to be unemployed as your white counterpart.  If you are black in Britain today you are less likely to have your employer invest in your skills.  And if you are black in Britain today you are far less likely to reach the top at work. 

It is 10 years since Stephen Lawrence was savagely attacked and murdered on a shadowy South London street.  It is 10 years since a BNP Councillor was elected in Tower Hamlets in East London, and 10 years since the TUC launched our "United Against Racism" campaign because we have a special responsibility to fight racism at work. 

But as BNP election results show -- and they had another gain only last week -- we must be out in the community too, taking our campaign to the street corners and to the doorsteps.  That was the message of the Respect festivals in London and Manchester this summer.  That must be our abiding commitment.  So I ask you to pledge never to rest so long as the BNP try to divide and destroy our communities.  Tackling injustice and inequality is the first great challenge we face. 

So what is the second?  It has to be to drive up the quality of working life.  Our mission has always been about more than pay.  Pay cannot compensate for stress, for a job that uses only a fraction of your talents or for a boss that does not listen.  Top is the issue of time as today's debate highlighted.  It is whether we can balance work with the rest of our lives.  We all need time for rest, time for our families and even some time for ourselves.  It is plainly wrong that British  workers work the longest hours in Europe.  It is shameful that Britain alone in the European Union uses an opt-out from the 48  hour week. 

Every boss can pressurise their staff to sign an opt-out and the evidence is piling up that many do.  One in four of those who signed an opt-out say they were given no choice. Two in three of those who work more than 48 hours have not even been asked to sign. 

Later this year the European Union is to review the opt-out and we know that the business lobbyists are already fighting hard.  They say that everyone has the right to work more than 48 hours a week; it is a kind of free choice issue.  It is not the kind of free choice that I recognise.  It is like saying that people should have the right to work for less than the minimum wage; the right to work in a dangerous environment or to drive when drunk.  Even the Government's own figures show that two in three people working more than 48 hours a week want to work fewer hours. 

That is why, yesterday, I launched the TUC's new campaign:  "it’s about time".  We are asking people to tell us their long hour stories by calling the TUC's timeline or contacting our worksmart website.  Our long hours culture damages people's lives.  But it is also a symptom of just how badly so many of our workplaces are run.  Other countries work fewer hours, have more holidays and yet produce and earn more.  Why can't we?  I say to Government and employers today:  it is about time to wake up.  It is about time to start tackling our long hours culture and it is certainly about time to end the opt-out.

But time is not the only issue.  Skills is the other crucial ingredient in a better working life.  The least skilled work is the least satisfying and the least productive work.  Millions are working way below their talents and capabilities.  They suffer and the country loses out. 

 I am immensely proud of the huge drives forward by our Movement just in the last few years.  I could give you the statistics:  the 300 union learning fund-backed projects that reach into more than a thousand workplaces; countless thousands of workers back into learning that had previously been written off by our education and training systems.  The 5,000 union learning reps, and more every day.  But that is, perhaps, not the best way to do it. 

I get lots of letters every day from junk mail to missives from Ministers.  But none have affected me like the 12 I received  all in one day.  Every single member of a literacy class had used their new skills to write to me to thank the TUC for making their class possible.  Each of them said that without trade unions they would still be missing out on the new worlds that were now beginning to open up to them.  Each of them told me that this was the first letter they had ever written.  

Congress, our work in this field transforms people's lives.  So let us today recognise all the hard work done by the learning reps, by the tutors and the union staff that have begun to make this possible.

Better skills do not just benefit individuals.  They are vital, too, to economic performance.  And that brings me to our third key challenge:  helping to build a successful economy.  What do we mean by that?  We want a full employment economy that generates prosperity for all our citizens and funds public services of the highest possible quality.  If the economy flounders, it is our members and potential members who are hurt the most.  Remember the mass unemployment of the 1980s!  That is why I want to see unions fully harnessed to the task of delivering higher productivity.  At present, our productivity lags dismally behind the United States and major European economies, too. 

There is no single easy answer that will close the productivity gap; no magic wand; no get rich quick scheme.  But there are lots of straightforward steps we can take.  We need more investment in skills, in infrastructure and equipment.  We need better and more skilled managers.  We need determined and smart support for our manufacturers such as using public procurement more intelligently -- the kind that union campaigning helped to win when the Government awarded the Hawk contract to British Aerospace at Brough. 

British manufacturing is under threat, with over 10,000 jobs bleeding away every month, and yet our long term prospects depend critically on maintaining a vibrant manufacturing sector able to compete with the best in the world.  That is why we need more high performance workplaces.  All the evidence shows that you do not get top performance unless the workforce feels valued and no workforce feels valued unless they know that their voice is heard with genuine consultation and hard information. 

The TUC's Partnership Institute is supporting unions and employers working together to change for the better and, crucially, we now have broad agreement with Government and the CBI on how we are going to implement the new Directive on Information and Consultation rights.  Congress, this is a massive opportunity for us.  But it is not something for employers to fear; indeed, it is a crucial step in building the high performance workplaces we need today. 

Congress, I have talked of three great challenges:  overcoming inequality and injustice, boosting the quality of working life and delivering a successful economy.  But what does all this mean for our relationship with the Government? 

It may come as a surprise to you but it is no secret that there have been plenty of tensions and lots of frustration.  That is going to be evident through the course of this week.  The Government has still failed to deliver on the fairness at work that we demand.  Ministers are still too ready to believe employer bleating about so-called red tape and in our vital public services reform often seems to have been something that has been imposed on public servants rather than managed with them. 

We have to press our causes with Government with passion and with commitment and talk straight when we think they have got it wrong.  That is what we will go on doing.  Areas of disagreement inevitably hog the headlines, but it is only part of the picture and we would be selling our own efforts short if we ignored those areas where real progress has been made with this government.  I have already told you of information and consultation rights, learning reps and flexible working.  All these have been secured just in the last few months, along with action to tackle the two-tier workforce in local government and better enforcement of the minimum wage.  There has been movement, too, on the crucial issue of public services reform.

Congress, this issue is absolutely central to the Government's second term.  If the increased funding that they are pumping in -- funding to provide for 400,000 new public servants -- fails to deliver visible improvements they will pay a devastating political price.  But it would not be just the Government that pays the price.  It will be everyone who believes in public services.  The right wing ideologues would take us off in a very different direction. 

"Public funding and public provision does not work", they cry.  "The only way you will see real improvement is if you allow people to buy things for themselves through insurance and vouchers even. "We would rue the day if those ideas ever began to gain ground.  We need to open a new chapter and I hope that the Public Service Forum that the Prime Minister agreed with us last week is the beginning of a new way of working together. 

I say to Ministers, "The stakes are very high".  That is why I say to the Government, "Work with us.  Win the support of the workforce.  Make public servants proud ambassadors, confident that the services they deliver are getting better day by day.  Turn all of our public services into beacons of best practice with fair pay, equal pay, top class management, high quality training and real consultation".

 But my challenge to the Government is even broader than that because I want to see the Government setting out a positive vision for the role that unions can play in achieving all our joint objectives.  Do not just treat us as a problem; something to be squared for the conference season.  Use us.  Use our ability to make business more productive.  Use us for the way that we can bring learning to the workplace.  Use us to make society fairer, to help those at the bottom and tackle the excesses at the top.  And challenge us, too.  We know we can do more to recruit, to organise, to spread partnership.  Make us raise our game too, because it is when we work together that we grow together. 

Congress, trade unionism is needed now as much as for any previous generation.  We have made important gains.  We will go on demanding more from Government and from employers too.  But let us make sure that we are getting the best from the gains that we have already made.  Winning a change in the law does not mean anything unless people at work get the benefit.  That is where unions come in.  That is our job.  We have to make sure that the new rights are not just a chapter in a law book, but a reality in every workplace. 

Whatever happens with Government, our future is in our own hands.  It is for us to shape our own destiny.  I am convinced that this is an age of opportunity for us and I am determined that trade unionism will flourish, rooting out injustice and inequality; helping people get on as well as get even; building an economy to deliver prosperity for us all.  I want Britain at work to be Britain at its best. 

These are mighty tasks and worthy goals but we are a Movement of principles and of purpose.  When we gather together we come together each year to make our points.  Let us make sure we do something even more important, and that is to make a difference.  Thank you. (Applause)

The President: Thank you very much indeed, Brendan, for that stirring and very thoughtful speech.  You have certainly given us all, I think, much to reflect upon.  I am absolutely confident that the TUC will continue to thrive under your leadership.

The President: Delegates, I think we now move to Chapter 4 of the General Council's Report on page 46 on pensions and welfare and I  call on Jeannie Drake to lead in on behalf of the General Council.
Pensions and welfare

Jeannie Drake (General Council) leading in on Chapter 4 of the General Council's Report said:  President and Congress, there have been many issues competing for public attention this year, but pensions have surely seized a position of dominance.  We have seen a sustained and systematic attack by employers on workers' retirement savings.  High quality final salary schemes have been closed for new employees.  Inferior defined contribution schemes with much lower employer contributions are all, if anything, that is offered to new staff. 

We have heard the excuses.  "Asset prices have fallen  -- the stock market has collapsed";  "FRS 17 means pension fund liabilities are greater than the value of the company"; and "Final salary pensions are no longer suitable for a mobile workforce". 

But, Congress, let us be clear.  That is what they are – excuses!  They cannot explain why the slow trickle away from final salary schemes has become a raging torrent.  Employer opportunism has to play a large part. 

Yes, it is true that asset prices have fallen and it is true that accounting standards create problems.  But what motivates employers more than anything else is the desire to transfer the risk to employees and to reduce costs.  British employers will save billions by closing final salary schemes.  

For years and years when the stock market was rising employers took contributions holidays.  When stock markets fell, first they transferred the risk onto the employees and now, when they have to start paying into pensions again, many are dumping their responsibility and, in the worst cases, simply walking away from fund deficits and all the human misery that that causes. 

The post-war consensus on a tripartite responsibility for pensions between employers, employees and Government is no longer a consensus.  While workers are seeing their pensions cut, many top directors making these decisions continue to enjoy hugely generous final salary pensions.  They feather their own nests while our members suffer. 

Congress, this cannot go on.  Urgent action is needed to re-build the UK pension system.  The voluntary system has failed.  That is why the General Council are calling for a new pension settlement based on re-asserting the principle of shared responsibility.  Government, workers and employers all have to play their part.  

The Government has to provide a decent basic pension operated in line with earnings.  Yes, we acknowledge the Pension Credit is a step in the right direction, but reliance on increasing means testing is a real weakness.  Government must reform a state system that disadvantages millions of women and penalises them for their caring responsibilities, their low pay and often their part-time status.  But, for shared responsibility to re-assert itself, employers must be under an obligation to contribute to a pension scheme -- and workers must contribute too. 

This shared responsibility must be supported by a public and fiscal policy infrastructure.  One of the biggest problems we face today is the catastrophic fall in employer contributions which reinforces the lost opportunity for accumulating pension benefits which increasing numbers of workers face.  

So are the Government acting fast enough?  The Pensions Green Paper and the action plan published in June contain important and useful measures:  a Pension Protection Fund to guarantee that if an employer goes bust workers will still get their pensions; an immediate change in the law so that solvent employers winding up their pension scheme meet their promises in full and more effective rights for unions and workers to be properly informed and consulted -- a need illustrated by the totally unacceptable behaviour of Smith Industries covered in the emergency motion which we are taking in this debate. 

But these positive steps, welcomed by the General Council, have been balanced by some negative moves:  the reduction of limited price indexation of the pensions from 5 per cent to 2.5 per cent and the proposal to increase the public service pension age. 

Let me be clear here too.  The General Council are opposed to these proposals and we will campaign against them to change the Government's mind. 

And while encouragingly the Green Paper did include a chapter on women and pensions, it said nothing about how poverty among women pensioners could be tackled; nothing about improving women's entitlement to the basic state pension; nothing about getting more women into occupational pensions and nothing about closing the gender pay gap.  91 per cent of those not receiving a full basic state pension are women and two-thirds of women pensioners have no access to occupational pensions. 

The General Council support Composite 16 which addresses these issues and I commit the General Council to putting the issue of pension provision for women at the heart of the agenda over the next year. 

Congress, we need a much wider and better informed debate about pensions.  The new Pensions Commission will help in that process but the General Council has to play a role. 

 Other organisations have published detailed proposals for the reform of the pension system:  the National Association of Pension Funds, the IPPR, the Pensions Policy Institute and the New Economics Foundation with their proposal for People's Pensions. 

 The General Council will assess all of these proposals and we will take the best of these ideas and press the Government hard to think afresh.  The General Council supports Composite 23. It is consistent with existing Congress policy but calls on us to raise our campaigning profile and raise our game to show that workers are angry with what is happening to their pensions and to show employers that their double standards are damaging relations at work. 

We talk the language of shared responsibility and we mean it.  Pensions are too important to be left to the goodwill of employers.  We need a strong statutory framework -- a clear obligation on employers to contribute. 

But we need to apply best practice too.  Unions have a critical role to play in educating members about pensions.  If we have negotiated a good scheme then we have an interest in making sure that workers join it.  Workplace representatives should see it as part of their daily work to encourage workers to join the pension scheme. 

In conclusion, Congress, the pensions crisis is not solely an issue for existing pensioners or a concern for those who have reached their 50s and are suddenly motivated by enlightened self-interest.  This is a cross-generational issue where young and old have common cause.  It is today's pensioners, your future and our children's inheritance.  So let us go forward today united in our commitment to a determined campaign on pensions.

Congress, support Composite 16 and Composite 23

The President: Thank you very much, Jeannie.

Pensions 
Christine Bond (Broadcasting, Entertainment, Cinematograph and Theatre Union) moved Composite Motion 23.  

She said:  Mr. President and Congress, there is a continuing crisis in the occupational pensions.  There is a continuing closure of final salary schemes for workers but, as pointed out by the TUC's own pension watch survey, not for company directors who are still to be found awarding themselves final salary pension schemes.  There has been widespread reduction in pension benefit to workers and serious concern about the massive extent of pension scheme deficit. 

This Congress calls on the General Council to prioritise its campaigning on pensions.  Congress, the definition of "pension" in a dictionary is "a monthly payment to someone retired from work" -- payment deferred from their working years, I would say.  All workers should have access to secure and sufficient retirement income, whether they have worked for 40  years for one company or, as is more likely, having worked for many employers -- sometimes 40 employers you might find with our freelance members.  

Pensions and pension schemes are a serious matter to the collective bargaining position of our Congress members.  The safety of being within a collective net protects workers.  The push to make pensions an individual responsibility leaves members vulnerable.  Look at the 401 case in America and look at the idea of maybe ending up with voucher pension schemes.  If our 21st century economy is to succeed our pensioners have to have access to secure and sufficient income.  The key element of a campaign should be a minimum compulsory employee contribution with a target in excess of 10 per cent.  Employer pension scheme assurances to protect schemes.  Pension scheme membership as a right of employment.  Tax incentives to make sure the schemes work well.  Review of legislation impacting on schemes and the protection of existing members' right to occupational pensions without abatement of their contractual retirement age. 

Gerald Imison (Association of Teachers and Lecturers) seconding the composite motion said:  Mr. President, it is an honour for ATL to be invited to second Composite 23 because, in our belief, it is one of the most crucial issues that is being addressed this week.  It has been referred to in all the major speeches that we have had and it is an issue which affects all our members -- our present members, our past members and, as Jeannie has said, our future members.

The TUC -- it is quite clear -- is aware of the crisis.  The problem is that the Government is still saying, "Crisis?  What crisis?"  All the unions who brought forward resolutions in Composite 23 are, in different ways, urging exactly the same thing.  Until the Government accepts that there is a crisis on pensions and that it, the Government, is crucial to finding a solution, then we will have a situation where too many workers will not be able to afford to retire and, when they do, will not be able to afford to live in their retirement. 

Ironically, of course, it is in the Government's own interests because, with inadequate pension provisions, there will be a greater financial burden on the state.  Poor pension arrangements mean state financing will climb out of control.  Of course, this was initially a problem that was largely found outside the state sector but now, particularly with the publication of "Action on Occupational Pensions", it has moved firmly into the public sector.  It seems quite clear that the Government has failed to learn the lessons from Robert Maxwell.  It, itself, thinks that it can play with public sector funds as though these were Government property, rather than money held in trust for pensioners to come. 

But the impact is not just in the future.  It will hit present workers at a time when, as you, President, said this morning, social partnership is important to deliver improving standards.  Making changes such as raising the normal retirement age will alienate public servants where morale is already fragile and make public service a less attractive option.  The position will be that for teachers, staff will be more likely to leave much earlier than they are at present in order to establish a second career well before retirement. 

The public sector reform agenda requires committed careerists and, against a background of uncompetitive salaries and inferior conditions, the pension provision has always been a crucial part of the employment package.  There have been dramatically negative implications for the teaching force on the proposals made by the Government. 

What do we want?  Essentially this:  action to ensure proper, stable, safe and adequate pension arrangements for all.  It is action that is the key.  Words and rhetoric go only so far.  We need a sustained, raised campaign.  On this issue the Government has to move and if they will not move freely the TUC must move them.  I second.

 Lorimer Mackenzie (FDA) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  Congress, let me start by saying that I agree with the Government when it says that action is needed on pensions.  We are all aware of the misery caused to those who have seen the pensions and had their lives wrecked.  No one should have their futures taken away from them, and yet that is precisely what the Government seems to be proposing with its changes to the pension age for public servants. 

My union represents senior managers in the civil and public service.  My managers have the honour of working for the Government  -- whatever government.  Without my members, governments of any hue could not deliver anything to anyone.  And yet it seems as if this Government wishes to repay us with a fundamental attack on those who have served it so professionally. 

Throughout their working lives civil servants have become used to being paid less -- sometimes much less -- than the private sector equivalents.  This is unfair but successive governments have made it clear that it comes with the territory.  "Anyway" -- they argue -- "you have better pensions and you have greater job security".  Job security is not what it used to be and now they are attacking our pensions.  They are attacking our pensions, not because there is any problem with our pensions but because of the way that the private sector has been behaving about its.  I suppose I should not be surprised that the public sector workers are being kicked.  It is a common enough reaction from governments.  What makes it all the worse is the hypocrisy in how and when it is being done. 

We have only just finished a massive exercise in the form of the Civil Service Pension Scheme.  After years of negotiations the Civil Service Union has agreed with the Government a scheme which is intended to take us forward into the brave new world of the 21st century.  The exercise involved all members of the scheme -- literally hundreds of thousands -- making choices  on their pension provision.  The deadline for the choices to be made was the end of March this year.  Once it had got those hundreds of thousands of individual choices, what do the Government do?  Less than three months later, it tells us it is changing the rules.  Underhand does not even begin to describe that sort of behaviour.  You ask people to make choices which will affect them for decades to come and the Government move the goalposts. You would not be surprised to hear that some of my members are very angry.  It can take quite a lot to make senior civil servants very angry, but this has angered them.

The Government called this paper "Simplicity, Security and Choice".  From my members the message is that we welcome simplicity, we welcome security and we welcome choice.  We want the simplicity we would get from leaving our pension age where it is, at 60, we want the security of knowing that a Government is not going to cheat us of our expectations and, as to choice, hundreds of thousands of civil servants have only just made theirs.  So if the Government sees any problem with this, we will help keep it simple for them:  "leave our pensions alone!"

Christine Robinson (Accord) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Along with our brothers and sisters in UNIFI, I represent staff in the Halifax Bank of Scotland Group.  I am also appearing before you, and it is sort of comforting that half the room have left, as a blithering idiot.  I actually was about to press the print button on my laptop at 10 past 2 when it decided to eat my speech but I shall do the very best I can and hope for your dispensation.

I am actually supporting motion 23, and paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 detail our position on the anti-discriminatory element of the proposals, which, incidentally, are not very well detailed in themselves.  Our concern is that this could potentially be a backdoor route to extend working lives.  Whilst we recognise the diversity and flexibility that the proposals support, we must actively campaign against this being used to force an increase in the retirement age to 70.  An extended working life should only be through employee choice, and for enjoyment and fulfilment, not for subsistence, and we have to strive to protect that choice.

Speaking very briefly of subsistence, yesterday I attended the Pensioners’ Rally.  It was very poorly attended and I promised Jack Jones that I would offer up his challenge to delegates here to give the rally more support.  Rodney Bickerstaffe said something that has been reiterated by a number of speakers: “Pensions are for yesterday’s, today’s, and tomorrow’s issues and we should be addressing them collectively, not as pensioners or workers but together.”  We should do that with the National Pensioners’ Convention and I hope that you will rise to Jack’s challenge.  He ended yesterday as I am going to do, although I am not actually going to sing to you.  Jack does sing, Keep Right on to the End of the Road.  I can see a few faces out there who might be familiar with this song, certainly I am, but there is a poignant line in that that does not leave a dry eye in the house, “When you are tired and weary, still carry on”.  I do not think so, do you?  Support the composite.

Carol Mochan (British Dietetic Association) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: I am glad to be part of the composite on pensions.  The BDA has always been a supporter of the TUC’s campaign to ensure that all workers have access to a secure income in retirement.  With the publication of the Government paper, Simplicity, Security and Choice, and the expected Pensions Bill in 2004, this interest has clearly continued.  Pensions provision is a complex issue, as we have heard, and I do not propose to have answers to how we may resolve the ever-growing crisis, rather I believe that to ensure the future for all the trade unions the TUC must be detailed and precise in its scrutiny of the Government proposals.  The trade unions together with the TUC must provide a strong voice to ensure a fair distribution of wealth is transferred from the working to the retired.  

Our motion, in particular, focuses on the proposed changes to the retirement age and the current review of public sector pension schemes such as the one being undertaken of the NHS scheme in England and Wales.  This review contains the proposal to raise the age of retirement of public sector workers from 60 to 65.  Whilst the BDA welcomes the Government proposals to outlaw age discrimination, those that desire to continue working should under new laws be allowed to do so, and the BDA fully support this.  As trade unions we must, in particular, look to ensure this does not disadvantage others who may not be able to continue or who may be in the type of work that makes it much less desirable to do so.   

In the proposed changes to the NHS scheme a heavy reliance on increased normal pension age is clear.  The August briefing paper from the NHS Confederation states, “It is envisaged that by the end of 2006 all new staff will join on the new conditions, that is normal pension age of 65,” and then it goes on to say that a key task for the scheme review would be to decide on how the higher pension age would apply to the future service of existing staff.  It seems that with a now already stretched and undervalued public sector this will cause increased levels of stress and disappointment.  

While as trade unions we want to see people continue to work in public sector jobs, we do not want this forced through mandatory increased pensionable age, rather it would seem obvious to suggest the Government may wish to look at retention of staff in the public sector through increased job satisfaction and other attractive packages.  Secondly, can we be sure that the Government can successfully make such a substantial change to public sector pensions without making changes or cutting out accrued rights?

Congress, the BDA is a small organisation and so needs the TUC and its resources to assist it in protecting its members.  This is why we urge the General Council to continue its detailed scrutiny of government proposals.  It must ensure no loopholes are left that will enable employers to exploit such changes that are likely to be contained in any Bill laid down before Parliament in 2004.  Congress, I support.

Patrick Carragher (British Association of Colliery Management – Technical, Energy and Administrative Management) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: I really want to confine my remarks to that part of the composite that deals with the issue of compulsion.  I have to confess that I am not a pensions professional, a qualified actuary, or anything like that but it seems to me that if we are going to address this crisis that faces the pensions industry, we have to address the fundamental problem of funding.  We have to make sure that we fund our savings pot for retirement and to make sure that there is going to be sufficient in it.

During the last Conservative government in the 1980s the government, partly I think because they felt they wanted to encourage individual investment in the private sector, partly because they wanted to make pensions portable, and partly because they were obsessed with choice, introduced personal pensions.  That was not really a proper choice.  What was on offer was a less well-funded vehicle for our future pensioners that, in effect, sold them short.  It would be wrong to pretend that there was a golden age of pensions but we certainly had a much more robust system when we had wide coverage through properly funded occupational superannuation schemes.  What we have seen over recent years is a continual flight from that and really the Government has to grasp the nettle here.  If we are going to be serious about not causing a crisis for this generation in old age and not mortgaging the cost for future generations we need to make sure that we fund properly.  I would call upon the Government not to run away from those hard decisions because without them this crisis will remain with us and get worse.  I support the composite.

Bobby Barnes (Professional Footballers’ Association) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  I was a professional footballer for 16 years playing for clubs at various levels and now on a day-to-day basis my job involves looking after the interests of our members at every level.  The proposed legislation under the Government Green Paper chooses to move the exemption that we currently enjoy at age 35 for our members to take their benefit and equalise the earliest retirement age to 55. This would be immensely damaging to the financial well-being of our members.  Contrary to public opinion, the vast majority of professional footballers are not in the supertax bracket.  Second and Third Division players in fact tend to have salary levels much more closely linked to the national average.  Footballers share the same concerns as workers from all disciplines.  They all have mortgages and bills to pay, and increasingly job security is very much becoming a thing of the past.   Indeed, the average career for a professional footballer is actually eight years and the fallout rate up to the age of 21 is 80 per cent.

Our members generally leave school at age 16 with few skills to equip them for a second career.  We as a union spend in excess of £5 million a year on our retraining and education programmes.  Pension benefits at age 35 provide a cushion to help ease the transition from football to a second invariably lower paid career.  Should the exemption be removed, sportsmen will face severe financial hardship with inevitable reliance on the state while members adjust to a brand new career in their early 30s at a time when they are raising families.  At a time when the Government is urging individual pension provision this legislation will discourage people from saving at a time when their earnings make them most capable of doing so.  Sport provides entertainment and employment for millions of people in this country so please support the composite.

Tony Woodley (Transport and General Workers’ Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Sisters and brothers, this is the single biggest hot potato that faces our members in this country today.  We have pensions with a double crisis.  On the one hand, we have the state pension, which is still too low and still without that absolutely vital link to state earnings.  On the other hand, we have occupational pensions themselves in crisis.  We are seeing a campaign of naked shameless robbery by the fat cats who are out there that leaves hundreds of thousands of our workers without the pension they have paid for, whilst in the boardroom we see them making off with literally billions of pounds, as Jeannie said.  In fact, £19 billion of pension surpluses have been stolen – and I do use the word “stolen” – from our pension funds over the last few years.  Pensions are deferred wages and they are payment for work our members have already done.  Ronnie Biggs has spent 35 years on the run for stealing pennies compared to what companies are doing to our pensions right now, today.  We need to address both aspects of the pensions crisis.  With regards to the state pension our position is very clear.  We demand the return of the link between state pensions and earnings, not a fudge, not a delay, but for it to be done now, and immediately.  We want to see an end to the indignity of means testing and an end to pensioner poverty.  

Chair, with your indulgence, I would just like to say this, as another speaker has done.  There is no bigger embodiment of a fight for pensioner rights than Jack Jones.  Jack, up on that platform behind us, I would like to say on behalf of all of us, thank you very very much for what you have done for us.  I have no doubts, comrades, that Rodney Bickerstaffe will continue that tremendous work.  Let nobody say that we have a country that cannot afford to meet the demands we are making.  If we can find billions and billions of pounds for an illegal and unacceptable war, we can look after our pensioners in this country today. The Labour Government, our Labour Government, must act to bring justice to state pensions.  In my view, on occupational pensions they must force employers compulsorily to pay, compulsorily to contribute to occupational pension schemes.  That is the only way to force them to move on.  No more pension holidays, no more payouts, no more excuses.  

Colleagues, I will finish on this.  Fighting back makes a difference to our members.  It is time that this TUC, our TUC, stopped complaining and started campaigning with a national TUC public rally on this big issue.  If the jolly foxhunt brigade can do it, so can we, and we will make a difference.

Dave Tyson (Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: The need for a major improvement in state pension provision is a common ground in our Movement.  All retired men and women should be able to live in security without the indignity of means testing.  That is a basic demand of the great pensioners’ movement led by Jack Jones, and now Rodney Bickerstaffe.  Let me say that I was proud to be able to attend their eve of Congress rally yesterday.  I hope that next year we will see even more Congress delegates turning up to show their support and solidarity for this important event.

Colleagues, ASLEF wishes to draw to your attention to one particular important aspect of the pensions crisis.  This is the danger of placing all our funds and all our hopes on the stock market.  This is partly a matter of common sense.  The stock market is volatile and can slump as well as boom, putting the value of pensions at risk.  There is also the important ethical issue.  Where is the sense in putting our pensions at mercy on the very companies we condemn, the exploiters of the Third World, the polluters, and the arms merchants?  There is an alternative, the people’s pension fund.  These allow pension funds to be invested in buildings of public infrastructure projects, schools, health facilities, housing and transport.  The people’s pension fund is aiming to create a secure, rational and principled investment model that will benefit not only pensioners but also our community as a whole.  I believe it is time for the labour movement to look seriously at these alternatives and stop getting away from the casino economy of our pensions, and move forward to a radical new look at pensions investment.  I urge the General Council to consider seriously investigating these opportunities provided by the people’s pension fund.  I support.

Mark Serwotka (Public and Commercial Services Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Congress, we have a pensions crisis.  What we are seeing is twilight robbery.  The question facing this Congress and the whole of the trade union Movement on the growing pensions crisis is what are we going to do about it.  Congress, there is anger and worry amongst PCS members both in the public and private sector.  In the UK we see workers not earning enough to join company pension schemes.  Half of all remaining final salary pension schemes have been shut to new employees or closed completely in the last 12 months. Congress, that has saved British employers £1.6 billion.  Pension funds are £250 billion short of the sum needed to match potential commitments.  The state pension system is insufficient to deliver a decent living income.  Many workers are being forced out of retirement because they cannot afford to live.  As part of the Government’s “work till you drop” policies, proposals are now on the table to raise the public sector pension age to 65.  

Congress, the Government’s action on pensions is short-termist.  It fails to meet the needs of workers and pensioners and will result in either workers having to work longer or struggle to exist in their old age.  Congress, contrast that to the story for the bosses and directors where the average director’s pension fund in a final salary scheme is worth £2.3 million; this pays a pension of between £168,000 to £300,000 a year whereas the average Civil Service pension is £4,000 a year.  It is an outrage.  

Congress, Britain is a rich country.  It is a matter of political priorities.  As Tony Woodley has said, if we can afford billions of pounds for an illegal war in Iraq, surely we can afford decent pensions for the pensioners of today and the pensioners of tomorrow.  Congress, yes, all of us should indulge in talks with our employers and the Government but the Government’s approach is designed to pick us off one by one.  When the General Council met Andrew Smith, the minister, he assured the public sector unions we would have negotiations on our individual pension schemes.  

Congress, this is not an issue where we should fall into the trap of being picked off while each union just seeks to defend its own scheme.  Congress, we need maximum unity.  We need to decide at this Congress and back in our affiliated unions what we are going to do about it.  We need the maximum unity between public and private sector unions and workers, maximum unity with the National Pensioners Convention, building unity between the pensioners of today and the pensioners of tomorrow.  We need a national demonstration and rally.  We need regional activities and events and, yes, Congress, let us be clear, PCS believes we need a sustained campaign and a national demonstration in this country.  If French, German, Italian, and Austrian workers can take to the streets in their hundreds of thousands, then we can do it in this country.  

Congress, there are some in the trade union Movement who say such action will let the Tories back in.  If we make too much of a fuss, then the Tories and Iain Duncan Smith will sneak back into government.  The view of PCS is that what will let the Tories in is if the Labour Government fails to take decisive action to protect working-class people in this country.  Let us support the composite but let us be clear, we need massive action, probably including industrial action, a national demonstration, and a national day of action to show this government we mean business.  Congress, support the composite.

Tony Brockman (National Union of Teachers) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: In any decent society, the fact that people are living longer ought to mean that the full range of state and occupational pension provision will be improved.  Instead, this Government seems determined, despite all its rhetoric about pension flexibility, to put a straitjacket on public sector schemes, a straitjacket which would force workers to choose between taking a worsened pension at 60 or to work a further five years to get the benefits that they thought they had already paid for.  This cost-cutting approach is not just a disgraceful swindle, it is wholly unnecessary.  

Existing public sector schemes, and especially the new Civil Service scheme, have been actuarially assessed as able to pay benefits from age 60 on current expected life spans.  That is why the National Union of Teachers gives notice that it will fight any imposed increase in the pension age and warns Government that this is the last straw for a profession which is already demoralised by the never-ending cascade of half-baked, untried, initiatives and hoops through which teachers are expected to jump.  You might have thought that they would realise the need for a rejuvenated rather than a geriatric profession to perform these gymnastics but the effect of their proposals would be to make teaching, which is already in recruitment crisis, even less attractive to new recruits.

Teaching requires not just intellectual agility, it makes surprisingly physical demands on teachers as well.  It is sheer cruelty to compel teachers to give up their expected retirement benefits at 60 and to put in an extra five years. Not only that, Congress, but the changes threaten the quality of children’s education as well: firstly, by worsening the teacher shortage and depriving children of the right to be taught by a qualified teacher and, secondly, by providing children with semi-conscripts as teachers rather than teachers who still have the enthusiasm and energy to ensure that their children succeed.

Congress, please pass this composite unanimously and build for a massive demonstration to defend our public sector pension provision.

Peter Pendle (Association for College Management) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: ACM members work in further education and over 90 per cent are members of the teachers’ pension scheme.  I am going to cover the two main issues that ACM added to the composite but before I do so I want to touch on the issue of increasing the retirement age in public sector pension schemes.

When the Times Educational Supplement splashed the news about a possible increase in the retirement age for members of teachers’ schemes from 60 to 65, our phone lines lit up.  It takes an awful lot to wind up my members.  No other issue has caused so many members to contact the head office in a single day.  There was a fair amount of panic and no one welcomed the idea; all expressed concern.   The impact of this move will affect more than just individuals.  Colleges are already finding it difficult enough to recruit and keep qualified lecturers and managers: low pay, poor job security, and high levels of stress mean that many leave early.  If they know they will have to work for another five years, the problem will only get worse.

I would like to turn now to our two main issues.  Firstly, we are calling for employers to encourage public sector workers to remain in their final salary schemes.  Sadly, the fact that membership of pension schemes is not a condition of service means that there are still those who opt out of their employers’ schemes.  When they retire their incomes are very likely to be less than they would have been had they joined the scheme.  Of course, critics of public sector final salary schemes say that they are a drain on the taxpayer and that in any case why should a public sector worker enjoy the benefits of a final salary scheme when everyone else is closing theirs down?  Such thinking is not just narrow-minded, it is actually very short-sighted.  Who will end up paying the price if public sector workers walk away, or have their schemes taken away?  Instead of living on pensions related to the final salary and paying taxes, we will have to fund the full social cost of pensioners living on low incomes and needing support from the state.   We say to public sector employers, until membership becomes a condition of service make sure people join the pension scheme.

Our second key issue concerns scheme rules that favour married couples and discriminate against unmarried partners.  This happens in many public sector pension schemes.  It seems almost inconceivable that in a modern society where we have more choice over our lifestyles that there is still one set of rules for married couples and another for those who are not.  A common example can be seen when it comes to widows’ and widowers’ pensions.  Despite living as a couple, if you were not married to your partner, then your partner will not get a pension.  If you were married, then they will.  This is wrong and it must be changed.

Colleagues, a few years ago pensions were seen as a specialist issue and only of concern to those about to retire or understand how they work, but the falling stock market, the closure of final salary schemes, and the theft of entire pension funds, has changed all of this.  Pensions are a vital issue and this is an important composite.  Please give it your support.

Malcolm Keight (Association of University Teachers) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: President, Congress, I have to say that as a union official who has negotiated retirement terms and early retirement deals for over 20 years I have long been concerned that it is a real matter of regret that I now have to recommend to members as a reasonable offer what just a few years back would have been quite unsatisfactory.  Early retirement terms are now far less than they were ten years ago.

The impact of an ageing population, privatisation, large-scale restructuring in both public and private sectors, is not a new phenomenon.  The impact of stock market unpredictability whilst not new seems to be a rediscovered excuse to erode and reduce hard-earned entitlements of workers.  We are told that the stock markets are largely driven by sentiment.  We cannot expect our members to have to plan for their retirement on the sentiments of City dealers and brokers, and analysts, who pick up fat five and six-figure bonuses whether the markets go up or down.

As others have noted, when market sentiment was high employers gave themselves holidays from paying pension contributions.  When sentiment is low, it seems workers must lose their expected benefits.  The benefits of occupational pensions are the result of years of campaigning and negotiation by the trade union Movement.  Now, through market-based actuarial valuations and excessively stringent tax and accounting regulations, those benefits are being rapidly dismantled.  Most public sector schemes are not in fact dependent upon valued funds, therefore the Government’s proposal in the Green Paper, Simplicity, Security and Choice, to reduce public sector pension benefits by increasing the normal retirement age from 60 to 65, is not a response to market pressures but a piece of blatant opportunism to reduce benefits and put people under financial pressure to work longer.

The Government has voiced concern that young people today are not providing enough for their own retirement whilst at the same time employers, both public and private, are looking to reduce their contributions.  Workers, it seems, must provide for the long-term but employers can get away with whatever they can in the short term.

Congress, the TUC must give this campaign the absolute top priority.  We must press beyond dignity at work and look to dignity throughout life.  We must unite the campaigning of pensioners and those who have applied significant amounts of their pay, and their current pay, to provide for retirement.  Everyone must take responsibility for the future, workers, employers and, most of all, the Government.  There must be no opt-outs.  There must be no short change.  I urge Congress to support composite 23 and go back to your unions and campaign, and support this campaign to the utmost.  Thank you, President.

Florence Sparham (Equity) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: I would like to touch on how the move to equalise all pension schemes would be damaging for many Equity members.  Like professional sports persons already mentioned by Bobby Barnes of the Professional Footballers’ Association, many performers are reliant on their physical movement capabilities for their livelihood.  For performers such as dancers, circus artists, those who are members of national ballet companies and those working in West End musicals, their professional careers peak in their 20s and it is completely unrealistic to envisage them performing in the same way through their 50s and into their 60s.  Even if they felt they could, there is a distinct lack of roles and work opportunities for dancers as they get older, but that is another debate.

These workers rely on the security of an occupational pension for when they are no longer able to perform. The need for pensions in this area has been recognised by employers, and until recently by the Government.  The Government has stressed its desire to move people away from state support and make them more self-reliant.  To take away the early pension rights of this specific group of workers would be in opposition to this aim, forcing many to turn to benefits or worse, trying to extend their careers longer than they would be physically able and so risking long-term injury.

If dancers and other physical performers were to be denied the right to claim their pensions from 35 years onwards they could well find themselves financially destitute whilst seeking new employment, all unable to afford the costs of retraining and thereby missing out on a chance to take up a second career and pay towards their final retirement at 60.  This is important, bearing in mind that retraining is essential to those who have spent their lives, many from early youth or even childhood, in dance training, often at the expense of other skills and interests.  As with professional footballers, there is a perception that performers are on huge salaries but this is only true of a small number of stars.  The average dancer working in shows or for a dance company is not likely to be on the sort of salary that would allow them to save significantly outside of a pension scheme.  To those working in these fields the right to claim their pensions early is invaluable and they are asking for no more than what is theirs anyway.

Physical performers of all sorts bring immense enjoyment to many people and help sustain an important part of the economy, particularly in London.  It would be a shame to see individuals deterred from pursuing their craft because of a fear of having nothing to fall back on when what must be a relatively short career comes to an end.  The Professional Footballers’ Association and Equity have already talked to the Department of Work & Pensions and the Inland Revenue, and today I urge Congress to throw their weight behind this matter by supporting this motion before formal proposals are put forward by the Government in a White Paper due for the autumn.  Please support.  Thank you.

Tony Poynter (ISTC, The Community Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: I am very pleased to be able to support this motion on behalf of the ISTC.  Most of the pension news these days is gloomy.  I bring good news.  Nearly a year ago our members in Caparo went on strike twice to have their final salary pension schemes restored.  These were the first strikes in Britain on pensions.  We won them.  I work for Corus on Teesside.  You may have heard of the commercial problems that Corus have and are struggling to overcome at the present time but the company’s final salary pension scheme is perfectly sound.  It is better managed than the company has been for many years, mainly because it is jointly managed by the trade unions and the management.  We have reposted an attempt by the company to deny scheme membership to new employees.  We won these battles because our members value pensions as much as their wages.  Now they all recognise there is something special about wages; if a company becomes insolvent, employees’ pay has the first claim on assets and the state picks up responsibility for shortfalls, but this does not apply to pensions.  That is morally wrong.  It is morally wrong that hundreds of employees of Allied Steel & Wire stand to be denied most of their pension, some of them virtually on the eve of their retirement.  

The Government acknowledges now that it has been a formal obligation under an EU directive on insolvency to guarantee the payment of pensions.  The British Government should have done this 20 years ago.  Andrew Smith should have addressed it as a top priority.  He has done something to cover future failures but nothing for the people in ASW, or in similar schemes.  As I speak now, an ISTC delegation is meeting Andrew Smith in London to press him again to assist the Allied Steel & Wire workers.  If that fails today, the ISTC, with our colleagues in Amicus, is going to take on the Government to pursue it through the courts to win back the basic entitlement.  This case matters to all of us in Britain and we count on the TUC to take a supportive interest in the coming months.  We support the motion.

Val Salmon (Fire Brigades’ Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: As a working mother of 36 years, battered and bruised but very proud and certainly not beaten member of the Fire Brigades’ Union, it will come as no surprise to all out there that, like everyone else, our pension schemes are under attack.  The Local Government pension scheme covers all our emergency fire control staff but 27 years in and suddenly the light at the end of the tunnel is disappearing fast, no longer retirement at 65 but possibly 70, and if we are ill, we virtually have to provide a death certificate to leave.  The result is that our members are suffering from ill health, particularly stress, and still having to work or face being sacked under capability.  The 85 rule we hoped would provide welcome release, but it is so restrictive that it may as well not exist.  The Firefighter pension scheme is occupational and by no means under-funded by our members who pay 11 per cent contributions.  At present a firefighter has to be fit for operational duties, and rightly so, but threats are afoot to remove that clause -- not to assist members but to restrict recruitment, and obliterate ill-health retirement. Again, our members are being pressurised.  Those who work in the emergency service are forced to work past 55 or 30 years’ service.   There is also no mention of same sex partners, even after all this time.  

We will continue to expose the fact that final salary pension schemes are in financial difficulty because our employers have squandered the cash.  We will continue to defend our pension scheme and we totally support the call for a national campaign, including a campaign of action on all aspects of pensions.  It is a disgrace what this Government is trying to do.  We must take the opportunity to unite and fight this onslaught for our past, our present, and our future.  Support the composite.

The President: Thank you very much, Val.  I have no further speakers.  There has been no speaker against.  I do not know whether BECTU still wants to exercise a right of reply? (No reply) Thank you very much indeed.  We can move to the vote on Composite 23.

*
Composite Motion 23 was CARRIED.  

Women and Pensions
The President: I now call composite motion 16, Women and Pensions.  As Jeannie Drake indicated in her lead-in, the General Council support the composite. 

Diana Holland (TUC Women’s Conference) moved Composite Motion 16, she said: After 27 years working in the catering industry, an active shop steward, and bringing up a family, this is one woman’s view of her future in retirement.  She said: “I said to my husband, ‘We managed on no money when the kids were small, we can do it again.’”  This is not the future she worked for.  It is not the future we expect.   For too many people retirement is something to fear and far too many women retire into poverty, their state pension undermined by paying the reduced stamp, banned in the past from joining occupational pension schemes because they worked part-time, and now they are allowed to join, those very schemes are under very serious threat.  That is why this year’s TUC Women’s Conference chose Women and Pensions as the issue that we wanted to prioritise.  Most delegations put in motions on that issue.  Pensions has risen right to the top of the industrial agenda.  

Last year the Women’s Conference called for your support to set a target date for ending women’s poverty and this motion deals specifically with the injustice suffered by women pensioners.  Low pay and unequal pay faced by women at work mean  inequality in retirement.  Interrupted contribution records because of caring and part-time work mean a lower pension.  Discrimination costs women and their families hundreds of thousands of pounds over a lifetime.  Women’s income in retirement is just over half that of men’s and, as was said earlier but I think it is worth looking at the figures again, women are 91 per cent of those who do not receive a full basic state pension and two-thirds of women pensioners have no access to an occupational pension scheme.  They are absolutely reliant on the state.  More than twice as many women as men rely on the means tested minimum income guarantee.  They rely on means testing.  

At a time when we should be celebrating that people are living longer there are too many debates suggesting that this is something we just cannot afford, people living longer is a burden.  It is not.  Retired men and women keep many of our communities together.  They provide vital childcare and caring support for their families and their friends.  They save money and they build the quality of our lives.  They have contributed throughout their lives.  They deserve to be treated with dignity, but the longer you live, the greater your chance of living in poverty.  Women are the majority of those who are poor in retirement.

We are calling for the TUC to work with others to set up a conference on tackling all inequalities in pensions.  This motion calls for action, action in ten key areas to put women and pensions right where Jeannie said it would be, at the heart of this major TUC campaign, ending the scandal of people on the lowest earnings being locked out of even the basic state pension, closing tax and benefit retirement poverty traps, ensuring all employers contribute to pension schemes, ending the sex discrimination that discredits so many of them, whilst campaigning harder than ever to stop them being abandoned, and of course calling for a state pension that keeps pace with pay, restoring the earnings link.

There have been some important advances from this Government, winter fuel payments, guaranteed income for the poorest pensioners, free eye tests.  We welcome those, we want more, but in too many areas the debate on pensions is taking us backwards and we are looking to the Government to stop rather than support this.  We do not want a greater dependence on insecure private pensions.  We do not want continued undermining of SERPS through the state second pension.  We do not want to make everybody work longer before they can get the state pension.  We do have choices.  Employers must stop attacking pension schemes and be required to support them. 

Government must give a lead.  There is a chance here to do a new pensions settlement, something as visionary as the introduction of the welfare state by the post-War Labour Government.  We in the trade union Movement must play our part, too.  Many of us do not think of pensions until late in our lives but if we do not take action now, all of us, of all ages, then today’s workers will be tomorrow’s poor pensioners.  As we know, every year there is the Pensioners’ Rally on the Sunday before Congress.  I hope every delegation here will make sure they are represented there at next year’s rally.  Support the TUC and the National Pensioners’ Convention campaigning for dignity in retirement and justice for women pensioners.  Congress, I move.

Di Wood (UNIFI) in seconding the composite motion, said: I know that a lot of what I was going to say has already been said so I will try not to cover too much of what has already been mentioned, but there are some things that Diana has just referred to that I would like to reinforce.  

I was here last year speaking about poverty in this country and I seem to be here again speaking about poverty for pensioners.  Congress, there are over 11 million pensioners in the UK and some 7 million are women, and it is predominantly women who bear the burden of pensioner poverty.  Women are most likely to be reliant on the state pension for their income in retirement.  However, the pension system of the UK does not reflect the reality of many women’s lives.  They often give up work to look after children and are likely to become carers of dependent relatives.  Many women working part-time are often limited to the number of hours that they can work and, as such, their earnings often fall below the lower earnings limit so that they cannot build up state pension entitlements.  This is illustrated by the fact that only 49 per cent of women receive the full basic state pension compared with 92 per cent of men.  Furthermore, women’s earnings are still significantly lower than the earnings of men.  In the finance sector, for instance, the gender pay gap is a massive 46 per cent.  With employers switching from final salary to money purchase pension schemes and reducing their contributions, together with the state backing away from its responsibilities by reducing the value of the basic state retirement pension, women are getting the worst of both worlds.  

Whilst we have achieved considerable success in our part-timers pensions campaign for women there are still many issues that need to be addressed.  These include the lower annuity rates for women and the married woman’s reduced rate contribution to the state scheme.  Sadly, the Government’s Green Paper has failed to tackle the fundamental causes of women’s poverty in retirement.  The Government cannot address the issue simply by pension reform.  Women also need to gain equality in employment, which will lead to better pension provision.  However, we must accept that gender equality is a key goal for pensions policy.  If we can get the policy right for women, it is also likely to be right for men.  I urge you to support the composite.  Thank you.

Barbara White (Musicians’ Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Until 1977 women could opt out and pay a lower rate of National Insurance contribution. With this they did not build up any retirement pension in their own right but depended on their husband's contribution. Although this option was stopped in 1977, married woman who had already chosen were allowed to carry on paying at the lower rate. These women still do not earn state retirement pensions or get any credits from Home Responsibilities Protection. 

There might be some who believe that a woman knew and had considered the consequences when she opted to pay the married women's stamp. This is not really the case. Large unions, organisations, etc., often have pensions advisers who can offer help and advice, but as a casual worker in a union such as mine, or even maybe someone who is not in a union at all, there was very little advice. Surely the state should not have allowed women to put themselves in such a risky position. 

Imagine that you have been married for three or four years and you have one child. Not through choice but through necessity, you return to work. You take your child to the carer, quite possibly mother or grandmother, and return to work. You find out about the married women's stamp which, if you opt for it, will leave an extra amount of money you can spend on your family. If money is short, women always deny themselves. Should they still be suffering because they did not make an informed choice and were unaware of the potential damage to their retirement security? 

Contracting out of state pension either by the married women's stamp or by contracting out of SERPS has not been a success. Contracting out should be stopped for the future. We are not asking for these women to have any advantage over those who paid the full stamp, but surely they should be allowed  --if they have the money -- to pay the extra in, perhaps for fewer years than they are missing if they cannot afford more. Many of these women are now receiving less than 50 pence a week as their pension. 

The UK Government are the only European Government to plan a reduction in public pension provision as its population ages. The rest are planning increases. Many women retire into poverty on far lower pensions than men. This composite calls on the Women's Committee, in association with the TUC, to arrange a Conference on Tackling Inequalities in Pensions. The most effective way of eliminating poverty in old age for women would be to provide a decent basic state pension, enough to live on. Please support this motion.

Pauline Thorne (UNISON) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: As has been said by speakers to the pensions composite previously, pensions are in crisis as never before. Unfortunately, we are all too familiar with the assault being launched on occupational pensions provision in the form of the closure of final salary schemes. The government claim that defined contribution schemes are no worse than final salary schemes. They are wrong. Final salary schemes are the minimum requirement for low paid workers, the majority of them women, if they are to avoid abject poverty in retirement. 

We know that the average level of contributions to defined contribution schemes is much lower than for final salary schemes.  For many of our members it would fail to lift them above the level of the minimum income guarantee. But even a final salary scheme assumes that your final salary is at a decent level in the first place, and that you have the required number of years in the scheme. For many women this just is not the case. The gender gap in pensions reflects the gender gap in pay, the gender gap in our society -- an unacceptable gap. If you earn peanuts you retire on peanuts. It is this that the government should be rectifying as it is obviously beyond most employers to do so voluntarily. 

The pensions position of the higher paid has never been better. The pensions position of the low paid in terms of ability to join adequate company schemes has never been worse. All employers should be compelled to offer an effective level of pensions provision and ensure that it is adequately index linked, not at the ludicrously low cap of 2.5 per cent the government are at present proposing. It should be underpinned by a decent state pension, not one that reflects a disadvantage to women with previous caring roles; not one where the value is far too low, only about fifteen per cent of national average earnings and continuing to decline; not one based on demeaning means testing but one that we know works, restored in value and linked with earnings. UNISON welcomes the composite's call for indexed survivors’ benefits, but these must be offered without distinction to marriage or sexuality, and in our view any question of compulsion in pension schemes must include removal of discrimination. We need action and the TUC will lead the way.

*
Composite Motion 16 was CARRIED.

The President: Before we go on to the next scheduled item of business, I would like to take a moment of your time to welcome our Amicus comrades fighting the closure of the train manufacturing company Alstom. We have with us in the balcony about 20 workers from Alstom, which is the last train manufacturer left in the United Kingdom. (Applause)

Smiths Industries Pension Scheme

Rob Benjamin (Amicus) moved Emergency Motion 1.

He said: I do not think I am overstating the case when I say there is a crisis facing the occupational pensions scheme, a crisis which, if left unaddressed, will see us looking back in five or ten years' time and saying, “Do you remember when companies used to provide us with pensions schemes? I wonder what happened to those.” 

Unless the Government act quickly to reform the legislation on pension consultation there will be nothing left to consult about. Smiths Industries are the latest in a long line of companies who, by virtue of the weak legislation surrounding these pension schemes, are able to announce changes to the way in which the benefits are accrued and paid for, or simply stop the schemes altogether at the drop of a hat. Most people are surprised to learn that the employers who provide occupational pensions schemes are free to act in a most cavalier manner, with no requirement for involvement, dialogue or agreement from those people who are actually members of those schemes. That is the way the law is framed. 

It is that law that allowed Smiths Industries to announce last month, completely out of the blue, that they would be closing their final salary pension schemes to new starters, slashing early retirement benefits and doubling -- yes, doubling -- the member contribution rates and, in return, their own employer contributions rates would be nearly halved. That is the same Smiths Industries, by the way, who have been identified as paying £350,000 into a pension arrangement for a director's benefit. Perhaps he did not mind not being consulted on that one. Smiths will say that they are consulting because, like most employers, they think by simply getting people into a room and telling them what they are going to do is consultation. Well, I have news for them. The phrase “lump it or like it” is one that should not be used for proper consultation. 

Amicus supported our members' campaign in United Engineering Forgings and Allied Steel and Wire. We support our members in Rhodia, and we will support our members in Smiths in the campaign against the closure of their final salary schemes. It cannot be right that the retirement aspirations of ordinary working people can be decimated by their employer without any form of consultation or agreement. The law must be changed and the law must be changed now. True, the government appear to have listened to us on proposing the reform of legislation to ensure that companies do consult with trades unions and employees over potential changes to pension arrangements. We welcome that, but that reform of legislation is not scheduled to come into force until 2005. I can tell you that that will not bother the employers in the slightest because those things that will be left to be consulted upon in the future will have been already decided. 

Every day a new employer announces changes in its pension scheme and the poor stunned workforce have no say in those changes or the structure of how they are implemented. It is a nonsense that we are going to have to wait two years for the right to have our say on the most valuable part of our contract we have with our employers. We are being told that this is not a right to introduce changes of legislation without first allowing all parties to comment, but apparently it is OK to introduce changes to members' pensions without them being allowed to comment. I am sorry, that makes a mockery of the whole process. 

The General Council has to make the point to government that we need the rights of consultation on pensions' changes now, not wait two years for what is a fundamental right.  There are ten million people in this country who are saving for their retirement through occupational pension schemes. They are being responsible, doing what the government wants and trying to ensure that they have a decent income in retirement and do not place an extra burden on the state. Yet every one of those ten million people is vulnerable to having their plans and security pulled from underneath them by their employer who simply thinks that they have the right to do so at any time without any kind of input from the scheme members. That cannot be right and we must demand changes in the legislation now. 

I urge you to support this emergency motion and support the workers’ pension rights and support them by reining in the unscrupulous employers before it is too late.

Keith Hazlewood (GMB) in seconding Emergency Motion 1, said: Every August the hunting, shooting and fishing lobby celebrates the glorious 12th when grouse shooting begins. This year on August 15th Smiths Industries decided to take a couple of pot shots at their employees' pension scheme. Well, more than shots really. The company is trying to blow massive holes in our members' pensions rights and downgrade the rights of new entrants. 

This is not an isolated case; it is part of a gathering storm, an onslaught on workers' pension schemes that more and more employers are attempting. They think they can condemn unions to the King Canute role, powerless to prevent our members being overwhelmed by a pressure to cut back on pensions. We say that pensions schemes can be protected and must be defended. Pensions are too valuable for us to allow them to be eroded. We want the government to take urgent action to bring forward legal rights for members of occupational pension schemes to be consulted before decisions are taken. 

Where Smiths Industries go today other employers will try to follow. Attacks on pension schemes have the potential to spread like a forest fire. We need government action to create an immediate firebreak. They can do so by acting immediately to introduce proper consultation rights. On its own that will not stop the attacks but it will take the wind out of the employers' sails and help unions defend their members. Colleagues, please support the emergency motion.

*
Emergency Motion One was CARRIED.  

Europe

General Council's Statement on Europe

The President: We now move on to Chapter 5 on Europe, page 52 of the General Council's Report. The General Council has agreed a statement on the UK and the Euro and I will call the General Secretary to introduce the debate and to move the General Council's statement.

The General Secretary leading in on the General Council's Statement on Europe said: I move the General Council's Statement set out in paragraph 5.2 and support Composite Motion 17. This is a big year for Europe. On May Day ten more countries will join. They range from the Baltic States to the islands of Cyprus and Malta. It will be an historic day, another huge step for our common European democratic values, taken against the background of peace and stability in our continent. 

Next month governments will start to agree a new constitutional treaty and next June citizens across Europe will go to the polls to elect a new European Parliament. I think we can guess how this serious, momentous process is going to be reported in much of the British press. We will have scare stories galore -- straight bananas, smoky bacon crisps under threat, a European super state taking over our lives. Rather than straight bananas it is time for some straight talking and an end to the scare stories. 

Let us look at the facts. First, we are likely to get a permanent Chair at the European Council rather than the “buggins turn” that brought us that great friend of working people, Signor Berlusconi.  Second, it will be easier for the European Union to agree big foreign and security policies. We will still take unanimity but I suspect I am not the only one here today who would like to see a stronger European voice on Iraq and on the Middle East peace process just as a start. Europe has strong economies, good welfare states and rights at work, and that is precisely because it gives working people and their organisations a real voice and a stake in law-making. 

As a result of the new Treaty that we expect to see, the new Charter of Fundamental Rights should build on that and go further. A new legal basis for public services and solidarity and equality will be enshrined as part of the European Union's core values. Of course, we have not got everything we wanted and we need to keep pushing. As John Monks said this morning, the ETUC is organising -- together with the Italian affiliates -- a mass demonstration in Rome on 4 October to mark the opening of the Intergovernmental Conference. It did just occur to me that John seems to have developed rather more of an appetite for mass demonstrations since he went to Brussels!  So, the clear message that jobs, prosperity and decent conditions at work must continue to be a central purpose of the European project will be spelled out loud and clear. 

That brings us to economics. At the Intergovernmental Conference Europe is bound to step up its joint decision-making. The decisions taken will have a big effect on the UK economy, the jobs and living standards of our members, but until we join the Euro we will not have a full seat at the economics table. 

Where do we stand on the Euro? Congress, last year you agreed that the General Council should continue to press the case for the Euro, if we pass the five economic tests and could join at the right exchange rate. Well, now we have the assessment that we are not there yet but well on the way. As the government said, the potential gains of joining the Euro are, if anything, greater than anticipated. On the tests it concluded, to put it simply, that there was still work to be done. Ministers said that they would campaign on a pro-Europe platform, to make the case for Europe and the principled case for the Euro. The General Council welcomed that pledge by the government, and that stance is echoed in Composite 16 that the General Council ask you to support. 

I have to say that we have not seen the energy that we hoped for in beginning to make that case for Europe and the Euro. The momentum has been lost. I understand the distractions and the difficulties but that should be the cue for re-doubled efforts because manufacturing needs the stability and certainty that the Euro will bring. As the General Council's statement makes clear, one issue that worries us is the emphasis that government put on labour market flexibility and, in particular, references to regional and local pay flexibility in the public services. 

The Chancellor has told us that there is no threat to national bargaining. Well, perhaps he will say more tomorrow but this is an issue we will be pursuing, and we stand ready to resist any moves to de-regulate the labour market, attack workers' rights or undermine collective bargaining. Other countries have joined the Euro without any of these and so can we. 

But if we have a message for Ministers we also have a message for Europe because the Euro is not yet perfect, far from it.  Indeed, Europe could learn much from the reforms that this government have made to the UK’s economic policy-making. The symmetrical inflation target may be a little bit of dry economic jargon but it is a guarantee that bearing down on inflation, as we must, never so dominates economic policy that jobs and growth are forgotten. The golden rules that permit borrowing for investment are a common-sense recognition that public spending can bring growth and economic efficiency in its wake. That is why we and the European TUC will continue to press for reform of the European Central Bank and the Growth and Stability Pact. 

However, the Euro debate is not just about weighing up the economic pros and cons. Economic, monetary, social and political issues are inseparable. Congress, we said this time and time again. There is a clear link between participation in the Economic and Monetary Union and the promotion of the European social model and quality public services. Congress, there is an ideological battle to be fought. It is whether we adopt the US model of poor rights, weak welfare states and unregulated free markets, or take the European high road that combines prosperity and fairness, rights and competition, welfare states and markets. We have to champion the European social model as globalisation threatens to drag us all down. With John's help at the European TUC we will fight that good fight. Congress, I move the General Council's Statement.

European Union

Michael Leahy (ISTC, The Community Union) moved Composite Motion 17. 

He said: The larger part of the press has woven a tissue of lies to hold us back from sharing fully in the advantages of the world's largest integrated economy. They say that economically we would be damaged, that the Euro membership would cost us our sovereignty and our way of life. The Chancellor, no zealot for the Euro, calculates that inside the Euro British national wealth would go up by three billions a year. That is a lot of doctors, nurses, and teachers. Just eliminating currency transaction costs alone would be worth a billion a year. 

There are real risks in delaying taking advantage of these benefits once convergence is certain. Anyone with experience of British manufacturing can see where the economic advantage lies. In the countries of the Eurozone manufacturing output has been growing steadily over the last ten years. In Britain there has been virtually no growth at all. The people who make the crucial decisions in Toyota and other multinationals are clear about the risks they run in investing in Britain. In the last two months, the Euro exchange rate has fluctuated between 1.46 and 1.37. What basis is that for deciding to base a new factory in Britain when such risks can be virtually eliminated in the Eurozone? 

Any thorough study of the position will show that Britain will gain a new vibrancy and strength from the engine of an enlarged European market, all by the single currency, just as in the Irish Republic. Ireland is by no means the largest of the Eurozone states. The Irish are as much, I say, attached to public services as we are, but when the Commission wagged a finger at Bertie Ahearn's government over what it saw as excessive public expenditure he waved them two fingers back. Are Germany or France more likely to be constrained by economic growth and the Stability Pact? Of course not, and neither would we be if public services and jobs were threatened. 

We know very well in the steel industry how much our sovereignty impacts on global developments.  Not at all. We would have had no hope of defending ourselves against US tariffs had it not been for the commitment and understanding of the EU. The truth is that we cannot always put off a commitment to European economic integration and expect to have a significant influence on the economic and political environment in which we have to compete. 

Ask yourselves, Congress, why the US digger and a Canadian press baron should care so much about our decision? Could it be that they have motives other than their concern for our welfare? Could it have anything to do with the concern that further EU integration might take us further away from the orbit of their own vast wealth and influence? Could it be that it would be the final nail in the coffin of the present Conservative Party? The answer in all cases is yes. They are afraid of the EU because it dares to stand up for workers' rights in multinationals, like John Monks said this morning. It requires the companies to enhance the environment, not pollute it. It resists involvement in unjust wars and finally it puts human values ahead of the power and wealth of capital.

The European Economic Union offers to the people we represent, and their unions, influence and strength in crucial respects which are no-go areas for our brothers and sisters in the US and Japan. 

Doug Nicholls (The Community and Youth Workers' Union): You do not enter the biggest negotiation of your lifetime, let alone of your generation, without some preparation.  At last year's Congress we were united in calling on the General Council to prepare some objective reports to raise the level of debate and awareness on the Euro. To the government's five tests, four of which are not met, we added the sixth test of the trade union Movement, manufacturing and public service unions combined. 

The General Council's work has not been done and so we cannot support their Statement.  They have not earned the right to it in our view. In this year's composite we put last year's mandate on them again and look forward to progress this time. 

As the President said, this debate cannot be left to the anti-Euro press barons, or the more worrying pro-Euro multinational company barons. There is no milk and honey flowing from the Euro. It is going sour.  650,000 jobs, mostly in manufacturing, were lost in Germany in the second quarter of this year. Germany, Italy and the Netherlands are in recession and France's economy is shrinking. Eurozone growth is in the negative. No wonder the OECD in its recent report has called the Euro area the world's remaining weak spot. It is not dynamic and it is not waiting to save British industry and re-open our factories and mines. 

As a TUC we look at two key indicators to judge big issues like this. We have had good news here on employment and growth in Britain as a result of the democratically controlled financial framework our elected and accountable Chancellor has constructed. The unelected and unaccountable ECB has presided over Eurozone unemployment rates that are double ours and growth rates that are half ours. In this composite we are making it clear we do not want to converge with that kind of disaster. 

However, there is a step change going on in Europe where the composite calls for more work. The Common Market is becoming, through the proposals for an EU Constitution, a federal super state. The proposed constitution poses a complete change of political economy and democracy in Europe, and all existing Treaties will be over-ridden. At the very least we will need a referendum on this. The will of the people brought the United States of America about. The will of the Berlusconis of this world is bringing in the new EU Constitution. They want to prop up ailing nations as one legal personality whose powers will stand above those of national governments. Policy forums with British governments on anything will become irrelevant if they get their way. The plans put legislation, the single currency, justice and policing, foreign policy and the European Union Army under one centralised control. They even put the EU court above all national courts and the Court of Human Rights. 

Our trade union response to this will by judged carefully by the two-thirds of workers who are not yet in unions and now make up their minds whether to join us, or not, depending on whether we are seen to continue the struggle for democracy and social reform in Britain or whether we go into meltdown in a new European Union and its monetarist economics.

Tony Dubbins (Graphical, Paper and Media Union): I speak in support of the General Council's Statement and also supporting the composite. 

Colleagues, while we are pleased to support the composite motion I really cannot say that we have been very pleased with the manner in which the Euro debate has been progressed in this country. We welcome the Chancellor's recent statement but the fact of the matter is that statements of good intention are no substitute for resolute and concrete actions, and these have been sadly lacking. 

We are all aware of the continuing decline of manufacturing and the damage that is being done by being outside the Euro. Joining the Euro will at least give UK manufacturing a chance to compete on a level playing field with other countries in the EU. 

However, any campaign to join the Euro will only be supported by the GPMU if it is accompanied by a clear and unambiguous commitment to maintain investment in our public services and to support the continued development of the European social model. The days of watering down social directives and leaving British workers with inferior protection are over. There must be no more individual opt-outs from Working Time Regulations and no more opposition to the Agency Workers Directive. 

It should also be about demonstrating a commitment to further European political unity, and demonstrating the commitment to a real alternative to American style deregulation and insecurity. In this respect, however, there really are some contradictions in the UK position at the moment. The anti-European, xenophobic right-wing press push the little England line even harder at the same time as ten new countries are joining the EU. The government insist they want to be at the heart of Europe but will not find the courage to lead us on the Euro. Some of us rightly say we want a common European policy on Iraq and that we want European standards for public services and European standards for workers' rights, but then we wrongly reject a European single currency. 

While all of us want to unite to strengthen international solidarity and challenge global capital, some of us shy away if that compromises our national sovereignty. In reality we all want peace and prosperity, but can we do this alone? You know the answer: it is no. But we can do that much more effectively as a fully integrated member of the European Union. Support the statement and support the composite.

Margaret Hazell (UNIFI) supporting the composite motion said: In 2000 Congress called on trades unions to take the lead by encouraging an informed debate on Britain's membership of the Euro. I believe we have generally succeeded in that. Unifi now believes that it is time that the British trade union Movement took the lead by encouraging an informed debate, not just on the Euro but Europe in general. Too often in this country the discussion over European development is hijacked by elements within the media, whose only aim seems to be to prevent any objective discussion amongst the general public. The prejudices – and, in some cases, apparent outright xenophobia -- make it increasingly difficult for people to know what to believe. 

Unifi believe that as trade unions we can play a key role in shifting this debate away from the prejudices, as the composite says, fostered by unaccountable media owners, to one which sheds light on the real issues at stake and allows people to make up their own mind. We believe this because we have done it. Unifi is unashamedly pro-European and indeed pro-Euro, and it is by providing the information, the support and the opportunity for Unifi's membership to engage in an open and informed debate that we have arrived at this position. Indeed, some of the virulent anti-Europeans whose views are supported by significant elements within the media might be surprised to note that, when given the opportunity to engage in an informed debate, Unifi's membership was virtually unanimous in deciding that entry to the Euro would be good for them. 

It is an exciting time for the European project: enlargement to include ten new members by May next year; the launch of the Euro; and the current discussions on a new Treaty for the European Union. That means that the pace of change is faster now than at any time since the original Treaty of Rome. These developments will not create some kind of European Utopia but, equally, will not lead to the end of democracy as we know it. There is a balance and, therefore, an open debate is vital, but only by providing people with the information to understand the issues can people make an informed decision. As unions we must help provide that information. We are pro-European but, as others have said, the trade union Movement nationally and across Europe must continue to work together to ensure that the social dimension of the EU is strengthened wherever possible. It cannot be left to whims of the media barons like the Rupert Murdochs and Conrad Blacks of this world to dictate the terms of the debate on issues as important as these. 

We believe that the trade union Movement has a vital role in opening up an informed debate on this issue. We can set a positive example and we ask you to support the composite.

Paul Gates (National Union of Knitwear, Footwear and Apparel Trades) supporting the composite motion and the General Council's Statement said: KFAT has continuously supported the UK's presence in Europe, and being from the manufacturing sector has strongly believed that entry into the Euro is of considerable benefit for the reasons outlined by previous speakers. 

With the enlargement of the Eurozone the economic strength of the region can only continue to grow.  We firmly believe that as a nation our economy has to be linked into either Europe or the United States. One startling difference between these two rich men's clubs is that the European Union has a profound social agenda which far outweighs that of the United States, as John Monks outlined this morning. As a trade union Movement, it is the development of that social agenda that we believe is so very important. 

However, Conference, this composite is not about whether we join or not; it is about ensuring that trade unionists, ordinary working people, do receive factual information, particularly in respect of terms of employment, economic growth and public expenditure. Working people need to be provided with easily understood answers to the questions that they will want to ask regarding such an important decision affecting their lives. It is not just a question of the benefits to the manufacturing sector. The public sector needs reassurance too, and that is why within the composite we call on the TUC to present the trade union position in respect of public services and how they have been affected in Europe. This is to counterbalance the biased propaganda put out by the anti-European media owners, whose views on social and welfare rights and public services are secondary to their hysterical concerns about square sausages and straight bananas. The TUC need to present clear facts. 

It is just as important that Conference supports the General Council's statement. It simply reiterates the position passed by Conference last year and nothing has changed since then. It runs complementary to Composite 17. The composite notes the government's conclusions that the British economy is converging with that of the Eurozone, whilst the General Council's Statement welcomes a stated commitment to join if the five tests are met. That is not a technicality for trade unions to argue about; that is the stated position of the government and the TUC respectively. 

Colleagues, it is vitally important that trades unionists and working people have the information before them. It is an important decision that will affect lives in this country. Please support the composite and the General Council's Statement.

Ged Nichols (ACCORD) supporting the composite motion and the General Council's statement said:  Nobody is under any delusion that entry into Euro would be the cure for all of our economy's ills, and there is no doubt that there are problems with the economic policy-making structure at the European level, which the General Secretary alluded to in his introduction. The European Central Bank is not transparent enough in its operations and there remains far too much emphasis on inflation targets and not enough on employment or economic recovery. The Growth and Stability Pact is also far too rigid and cannot cope with the economic challenges that are confronting Europe today. The three per cent limit on budget deficits that the Pact imposes is clearly inadequate for the current situation, and there is a growing consensus that the Pact needs to be reformed. 

Colleagues, we should not use the bad criteria of the Pact as an excuse for refusing to join the Euro. The reality is that the Pact has been renegotiated and restructured and France and Germany, together with a number of other countries, have been breaching the criteria regularly, in particular the three per cent deficit that Brendan referred to. No one is kicking up too much fuss about this and many believe that a deficit is necessary to boost the European economy. 

Turning to public services, many people believe that public services on the Continent are better funded and more efficient than in the UK.  John Monks referred to that this morning, and we are all united in the aim of improving our public services. So why is it the case that our colleagues on the Continent -- who are just as keen to protect and develop their public services as we are -- do not seem to confuse the issue of investment in public services with Euro membership? I believe it is because they understand that both are, in fact, possible and I think it will be a positive start if we could achieve a similar understanding. 

Colleagues, support the composite and the General Council's Statement. Let us be part of an integrated and social Europe and, as John Monks said earlier, let us get on the pitch and play.

Anita Halpin (National Union of Journalists) Speaking against the General Council’s statement and in favour of the composite motion, said:  I am here to explain why the NUJ will be opposing the General Council's Statement, The UK and the Euro. It is a simple, logical reason. My union was one of the first to call on the TUC to facilitate debate on the European Union. We were part of the composite in 2000, which has already been mentioned. Our intention was that the General Council should take, as it were, an information and consultation role. Why? Because then, as now, there was more disinformation than clarity about the true nature of the European Union, both immediate and long term. 

The EU is evolving -- an economic and monetary union, maybe even a common foreign policy, enlargement and, most recently, the European constitutional treaty mentioned by the seconder. All the more need, as Composite 17 says, for a debate conducive to shedding light on the real issues at stake. Congress, we supported this position last year, asking for information. There have been very few, if any, information materials from Congress House. So we will be supporting this position again in Composite 17. 

But to come to a decision we need consultation. This debate is part of such a consultation. We would argue, however, it is not the end. Congress, my union does not have a policy on Europe and the Euro, and if you are honest some of your own may be in similar positions. We want to take a collective view, as united as possible, for deciding what is best for working women and men in our country. So we can support the composite but not the General Council's statement because it is too early. Congress asked questions last year; they have not been answered. But--and this is where the logic comes in--if you pass the General Council's Statement those questions will never be answered because the debate is over, the die is cast. Any General Council Statement takes precedence over Congress motions, the motions we decide and put forward each year. Usually, as has been said, they supplement and complement motions. 

However, in this case, the statement in our view goes beyond that. It is a policy changing statement, policy about whether or not we join the Euro, whether or not the TUC leads a campaign in support of that. For that reason, we feel we have no option but to oppose that statement as it changes policy and allow Composite 17 to be our policy for the next year.

Mick Rix (Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen) speaking against the General Council's Statement and in favour of the composite motion said: British membership of the European single currency is an issue of the greatest long-term significance for trade unions in this country. It is an economic issue which could affect thousands of jobs, but also, more importantly, there is a fact that is missed: it is a major political issue that affects everyone, touching important issues of democracy, accountability and sovereignty. It is not a simple issue of left versus right. Many people are unsure, confused and not aware of the facts. It is a dishonest approach of “pro-Europeanists” and “Europhiles” to condemn those who may have a difference of opinion over a single currency as either nationalists or utra-leftists. 

Last year Congress asked the TUC to conduct some detailed research into all the implications of the Euro for British trades unions so that an informed, balanced view and debate can take place within the Movement. This regrettably has not been done. Instead there is an attempt being made by the General Council to bind Congress into endorsing the Euro in principle without any more ado: no informed debate, no facts that last year's Congress composite asked for. This is, in effect, an attempt to short-circuit that debate and that democracy that Congress called for, an informed one where people can make a proper decision. Exploring issues like the democratisation of the EU institutions, seeing what effect the Euro will have on prices, incomes, jobs, and spending on public services. Let us have that debate; let us have that report with that information that this Congress asked for, instead of just announcing the conclusion without the facts and destroying unity within this Movement. 

In the interests of that debate, in the interests of the integrity of this Congress, I urge you to vote against the General Council's Statement and vote in favour of the composite.

Jane Carolan (UNISON):  We are supporting the composite and opposing the General Council's Statement.  We are asking Congress to reject it. 

UNISON considers itself to be a friend of the General Council, but as a friend we are happy to give you advice. Our advice on this occasion is please take your rose tinted spectacles off. The Euro is no longer a theoretical concept; it exists in the real world. The Maastricht Treaty provisions exist; the Growth and Stability Pact exists.  From Galway to Greece the Euro economies are no longer run by democratically elected governments; they are run by the European Central Bank. The economic criteria applied by that Bank are strictly monetarist, based on inflation targets and interest rates. The effect of this is deflation, requiring countries to cut budgets and reduce public sector debt, and we can look at the results of that. 

Look at the growth within the Eurozone which, as has already been referred to, is expected to go below one percent or nil, and compare that to Britain where it is 2.5 percent. Unemployment in Britain is substantially below the continental average. Single monetary policy has a single interest rate and even the pro-European enthusiasts reckon that the European interest rate is too high for seven countries, too low for four and just right for one country. In addition, in the Growth and Stability Pact we see severe restrictions in fiscal policy. Look at the effects of that on what was one of the Europe's most successful economies, Germany, where we now have stagnation and severely rising unemployment, but Germany cannot use traditional economic management because the European Central Bank says so. 

Whilst the TUC may wish that the Growth and Stability Pact could change wishing will not make it so. It is a central tenet of the Pact that the Bank operates with complete political independence. So complete adherence to the Bank's rules means that Germany faces fines of millions of Euros because it keeps its level of public spending. Ireland is seeing massive cuts. Portugal is in the middle of an austerity programme. UNISON has been at this podium over many years talking about the threat to public services. Now Gordon Brown is saying the same, acknowledging that the Central Bank has warned that future spending plans are incompatible with the Growth and Stability Pact. 

So where are we headed now? You do not need to go down the pier and get Madame Clara to read the tealeaves. We know because the European Bank told us so in their own Bulletin, and I want to quote this. The Bank says that: “public pensions systems in health need to be placed on a substantial footing by limiting the public sector's exposure and enhancing public funding. Public health and long-term care systems should focus on providing core services leaving individuals to provide. Greater private involvement in health care financing can be achieved in particular by patient core payments.” That is the future as the Bank sees it. 

We can have a Europe of the Euro, flexible labour markets, more public expenditure cuts and high unemployment. I do not think that is the trades union agenda. Please reject the General Council's Statement. 

Sir Bill Morris (Transport & General Workers' Union): Speaking in support of the composite motion but opposing the General Council's Statement, said: 

The T&G is supporting Composite 17, not because it meets all our requirements -- it certainly does not. It does not rule out a referendum in this Parliament, and it argues that there is convergence where there is none—but because we see the development of Europe as the defining issue for this generation, which requires maximum unity from this Movement. 

I share the General Secretary's vision for a new and emerging Europe but the T&G will only support that crucial last step at the right time and on the right conditions. There will be no rush and no quick fixes. It is for those reasons that we oppose the General Council's Statement. If implemented the General Council's Statement will, in fact, do severe damage to our economy and, indeed, to our members' pay and conditions, and I will tell you why. 

In June the Chancellor announced that the five tests have not been met and the British economy has not converged, yet now we are being asked to accept a reformed package to achieve false conversion, regional reform of labour market flexibility, re-structuring of housing and mortgage planning, a new definition of inflation and, wait for it, a new harmonised index of consumer prices to replace the RPI.  At a stroke inflation will be cut. Congress, at a stroke the new index will not just cut inflation, it will cut your members' pay and conditions, and if you do not understand that read pages 53 and 54 of the General Council's Statement before you. At a stroke a worker's average earnings will be decreasing by £250 per year. For the Governor of the Bank of England it will be £1,717 a year. 

The CBI likes the new index. It is a gift. With the trades unions it is a pay cut. The General Council's Statement completely fails to recognise the scale of the problem that the Index will create.  The Statement is silent on the fact that we are seeking to get false conversion. Yes, I support the long-term aim of joining the Euro at the right time and on the right conditions.  We have members in manufacturing and, indeed, in public service.   We take no lessons from those who speak only for manufacturing.  We speak for everyone. However,  let us be very clear. Our members' jobs will not be the price to be paid. Our members are not turkeys and they will not be voting for Christmas. 

I urge Congress to vote for the composite and reject the General Council's Statement.

Bob Crow (National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  I oppose the Statement from the General Council on two issues.  The first issue is that the policy last year was that the General Council would go back and have a look at the question of the Stability Pact and have a good debate amongst the Movement.  We do not believe that that has taken place.  So it is not just a principle about this motion but any motion you pass this week.  If you ask the General Council to look at it, how do you know you will not be back here next year without those statements being looked at? 

Secondly, I refer to this whole illusion of the European Union.  Let me make it quite clear that my union is a worldwide union.  We have maritime workers working throughout the length and breadth of the world and I have more importance with workers, for instance, in Malaysia and the Philippines than I do have with a Liverpool Street City broker making millions of pounds on a day-to-day basis.  It is not about smokey bacon crisps, it is not about wrapping yourself up in the Union flag if you dare come up to this rostrum and speak about the European Union, but it is about the democratic structures that operate within that European Union.  Tell my members in Scotland at this moment in time, Caledonian MacBrayne workers, ex-BR workers, transferred to Sealink, now working for Caledonian MacBrayne being told by the European Union that they are now going to be privatised, that the European Union is democratic, because Scottish people don’t want it and our members don’t want it.  That is the reality that is taking place in Scotland at this moment in time. 

If you look at the European Central Bank, May edition, it says that the National Health Service cannot properly be funded because it is far too expensive under the tax systems.  That is the reality which is taking place out there.  Whether you are for the European Union or against it, by supporting the General Council’s Statement, you are allowing this TUC to tell the Labour Party that there is no need to have a referendum because the next General Election will be the referendum as to whether you go into it or not.  We should say to people that we should have an informed debate.  

Bill Morris, quite rightly, said that he is in favour of it, and that is a position of his union which I respect, but I want working people to have that say after an informed debate.  The reason why the General Council’s Statement is up is to muddy the waters.  What you should do is support the composite and reject the General Council’s Statement out of hand and allow for a proper debate to take place and to have a proper referendum.  My position in the union is that we should not go into the Euro because we believe it will be at the expense of jobs.  Do not go back on previous TUC decisions.  The point is that the TUC decisions last year said that there should be an informed debate.  If you pass this General Council Statement you are going to turn on its head what took place last year.  So I am in favour of supporting those people throughout the world who want to have a debate about supporting jobs in the manufacturing industry and so on, but you cannot do it by supporting the General Council’s Statement and the composite.  So support the composite and reject the General Council’s Statement.  

The President:  The ISTC has the right of reply. 

Michael Leahy (ISTC - The Community Union):  Let me say, first of all, that the composite and the General Council’s Statement, as far as I can see, are in unison.  (Laughter)  There is no difference at all, unless you want to dance angels on the point of a pin and say that in our brief composited notes and in the General Council Statement it welcomes.  I mean to say, where are we going here?  There is no way that we want to stifle debate.  It is fundamentally important.  My own union and other unions that have spoken in favour of the composite wanted a debate for long enough.  The problem is that we have not had a debate, so we welcome the debate.  

In reply to Bill, we are nobody’s turkey.  It is September, not Christmas.  I do not intend to be a turkey and vote for Christmas. Thousands upon thousands of jobs have been lost in manufacturing industry as a consequence of us being outside the eurozone.  Many of those manufacturing jobs, as you say, quite rightly, Bill, are members of the T&G.  As far as we are concerned, we want the debate, we are quite willing to have that debate and we are confident that once the British people know and understand what the economic and political issues are they will vote overwhelmingly for the euro.  Thank you.  

The President:  Thank you, Mike.  I also call the General Secretary, who also has the right of reply.  

The General Secretary:  President and Congress, we have tried to maintain as much unity as possible on this issue in recent Congresses.  We have tried but we have failed.  Last year Congress carried a General Council Statement, but it carried it in the face of opposition from some unions.  I hope that Congress is going to do the same again today.  The issue is clear.  Which direction do we want to point in?  Do we want to become full players in Europe; do we want to give our manufacturing industries the stability in exchange rates that they so desperately need, and do we want to play a integral part in Europe providing ourselves with a platform on which we can defend and advance Europe’s social model?

What is the alternative?  The alternative is to walk away, as so many previous generations of political leaders have done from the challenges of Europe in the past.  

Those who have opposed the General Council’s Report have talked about the need for greater democratic accountability for the European Central Bank   They have talked about reform of the Growth and Stability Pact to ensure our capacity to use public spending.  Congress, the General Council’s Statement recognises both of those concerns.  We are pushing for change, so is the British Government and other governments, too.  If we get to a referendum then at that stage we will all be in a position to make a judgment on whether sufficient reform has been agreed and is going to be delivered.  

The General Council’s Statement also recognises the issue which has been raised by the T&G of the proposal to change our inflation index.  I would like to think that trade union negotiators will not be misled by this change and they are not going to allow employers to seek to use this change to water down the deals that we can achieve.  

The final point that has been raised by those opposing the General Council’s Statement is that the General Council has failed to discharge its obligations from last year’s Congress.  What is all this about?  I will tell you what it is all about.  Last year’s Congress resolution said that in preparation for a referendum the General Council should place before each Congress prior to any such referendum factual information concerning prices, unemployment, growth, public expenditure, the Growth and Stability Pact and industrial relations in each of the eurozone countries.  

In June the General Council considered that. They considered that as they were digesting the 2000 pages that had been generated by the Treasury of factual information on prices, unemployment, growth, public expenditure and the rest across Europe.  They also noted that there was no imminent referendum in prospect.  They made what I think was a reasonable and proper judgement, that in no circumstances would it be necessary or appropriate for them to produce a report duplicating the work that had been done by others.  Let me say that when that decision was made, there was no particular dissent registered in the debates in the Executive Committee and the General Council by some of those who have raised that objection today.  

Congress, this Statement is not reaching a final view.  The final view is to be taken by the trade union Movement on the euro when the assessment has been completed.  But let us keep looking positive and carry the General Council’s Statement.  

The President: Colleagues, we now move to a vote on the General Council’s Statement.  Will all those in favour, please show?  All those against?  I find it too difficult to tell by a vote of hands.  It does seem reasonable to me to take a card vote and then there will be no doubt.  I am sorry at this late hour to do this.  With your co-operation, colleagues, we can do it quite quickly.  


To remind you, colleagues.  We are now voting on the General Council’s Statement.

After a show of hands, a card vote was called for.

· For the General Council statement:  3,213,000

· Against the General Council statement: 2,882,000.   

· The General Council statement was CARRIED.

· Composite Motion 17 was CARRIED.

Democratisation of the economy

Brendan Parkinson (Graphical, Paper and Media Union) speaking to paragraph 5.6 of the General Council’s Report said:  As the chair of a newly formed EWC, I was fortunate to be asked to attend the Arhus Conference.  I say “fortunate” because my company actually refused to pay me time off in order to attend the Conference, but companies, particularly small and medium sized companies, but also many larger ones, are reluctant to grasp the opportunity provided by an effective EWC and do not extend this influence beyond the terms of the legislation.  I am interested to see that the Report states a need for  extending and strengthening the existing legislation, but I detected a distinct reluctance from the Euro Parliament representatives at Arhus to pursue this route on the basis that a partnership cannot exist by legislation alone so there must be voluntary commitment from both sides.  

Unfortunately, that is not happening.  The company which I represent had to be dragged kicking and screaming all the way to an EWC.  Now they constantly hide behind weaknesses within the legislation to prevent effective development of the partnership forum.  If EWCs are to be an effective part of the Social Partnership, there needs to be strengthening of this legislation, so I would urge Congress to push for the review and to strengthen the legislation.  Thank you.  

The President:  At that point, colleagues, it is time to adjourn until 9.30 tomorrow morning.  Thank you very much indeed.  

Congress adjourned for the day.
SECOND DAY: TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 9TH
MORNING SESSION

(Congress reassembled at 9.30 a.m.)
The President: Good morning, delegates.  I call you to order.  Let me start by apologising for a slight delay to the opening this morning, which was mainly due to the fact that we do not have a great amount of time to discuss our business in the General Council and a rather contentious issue required a fair amount of debate this morning.  

Could I begin also by thanking the Jazz Pirates, who unfortunately have now disappeared, for providing the entertainment that once again the NUT is sponsoring.  Thank you very much.

May I remind delegation leaders that the ballots for the General Council and the General Purposes Committee take place this morning.  There are still a lot of people standing in the aisles talking.   I should be grateful if you would sit down or hold your conversations elsewhere.  Ballot papers should be collected from the desk outside the TUC stand situated in the ground floor exhibition area, just inside the main front doors of the Brighton Centre.  Ballot papers will only be provided in exchange for the official delegate form.  Please note that the ballot closes at 12 noon today.

Delegates, I now ask Gerry Veart, Chair of the General Purposes Committee, to give a report.

General Purposes Committee Report

Gerry Veart (General Purposes Committee):  Good morning, Congress.  This morning’s GPC report includes two new items.  An emergency motion was submitted yesterday to the GPC by NATFHE on compulsory testing and citizenship.  The GPC agreed that it was in order as an emergency and copies will be distributed in due course.  The President will indicate in due course when the emergency motion will be taken on the agenda.

The GPC also agree to a request from the Transport & General Workers’ Union to organise a collection for the Friction Dynamex workers.  They will be rattling their collection buckets as you leave the hall for lunch today.  That concludes my report.  Thank you.

The President: Can I take it that that report is agreed?  (Agreed)  Thank you very much.  Congress, we start this morning’s business by introducing the sororal delegate from the Labour Party.  This year it is Diana Holland, well known to many in the Movement for her dedicated work in promoting equal rights.  As on a number of previous occasions, this is less of an address by a visiting speaker and more an address by one of our own in a different guise.  Diana, as most of you will know, is the T&G’s National Organiser for Women, Race & Equalities.  She is a member of the TUC Women’s Committee and a member of the T&G delegation to Congress.  Diana is also one of the trade union members of the Labour Party’s National Executive Committee, and this year she is the Chair.  Diana, you are warmly welcomed and I am delighted to be able to ask you to address Congress as a representative of the Labour Party.

Address by Diana Holland, The Labour Party

Diana Holland: Thank you very much, President.  Congress, it is a privilege to address this Congress as the sororal delegate from the Labour Party.  It was a special honour to be elected this year’s Chair by the Labour Party NEC during last year’s Congress, the first woman from my union to hold this office and the first T&G representative since Alex Kitson in the 1970s, a special honour for me and for women in my union.  On behalf of the Labour Party membership I would like to pay tribute to John Monks for all his years of service and to congratulate Brendan Barber on becoming the new General Secretary of the TUC.  At this moment in time, it is more important than ever that the Labour Party and the trade union Movement find ways to work together.  I would also like to welcome Frances O’Grady and Kay Carberry to their posts.  Brendan, I have to warn you that at this year’s TUC Women’s Conference they were presented with two hammers in order to smash a few more glass ceilings but I know that all your commitment to working men and women, and to the trade union Movement, is what we need to build hope for future generations.

Congress, we meet at a time which is demanding and difficult for all of us, with desperate problems to tackle and great opportunities for tackling those problems, but also great dangers facing the whole world, issues in the wider world, like injustice and poverty in Africa, the continuing critical situation in Iraq, and the serious threat to the wider peace process in the Middle East.  These are not remote issues in far-flung parts of the globe; they have a vital impact on all of us in Britain.  Here at home we have the slowdown in the world economy affecting jobs, not least in manufacturing, the impact of the firefighters’ dispute, the pensions crisis, and the injustice and hardship of the two-tier workforce with women part-time workers so often facing the worst conditions, something which after long negotiations with the trade unions the Government has committed itself to deal with, an important, positive, first step.  Let no one ever forget that it was to overcome problems like these that over one hundred years ago trade union and socialist pioneers came together to form the Labour Party and to take forward the cause of social justice.

This year we have achieved the longest ever serving Labour Government in the whole of our history, 1997 to 2003, just six years.  Let us not forget what the Tories did in their first six years, from 1979 to 1985, with over 3 million unemployed, wave after wave of anti-union legislation, cutting back on unfair dismissal and maternity rights, banning unions at GCHQ, and ending the earnings link to pensions, something many unions here would like to see restored and what better 90th birthday present to Jack Jones could there be?  On measures to tackle inequality, asylum seekers, the repeal of section 28, the Tories have proved as extremist right-wing as ever.  Teresa May, supposed to be their acceptable face, remember her at their last conference, the first woman chairman of the Conservative Party.  The rumour at the time was, “nice shoes, nasty party”.  It was a Tory MP, Francis Maude, who dug the knife in deep when he asked: “How many Conservatives does it take to change a light bulb?  None.  The Conservatives never change a damn thing.”  The trouble is that when they do change things it is for the worse.  

Whatever we want the Labour Party to do, however satisfied or dissatisfied we are with the Government’s performance, the party can only be truly effective if it gets elected.  Key elections are coming up next year, locally in Europe and in London.  Let me take this opportunity on behalf of the Labour Party to thank everyone in the trade union Movement for all that you are doing in Scotland, Wales, London, English regions, Europe, and in local parties at local level where it really counts. We must ensure that the elections are fought between a positive agenda with Labour of investment and better public services, versus needless constitutional wrangling under the Nationalists, unprincipled opportunism from the Liberal Democrats and massive cuts in public services under the Tories.  From my experience of racist parties like the BNP, you do not defeat them by retreating in front of them.  We need a one hundred per cent united challenge against their message of hate and fear.

Congress, Iain Duncan Smith has publicly committed the Tories to 20 per cent cuts across the board, deep cuts in vital public services threatening 1 in 5 jobs.  They must be challenged hard on this.  In reality so-called “compassionate conservatism” is no different to the failed Tory policies of the past, with cuts, charges and privatisation.  Howard Flight, the Shadow Chief Secretary, said last year: “The whole mentality in the public sector is to do as little as you can.”  How dare he.  Our public services are there for us and our families from the cradle to the grave and I can pay no greater tribute to our public servants than the American writer, Michael Moore, speaking about those who work in education.  He said: “Thank you so much for devoting your life to my child.  Is there anything I can do to help you?  Is there anything you need?  I am here for you.  Why, because you are helping my child, my baby, to learn and grow.  I am entrusting the most valuable person in my life to you.  Thank you.”

On behalf of a wide range of elected members of the NEC, representing all sections of the Party, I would call for none of us to forget that we have made our greatest achievements when all sections and parts of the party are working together, industrial and political.  That does not mean we should all agree on every issue from the start.  It does mean we should try and reach agreement.  For unions it means we must play our full part in the Labour Party at every level, including local constituencies.  For governments it means listening properly to trade unions who are the voice of the working men and women of this country.  

We have lived through the General Strike and its aftermath, the Great Depression, two World Wars, various renegades and breakaways, including the SDP in the 1980s and the years of Tory misrule.  It has been said that Labour was the party that civilised the 20th century.  We must continue to be that party in the 21st century.  Our heart must be where it has always been, for equality, justice, peace and internationalism.  I am sure we can make good progress and I wish you all a good Congress.  Thank you.  (Applause)
The President: Thank you, Diana.  I have great pleasure in presenting you with a Gold Badge of Congress.  (The presentation was made)  (Applause)
Thank you, colleagues, we now continue with Chapter 3 of the General Council’s Report on Economic and Industrial Affairs, page 43, on Arts and Media.  

Moral Rights for Performers, and amendment

John Smith (Musicians’ Union) moved Motion 62. 

He said: This motion is not trying to address the morals of MU members, or indeed Equity members; in some cases that is something we should leave alone.  We are addressing an obtuse part of copyright which confers actually non economic rights on creators.  In a common law tradition such as ours, intellectual property is regarded as a commodity.  It can be sold, rented, in the same way as a house, or a car, or any other kind of property.  Contrast French copyright that law sees an intellectual creation as being an aspect of the creator’s natural rights, part of his or her soul, if you like, their being.  That is the big difference between the two.  The introduction of moral rights for authors was an attempt to bring these two traditions together.

As the motion explains, there are two moral rights, the right to be identified with a creation, or in our case a performance, and the right of integrity which means that your creation should not be subject to any sort of detrimental treatment in a way that was not originally intended, that is, not without the permission of the creator.  The extension of these rights to performers will be a qualitative step in the recognition that performance is actually a creative act.  We are particularly keen to get the provision that identifies performers with their performances added to our copyright law.  You will notice when you look at the end credits of TV programmes and films that the names of musicians are seldom added.  In fact, the long credits that followed the first Lord of the Rings film, the Fellowship of the Ring, mentioned almost everybody but did not say that Howard Shaw’s incredible score was recorded by the London Philharmonic Orchestra.  Also, there is a problem with recognition of who are the session players on lots of rock and pop tracks.  We believe the public want to know who these actually very talented individuals are.  Record companies and audio visual producers will no doubt see the introduction of these rights as another impediment to their business, and they are actively lobbying against the rights or having them introduced at the minimal level, at this very moment.

The UK Government signed up to this international treaty in 1996 that will introduce these rights for the performers, and we are still waiting.  We have really heard nothing.  We are very pleased to accept the Writers’ Guild amendment to this motion.  Even though authors already have moral rights they have to be asserted by the author or the composer and they are often subject to contractual waiver clauses, but economic factors are overbearing on the part of the author and moral rights are left by the wayside.  

We support the motion.  Lend the weight of the TUC to our campaign to have these rights introduced for performers and improved for authors.  Thank you, Chair.

Brian McAvera (The Writers’ Guild of Great Britain) in seconding the motion, said: Copyright is crucial in all its forms to the livelihood of not just writers but every form of cultural commentator.  Before 1988, moral rights did not even exist in British law.  The British Government then in its wisdom introduced them but, as you have heard, with a very clever waiver which basically means that every time I publish a book, or every time I have a television play or whatever, I have to insert a clause which actually states that I want my moral rights.  The obvious question is why one should have to do this.  

You have heard a little bit about the difference between our law and elsewhere.  The basic difference is simple.  In European law intellectual property is sacrosanct under the law but in British and American law it is simply property to be bought and sold like a can of beans.  A huge range of problems actually emerged from this convenient little linkage.  I will give you an example.  Two weeks ago two letters came into to my particular household, one was for myself and one was for my wife, who is a visual artist.  It was from an extremely well-known organisation in London.  We have both worked for them.  I had done a book for this organisation and my wife had done a website, a visual artists website.  What this organisation said was simple.  It said: “We are going to have an enormous website.  It is going to be shown all over the world.  We are going to put 50 of our key projects on it.  We want both of you in it.”  Then we read the contract.  The contract basically said, “We want your moral rights in perpetuity.”  In other words, we would get nothing, not a halfpenny, but this institution, and it is an educational institution officially, would be able to use our work and get the revenue from it and all because the British Government forces people like ourselves to assert the rights.  

You may say: “Why would anyone in their right mind sign such a contract?”  The answer again is very simple.  If you want publicity, if you want recognition, if you want other people to know you are out there, you are put in the invidious position that unless you already have the clout, if you are a small person, a small artist just starting out, then you can be ridden roughshod over.  Ask yourselves a very simple question.  Why does the British Government put cultural people in a situation like this?  This does not apply just to educational institutions, it is now common practice for the BBC and every other major institution to try and force writers, directors, and the like, to give up their moral rights.

Let me give you an analogy.  Just imagine that you had written a ten-page letter to your boyfriend, your girlfriend, your wife, your husband, full of intimate detail, and it falls into someone else’s hands and somebody decides they are going to publish it. They come to you and say:  “Here we are.  We are doing this.  You did not sign your moral rights.  Tough.”  How would you feel?   Let me be blunt.  This is a government who under droit de seigneur, if you remember that, artists’ resale rights, ensured that whereas the rest of Europe allowed writers and artists to make money, in exactly the same way the British Government did not do the same here.   I ask you to be like Jaws and put a little nip in against the Government, and pass this motion.  

The President: There has been no other debate and I assume there is no wish to exercise the right of reply? 

(The right of reply was waived)

*           Motion 62 was CARRIED.

Theatre Funding

The President: We now move on to Motion 67, Theatre Funding.  The General Council support the motion.

Corinna Marlowe (Equity) moved Motion 67.  

She said: President and Congress, the performing arts are of major importance in all our lives.  More people go to the theatre than to football matches.  We might not feel like seeing Hamlet after a hard day’s work but we might want to see a film, a show, or catch an episode of Coronation Street on the television.  Those performers we enjoy watching, film stars, actors, singers, dancers, comedians, have all learned their craft in front of live audiences in the theatre.  If we want our children to have the same quality of entertainment on stage and screen that we have, we must not let subsidised theatre die, but government grants to the arts are the first to be cut in a harsh economic climate. We are not just selfishly talking about money for Equity members.  A healthy theatre brings benefits for education, the economy, and tourism.  The British Tourist Board confirms that culture, our theatre, is a major draw for foreign tourists and tourism is the largest income-producing industry in the country.  

A few Christmases ago at the Swan Theatre, Worcester, in spite of my appearance in the Wizard of Oz, I played the good witch, we had packed houses.  It was a great show.  Last year a new city council cut the theatre’s grant so that it had to close.  Many jobs were lost and Worcester no longer has a professional producing theatre.  The surprising result of this decision to let the Swan, as we say, go dark was a major downturn in the local economy, an estimated loss of £2 million a year.  Theatres do not only employ stage workers, administrators, and cleaners, they also use local suppliers and businesses, and the teenagers lost their theatre training and have to travel miles to see professional theatre; a local tragedy.  Last year, Leicestershire County Council withdrew their funding from the Leicester Haymarket Theatre, a regional theatre doing groundbreaking work with the local Asian community.  It is now closed.  

Additional money has given a great start for many exciting new schemes.  We want to make sure that all these infant projects survive to adulthood.  They need money to grow and develop.  For example, there is a unique pioneering theatre company that employs people with physical and sensory impairments called Grey Eye.  It has an international reputation and recently received a welcome uplift from the Arts Council.  Then a cut in funds from the Association of London Government made it harder for it to find money for things it needs, like scripts in Braille, in sign language, not to mention easier access to buildings.  

It may sound as though capital grants for new buildings and refurbishments are what we are after but a glossy new building is no good without money to pay people to work in it.  Theatres, which get one-off grants for buildings, need money to run them.  The window-cleaning bill for the new hi-tech Birmingham Repertory Theatre is astronomical.  The wonderfully refurbished Theatre Royal at Stratford, East London, with its remarkable links with the local multiracial community still has problems because current grants do not keep up with running costs.  What we want is a substantial increase in core funding, not just one-off grants for special projects.  

Our final main point is that under-funded Scottish theatres are in deep trouble.  They are struggling to pay even minimum wages.  Their serious long-term problems make them poor relations in Britain. Salary levels, staffing, training, and programming suffer.  Producing seasons are being shortened and frustrated talents leave the country.  We must keep Scottish theatre alive, if only to train actors for the next lot of nasty characters that Robbie Coltrane and Robert Carlisle play in the James Bond films.

In conclusion, it is all very well for Tony Blair and Ken Livingstone to wheel in high profile stars to back them in campaigns and show off how keen they are on culture.  These stars obtained their skills in subsidised theatre.  Without theatre subsidy where are the stars of the future?  To sum up, theatre touches a huge sector of the community and affects all our lives.  Subsidised theatre is the motor that keeps it going.  The people who hold the purse strings in Britain, and especially Scotland, should give that motor the fuel it needs to survive and flourish.   Congress, please support Motion 67.  Thank you.

Brian McAvera (The Writers’ Guild of Great Britain) seconded the motion, and said: Is theatre important?  More people go to theatre than go to football matches.  Is theatre important?  Theatre is part of a cultural industry that is actually the second biggest grosser in the UK.  Is theatre important?  I will tell you an anecdote.  In 1972, in Belfast, the Falls Road, coming out of a small theatre there, one of the actors had a cape across his shoulder, flamboyant.  We crossed the road to get a bus.  The next moment there were two paras in front of us blacked up: “Who are you?”  My friend with the cape, perhaps taking the piss somewhat, said: “I am a thespian, sir.”  I do not actually think he saw the punch because the next moment he was lying on the pavement.  Times, one would hope, have changed though sometimes I am not so sure.  

I think we need to remind ourselves that this particular island only 30 years ago had a flourishing rep system with plays once a week, and that before the time of John Osborne, a working-class lad, we were accustomed to predominantly middle-class players; then suddenly the working class had a voice.  Actors, remember Roger Moore and people like him, had to adopt the state-of-the-art BBC plum English accent but not any more.  Theatre changes the way you see things, it changes your life, it changes your attitude, but a bit like the railways, if you do not invest in it the whole thing grinds to a halt.

Theatre is about being relevant.  You might say exactly how in this particular institution does theatre touch lives?  I will give you one example.  I worked with the TGWU in Belfast on a play about busmen and when I was initially asked I said: “But how in God’s name do I make a play about busmen interesting?”  Then I realised just how stupid I was being because everyone has a story to tell and the busmen in Northern Ireland -- just think of 1969 and afterwards -- have a major story to tell.

Writers allow you to see yourselves from a different perspective.  We have writers working in theatre, in prisons, schools, and on the streets; they are throughout our society and we need to value them.  The point about this particular story was that I bankrolled it because I had a grand total of £5,000 for nine months’ work.  We need to pay people properly.  We need to invest.  Thank you.

The President: Again no further debate; I assume I can go straight to the vote.

(The right of reply was waived)

· Motion 67 was CARRIED.

Building a Successful Economy

The President: We now have a special feature debate on Building a Successful Economy.  Our three participants are Brendan Barber, the Rt. Hon. Patricia Hewitt, MP, Secretary of State for Trade & Industry, and Digby Jones, CBI Director General.  The well-known broadcaster, Sheena MacDonald, will facilitate the debate.  The format of the debate will be a stand-up fight – sorry.  (Laughter) Let me start again.  I took my eyes off the script for a bit too long.  I suppose that is an interesting illustration of the association of ideas.  When you say “stand-up” you automatically think of “fight”, do you not?  Let me start again.  The format of the debate will be a stand-up panel (Laughter) question and answer session.  Sheena will be roving between our three speakers probing their arguments (Laughter) ----

The Vice-President:  Are you sure you want to continue with this? (Laughter/ Applause)
The President: I am sorry.  (Laughter) It is just not getting off to the right start, is it?  (Laughter) Let us try and be serious.  (Laughter) I will have to get a new scriptwriter for tomorrow. (Laughter) Anyway, ensuring they do not dodge -- (Laughter) I had better finish this.  I have never had that happen to me before.  Anyway, ensuring they do not dodge the tricky questions. (Laughter) We know that Patricia Hewitt will ably put across -- (Laughter) -- the Government’s viewpoint.  Digby Jones can be relied upon --(Laughter) in his normal robust manner to convey the views of the CBI, and of course we can depend upon Brendan to put across our message that partnership is essential to productivity.  

Over to you, Sheena. (Laughter/Applause)

Sheena MacDonald: President, thank you very much. (Laughter)
The President:  It is a pleasure. (Laughter)

Sheena MacDonald: We are not quite sure how we are going to follow that, whether to do a proper stand-up routine with plenty more laughs?  


Manufacturing matters to millions of British citizens, employees and employers, and hardly a day, in fact not a day, passes when we do not read something good or bad about the state of British manufacturing, so we are going to hear three vital voices who are going to tell us from their individual perspectives how manufacturing would survive and thrive in Britain.  Each will speak for a few minutes, only a few minutes because we do not have very much time, and then they will respond to each other’s thoughts.  That is all I have to say at this point.  Let us start with Brendan.

Brendan Barber: Sheena, thanks very much.  I join Nigel in his eloquent welcome to Patricia, and particularly to Digby.  I think, Digby, this is what is known as playing an away fixture.  I certainly welcome their contributions to our debate because we want the Government and employers to engage with us in addressing the huge economic challenges that we face.  I think we know the issues with manufacturing taking a battering with something like 10,000 jobs a month disappearing.  An important survey from Amicus published only in the last couple of days shows the disastrous consequences for some of their members.  We now have very poor productivity performance and lag way behind the United States and, indeed, many of the major European economies, and we know that we have insufficient investment in our skills.  


There is a lot of common ground between us, I would say.  In the first slide you can see some of the areas where I think our analysis would match and be supported by the Government and the CBI.  One particular area that is referred to there is the issue of public procurement and only last week Patricia convened a meeting of leading union representatives with employers to talk with Government about how we can ensure that British industry benefits more from the flow of public spending that is now coming through.


It has to be said, of course, that there are other issues that are perhaps less comfortable to address.  There is real anger in our ranks about double standards, huge rewards for those at the top of major companies, which does nothing to build the spirit we need in Britain’s workplaces.  There is real disappointment, too, that too many employers seem to have to be dragged kicking and screaming to put in place decent consultation arrangements or to put in place a union recognition arrangement.  There is real frustration, too, that what we would regard as sensible minimum standards get labelled as red tape or burdens on business.


A lot of this debate revolves around the word “flexibility”.  Let me just say what I think we want to see and what we mean when we think about flexibility.  Let me, in a sense, try and tempt Patricia and Digby to sign up to our vision.  Yes, modern firms must be flexible.  They must be able to respond rapidly to the market and what their customers want.  The way to do this is by having a highly skilled workforce, confident that their jobs are secure, and that new skills will be used to build the business, not to provide an excuse to slim the workforce simply to boost the share price.


We want to see the kind of flexibility that comes from using the full talents of the workforce, which means giving them a say on how best to tackle new tasks, not just through good individual relationships but through a proper collective voice.  We want to see the kind of flexibility that comes from world-class managers, highly adaptable, multi-skilled, and with the training they need.  Of course, British managers are among the least qualified in the modern advanced industrial economies.  We want to see the kind of flexibility that comes from early adoption of new technology, new manufacturing processes, and new investment.  

          These are the kinds of flexibilities that would really begin to take our economy forward rather than looking to keep Britain as the easiest place to sack members of the workforce.  Thank you, Sheena.

Sheena MacDonald: Thank you very much.  Now let us hear from the Director General of the CBI, Digby Jones.  Brendan suggested he is playing an away fixture.  I would like you to be gentle with him because this is his first public engagement since being in hospital only a week ago.  He has actually come back to work a little bit too early but he said wild horses would not have kept him away from this.  Digby.

Digby Jones: Thank you very much.  I feel very privileged to be invited and I thank you all for giving me this chance to share a session with you.  Could I just make one point clear before we start.  I was not born with a silver spoon in my mouth.  In fact, if Austin at Longbridge had closed when I was a kid, I just do not know what we would have done.  I never condone businesses that do not treat their employees fairly, that flout the rules, which pay money that is not deserved to their directors, that reward failure, or that actually set an appalling example when it comes to sorting out pension schemes.  


I have personally believed all my life in what I call socially inclusive wealth creation.  I think companies have every right in the world to ask a government to create an environment in which they can get on and create jobs and create profit; without profit we do not pay tax, and if we do not pay tax we do not get better schools and hospitals, but at the same time we have to take the whole of society with us.  We have to be good employers.  We have to train well.  We have to be sensitive to the environments that we affect and we have to work with our communities.  That is something I have believed all my life and so I thank you for giving me a chance for just a couple of minutes to put a case.   I also look forward to hearing other cases as well.


Business leaders do not always get it right, although probably more get it right than they are given credit for, and we know business must be mindful of the need to set a good example when it comes to, for example, salaries and pensions.  The UK would not have one of the most successful economies in the world if it were not for the talent and the sheer hard work of both your members and my members.  The reputation of the UK as the investment location of choice is due to several factors.  The macro economic stability of low inflation, low interest rates, low unemployment, and some sustainable growth (which is the best in Europe) is one of those factors and one for which the Government should take full credit.  


Our success as a nation is also partly due to modern, moderate, trade unionism.  My members just do not want that to change, and they are not alone.  The nation just cannot afford for it to change.  Our disagreements, yours and mine, are always well documented by these people but we do have some common cause in many areas.


Do you know that 3.5 million people are going to be at work today picking up a wage who cannot read and write, and there are another 3.5 million adults at home today who are functionally illiterate?  That is shameful.  We together ought, really, to renew with vigour an agenda to make sure that never happens again in the workplace.  Just think what it does to our productivity, but think also what it does to social inclusion and to the fact that another generation of kids are growing up who actually do not have a mum and dad who can read and write or know what books mean.  It is something that we can do together.  


In the area of Government procurement, we are totally, I hope, on the same side.  Using United Kingdom taxpayers’ money to create jobs in France and America just cannot be right.  


Competition is an excellent self-improver, and the UK taxpayer deserves that competition, but sustained investment in training, kit, research and development will only follow when we have the same secure stable order books that our competitor nations enjoy, often unfairly.  


Companies are not whingeing when they make clear the temptations to move overseas.  I meet decision-makers in companies every day, and the threat to UK competitiveness, and therefore jobs, is very real, and I am worried.  The UK has to retain its pre-eminence as the place to do business in Europe and around the world, but we simply cannot rely on the methods, either of us, of yesterday.  Today’s challenges are difficult for employees, trade unions and business with its new working methods, re-training, up-skilling, different shift patterns, flexible working and accommodating the needs of people -- after all, business is people, people and businesses are the same – as they make those new lifestyle family choices in this vastly different world of work that the 21st century has brought to us.    All of those changes are necessary, and they can be achieved successfully in a spirit of co-operation and with a positive can-do attitude.  


Businesses have to do a damned sight more to be better communicators, to inform, to consult, but just saying “no” and “won’t” in response lets down the very people who are affected most and worried most by change.  The spirit of adaptability, which has characterised the trade union contribution to, for example, our vibrant and globally successful UK car industry, shows just what can be done and what could be done in the delivery of our public services, especially now that the much needed and long overdue additional cash has been provided.  Patients, parents, pupils and passengers have to come first, ladies and gentlemen.  We have to take the dedication of the people who work in them and the money which has been made available, but on their own that will not work.  We have also got to change, and the Government’s agenda for reform is here to stay and to make the most of that very dedication and that extra cash which has been put there.  


You, your members, working with Government, yes, but also, I hope, in the same room as business and the often ignored but so important voluntary sector, have a once in a lifetime opportunity – we all do – to secure and sustain the improvements that we all want to see.  Let us make our legacy one of which our children would be rightly proud and pleased.  Do not let us throw it all away.   Thank you for listening.  

Sheena MacDonald:  Thank you very much, Digby.  I am sure that Brendan has a couple of questions that he would like to ask you, but, first of all, let us hear from the Rt. Hon. Patricia Hewitt, Secretary of State for Trade & Industry.  Brendan referred to an initiative which unites these people on the panel, and Patricia Hewitt is going to tell us how the Government’s industrial strategy is developing. 

Patricia Hewitt:  Sheena, thank you very much, indeed.  Friends, it is really good to be here.  It is particularly nice to be in the real Congress, not the virtual Congress that we read about and see about in the media, which is rather a different matter. 

Before I turn to productivity and manufacturing, I want to say that I think we are at a very significant moment in the relationship between a Labour Government and the trade union Movement.  I am not thinking, actually, about the headlines and the rhetoric that have dominated the last few days.  I am thinking about the fact that we are half-way through our second term.  We are looking ahead to try and win a third term, and there has never been a Labour Government in that position before.  I know very well that a lot of you here think that we have got far too close to big business and we have somehow cold-shouldered or elbowed out the unions.  I do not happen to think that is the reality but I am very worried that that is such a widespread perception, and we have to change that.  We have to make our relationship and our partnership work better.  


Setting up the Public Services Forum is part of that.  The work we are doing together on productivity and skills is part of that.  Let us be very clear about what we mean by raising productivity because I do not want to see millions of people feeling that they have to work harder and harder and longer and longer just in order to stay still while other people make more money out of their efforts.  That is not higher productivity.    What I mean by “higher productivity” is business and organisations that are producing better products, better services, better goods and they are doing it because there is more investment, higher skills and higher wages.  That is what we need to deliver prosperity for everybody.  


I agreed with just about everything that Brendan said and more than I sometimes do with what Digby had to say.  So I just want to pick out three key points, the first of which is manufacturing.  There are still people in our country who say, “We don’t need manufacturing.  We can just live off services”.  I think that is rubbish.  Whether or not you work in manufacturing or you represent manufacturing workers, we all need successful high value-added manufacturing.  Our manufacturing at its best is amongst the best in the world, but we have not got enough of it and it is very tough for manufacturing firms and workers out there.  That is why the first thing I did as the new Secretary of State for Trade & Industry was to bring together our industrial unions and some of our top companies, and we put in place the first manufacturing strategy that we have had in our country for more than 30 years.  

I completely agree with you on procurement.  Brendan, you referred to the meeting we had last week.  The next thing is going to be bringing together more of our manufacturing companies and their unions and getting them together with the people in government who are making those purchasing decisions.  Geoff Hoon and I agreed last year the new Defence Industrial Policy.  We have not had one of those for 20 years or more, and we delivered on that when we placed that Hawk order which safeguarded thousands of jobs.  Roger Lyons campaigned for that at Brough at British Aerospace.  Of course, we need more of that.    We need much more on skills, and we have agreed the new Skills Strategy.  We have got the TUC, the DTI, the Department of Education and the CBI all working together in the new Skills Alliance so that we get the modern apprenticeships, we get the Sector Skills Councils working and we build on the outstanding work that is now being done by union learning representatives to deal, yes, with the basic skills problems, but also to open up those opportunities so that people can go from the shopfloor just as high as they want to, some of them, as Derek Simpson was telling the Prime Minister last week, right up to a Ph.D.  

The second point is trade union involvement, involvement in Government policy making as well as involvement in the workplace.  We all know that if John Major had won in 1997 we would not have got any of the things that we have achieved and the ways in which we have changed the workplace and the labour market over the past six years.  Of course, there is more to do and we can argue exactly what the priorities are, but let us not ever undersell to our members, my constituents, the huge changes that we have made since 1997 in working people’s conditions and the impact that they are having and will go on having.  

I want, particularly, to thank both John Monks and you, Brendan, for the work that you did with us on the Information and Consultation Directive.  We are not going to have people sacked by text message or hear about it on breakfast radio.  I know, Digby, that the CBI would rather not have the IC Directive at all, but the fact is that decent companies do it already, and every successful business depends on the management and workforce working together in partnership.  So the fact that we have got an agreed way forward for implementation of the Information and Consultation Directive is terrific.  

The third point is that all three of us want to see more successful businesses.  That is a real challenge to management.  It is also a challenge to investors, because one of our most deep-seated problems is that we are still not investing enough in R&D and in modern technology.  So our workers are having to work with out-of-date equipment.  Even now, with the lowest interest rates that we have had since the 1950s and the R&D tax credit, we are still not getting the investment we need.  It does not help when the actions of a small number of business leaders gives business a bad name.  I have said over and over again that I have no problem with big rewards for big success – I would like to see the big rewards shared with the workforce as well as the management – but there is no excuse for huge pay-offs for failure, and we have seen too much of that in the last few years.  That is why I changed the law to require companies to publish all the details of directors’ pay and to give the shareholders an annual vote on it, starting with this year’s company AGMs.  The pension funds and the pension fund trustees are part of making sure that the people who own the majority of  British companies through the pension funds actually have a say and make the decisions on that policy on directors’ pay.  It is just a scandal that we have some directors feathering their pension nests at the same time as they are slashing the pension security of their own workforce.  We are going to give working people the right to be consulted over changes in their pension schemes.  We have put pensions into the new rules on the two-tier workforce concerning TUPE.  We are stopping firms, solvent firms, from walking away from their pensions’ responsibilities and we are putting in place a compensation scheme so that we can protect people’s pension rights if the firm goes bust. 

Of course, there are lots of big headlines and dramatic rhetoric by the media, who always magnify that.  What I think we need and what I think we have got, because we have done it on so many issues already, is a real determination to work in a more effective partnership together, week in and week out, so that we can deliver the best conditions for people at work and the best environment for business success.  That is the partnership that I have tried to create at the Department of Trade & Industry and I look forward to more of it in the months and years ahead.  Thank you. 

Sheena MacDonald:  Thank you.  I will give you the right to respond to each other’s ideas in a moment, but we are touching on some slightly – it has been very emollient so far – less comfortable realities.  For instance, Brendan has said and the Secretary of State has suggested that management really has to up its game, Digby.  A recent ESRC study showed that a quarter of employees are under-used in Britain.  It is pointless in having a highly skilled workforce if the management is not up to using them properly.  What are you doing about that?  

Digby Jones:  Firstly, I think that management must definitely raise its game.

Sheena MacDonald:  How?

Digby Jones:  I think the top part of management actually holds its own globally, but I think that middle management in a lot of companies needs to get better, and that goes to the point about whether it is, actually, in either the public or private sector.   I am certainly not in the game of  saying that we want people to work harder.  What I want them to do is to work more cleverly and earn more money through working more cleverly.  That calls for two things: a better skilled workforce and better managers who are themselves going to submit to training and get on the game of improving their lot, not getting the money unless they do, but then they get better at getting more out of working more cleverly with people.  

I am a great critic of the way that the French go about their business, but one thing they are first class at is innovative management.  They are very, very good at getting a lot out of  a better skilled workforce, far better than we are.  However, we are good at other things.  I think that there should be more training for middle managers, a willingness of management not to think they know it all and, at the same time, constantly in the psyche of everybody who goes to work, an understanding that for every day, for the rest of their lives, they must learn more and put their skills into that wealth creation process.  If they do not, it will not be France and Germany who actually leave us for dead but it will be the India’s and the China’s, and the jobs will never come back from there. 

Sheena MacDonald:   Is this happening or is it an aspiration?  

Digby Jones:  At the moment, it is more aspiration than happening, to be honest.  I think it is happening more than people give credit for, but the one thing you need to make it happen is competition.  

I can remember in the seventies in Brum that we had all Japanese imports of cars and everybody was saying to the Government at the time, “Put up the barriers and stop these coming in”.  The one thing, by letting free trade bring those cars in, was that every car manufacturer in Britain had to raise its game, and what actually happened, at the end of the day – we went through a lot of pain – is that we today have a car industry that is one of the best in the world.  The Nissan car plant in Sunderland is the most productive car plant in the whole of Europe, and it is fully unionised.  It is submitting to competition, acknowledging the problem and then getting this psyche of self-improvement constantly going.  

All of this is a two-way street.  I do not think that management are good enough at it, but I have to say that there are a lot of people who have seen that sort of change and think, “Oh, no.  I want to stay where I am.  I understand this.  I am comfortable”.  Well, comfort is not on the agenda for anybody these days.  

Sheena MacDonald:  Brendan, is that the right kind of noise or is that all it is?

Brendan Barber:  It is certainly the right kind of noise.  I was interested that Digby acknowledged that in terms of functional flexibility in France – he was talking about France – that their performance is rather better than ours.  This seems to me to be a key issue, because a lot of the debate about regulation and flexibility is about to what extent are we matching up to decent European standards, and to what extent are the kind of standards that are set elsewhere in Europe a drag or a burden on business?  To what extent do they constrain flexibility?   I say that the evidence shows that if you look at the performance of other major European economies, and in terms of those, which are the most critical kinds of flexibility, the scope to really adapt, innovate and make change quickly to respond to changing market pressures and circumstances, the more regulated economies in Europe actually perform rather better, because they build a different workplace culture.    We are looking to see an acceptance of that rather than the arguments that Digby publicly finds himself making on behalf of his members, that anything to put in place decent minimum standards ought to be resisted as some kind of unreasonable constraint.  

Digby Jones:  But, Brendan, just a minute.  France has also got the highest unemployment in Europe, so you cannot have it both ways.  You are telling me that I am right when I say that France is innovative in the way it manages people and gets the most out of its workforce, but we are looking at the most regulated labour market and the highest unemployment.  That is not a coincidence, is it?

Brendan Barber:  I do not think there is the causal link that you suggest.  If you look at other European economies that are regarded as highly regulated, their employment record is rather better than ours.  You can look at the Scandinavian countries and Holland, for example.  Decent minimum standards are not incompatible with efficient well-run organisations. 

Digby Jones:  I agree with that.

Brendan Barber:  I think the arguments which are always raised were raised about the minimum wage, after all.  We were told that the minimum wage would cost hundreds of thousands, even millions, of jobs, but in the end employment levels rose.  

(Applause)  

Sheena MacDonald:  There are some young employees who would like an improved minimum wage for them.  

Brendan Barber:  Indeed; and we have debated that.  

Sheena MacDonald:  Then they might vote.  

Patricia Hewitt:  We have put in place on this National Minimum Wage, against this huge campaign which said it would destroy jobs, a partnership model.  We organised the Low Pay Commission to work together with unions and employers to recommend to us what the level of the minimum wage should be.  I think the whole issue of the youth wage is one of the most difficult ones, because what I and none of us want to see is what has happened, particularly in France, where they have a high level of minimum wage for young workers and a very high level of unemployment there.  We have a real problem in Britain, with 21 year olds much less likely to be in work than those who are a bit older or even a bit younger.  That is why we have been cautious.  Maybe we have been over-cautious, but for good reason, on the minimum wage. 

I want to make a more general point here.  I think this debate about regulation has gone into a kind of caricature.  We have the CBI saying “Regulation bad” and Brendan, not quite but with a bit of an element, saying, “Any regulation good”.   What we must recognise is that of course we have to use the law and regulation to set standards in the workplace, above all, to protect people, particularly people who are not in unions, against utterly unscrupulous and exploitative employers.  We are going to do that.  Then we can also use regulation and legislation to move standards up, to help to get more of those high performance workplaces that we all want.  The Information and Consultation Directive is part of that, as are the anti-discrimination laws, the family/friendly working and so on.  

When you look at how they do it on the Continent, we need to recognise – I think Brendan was making this point – that it is not one model.  It is not all the same in the rest of Europe.  It is very different between, say, France, where they do have superb skills, really at every level of the workforce right up to management, and say, Germany, where they all know that they have a huge challenge of structural reform and they are in the process of starting to make a lot of changes to a model which has served them well for many decades but is not serving them well at the moment.  


On any employment issue, we ought to recognise that one of the great achievements of our Government, and we have achieved it together, is that we have a million-and-a-half more people in work than we had six years ago.  Actually, there are very few European countries who, like us, have already met our Lisbon targets for employment, including the employment of older workers.   We have done well on that.  What we now need to do, as we keep bringing more people into work, is to get more people into better work, which is about skills, wages and productivity. 

Sheena MacDonald:    Digby, I know you want to respond.

Digby Jones:  I want to make one point on the minimum wage.  My predecessors did oppose it.   I have not opposed it.  What I have said is – I want your help on this because I do not know the answer,  I do not think anybody does, if they are honest – for instance, you have a supermarket chain and they are going to take 20 school leavers or 20 people from a disadvantaged ethnic community, which they do a lot, actually, and if they are going to say  that because the minimum wage has gone to a higher level, they will not take 20 but they will take 19, you will never read about that in a newspaper and you will never really see it in all the statistics, but it has an impact on that community.  It is one person somewhere and one person somewhere else.  Secondly, if you set it at too high a level, it is not whether those businesses can afford that level but it is the impact on the differential of your members at £6 an hour, £7 an hour and £8 an hour, which is what the Treasury and the Bank of England get worried about.  I do not know the answer to this, which is that if you are going to get a decent minimum standard so that everybody coming into the workplace has hope and understands what “aspiration” means, how do you do it so you do not disturb macro-economic stability, which I will always support, to make sure that you do not get pay rises going through and causing that whole thing of inflation again, and at the same time how do you make sure that the employers keep taking the young of the country into work?  We have to pitch it at a level where it does not damage those two things but gives a decent standard of living.  What that level is, actually, I think if we were all honest, none of us really know.  There is a bit of trial and error on this.  At the moment it is succeeding, but I think the success of it is because of the level it has been pitched at.

Sheena MacDonald:  Do you want to respond to that, Brendan?  

Brendan Barber:  As Digby has acknowledged and Patricia has mentioned, the Low Pay Commission does have a difficult job to do.  Inevitably, we would like to see the minimum wage pitched at a much higher level.  If you look at the reality of trying to care for a family on minimum wage rates, the living standards of people in those circumstances are desperately, desperately poor.  We strongly support the Low Pay Commission.  We should have a mechanism of that sort to try to establish consensus on what the minimum wage should be set at and, so far, it has done its work.  I think it has commanded respect and, obviously, we expect to see it continue.  Let me say that we do expect to see it particularly addressing this issue of young workers as well, including 16 to 17 year olds.  

Patricia Hewitt: During the next year or 18 months we are going to be following the Low Pay Commission recommendation.  We are going to be pushing up the National Minimum Wage much faster than average earnings so that it goes from covering just over a million people, which is actually less than we all originally intended in the first place, to covering about two million workers.  So that is going to be a really important extension of the minimum wage.  

Your point about trying to bring up a family is absolutely crucial. In a constituency like mine, in Leicester, which is low paid, it is central to people’s lives.   On top of the minimum wage, of course, we now have much more generous child benefits and children’s tax credits.  Further, the Working Tax Credit is now extended to single people.  So there is a lot there to deliver a decent standard of living for families and then keep it rising.

Sheena MacDonald:  The Secretary of State earlier used two “R” words – regulation and rhetoric.  I will quote you, Digby.  You used the word “relentless” – “relentless employment legislation”.  Are you not dissuaded by the Secretary of State’s argument, which in effect suggests that employment legislation saves jobs and, ultimately, can save lives?  

Digby Jones:  In two areas I stand by what I have said.   The first is that I believe there is a causal link between too much regulation in the workplace and unemployment.

Sheena MacDonald:  What, too much legislation?

Digby Jones:  What France and Germany have.  People always compare us with Europe.  There are 11 million people in Euro-land who are out of work.  There are many reasons, but one of them is a rigid labour market.  Secondly, information and consultation is a good example of this.  I actually believe that good employers should inform and consult, and where they do not there should be something in place to ensure that we get the bad ones to do it.   Let me say that 80 percent – 90 percent of my members are damned good employers who do it anyway.    If what we are going to get, and I do not think we are going to get it because what we are trying to achieve I think is working, is a one size fits all, where someone comes along and says, “I am sorry. Rule 16, sub-section 2, paragraph (b) says you will do it this way”, then what you get is employers who sign out and you get different unions in different workplaces trying to score turf wars and it is not good for creating jobs in Britain.   It is not going to happen with information/consultation because I think we have got it right. 

What worries me with regulation is this one size fits all blanket approach, which allows for turf wars with employers and employees, and that is why it is the impact of it rather than the philosophy of it that I worry about.  

Patricia Hewitt:  I want to press Digby on this one.  

Sheena MacDonald:  All right, but briefly.  

Patricia Hewitt:  Let me press you on information and consultation, because we are not going to have one size fits all.  We have a really good deal on how we implement it, but we know, legally, it does not come into effect for several years.   Compass recently did a deal, I think with the T&G and the GMB, putting in place their arrangements in anticipation of the law.  Would it not be quite sensible to encourage more companies who have not already got there to do that?  

Digby Jones:  I absolutely agree with you.  

Patricia Hewitt:   Good.  It is one of the first things we are doing.

Digby Jones:  One thing we are doing at the CBI is that I, personally, am getting around all 13 areas in the United Kingdom and saying, “Come on, do it”.  In fact, I am using it as a bit of the “Do it before they do it to you” scenario.  Secondly, I am saying that it is best practice.  If we do not want the one size fits all that I have talked about, then you are right, but it is the way in which we try to achieve it.  


My general point was that it was not just employment regulation but it is health and safety, too.  

Brendan Barber:  There are lots of companies that have good practice, but when Digby says that 80% or 90% of his members really consult their workforces, I appreciate that the lighting is a bit dim in here, but I got a general impression that quite a few eyebrows were being raised in the hall.  (Applause)

Digby, if you look at the hard evidence and research, the Workplace Employment Relations Survey, which is the most authoritative and comprehensive review, it shows that it has been going totally in the other direction.  The number of workplaces where there is real consultation has been sliding down; the number of issues on which employers actually consult their workforce has been thinning out and thinning out, and there are fewer and fewer areas where unions and members of their workforces have been able to exert an influence.  That is why we desperately need something to kick start a new culture in the form of the new information and consultation arrangements that we are now going to see brought in.  


I am afraid that we are not going to see a change without that degree of compulsion, without that bottom line in law that an employer has got to match up to a minimum standard and we are not just relying on, in a sense, their goodwill or recognising their own self-interest. 

Sheena MacDonald:  Digby stated his fear earlier that jobs are going to leave the country.  How do we stop that?  

Brendan Barber:  We stop that by having best practice in this country so that our workplaces are certainly as well run and as efficient as they can possibly be so that they can compete in world markets.  Inevitably, there will be jobs that will go to other parts of the world.  We are an international trading nation.  I hope that if there are to be changes of that sort, we are looking to see decent standards in other parts of the world, and we are looking to use whatever influence we can bring to bear to lever up standards, so that is not the issue that forces change and the kind of outsourcing that we have seen in some industries that unions are very much concerned with.  

Digby Jones:  Let me say that manufacturing is 20 percent in the UK; 16 percent in the States; 21 percent in France; about 22 percent in Germany and about 19 percent-20 percent in Japan.  This is a developed world issue.  This is not a British issue.  Manufacturing has a great future in Britain if we go to the value-added, knowledge-based, brand innovation quality end.  If we carry on, which we are not, trying to sell commodities solely on price around the world, we will lose, but if we actually try and get manufacturing into the value added end, I think in this country it has a very rosy future.

Let me make one point of information, Chair.  Sacking somebody by a text message on one of those (indicating a mobile phone) is an absolute disgrace.  When I heard it on the radio – it is always referred to as “sacking people by text message” – this was not a company, but a receiver.  The facts of the matter are that the company went under and the receiver did it.  Although the legislation will make sure that the receiver will be caught by it, please do not think that that was a company.  It was a receiver, a firm of accountants, who did it.  I will take the criticism, but just for once, factually, it was not a company in my membership.  It was actually a receiver who did it. 

Patricia Hewitt:  Let me come back to this issue about manufacturing.  There are an awful lot of manufacturing workers, as we have all said, losing their jobs, but I think it is terribly important that none of us talk down British manufacturing, because if we give the impression that it is all a disaster, then why on earth would any young person want to go out there and do an apprenticeship or get into engineering?  Why would any investor want to put their money into it?  Alongside the very bad news which is devastating, for instance, the workers at Alstom, the train plant, there is also the good news with the Hawk, that I have already mentioned, the £50 million of support that we are putting into chemicals, which we have worked on with the unions.  Toyota is putting in a third shift at Burnaston and creating a thousand new really good manufacturing jobs. 


What is absolutely central to the manufacturing strategy is not just putting more money into our science base, which is one of the best in the world, but actually making sure that out of that science base, out of all that stuff we invented in Britain, we get the new businesses and jobs manufacturing the high value added products here in Britain.  We need a hell of a lot more of that, and we need more of our existing businesses who are losing their competitiveness at the moment, working with that new technology so that they raise their game and keep people in work here.  We can do that.  We can do it together.  

Digby Jones:  But, Patricia, we have not really got the power of making that work if you have got a French Government that breaks the rules and subsidise at home to enable those companies to come over here and take our jobs.  

Sheena MacDonald:  This could run and run.  We do not have time for that.  I am going to ask you a final question, Digby.  


Could you clarify this phrase “outright obstruction” that you used “re union leaders”.  Who were you thinking off?  (Laughter)
Digby Jones:  As to the words I used, I am not even going to say, what I meant to say was, in my address I said that change worries everybody but we have to change, whether it is public sector or private sector.  We have to get adaptable to the world of work.  That frightens everybody.  No one likes change.  But if all that -- I am talking about the drive for change, be it from Government, business, a hospital, a school or a prison – you get is, “No, no”, “Can’t”, “Shan’t” and “Won’t - Now talk to me”-, what you are not going to get is the need for change, the need for reform and the fusion of the best that the private and public sector can bring together.   By the way, some of that might mean “public very good” and “private not very good” or it might be the other way round in other situations.  


What I am after is an open mind and a way of going forward to meet these threats of the 21st century.  “Outright obstruction” means that one just stands there and goes, “No”, “Shan’t”, “Won’t – Now talk to me”.  If you get that, at the end of the day, the very people who are terrified of change and are sitting there are going to be done badly by it, not well by it.  That does not mean that we have got all the answers, but we might have some of them.  It does not mean that the public sector have got all the answers, but they have certainly got some of them.  It is together that we get an answer. 

Sheena MacDonald:  Thank you very much for your open ears.  Please thank our stand up performers.  (Applause)

The President:  Thank you very much, Sheena and and three participants.


I offer my apologies for not quite getting it off with the right degree of gravitas that the subject undoubtedly deserved.  Many thanks to Sheena and the three participants in giving us much food for further thought.  


Before I move on to the next item, let me take this opportunity of welcoming another guest who has been with us on the platform since earlier this morning.  I refer to John Evans, the Secretary to the Trade Union Advisory Committee of the OECD.

(Applause)

The President:  I move to Composite Motion no. 8, and indicate that the General Council supports the composite motion. 

Manufacturing

Derek Simpson (AMICUS) moved composite motion 8:

He said:  Good morning, Conference.  I suppose it is an advantage coming to the rostrum following the discussion, because I guess that everyone, if you were seated like me, would have wanted to comment on one or other aspects of that discussion.  The other thing -- of course - is that Conference provides a great opportunity, particularly for general secretaries who get badgered by the media, to make comments, radio broadcasts and the rest.  I think that I have had my share of that process, like my colleagues. In connection with manufacturing, I have to say this.   I did something like seven local radio interviews yesterday morning and there is disappointment in the voice of the commentators when we fail to attack Blair, the Government or decide whether Brown is better than Blair, or what is the awkward squad and are you in it, are you leading it or are you attending this or that meeting.  They get quite disappointed.  They say, “Oh, you are not going to attack Blair?” and “You are not going to rip down the Government?”   One of the problems we have is how the media present the issues.  


The other sad thing from my point of view is that they asked, “Are there going to be some real battles about public services, pensions and Iraq?”   However, they did not ask me if we had any problems about manufacturing.  That is one of the purposes of this composite.  It is to raise the question of manufacturing as high as it is possible to get on the political agenda.  


It is not about individuals.  It is not about Gordon Brown’s attitude or Blair’s attitude.  It is about the fundamental problems in the industry and what is happening.  The media are interested in whether we will see real people like Gordon receive a hostile reception, or will people walk out when Digby Jones speaks?  I say, “No, the delegates, as I understand it, to Congress are extremely democratic, polite and will give listen and give a proper reception to anybody’s point of view”.    It is also difficult, is it not, when you listen to that debate, when you understand that you vote for one and work for the other, to actually get too upset about what they are saying.  What concerns me is what they are saying, because, to my mind, sitting listening, even though many of the aspirations and directions, which we could all share actually, emerged to the words of the old song, as I see it:  “You say ‘either’ and I say ‘either’; ‘either’, ‘either’, let’s call the whole thing off”.  Because what they singularly avoid doing is bringing the very measures that will lead to the results which they claim to be pursuing.  Why, for example, when we make reference to the rail manufacturers and the plight of Alstom and Bombardier in Derby, is it that they do not mention that the French Government insists that 60% of rail production has to be indigenous to France?  Why do not we have that in this country?  Why can we not do that?  When we talk about the plight of industry being as a result of the awkward squad, of workers not being productive, why do we not refer to the only real strike in this country, and that is the investment strike?  Why do we not hear Digby and his colleagues in the press attacking their own members, why are they not insisting on taking  measures that will prop up their industries?  Why do we not hear the Government arguing for measures like in other countries which support their industries, because every one of us knows that in France, Germany and Italy they would never allow to happen to their manufacturing industry what is allowed to happen to ours.  Why, because they believe in the flexible labour market and the free movement of capital.  Does it matter that a few of his members go to the wall as long as they prevail with the ultimate model of free movement of capital?  It would be an impediment to have restrictions on how orders are placed.  It would be a step too far to implement that legislation that made procurement an essential part of how our companies place their business.  


There are many statistics, and I am not known for reading statistics or even reading speeches.  I am not even all that happy about having moved this item, so when I get to the end, if I say something like “It gives me pleasure to move this motion”, forget it.  I do not get any pleasure out of coming to a rostrum on the question of manufacturing.  

The President:  Your time is nearly up, Derek.

Derek Simpson: Five minutes passes rather quickly, doesn’t it?  (Laughter)  Let me just finish this list.  We do not expect the Government to dance to the trade unions’ tune, but as a colleague of mine once said, “It would be very nice if they hummed along a little bit”.  (Laughter)  

Kevin Curran (GMB) in seconding the composite motion, said:  I speak in defence of British manufacture.  Since the industrial revolution Britain has been defined by its success in the manufacturing industry.  We have exploited our natural resources, utilised our climate and added the essential ingredients of innovation, drive, engineering skill and industrial co-operation.  We have developed what we now call “clusters”.  


We also had a limited vision of what could be achieved.  There are many, many, unacceptable consequences, but the ability of the British people to turn ideas into practical reality and consumer goods was established throughout the world.    We produced on a scale that was breathtaking, and we accumulated national, intellectual, design, engineering and economic capital.  That is what helped to make modern Britain.  As times changed, we adapted; steam to electricity, iron to steel, telegraph to telephone, horse and cart to internal combustion engine.  Change, but always using the same formula – the virtuous circle of research, design, innovation and training.  We also had the constant cycle of investment, which kept the whole process moving.  

Congress, we are now in a very different and a more challenging environment.  In response to that environment, our Government lags behind Europe.  All but one of our EU competitors spends more in aiding their industry.  Indeed, a recent DTI statement dismissed Government aid to industry as handouts to domestic companies.  This Government has turned its back on British manufacturing.  As a consequence, research commissioned by the GMB reveals that more than one million people of working age are now economically inactive, neither in work or claiming benefits.  Most of those one million people live in Britain’s manufacturing heartlands.  Manufacturing jobs are disappearing at 10,000 a month.  We desperately need a Minister of Manufacturing, not warm on words but strong on support.  We need a Government to say to manufacturing employers and manufacturing employees, "You are important to us, to our economy and our communities.  We value and appreciate you.  We will support you through these difficult times.  We will ensure that the manufacturing sector remains strong in the UK and continues to create wealth and jobs for Britain.”


I say to those doommongers in Government, the CBI and the Institute of Directors, and anyone anxious to ring the death knell of British manufacturing: you may have given up but we have not.  We  all join with modern day innovators in British management who share our determination and our drive and our vision.  Together we need to persuade this Government that manufacturing is worth fighting for.  


I say this to the Government:  look where your heartland support is and share our vision.  Give us a Minister for Manufacturing to ensure that the Government works with us and we will give you economic and political success.  Thank you.  

Rob Middlemas (ISTC, the Community Union )supporting the composite motions, said:  President and delegates, I am a steel worker.  I work at Skinning Grove, which is on the north-east coast. I work for Corus, formerly British Steel.  I am one of a diminishing British band who were top of the world, in the premier league, in steel productivity, yet we are bottom of the league when it comes to sales production per head of population.  We are barely a quarter of the Benelux countries and only 60% of US and French per capita figures, and they are only just above us in relegation zone.  We are facing not only relegation but the prospect of going out of business altogether.  If the Teesside works closes we will have lost critical mass and you can say goodbye then to the rest of British manufacturing.  


Why are we in this grim situation?  Manufacturing has been badly let down by top executives who were brilliant at finding ways of paying themselves fortunes in bonuses but crap when it comes to managing their companies.  The last Corus chairman took three fat incomes whilst presiding over the collapse of the share price from £1.80 down to less than 4 pence!        


However, management bears only part of the responsibility, as during most of the past 25 years British Governments have treated manufacturing as a lost and unimportant cause.  Manufacturing has had to take second place to whatever was the prevailing policy fad of that particular day.  When other EU countries intervened aggressively to assist their manufacturing industries, British Governments just kept their hands clean.  


Unfortunately, our own Government supported the restoration of an obsolete state plant in Romania, while it provides less help for our manufacturing than all of the EU countries except Portugal.


That is largely behind us now.  The euro exchange rate at last reflects economic realities and the Government is showing that it does care, a bit.  It is looking at ways within the rules to give British companies a better chance of winning public contracts.  British manufacturing now has a real opportunity to recapture its market share at home and abroad.  The economic forecasters tell us that manufacturing should grow by 2.5% during the next two years.  So at this critical time British manufacturing really needs a boost to its confidence to take advantage of those opportunities.  So, Patricia, I hope you will give us that boost today.  I support. 

Barry Morris (National Union of Knitwear, Footwear and Apparel Trades) supporting the composite motion said:  Congress, I would like to concentrate on one particular part of the composite, and that is public procurement and introduce delegates, who are not aware of it, to this magical word “warlike”.  


It is devastating to witness the demise of an industry, especially one in which, like me, you have spent a lifetime working.  I refer to the textile industry.  What is equally soul destroying is seeing the situation compounded by public procurement policy.  The MoD has a spend of £1 billion for procurement.  Only EU based companies can tender for contracts, but that does not require those companies to manufacture the goods in the EU.  So we finish up buying cheap and often inferior products with the resulting unemployment that follows.  It is, colleagues, economic madness.  Jobs have been lost, companies have closed and they will never come back because of a cast-in-stone interpretation of EU rules by the MoD – unwarlike.  


Best value really needs to be thought through.  The current policy is not in the best interests of the UK taxpayer and it is certainly not in the best interests of British workers.  The MoD, in reducing its number of suppliers, leaves SMEs out in the cold, specialist suppliers who have served the MoD over many years.  On the one hand, we have government policy, which is to support small and medium enterprises, and then we have the MoD policy.  So we do need joined-up thinking.  The MoD hides behind a rigid interpretation of EU rules on procurement.  


Other EU countries support their own respective industries.  If any product is viewed as ‘warlike’ many EU countries take the stance that allows them to buy locally, but not so our MoD.  For the life of me, Congress, I cannot understand why, under a Labour Government, we are having to highlight a ludicrous situation where thousands of our members are thrown out of work because the MoD is a law unto itself.  


Technical textiles, we are told, is the area to go into, so we have.  It might surprise you to know, delegates, that the MoD have armoured vehicles that are made up of only 60% of technical textiles.  Warlike vehicles they must be, but we remain the poor relations.  Local authorities, too, could keep thousands of people in work not as a favour but by buying quality clothing made locally and the economic success that that would bring if a change in procurement rules transpired.  Fire, police and NHS, to name a few organisations, have to be clothed.  Best value needs to be considered, not just the lowest price. It has to take into account the research and development that specialised products necessitate.  How many times did we hear during the Iraq war that our armed forces were either having problems with kit or short of it and buying their own?  Remember the boots that melted, colleagues!  Well, they don’t melt when they are made in Northampton.  


It is too late for many, but it is not for those companies remaining.  We need a change in the current rules, a change that would allow local authorities and government departments to support UK industry.  If France and Germany can clothe their armed forces because of their interpretation of “warlike”, then, surely, we could.  I support.     


Joe Marino (Bakers, Food and Allied Workers' Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  President, we are supporting the composite and speaking specifically to that section of it that deals with below-cost selling. 

Let me say, right at the start, that there are two things that we are not against.  First of all, there is nothing technically wrong with discounting and you will never outlaw discounting.  We are not asking for that.  But what we are asking for is a level playing field.  Nor is it our job to put forward propositions to assist the employer in that sense.  We are concerned about the issue in manufacturing industry where certain retailers abuse the power that they have in order first to manufacture, to sell their goods to those retailers and, therefore, put jobs and consumer choice at risk. 

It does not happen in other countries. That is why we are asking the General Council to look at what happens elsewhere in the European Union, but also in places like the United States of America.  For example, if retailers want to discount an item in the United States, then they can do so for a specific period of time.  After that, they are then not allowed to do it for a 12  month period.  That stops the ludicrous situation of retailers being able to force manufacturers through things like internet purchasing, where a manufacturer is told, "If you want to keep your business, then what you have to do is make a secret Internet bid" and it must be at a lower price than what you have your existing business for. 

That may be fine and maybe, to an extent, as we are told, it keeps inflation down.  But at the end of the day, first of all, it destroys consumer choice because you are going to drive out business.  It is not just in the food industry, by the way.   We heard from KFAT that it happens in the textile industry as well.  You force those companies out of work, workers lose their jobs and consumer choice is cut down. 

We have a company -- I am not going to name names because it is unfair to do so -- in our own industry who have actually taken a stated position on discounting that, "We are prepared to give the stuff away, first of all, in order to drive out of business our competitors and, once we have done that, we are going to be able to control the market".  That is short-sighted and, at the end of the day, comrades, what it does is it forces people out of work. 

 We are asking the General Council to look at what is happening in the rest of the world and to bring back information on that so that we can then start the campaign.  But I really do want to emphasise that we are not attacking individual retailers and we are not attacking discounting per se.  We are attacking unfair advantages given by certain retailers and the Government have to wake up to this because, at the end of the day, it will result in unemployment and it will also stop consumer choice. 

On that basis, Chair, we support Composite 8 and we hope the General Council will do that research.  Thank you.

Tony Burke (Graphical, Paper and Media Union) supporting the composite motion, said:  Congress, along with metals, textiles and electronics, printing, packaging and paper-making are also suffering.  Companies that once employed hundreds of workers now operate with a handful of workers who wonder if they will have a job at the end of the week -- never mind at the end of the year.  Skilled workers who invested their lives in the industries have been thrown on the scapheap and what future do they face?  Low paid, short term or agency employment. 

Two hundred GPMU members, sacked at a day's notice at Crown Wall Coverings in Lancashire, now have to work two jobs just to make ends meet.  To our members it seems that Bruce Springsteen was right when he sang, "All the good jobs have gone and they ain't coming back". 

The recent IPPR Report indicated that by 2010 a further 700,000 jobs will be lost in manufacturing.  By 2050, if current trends prevail, manufacturing will account for just 5 per cent of employment.  That is a disaster for our members, a disaster for the country and a disaster for our unions.  Without a strong manufacturing base, we will not have decent public services and we will not have a strong service sector. 

Congress, Labour's 1997 anthem was "Things can only get better".  In 2003 it does not seem that way to our members: 600,000 jobs lost in manufacturing; around 40,000 jobs lost in the printing, packaging and paper industries.  Okay, there have been contributing factors.  They switched to digital technology and our absence from the euro has taken its toll but let us have a look at other factors.  Low productivity is caused by a lack of training.  Lack of proper information and consultation with the workforce has been highly damaging to our economy. 

Congress, the recent Porter Report on UK Competitiveness highlighted many of the problems we have.  We have too many companies who take the low road.  They are locked into low cost goods and they are locked into low cost services.  Digby Jones stressed the importance of the future knowledge economy.  The Porter Report suggested the UK is not even well placed to compete in a knowledge economy for the future.  What a condemnation! 

Congress, we need a manufacturing strategy based on real investment, real skills, real training and proper information and consultation with the workforce.  But, importantly, to Patricia Hewitt I would say that we need a government that is prepared to really get behind manufacturing to give us the support and give us the help.  So support manufacturing workers and their families and support investment in all of our futures.    Thank you very much. 

Brian Revell (Transport and General Workers' Union) supporting the composite motion, said:  Good morning, colleagues.  I wish to comment on the below-cost selling in Composite 8 which arises from the Baker’s Union motion. 

I also want to take this opportunity to draw to your attention to the fact that food manufacturing is a major part of the UK manufacturing industry.  Food manufacturing employs half a million people in our country.  The food industry is under greater competitive pressure from globalisation.  We are getting poultry coming in from Thailand and Brazil and we are finding products are coming into this country from many parts of the world that have never been traded globally in the past.  Also, the food industry is under far greater pressure as the power of the supermarkets gets greater and greater.

The practice of selling at below-cost prices distorts the market and imposes crushing pressures on bakeries and other food processors.  Power is not evenly spread along the food chain.  It is concentrated in the hands of the giant food retailers and  the supermarkets.  When a supermarket sells a loaf of bread at 17p, when a supermarket sells baked beans at 7p a can and when a supermarket sells milk at 35p a litre, they sell at a loss.  But there is a hidden cost:  dairies, bakeries and food factories can be put out of business by this competitive pressure.  Supermarkets may be trading in over 20,000 product lines and it is obvious that they can take a loss on one or two lines to get the customer into the shop. 

With power comes responsibility.  If power is not used wisely then there must be regulation.  France, Germany, Ireland and Spain have already introduced legislation to prohibit low-cost selling.  Similar legislation should be introduced into the UK.  But, colleagues, we need to go further.  We would like to ask the TUC to call a meeting of the food industry trade unions in order that we can collectively develop a policy to protect the British food manufacturing industry from the violent pressures of a market which is dominated by major retailers.  Support the composite and let it be a call to action.  Thank you.

(The right of reply was waived)

*
Composite Motion 8 was CARRIED

The President:  Delegates, you will have noticed the arrival on the platform of Trevor Phillips from the Commission for Racial Equality.  Trevor, can I welcome you to Congress today.  I will be saying a few more words of appreciation later when I invite Trevor to address Congress.  (Applause)
Equal rights

The President:  Colleagues, we now move on to Chapter 2 of the General Council's Report on page 22 and I call Gloria Mills to lead in on race equality issues on behalf of the General Council. 

Race equality 

Gloria Mills (General Council) moved section 2.5 of the General Council's Report on race equality.  She said:  Good morning President and Congress, we commend adoption of the report.  The General Council would like to offer support to Composites 5 and 6.  We invite you not only to vote for these motions but to recognise and understand the very serious nature of the rise of racism and fascism in this country. 

It is often said that there is no room for complacency in fighting racism and this is certainly true when it comes to opposing the far right and the BNP.  The General Council commends the work of the unions, particularly those unions that have been active in supporting local communities but the election of 16 BNP councillors in the local election of May 2003 is something that we should be seriously concerned about.  It is something that this country should be ashamed of and it is something that should never have been allowed to happen.  The demonisation and scapegoating of asylum seekers since the general election, the hysteria and the media obsession with the issue have made the racist rhetoric of the far right acceptable.  It has given confidence to the BNP.  It has given credibility to their racist message and encouraged support for their policies in local elections. 

Not only do we see people in this country willing to go out and vote for parties of the far right, but they are gaining a foodhold in our local councils.  They are polluting and they are poisoning the body politic of this country and our public institutions.  Where those parties are elected to local councils we are also witnessing an increase in violence against asylum seekers, refugees and the settled black community.  These matters are not unconnected.  They represent dangerous developments in this country.  They feel intolerance, tension and fear in our communities. 

The BNP has used the politics of hate to try to achieve political success at the ballot box and they are gaining ground and making inroads in local politics.  Wherever the BNP engage in activities of racial hatred there is an increase in racial tension and racial attacks.  These developments represent a significant shift in what is seen as acceptable in this country and what is not.  It gives more than a veneer of political respectability to parties of the far right.  Local councils give the far right political influence over local policies and local decisions that affect local communities.  Political representation gives life to their policies.  That is why we should take up the General Secretary's pledge never to rest so long as the BNP have a seat on local councils.  It is not okay to vote for the parties of the far right.  It is not okay because they stand for hate and division in our communities and workplaces. 

The General Council is supporting Composites 5 and 6, as I have said.  Composite 6 rightly points out that educating the children of asylum seekers separately in so-called “accommodation centres” is a disgrace.  Where is the compassion that we expect from a Labour Government?  Where is the humanity and where is the fairness we were promised on asylum policy?

 We need to have dynamic organised campaigns against the far right.  The TUC and affiliated unions have been leading the challenge so far.  We need actively to mobilise trade unions and community support at local level.  Where unions have organised against the far right they have had a huge effect in helping to stop the far right from gaining a foothold in those councils. 

We are pleased with the work of the TUC regions and trades councils but we need to do more.  We need to be bolder in asserting our values and bolder in saying that we stand for promoting a message of justice,  equality and unity. 

It was 10 years ago that the world became aware of the tragic murder of Stephen Lawrence on the streets of South London, a murder for which there has still not been justice.  We have seen a monumental failure in bringing to justice the people who murdered Stephen.  That is why we need to ensure that institutional racism is rooted out of all public institutions. 

How can we seriously challenge institutional racism if we do not tackle the larger and perhaps more dangerous racism posed by the rise of the far right?  The fact is that we have to challenge both and we have to challenge those who wish to re-write the Stephen Lawrence Report.  There is no benefit in re-writing the Stephen Lawrence Report.  The challenge is that we should not get bogged down in a sterile debate about defining what is and what is not institutional racism.  We know racism is, all too sadly, alive and well -- whatever form it takes. 

Our commitment is to fight racism in all its forms and that includes institutional racism.  The General Council wants to see the new duty to promote race equality extended to the private sector.  That is why we are committed to working with the Commission for Racial Equality to deliver its obligations, to promote and enforce a new public duty and the Race Relations (Amendment) Act.  That is why it is important that Leslie Manasseh from the General Council will be representing the General Council and the TUC on the new task group that has been set up to implement the findings of the Research Report on the barriers facing black workers in the labour market. 

But we need to see tangible outcomes to this work.  We need to make the Government and employers aware that there is an economic penalty to racism in local communities.  It drives away investment and jobs in those communities.  It stifles regeneration and undermines the Government's commitment to community cohesion.  Our task is a challenging one.  It is about turning rhetoric into reality.  It is about giving real hope to people who are under attack.  The trade union Movement stands side by side with them in their hour of need.  Let us commend the UNISON campaign slogan: "Let us say no to racism and no to them and us".  Thank you Congress.  I move.

Opposing the BNP and Racism

Billy Hayes (Communication Workers' Union) moved Composite Motion  5. 

He said:  Congress, campaigning against the BNP must be a major priority for the trade union Movement.  Since the local elections the BNP has gained two more council seats - in a recent by-election in Grays with a side ward in Essex, and in Heckmond Dyke and Kirklees.  When the BNP win a council seat racist attacks increase.

In Burnley between April 2002 and March 2003, 237 racist attacks were recorded.  This is an increase of 149 per cent from April 2000 to March 2001, when 95 crimes were recorded, and this corresponds with an increase in BNP activity in the area.  Advances by the BNP do not emerge out of a vacuum.  They are made possible by the context of a negative climate created by restrictive asylum and immigration legislation.  We saw the hysteria on the issue of asylum in some tabloid newspapers and the growth of racism, particularly towards the Muslim communities, in the aftermath of September 11th.  A policy like citizenship tests on British history for new immigrants, far from stopping the BNP, legitimises BNP racism. 

Congress, the Government are now preventing asylum seekers from obtaining legal advice.  The Government are aiming to prevent asylum seekers from receiving medical treatment on the NHS.  Asylum seekers are being forced to beg on the streets in the absence of any means of survival.  Is it any wonder that racists like the BNP are gaining when the Government are clearing the ground for it?  What happened to our commitment to the UN Convention on Refugees which obliges our Government to protect those fleeing persecution? 

Our Movement must learn the lessons from campaigns that have defeated the BNP.  Where the threat posed by the BNP is exposed and the anti-BNP majority cast its vote, the BNP can be defeated.  The coalition against racism "Unite to stop the BNP" was key in stopping the BNP in Oldham for two successive years and, more recently, in the Hampton Park by-election in Burnley where a high turnout defeated the BNP. 

The approach of bringing together all those opposed to the BNP and ensuring political parties explicitly campaigned against the BNP in elections is one that has to be read and must be copied everywhere.  Ignoring the threat they pose cannot defeat the BNP.  Their racism must be exposed.  We cannot ignore the threats and hope that they go away.  This has never worked.

We welcome the Mayor of London Ken Livingstone's proposals to extend the "Respect, Not Racism" initiative on a national basis.  This followed the huge success of the Mayor's Respect festivals in the last three years.  Over 100,000 people attended this year's Respect at the Dome, dedicated to the memory of Stephen Lawrence.  The "Respect, Not Racism" conference on November 6th is an opportunity for public authorities, trade unions and voluntary organisations to work together to promote anti-racism; to celebrate the contribution of our diverse community; to oppose discrimination; and to share experiences of countering racism.

In June 2004 in local elections, there will be all out multi-vote elections in the Metropolitan Boroughs, and the BNP will need to finish third to gain council seats in those boroughs.  The European elections will take place on the same day.  It is likely that the “oh so clever” Nick Griffin will stand in the north-west region. 

The trade union Movement has a duty to prioritise opposition to BNP in these elections.  We do not want to see the growth of a large fascist party as it happened in France, Italy, Denmark and other European countries.  This is quite literally a matter of life and death, particularly for Britain's black community. 

We, as a Movement, have done excellent work on ending racism.  We have done excellent work in terms of discrimination.  But we have to take the campaign to the BNP and be specific that support for the BNP for growth of the BNP should be met head on.  This is a serious issue ----

The President:  Billy, you are going on a little bit.

Billy Hayes:  Congress, to wind up, support the proposition.  Say "no" to racism.  I move.

Sam Allen (NAFTHE) seconding the composite motion, said:  Congress, as an education union, we have several specialist concerns about the impact of BNP activities in our community.  The segregated education being forced on children of asylum seekers is a form of discrimination and makes the growth of mutual understanding and acceptance impossible. 

There is a rise of BNP far right activities in our colleges and universities.  Lecturers who take a stand are afforded little protection and their health and safety are put at risk.  Several of our members have been named on websites. While our members are very happy to teach English to refugees and asylum seekers from all over the world, we think the compulsory testing of English language and Britishness in the new citizenship test is grotesque.  We need a very broad based approach which is fundamentally welcoming to asylum seekers and refugees, seeing them as an enrichment and not an obstacle.  We need to counter the racist view of BNP and other far right organisations by organising the broadest front against them. 

This means an alliance between trade unions and a range of anti-fascist and anti-racist organisations.  Wherever BNP or far right candidates are standing, everyone should work together on a "Don't vote BNP" campaign.  It is not only about working together.  It is about actually getting out to campaign against them.

We do not need any more support for American military misadventures.  We need to spend our resources on building a generous, welcoming, multicultural society.  We call on the TUC General Council to lead this campaign.  We also call on the TUC General Council to tell Bradford Council to stop allowing the BNP to use their building to hold meetings.  In the words of Bill Morris yesterday, "Racists and their supporters have no place in our Movement" and we, NATFHE, echo that.  Diana Holland also said this morning, "We cannot retreat from the BNP.  We need to take them on and fight them". 

The fight begins tomorrow.  It is our Movement.  We have got a right under that place to lead that fight.  I second.  Thank you. 

Mick Rix (Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen) supporting the composite motion said:  Comrades, we need to acknowledge that our Movement is under attack.  The British National Party is systematically working to infiltrate trade unions and undermine our work.  We have known that they have been interfering in a recent union election and are attacking my own union's political funds.  BNP activists who work to poison relations between union members and disrupt union procedures are bringing, in some respects, political work to a halt.  It is intolerable that the law as it presently stands makes it difficult for unions to deal with these neo-fascists under our rules.  We know, through bitter experience, how the law currently works. 

It is welcoming, though, that the TUC is taking a clear stand on this issue and pressure now must be brought to bear on the Government to repeal that legislation.  Do you know one of the worst things?  Regular public statements by politicians, especially against asylum seekers, is fuelling race hatred in this country and is aiding and abetting the BNP's growth.  It is about time some of our politicians started to face up to facts and their responsibilities and started to combat racism head on rather than fuelling racism within our society.

This legitimises, unfortunately, the BNP's rhetoric.  It nourishes their roots on feeding racism, bigotry and hatred.  Our Movement needs to take a more active role in fighting the racist element in our organisation and within the wider communities.  Our Movement sometimes can react too slowly.  We need a greater emphasis and resources to root out these racist poisonous scum. 

I would like to say that another damaging thing is taking place in Queensbury, in Bradford, this week on Wednesday.  The BNP are holding a major rally.  Local politicians and indeed MPs and community activists have urged Bradford Council to ban that rally under the Public Order Act.  The Tory and Liberal controlled Council of Bradford have refused to do so.  I am going to urge the TUC:  let us start putting some pressure on today to start to fight back against the BNP attacking our communities. 

Finally, comrades, I would like to thank all the messages of support that our unions received during our recent legal case.  I would like to thank the TUC especially for taking this on on our behalf.  And I would like to make this final point.  I have been asked, would we do anything differently as a trade union in the recent legal challenge that was taken against us.  The answer is no because the answer is simple.  There is no room for Nazis; there is no room for racists in our Movement and our communities and I am damned proud of what my union did.  I support. 

Veronica Dunn (UNISON) in supporting the composite motion said:  President and Congress, the BNP claim to speak for working people; that they are the party that can help to turn around all the problems faced in many regions. 

We all know the truth, Congress.  They only have one policy -- to stir up racist and fascist feelings and they are simply using our very real social and economic difficulties as a front for creating division and hatred.  They have targeted areas where the Government has not addressed the results of industrial decline.  They have used the lack of jobs and poor investment in public services to create an atmosphere of uncertainty and fear.  They have used the issue of poverty to promote the idea that things would be better if asylum seekers and immigrants were not allowed to live in Britain. 

Brendan Barber called yesterday for us to take our campaign to every street corner.  Let me tell you a real story.  Last Thursday, there was a by-election in east end of Newcastle -- in the world I was born in.  Before the election took place, the local paper, the Sunday Sun, said: "We have only contempt for the fascists and racists who go by the name of the BNP."  Their attempts to sow division and discord among neighbours sparks memories of Moseley, Mussolini and Hitler, and those whose narrow-minded bigotry allows them to be drawn towards such hatemongers cannot hide from such inevitable comparisons.  The rest of us, though, should determine to deny these dangerous fools success at the ballot box in the local government election that takes place  -- a strong statement, Congress. 

My UNISON branch lobbied the count where a substantial number of BNP supporters turned up to support their candidate, who lost.  Their behaviour was, as you can imagine, provocative, swaggering and intimidatory.  One of them pointed his finger at me and declared: "The streets belong to us".  Congress, let me say: "No way.  Never.  Not while trade unions exist"!  Not while the Northern Regional TUC is doing everything it can in Sunderland, Middlesborough, Newcastle, Durham and Darlington to bring together the broadest coalition of trade unions, church groups, Labour party members and community groups.  Hundreds of people turn up at every meeting.  They are showing a commitment to working towards a real multicultural society where black and Asian people can be free from racist attacks and can participate equally with equal opportunity and equal pay. 

Trade unions have a huge responsibility here, not just to train their own activists but to work with trades councils and other organisations working in this area -- National Assembly against Racism, Show Racism the Red Card, Seachlight and the Coalition Against Racism -- to ensure that the message permeates everywhere.  We need to provide more training and trade unions should commit to put all our activists through this type of training.

 A different type of project exists in Oldham in the ward where Nick Griffin lives.  UNISON has worked for two years with families of activist children in a youth inclusion programme to challenge the rise in misinformation from Griffin and his cronies.  Good practice exists.  Let us share it.  Congress, let us send out one clear message this week:  "No racism.  No them and us". 

Pauline Arthur (CONNECT) in supporting the composite motion said:  President and Congress, in supporting this composite, I am concentrating particularly on the part which encourages Congress and all its affiliates to support Searchlight in exposing the loathsome and criminal activities of the BNP. 

Ten years ago this month the BNP had its first local councillor elected in Tower Hamlets.  Last week we saw them get their 17th councillor in Essex.  We know that they are fielding candidates in other by-elections in the coming months and they have plans to have many candidates in the 2004 local elections and, at the same time, they are setting their sights on the European elections.  This has to be more than a wake-up call for us. 

By providing active support to Searchlight, we can support an organisation whose aim is to combat racism, fascism and all forms of prejudice.  Searchlight is a non-sectarian organisation in political, ethnic and religious terms.  It believes in achieving the broadest unity in this fight.  Its formation in the summer of 1962 was in response to the resurgence of open, violent neo-Nazi activities.  Since 1975 they have published Searchlight as a monthly magazine. 

Searchlight has most recently opened a new service, the Searchlight Information Service, that carries out specialist research on the far right and racism in Britain.  One of the many functions of this service is to expose the illegal and the extremely unpleasant activities of fascists, racists and anti-semites.  It works closely with the media.  Searchlight remains the first port of call for many journalists writing on the subject of fascism and racism.  It regularly plays a role in producing documentaries for television and for providing radio interviews.  The intelligence and information that they provide is unique in the world. 

Everything I have said is reason enough to support Searchlight but, for me, there are more compelling reasons why you must suport them.  These people are the bravest people we may ever be privileged to be associated with.  They go undercover into fascist and racist organisations and they reveal those organisations' innermost secrets and activities.  The personal risks they take are massive.  Few people would have the courage to take those risks.  But it is a job that has to be done and they do it.  It is a job that has to be done because, if we are to beat these organisations and ensure that everyone is free to live their lives in peace and without fear, it has to be done and they do it. 

Why do they do it?  They do it because it is about shining a light into the darkest and most loathsome corners of the black heart of fascism to show them up for what they are.  It is a job that has to be done and they do it brilliantly.  Their aims are totally dedicated to exposing the worst secrets of these organisations and their leadership.  It is what they do and they do it brilliantly.

Congress, we all have a responsibility to oppose the BNP and these racist/fascist organisations.  I ask you to show our commitment by supporting Composite 5 unanimously and by supporting Searchlight.  Congress, please support.

Rob Thomas (napo) in supporting the composite motion, said:  I am drawing particular attention to the cause of appeal, section 55, of the Nationality Immigration and Asylum Act 2002.  That is a section which leads to refusal of benefits for asylum seekers.  That is the legislation which makes it easier for racists in this country to treat mainly black asylum seekers as something less than human. 

As recently as 31st July this year, Shelter and the Joint Council for the Welfare of Immigrants brought a legal challenge to this legislation and won.  In announcing his judgment, Mr. Justice Maurice Kay made the following statements:  "For a protracted but indefinite period of time for the determination of his asylum application, it will often happen that, denied access to employment and other benefits, he will soon be reduced to a state of destitution without accommodation, food or the means to obtain them and he will have little alternative but to beg and sleep rough.  The applicants have been forced into a life so destitute that no civilised nation could tolerate it".  That is what the judge said.

During that court case Shelter gave evidence to say that all three men cited in the proceedings were malnourished and living in appalling conditions.  Also, they explained that there is virtually no charitable provision available to people denied support as a result of section 55.  What is the Government's reaction to this?  They immediately slap in an appeal.  On previous occasions when they have lost an appeal they threaten to immediately change the law. 

Just tell me this.  What makes David Blunkett and others in this current Government believe that they know better than judges who sit in court for day after day of a legal hearing to decide on the facts?   What makes them think that when courts rule against them time after time on human rights grounds that they know better?  But they do not know better.  The Institute for Public Policy Research, just within the last fortnight, has issued statistics which, it argues, show that present law is excluding genuine asylum seekers from protection.  The proportion of negative decisions made by the Home Office, overturned on appeal, has risen from 17 to 21 per cent in the last quarter. 

Once again the Home Office tries to subvert the legal system.  It is wrong that the 2002 Act makes it easier for them to do this.  It is shameful that the Government continues to defend it.  So, Congress, please put your efforts behind repeal of these laws and call for their replacement with humane, enlightened laws.  Thank you.

Stewart Clapperton (Society of Radiographers) supporting the composite motion, said: President and Congress, the Society of Radiographers’ Annual Delegates Conference in April this year carried a motion supporting our south-western members who had affiliated to a local alliance fighting the rise of the BNP in that region.  It just shows that it is not just the north that is an area of concern. 

This year's TUC Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Conference carried a Society of Radiographers’ motion opposing the BNP and its homophobic policies.  Yesterday, Brendan in his address drew attention to the recent gain of yet another seat by the BNP.  Today, I want to move things a few steps further. 

"All that is necessary for the forces of evil to win in the world is for enough good men to do nothing".  That which Edmund Burke said 250 years ago is just as true today.  This composite motion calls upon the General Council to support united action.  This implies it is not just they who must act but all of you out there.  The challenge is yours. 

I stand here looking at a mass of faces.  Every trade and every profession is represented.  But you also have other lives outside work.  You are part of different communities, whether they are based on your religion, politics, sexuality, hobby or whatever.  Somebody, somewhere must know what is happening.  Do not keep it to yourself.  If you know of BNP activity, pass it on.  Trade unions can then act with other organisations; national, regional or, more probably, local.  If the trade union knows of a campaign, inform the members.  If an individual knows of a campaign, inform the trade union.  There should be a circle of information.  Only when armed with this information, can united action be taken. 

But what is the objective of this action?  To get people to vote.  Where the BNP is putting up a candidate people must be made aware that their vote will count.  No low turnouts.  The BNP wins seats because of our apathy and no other reason.  For evil to win, do nothing.  I urge you to support Composite Motion 5.  Thank you. 

Colin Moses (Prison Officers' Association) supporting the composite motion, said: Supporting Composite 5 and drawing your attention to the amendment put in by the Prison Officers' Association, which reads: “Congress calls upon the General Council to ensure the Government recognise that the far right will seek to infiltrate occupations such as the police, prison and social services in order to enact their racial abuse in 'protected' areas of individual care”. 

All of us who stand against the British National Party should realise that if I want to come to someone's door as a British National Party candidate I will come under the guise of a law and order candidate.  If I can come under the guise of a law and order candidate, hiding behind an occupation such as a police officer or a prison officer, those will get me votes. What we should have is what we have in the Prison Service: any known member of the BNP will be dismissed from the Prison Service. That is the employers' stance. To become a member of the Prison Officers' Association you have to be a prison officer, so if the employer dismisses him we do not want him in our union and we do not want him in our union even if the employer wants him. 

What we are saying to the BNP, and I have said it for many years, is do not become a prison officer. In the late nineties we had a member who was then a member of the National Front, stood on a European ticket, was given seven weeks off work to run his campaign, paid leave, by the then Prison Service Director. He stood in a London seat. We expelled him. The Prison Service kept him in employment. That has changed. It has changed to this effect. As I say again, we cannot have these people employed where they can victimise anyone, and if you want to victimise someone come into a prison as a member of the BNP. They should not be allowed to work in the immigration services.


What I would like to hear is a Chief Constable in this country come on TV and say that the police will not employ anybody who is a member of the British National Party. We can send out all the clear messages we want, that we do not want them to win elections. I just do not want them not to win elections; I do not want them to be in existence! 

The oxygen they feed on is the oxygen of law and order. If we can ban them from places of work we can ban them from union membership. 

I will close now on this. We banned them; we waited for them to come after us with the law. They have not. 

Gerard Dempsey (Graphical, Paper and Media Union) supporting the composite motion, said:  Supporting this crucial composite against the evil of the BNP. The GPMU is one hundred per cent in support of this composite. 

As trade unionists we rightly welcome asylum seekers fleeing persecution to the UK and to our members' communities, or escaping the carnage and suffering inflicted by the crude unjust policies of Blair and Bush.  However, a constant worry is the hardening of attitudes by many ordinary people in our workplaces -- in the pubs and out on the streets -- against asylum seekers. That must be confronted. 

The continued rising support for the BNP must be tackled by confronting the policies it thrives on. The BNP are parasites and they are thugs in suits. The media, mainstream politicians and ministers, in particular Blunkett, have helped to fuel the tensions and create the conditions for the fascists to build on. They have to curb the xenophobia, racist and bigotted drivel, which passes from their mouths and pages daily. The press are doing this on a daily basis now. The BNP must be banned from TV and radio stations. 

Unions should be free to expel BNP members. They are contrary to the aims, values and objectives of this Movement.  

People are misinformed; they are afraid. It is a protest in desperation because mainstream parties are alienating people with their policies. People are getting more disillusioned by the day. No party that is truly representative listens to the valid concerns of working class people. The BNP are exploiting this. We know the social issues that people out there want to be tackled --  tuition fees, pensions, public services, council housing, job security.   The BNP do not give a toss for these concerns. The TUC agenda and the public must be listened to more by the government; people must be valued and respected between elections. Otherwise it will help to create a more fertile and corrosive breeding ground for the BNP to fester. 

Finally we welcome the tough stance by our comrades in ASLEF. Trades Councils are doing difficult jobs under threat, but trade unions need to help their local Trades Councils much more. BNP members have no place in our unions. They must be rooted out, free from legal redress. The law must not be tinkered with. Unions, not lawyers, must be allowed to control their own Rule Books. Unions send a clear message: support this composite.

Roland Biosah (Public and Commercial Services Union) supporting the composite motion, said: I would like to say a little bit about racism. I think Congress needs to thank itself, to pat itself on the back as well.  As someone who has been a regular watcher of Congress, this is the best year that Congress has had in a long time in the number of black faces I can see around me. Congress, thank you very much. 

It is also relevant to take into account the fact that not only have we been here in numbers, we have been up here speaking on some issues which have nothing to do with race, which is also wonderful. Affiliates please take note.

Now racism in the workplace: racism in the workplace is the most terrible cancer that is undermining the good work being done by affiliates. It is a sad life when someone cannot tell a decent joke and have a good laugh without it being racist. We do not find racist jokes very funny, thank you very much. If you cannot survive in the work environment without telling racist jokes then I am sorry for you. 

I think it is necessary also to recognise at this particular juncture that the effect of government and local authorities in not providing adequate jobs or in dealing with the environment leads to racism because it gives the BNP, and people like that, a reason to have a go at black people. If you can show me one black Minister who is able to change things tomorrow morning I will tell you we will have some hope. 

It is also necessary to congratulate the Labour Government on giving us Amendment 2000.  Unfortunately, I am sorry to say, we have not fully utilised it.  We have not fully utilised it because if we have a situation where something has been done wrong by local authorities or government, the CRE -- who are supposed to be the people watching out for this situation -- do not have the resources to carry this out. They are looking at the possibility of knocking the CRE and everything into one commission. That is frightening, because if we cannot even provide resources to ensure the CRE can do its job then I am very sorry. 

Finally, we have to look at our procedures and practices, which means institutionalised racism. The fact that someone can go and have a break to have a smoke and someone cannot go and have a break to have a prayer is not acceptable. That is the type of thing we are talking about. 

Finally, before I sit down I want to talk to you in the words of a very great son of Africa, who said once before -- I hope the Musicians Union will not beat me up -- that the fact of the matter is that you can play good music on the white keys of the pianoforte, you can play good music on the black keys of the pianoforte, but if you want harmony, brothers and sisters, you must play both the black and white keys.

Gargi Bhattacharyya (Association of University Teachers) supporting the composite motion, said: I have a few things to say in support of the composite, but extending the discussion. 

The first thing is that I do not think you would persuade anyone not to be a racist by just preaching at them and saying “Do not be a racist”. We have to think about who we are speaking to through our campaigns.  A lot of how we speak about fascism really assumes that it is us in the room. We have to think about all of those people who do not agree with us yet, and how we engage them in that debate. Everything that just sounds like an insult, not listening and just putting them down before we start is not going to work. Even though it sticks in my gullet as well we have to find ways of engaging with people who are actually racists. 

Part of that is about hearing the grievances that lead people to the BNP. I really believe there must be some real grievances, not just about hating the Asians and the asylum seekers and the Jews and everyone else in the world. There is something that leads people to those parties that we need to be able to hear and say we have a better alternative to solve, we have a way that we can organise with you that will get you the things you want and those boot boys in the fascist parties will never get you those things, because we have to be that political alternative. We cannot just say “Don't do this”, we also have to say positively “Do this better thing”. 

Tied up with that, we need to think about what we are saying when we say who should be in the leadership of this Movement. I spend lots of my time arguing for black self organisation, and I think there is a central role for the black community, the gay community and the asylum seeking community in the anti-fascist struggle. We also need to think about who are the human capital here, who have we got and who are going to be able to speak to people who might be vulnerable to being taken over by the BNP. One of the things we do not lack in the trade union Movement is heterosexual, white blokes and it is time for those comrades to come on up and work along with all of us minority groups to show that we can be a mixed and diverse group of people working for some common goals. We are trying to be that; we are not quite there yet but at least we are trying. I do not see anyone else even trying that. That is the only way we are going to combat fascism on the streets, not only by saying “Don't be a racist” but by saying that there are other ways that ordinary working people can get the things they want, and it is by pooling together, it is by collectivism. 

The last thing I am going to say is that this summer has been an odd summer politically, and me and my mum -- and lots of other people -- have been watching the tele and laughing and crying every now and then, and we need to realise how deep that cynicism about the political process is. There is no point in saying that these are thugs in suits at a time when a lot of the electorate think that everybody who wins an election is just a thug in a suit. It is not a good argument, so we need to find a way in which we renew democracy. That is really hard for us, but we will never win the other things we have talked about at this Conference unless we persuade people that taking part can make things better. The fascists will tell people that things can only get better if you let me go and give someone else a kicking. We have to give an alternative to that and it says you all have some power, work with me and we will get what we want.

Vicky Knight (Fire Brigades' Union) supporting the composite motion, said: Comrades, the word “alarmed” in the first line of this composite is quite true but somewhat soft, we feel, as a reaction. 

Congress I hope is appalled at the ballot box success of the fascist scum who pervade some of our towns and cities. We knew it was coming and we did not do enough. The Labour Party's consistent pandering to the right-wing press undermines at every opportunity the campaigns that the trade union Movement has coordinated against the fascists, racists and breeders of hate. Therefore, our campaigns must not stop. Bullying and displacing people, and then refusing them legal entry into the UK, is not a recipe for good positive race relations. The so-called tough approach to asylum will fuel the fascists’ agenda, not stop them, and reception centres could be an invention of the racists themselves. 

The full weight of the trade union Movement and its affiliated organisations is desperately needed to address some desperate situations in our towns and cities. We must rid our society, and most importantly our Movement, of the scourges of fascism, racism, hate and intolerance.  Members of the FBU are also at the sharp end when people react to immigration and racist abuses, such as a detention centre being set on fire.  Inner city violence, with inevitable petrol bombing, etc. is why we welcome and support this composite. 

Also, this is why we welcome the emphasis on education and campaigning work within the composite. Of course, we need clear rules giving every union the power to discipline members involved in racist activity in the workplace and in the union. This is not an attack on being a member of a political party but an attack on unacceptable and racist behaviour. Our message is this: let us step up the action, hit the racists and the fascists with everything we have.  In the words of our President, Nigel de Gruchy, as a democratic, voluntary organisation we should have the freedom to write our own rule books. The Labour Party can expel Ken Livingstone, the only politician with the guts to challenge the dominance of the car, but unions like ASLEF cannot expel the self-declared racists from the BNP whose main motive in joining is to receive financial compensation for being unfairly kicked out. 

Lastly, Terry Fields, Dave Nellist and many others have been expelled from the Labour Party as members of left-wing organisations, yet we cannot legally expel an extreme right-wing activist for breaching our trade union rules and policies put in place to try and make things better. That is hypocrisy I think.  Talking of hypocrisy, what will they do with George Galloway? Support the composite.

Joe Mann (ISTC, The Community Union) supporting the composite motion, said: President, in supporting the composite motion wholeheartedly I want to draw attention in particular to the disgust with which our organisation views all fascists and racists. Their approach to trade union values is wholly malevolent; they seek to pervert our unions to become instruments of their wicked lies and hatred. We must oppose them at every turn.  It is a sad reflection on us all that the law since 1992 prevents us from expelling them. We used to have a set of rules, policed by the TUC, which meant that we did have this control. The Bridlington principles made the TUC the arbiter of union membership questions before the state, through the 1992 legislation, usurped our right to exercise freedom of association. 

This is no marginal, unimportant loss. The right of freedom of association is an absolutely fundamental human right. It is the key to all the organisations, like unions and political parties, that won respect for all the other human and democratic freedoms. It was the key to our survival in 1940 and 1941 and the key to our eventual victory over all the fascists in Europe. It is enshrined in the United Nations Covenant of Human Rights and most clearly and solemnly in ILO Convention 87. Britain was the first country in the world to ratify it but, as the ILO Committee of Experts frequently point out, we are also failing lamentably to give effect to our obligations. Freedom of association means that members of voluntary organisations, like unions, cannot be forced to associate with those they abhor. 

I was very pleased to hear yesterday the unanimous calls for freedom of association. I hope all unions will support the call for the restoration to the TUC of the right of freedom of association for the British trade union Movement as a whole, and for every one of its affiliates, so that we can sling out the racists and fascists who will seek to destroy all democratic and human values.

I support the motion.

*         Composite Motion 5 was CARRIED. 

Race Equality

Jeremy Dear (National Union of Journalists) speaking to paragraph 2.5 of the General Council’s Report said: I want to refer in particular to the section that mentions tackling institutional racism in the workplace. Two senior journalists at the BBC World Service were instantly dismissed earlier this year, in breach of the BBC's own procedures. The journalists, one a Palestinian and one an Iraqi, were marched out of the BBC's headquarters in central London. There was no investigation, no disciplinary hearing; they were denied union representation as well as any right to appeal. In 16 and 12 years respectively there had been no complaints about their work. 

The BBC admits that it was an unprecedented act. The BBC confirmed that the sacking decision had been taken by Director-General, Greg Dyke, and his Executive Committee. It leaked to the media and the Daily Mail in particular.  There was an account of a series of cases brought by our members and two Employment Tribunals alleging racial discrimination and victimisation. We are demanding their reinstatement, and BBC journalists earlier this year voted to take industrial action on their behalf. They also voted unanimously to condemn management for its action. 

But it is more than just a single industrial issue. Greg Dyke says that the BBC is hideously white. No wonder it is hideously white. These sackings come despite a pledge to improve the ethnic diversity of the BBC, and despite a duty under the Race Relations Act to promote good race relations. This is not a matter that just affects two NUJ members; it is a matter that should affect and concern all trades unionists. The actions they took as representatives were on behalf of NUJ policy and NUJ members, challenging bad management and racism at the BBC. They spoke out for our members and we will speak out on their behalf. 

For more than ten years we have called for an independent investigation into bad management and allegations of institutional racism in the BBC's World Service. These sackings make that even more vital. The two members who were sacked are here today up in the balcony;  I am sure that they would like me to thank all those in the TUC who have acted already on their behalf, and thanks to the Race Relations Committee for their support. (Applause)

I hope the rest of you will come and get leaflets and the petitions that we have and speak out on behalf of these members and demand an investigation into institutional racism at the BBC.

The President:   We now return to Chapter 12, TUC Organisation, on page 148 of the General Council's Report and I call Motion 99, Motions to TUC Congress. The Black Workers' Conference has agreed to remit this motion but Roland Biosah would like to explain the motion on behalf of the Committee. 
Motions to TUC Congress- 

Roland Biosah (Public and Commercial Services Union) speaking to the remittance of Motion 99 said:  In the words of quite a few media activists and the black scene across the world, it has been a long time coming. We have already looked forward to an occasion when the TUC will allow us to vote at the TUC Black Members' Conference and bring a motion to you, Congress.  Unfortunately, I need to sound a very clear note of alarm, a clearest note of alarm, because there is fright, there is concern, about interrupting the free flow of democracy within the TUC black workers. At present, our motion did ask for the ability to nominate or to elect from amongst our members someone to come and speak to this motion. We have been told not to worry, the unions will do something. 

I am prepared on behalf of the TUC black workers to accept this remittance on condition that affiliates will fulfil their part. If we elect someone to represent us at Congress the least we expect the affiliates to do is to ensure that those people have the facility to come to Conference. I have heard one or two people say, who is going to pay for them? Who has paid for the whole lot of you? That question needs to be answered. 

We wish very much as TUC black workers to reach out in partnership to the TUC. I hope that our relationship will improve as the years go by, but I must not fail to remind people that, like Oliver Twist -- a good working class example if ever I knew one -- if our wishes are not met we will be back asking for more.

The President: I see one or two people wishing to intervene, but this is the property of the Black Workers' Conference. If they have agreed to the remission that is it.

Address by Trevor Phillips (Chair, Commission for Racial Equality)

The President: It gives me great pleasure to introduce our next guest speaker, Trevor Phillips, the Chair of the Commission for Racial Equality. Before becoming Chair of the CRE in March of this year, Trevor enjoyed an impressive career as a broadcaster. Indeed, for his contribution to broadcasting he was awarded the OBE in 1999. Trevor, a long-time trades unionist -- and I understand he will divulge the identity of his union in the course of his address -- has managed to combine his career in the media with voluntary work. He has been Chair of the Runnymede Trust and is involved in a number of leading charities working to serve the black community. Trevor was also was Chair of the London Assembly from May 2000 to February of this year. In all of that work he has fought racism and race discrimination, acting at the same time as a role model as a talented and skillful black leader. 

Trevor, I have great pleasure in inviting you to address Congress. (Applause)

Trevor Phillips (Chair, Commission for Racial Equality): I have listened with great pleasure to your debate. I would like to start on a personal note. My father was for many years a shop steward in what was then the Post Office Workers' Union, now the CWU. I think if he were alive today he would be proud that this main composite against the BNP and racism was moved by his union. Thank you, Billy, and I will have the membership forms afterwards! 

I have been a trades unionist myself for 27 years, as a member of the T&G first, then the NUJ and now for more than two decades a BECTU member. 

It is an honour to stand on this platform, a privilege accorded to a few but twice before to the Chair of the Commission for Racial Equality. That in itself I see as a signal of the labour Movement's continuing commitment to racial equality. It is a matter of pride to share the platform with two people who have played leading roles in both the trades union Movement and the fight for racial equality: first my CRE colleague and Unison representative on the General Council, Gloria Mills; and our former Commissioner and one of the most distinguished trades unionists of my lifetime, Sir Bill Morris. Bill, I know you are still a young brother but you are the greatest of our elder statesmen and in our community we still respect our elders. Let me take the opportunity to say this, that your integrity and your unflinching commitment have been vital to us in the CRE.  I expect that if you now have the odd minute or two we will be calling on your wisdom but, for what you have done so far, thank you.

May I congratulate you, Brendan, on your election to lead the TUC in these difficult times. I have been thinking back a bit wistfully to the days when we both had hair, campaigning together in the student movement. I do not know how you are finding it with the media deciding for you what you are, and so forth, but at least you have not had the privilege for the last fifteen years of being mistaken every time you get up to speak in public for some bloke who reads the news and happens to be called Trevor. I do not suppose anyone has come up to you lately and said “My friend and I are having an argument. I think you are Trevor Phillips, the new head of the CRE, but my friend swears blind that you are Howard from the Halifax ads on TV.”

But I tell you, Brendan, we are going to have to give something  extra if we are going to combat the great evil that stalks Britain today. Last week the bigots of the British National Party won their eighteenth seat in an English council. It is a small number but 18 BNP victories is 18 too many. To the shame of all democrats, racists now hold elected office in 9 English councils, and every time one of these people wins a seat it becomes easier for the next one. Congress, we can no longer dismiss the British National Party as just a bunch of knuckle-dragging apes. This evil wears a designer suit, has shiny new shoes and a polite smile. It speaks in the elegant tones of the Cambridge graduate. Their newly elected councillors even say that they detest racists. But we know what they really are. We know what they want.

Sadly we know why they are beginning to succeed. Part of the reason, let us be frank, is the failure of mainstream politics to respond to the worries and needs of ordinary folk. But there is another reason: you do not have to pass a complicated English test to be able to read the front pages of many of our newspapers. The words asylum, cheat, flood, bogus and removal should see you through most days. Some of it is just plain ridiculous: asylum seekers ate my donkey. That is education for you. But, as a journalist, I am often appalled by the lies, the half-truths and the scaremongering. 

As the son of immigrants who came to this country to help re-build it after the war and who faced the “no niggers”, “no dogs” signs, I burn with rage for those new migrants whose children's first experience of a British school is to be called a Paki or a nig-nog. Yes, the politicians are at fault. Yes, there are extremists in all communities who delight in stirring up hatred. Yes, we at the CRE may have failed to drive home the truth that Europe's working population will fall by as much as a quarter, over 60 to 70 million fewer workers in the next 40 years. We will need new, younger migrants to sustain our prosperity, our competitiveness and to pay our pensions. But the media are no longer just reporting this story; they are waging a war. I do not want to censor reporters, I was one myself, but once upon a time we believed in balance. 

So, colleagues, I ask you next time you add 50,000 to your circulation with a story about so-called health tourists, please mention the 45,000 foreign nurses working in NHS hospitals today without whom none of us -- black, brown, white, citizen or refugee -- would enjoy the healthcare we take for granted now. 

Let me make one point, that is the National Health Service, the most British of institutions, was launched by a Welshman, built by Irish labour, sustained by Caribbean nurses and now held together by Indian and other foreign doctors with Filipino nurses, and Somali cleaners. That is modern Britain. Let me say to my colleagues, next time you write about Yardies or drug smugglers or people traffickers, try not to forget the men and women from minority communities who daily risk their lives going under cover to reach places too dangerous for others. The next time you write about Muslim terrorists remember the young woman who fled Saddam Hussein's regime for what she thought was the safety of an English seaside town, only to be barricaded in her home by a mob for no better reason than that she wore a head scarf. Or the little boy who after September 11 broke his arm being jostled in the playground. Why? Because his name was Osama. 

It is against this background that the BNP is flourishing. Each and every one of us bears a responsibility here. We at the CRE intend to play our part locally and nationally. This year we are funding over 90 local anti-racist organisations, including Race Equality Councils, to the tune of over £4.5 million.  Just last week we appointed a new officer, our first with a specific job of helping us marshal the facts on asylum and immigration, and in the gale of propaganda and prejudice to help us give a voice to those who cannot yet speak for themselves. 

This morning I am here with one simple message. Today, more than ever before, we cannot, we must not, compromise with racism. So let us send the message out loud and clear. Our democracy is no place for racism. I want to pay tribute to the work of trades unionists in recent council elections working alongside race equality campaigners, churches and others. You helped to turn them back in Sunderland; you helped to turn them back in Burnley. We must, with your help, turn them back next week in by-elections in Calderdale, Bradford and Burnley. The council chamber can be no place for racism. 

I will tell you where else we need to turn them back. Anyone who watched England defeat Macedonia on Saturday had to be sickened by the racist abuse directed at England's players. My predecessor, Lord Ouseley, with the Professional Footballers Association -- a TUC member -- led a brilliant campaign to turn the tide against racism in British grounds. Today we need the same kind of leadership in Europe. Alongside the Kick It Out campaign I am determined to see that when our teams play in Europe it is our standards that the authorities adopt, not those of Skopje or Slovakia. Today's Europe is a diverse continent of many languages, many races, many religions. Our own team is multiracial and, much as it pains me to remind you of a French win, the victory of the World Cup winning team of 1998 was achieved by the French with players from Africa, the Caribbean, the South Pacific, and it blew a massive hole in the French National Front's dream of an all-white France. 

It is part of the vision for Europe that all its people should be treated with equal respect and equal worth. Here is where we can start. Just as we in Britain today prosecute racists and ban them from our grounds, the EU and European football authorities should demand precisely the same from every footballing nation in Europe, including the new accession states. Where nations fail to deliver they should face serious consequences. This is not a case of punishing players for the sins of the fans. The abuse and the assaults suffered by black players are now such that in my view it constitutes unfair interference in the game itself. If even managers can be dismissed from the touch line, national associations should be fined, they should be docked points and, in the worst cases, they should be shown the red card and thrown out of every and any European competition. The football pitch can be no place for racism. 

Most important of all is the workplace. Yesterday I received a letter from a student who worked in a factory to help pay his way through college. This is what he said: “I am white and proud that I study with many colleagues from around the world. I worked with two colleagues, one from South Africa and one from Ghana, who regularly had to put up with white workers coming up to their places and being told in no uncertain terms that they were black” and he said you can get the rest including the C word, followed by the abuser saying that they were BNP members and they, the black workers, would be sorted out.  This, by the way, came from Essex where the BNP won their eighteenth council seat last week, and we can hear that situation described every day of the year. 

The TUC has, I am happy to say, undertaken research on BNP membership in unions. As we have heard, many of you face a determined effort by racists not just to join unions but to take advantage of your facilities and networks to spread their message in the workplace. I know that the law makes it difficult to expel these people. That in my view is wrong. It needs to be changed. No trades unionist should be forced to share his or her membership with racists. The BNP's own website could not be clearer. They say they are only open to those of British or kindred European ethnic descent. How can anyone who joins that party genuinely sign up to the principles of equality and non-discrimination shared by TUC members? They cannot; they cannot do it. They cannot be members of unions that sign up to those principles. 

That is why I want to declare my personal backing for the unions such as Gloria's and the Prison Officers’ Association led by Colin Moses, which have taken the brave step of removing union membership from racists. 

Congress, I will promise you that while I am chair of the Commission for Racial Equality we will offer every support legally open to us to drive the BNP out of the trade union Movement. Making this a reality should not just fall to trades unionists. As Colin Moses pointed out, employers have a responsibility too. For many years the far right targetted the prison service. Three years ago the then Director-General said this: membership of racist groups like the BNP, the National Front, Combat 18 on its own is punishable by dismissal and everyone who joins the prison service now has to sign an agreement that they never have been, and never will become, a member of those organisations. These were not empty words. In May 2001 a prison officer who wore a Nazi insignia to work was sacked for that reason alone. That, Congress, is what I call leadership. As far as we know, no other major employer has yet followed that lead. Let me issue a challenge to employers today: can you pass the prison service test? If you genuinely want to defeat racism you have the means, and in the CRE, and I hope the TUC, you will find willing partners to ensure that the workplace is no place for racism. 

But, of course, overt political racism is not the only challenge to racial equality. It would make life much easier if prejudice and bigotry always came along wearing a badge saying BNP, but it does not. The issues of recruitment, promotion, respect at work are just as important to us as they are to you. That is why we put money from our limited resources into ground breaking employment cases. Since April this year we have already won nearly £800,000 in settlements, but even more importantly these cases will set precedents in attacking what since the Stephen Lawrence Inquiry we know as institutional racism. Stephen's death was a tragedy but it gave rise to his family's epic struggle for justice, and that in turn led this government to give all public services a duty to promote racial equality, good race relations and to eliminate discrimination. They gave us, the CRE, the power to enforce that duty. For the first time 43,000 public bodies, including government departments, could face a legal challenge for failing in the area of racial equality. We intend to use this law as rigorously as we can. I want to say that hearing the people who have talked about Bradford has raised in my mind a question on how a council, which has to fulfil a public duty of promoting good race relations, can imagine for one second it is doing that by allowing racists to use publicly funded, publicly owned facilities. That has to be wrong.

But this is not just an issue for the public sector. I know you will discuss public/private partnerships this week. The CRE does not have a position on such partnerships in principle. However, today 50 per cent of all construction is paid for by the taxpayer. Most public authorities at some point use private IT contractors. We cannot ignore it. What we say is this. We believe that all public services, whoever provides them, should be subject to race equality duty. 

That is why this summer with the support of the TUC, the CBI and the government we launched guides to procurement for public bodies. The principle is simple. If you earn public money, you should adhere to public standards on race equality, as in everything else, and we will expect public authorities to compel you to do so or they themselves may be in breach of their own race equality duty. 

President, we look forward to partnership with the TUC on this and other matters. In enforcing the race equality duty we hope that trades unionists will be our eyes and ears, ready to tell us where we need to investigate, able to work with us where we need to encourage, and prepared to stand with us where we need to enforce. In return you can expect us to support your case, that trades union membership is an essential element of a fair and well-run organisation. 

There are many other areas we will want to talk about, not least how we work together to prevent the exploitation of migrant workers. Low pay and poor conditions are harmful to new workers; they undermine existing staff; and they are divisive for everyone. We have the law on our side, we have justice and now I hope we have a firm partnership with the TUC. 

Coming back to what I said earlier and what people have said this morning, I think the far right have had it all too much their own way - I look forward to our joint fight back. 

The President:  Thank you very much, Trevor, for that inspiring address. As you know, the TUC has long been committed to fighting racism both in the workplace and in society at large, and we look forward to working closely with Trevor in carrying forward a campaign against racism.

Congress adjourned until 2.15 p.m.

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION

(Congress re-assembled at 2.15 p.m.)
The President:  Good afternoon, colleagues.  I welcome you back to the afternoon’s session.  I request that you take your seats.  Thank you very much.  Just before we get on to our business I have a short statement to make.

During his inspiring speech Trevor Phillips mentioned Bradford Council’s decision to let the BNP hold a meeting on council property.  Bradford Trades Union Council is leading calls to stop this.  I am sure Congress will want to give them every support.  The General Secretary today has written to Bradford Council telling them that it is completely unacceptable for a public organisation to give facilities funded by the taxpayer to these fascists.  (Applause)  Thank you, Brendan, for doing that.

Learning and Skills

The President:  Delegates I now move to Chapter 7 of the General Council’s Report, page 91, Learning and Skills.  I invite the Deputy General Secretary on behalf of the General Council to lead in.  I am sure Frances will be known to many of you in the hall for a longstanding commitment to work on equality, skills, and organising.  Frances, I am sure I speak for all of us when I say that we look forward to continuing to benefit from your energy, drive, and commitment.  I now call you to lead on behalf of the General Council.

Frances O’Grady (Deputy General Secretary) leading in on Chapter 7 of the General Council’s Report, Learning and Skills, said:  Thank you very much, President.  Thank you, delegates. The General Council is recommending support for Composite 19 on Learning and Skills. Every delegate in this hall knows that the number one priority for the trade union Movement is to recruit new members, to grow our membership, and to build a strong organisation.  To do that we have to show working people that we understand what they want, that we are relevant to their needs, and that together through that strong organisation we can win.  

Today’s workers want decent pay and conditions, of course they do, but our collective ambition goes further than that.  We want to feel respected, valued, and rewarded for the skills we already have, and if you will indulge me, President, given it is my first time, I would especially want to mention home care assistants, classroom assistants, and childcare workers.  People want opportunities to develop their skills and fulfil their potential. Increasingly, workers want work that is more meaningful, interesting, and satisfying, work that gives people what used to be called “real pride in the job”.  In Britain today no less than one in three workers tell us they get no training at all.  If you missed out at school, the chances are that you will miss out at work too.  If you are a shift worker, part-time or low-paid, investment in training is unlikely to come your way.  Company training budgets, where they exist, are rarely shared fairly.  Too often top managers treat them as little more than a glorified personal perk.  

This year trade unions have made some major breakthroughs for working people on the learning and skills front.  In April, we won new rights to time off for Union Learning Reps.  I know some of them are in the hall as delegates today.  Already there are nearly 7,000 trained Union Learning Reps recognised in workplaces up and down the land.  They are bringing confidence, expert advice, and practical help to many more thousands of workers.  The TUC and unions have launched a growing network of workplace-based learning centres, open not just to workers, not just to our members, but to families and to local communities too.  The role of the Union Learning Rep is key. From older workers facing redundancies to women returning from maternity leave, it is the Learning Rep that people can turn to.  Whether they want to develop high-level professional skills or brush up on basic skills, the Learning Rep is there to help.  When employers talk about needing new skills to modernise or to boost productivity, it is the Learning Rep people trust to put their best interests first.

Another important event this year was the publication of the skills strategy White Paper.  It creates a government national skills alliance that for the first time gives unions and working people an equal voice alongside employers in planning for the future.  The White Paper also guarantees representation for unions at the regional and sector level and it marks a major shift in policy and resources towards those at the sharp end.  Those workers who have been denied and excluded from training opportunities must be given the chance to escape that low-skill, low-pay trap because, delegates, the drive to boost productivity and to build a strong economy must go hand-in-hand with the drive for fairness at work and social justice.  

The White Paper includes many other initiatives worthy of mention, too.  The TUC and unions are strongly committed to making the modern apprenticeship programme a success, to make sure that young people get quality training and the promise of a quality job.  We welcome the commitment to developing adult apprenticeships so that older workers who missed out first time round are given a second chance.  Earlier this year the Chancellor in his budget speech announced a significant increase in the Union Learning Fund over the coming two years and with even more resources our contribution could be even greater.  At last, though, real recognition is being given to the union role and we are rightly proud of the progress that we have made, but the challenge should not be under-estimated.  For all the warm words from some employers’ organisations, the failure of their voluntary approach is all too evident in the sorry neglect of our skills infrastructure.  This country still lags far behind others in the productivity stakes.  Investment in research and innovation, as well as skills, is still far too low so we will continue to campaign for the right to paid time off for education and training, especially for those with little or no qualifications.   But, delegates, we know that individual rights are not the whole answer.  When times are tough too often employers choose the low road to productivity, low pay, long hours, and job cuts.  Through negotiation and new training agreements unions can signal a different way.  We want the Government to promote and underpin our efforts, union efforts, to put training back on the collective bargaining agenda.  To coin a phrase, “Give us the tools and we will finish the job.”

Finally, delegates, let us recognise that unions have taken some big steps forward towards realising the ambition of the life-long learning forum and that is, of course, the celebration.  The challenge for us is to maintain the momentum and to keep up the campaign over the coming years.  Having seen first-hand, the enthusiasm, the dedication, and the commitment, of our growing army of workplace Union Learning Reps I know we are up to the task.  Thank you.  

Learning and Skills

Tony Burke (Graphical, Paper and Media Union) moved Composite Motion 19.  

He said: The Government has now published its White Paper on skills and we welcome the inclusion of social partnership and the proposals for cooperation between the TUC, the CBI, and key government departments.  Above all else, the White Paper demonstrates that training and skills are absolutely fundamental to the growth of our economy and our country’s prosperity.  It is clear that the Government now sees an involvement of unions as central to this agenda.  That is something we have been arguing for, for a long, long time.  But however genuine the commitment from the Government is to the improvement of productivity through the acquisition of skills, there are still major gaps in the Government strategy.  Far too much reliance is placed upon the voluntary system to deliver adequate training for all of our members.  We have all witnessed where this approach has led.

I said earlier on in the manufacturing debate, and Frances has just repeated it, that the current strategy leads in the long run to productivity but it is a road that leads to a dead end.  The White Paper makes it clear that the role of Union Learning Reps is key to the delivery of the Government’s objective on skills, yet the Government still refuses workers a legal right to a collective voice at work on the issue of training, despite all of our arguments to include training as a negotiating issue in the CAC default scheme for union recognition.  The White Paper also contains provisions where the industry agrees a statutory training levy can be introduced, but it is no good asking employers to support a system that will compel them to pay for the training they oppose in the first place.  That is why where employers fail to deliver those skills, the Government must introduce legislation to provide for a statutory training levy.  

Congress, according to the latest research, companies are now cutting back on their training budgets at a time when they can ill afford to.  This is a short-sighted approach and only serves to damage the UK’s competitiveness, and can only lead to an already bad situation getting much much worse.  Congress, we welcome the introduction of the skills alliance, a body to oversee the development of skills.  We also welcome the proposed sector skills agreements between unions and employers to address the specific skill needs of each sector, but the White Paper says it will be for employers to determine whether an agreement for collaborative action should be pursued.  Once again, the Government has decided to leave the involvement of trade unions entirely at the discretion of employers, maintaining a voluntary system that has failed this country so miserably.  This is illustrated by the commitment of the Government to offer tuition for adults to achieve Level 2 qualifications without any accompanying right to paid time off.  

While there are clearly some positive aspects of the Government’s plans, the Government, we believe, has missed a huge opportunity to tackle radically the skills shortages and the low levels of investment in training within UK companies.  We have to press the Government to establish a strengthened statutory framework that must include trade unions as genuine social partners, adequate resources to fund the strategy, and address the serious under-funding in our colleges.

Overall, the Government strategy lends too much credibility to an already discredited system, a system that has led the UK’s productivity spiralling downwards, seen jobs go abroad, and a system that has created a low-paid, low-skilled workforce and a crumbling training infrastructure.  This misguided faith in employers has failed.  It has failed workers in this country for far too long.  Congress, if we really mean what we say, that we want a highly skilled workforce, if we want and really want a highly productive workforce, and if the Government and the CBI really want the UK to be competitive, then it is now time for a change.  It is time for a change of direction and we have to ensure that we force and press the Government to do this.  Support the composite, support better training, support better skills, for all of our members and our future.  

Mr. President, I move.

Maureen O’Mara (NATFHE) in seconding the composite motion, said:  There is much to welcome in the Government’s skills strategy proposals and these are included in the motion.  However, I am not going to reiterate these but concentrate on three areas of particular concern.  The first area concerns the composition and democratic deficit of the Learning and Skills Councils.  We in NATFHE have received reports that on some Learning and Skills Councils a retiring trade union representative is not being replaced with another trade union representative, and worse, in at least one case an employer has occupied the seat, this when employers occupy 40 per cent of these seats by right.  There is also a deficit of education and training practitioners on these bodies.  The result is that those who deliver learning programmes do not inform decisions made.  Congress must both actively inform trade unions, in particular those whose members are deliverers of education and training, where these vacancies exist, and facilitate dialogue between trade unions to enable informed decision-making.  

The second area of concern is the focus on employer needs in training.  We all know that most employers have at best only a vague notion of the needs of training.  Bizarrely, the training skills need of the employee is rarely focused on, the employability needs of you and I.  If the Government want a social partnership to improve skills, then they must value the sterling work of some 6,500 Learning Reps and incorporate training into the statutory list of collective bargaining items, and an entitlement for every worker to paid time to learn.  Lastly is the reliance on employers’ voluntary engagement with training.  We are constantly told that compared to OECD countries our level of skills and training, and productivity, is poor.  What is the response to this, Digby?  It is pressure on us to work longer and longer hours and insistence to opt out of the 48-hour limit in Working Time Agreements.  In terms of training, the resistance and tactics used to prevent workers engaging in training is breathtaking.   I have students where, even when the employer gives tacit support to them attending college in their own time, the employer insists they work extra shifts to cover absences or work overtime to meet deadlines.  This results in them feeling obliged to discontinue their studies.  If employers really are drinking at the last chance salon, then the Government must be prepared to call last orders soon.  I second the motion.  Thank you.

Rory Murphy (UNIFI) supporting the composite motion, said: I am speaking in support of Composite 19, particularly comments concerning financial literacy, which is in the last two paragraphs of this long composite. Congress, you have already heard this morning of the challenge to manufacturing but there is another challenge that this country has to face, that is to recruit all of our citizens to be able to manage their own finances in an age that is radically different from the post-war welfare settlement.  In the 21st century we have to make more financial decisions than ever before.  There is more competition in the finance industry than ever before and more information but also more confusion than ever before.  The scale of the challenge will not be lost on our members.  It is disastrous that only 40 per cent of children are attaining A to C in GCSE maths and that one in four adults have difficulty calculating change on the weekly grocery shopping trip.  

The National Association of Citizens Advice Bureaux estimates that poor financial education costs customers (our members) £12 billion annually.  Compare that to the £10 billion spent on transport in this country in 2002.  The debt on our doorstep campaign estimates that there are 6 million people in this country in extremely serious debt.  We are encouraged to make private choices about our pension arrangements, about our long-term savings, about loans, investments, and mortgages, yet in the finance industry we know that the language can be perplexing.  What is nought per cent per annum interest?  What is a 14.9 per cent APR variable rate?  Many of our members fall prey to the unscrupulous loan sharks and have no idea what compound interest they are paying or what that means.

Some of these challenges are indeed now entering our workplace.  There are estimates and predictions around that within the next ten years a quarter of all consumer sales could be made from within the workplace.  It is at the workplace that we come in.  The trade union Movement, as we know, supports our members in a number of important areas that already depend on financial literacy – pay, pensions, and redundancies.  We have a unique bond of trust with our members, and non members, which will enable us to communicate information, advice, guidance, and recruitment for literacy and numeracy programmes.  Our workplace representatives are in touch with the learning and financial needs of workers.  Some trade unions have already been in partnership with financial education programmes in the workplace but more are needed.  

These assets can make the unions an invaluable partner in the campaign to promote financial literacy and education that is led by the Financial Services Authority.  Not many people know what the FSA is about but downstairs on stall 19 you can go and see them and badger them to help you raise programmes in your workplace.  I can tell you from discussions that UNIFI have had with the FSA that the trade union Movement will be very welcome to join in that campaign.  

Congress, I urge you to support the composite and to support the campaign for financial literacy and education for all working people.

Peter Pendle (Association for College Management) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: At Congress last year, ACM seconded a composite motion on skills training and we are delighted with the White Paper.  We acknowledge the Government’s commitment, demonstrated through the abolition of fees and the introduction of grants, to expanding education entitlement, and the opportunity for adults with no or few qualifications.  But think how little interest the general media has shown in these policies and contrast that with the barrage of antagonistic front-page media coverage the Government comes in for about its policies on higher education fees.  The reason for this is that there is negligible political kudos to be gained from these policies.  In our view their adoption reflects the Government’s genuine commitment to improve opportunities for these groups of people.  

However, the workplace is a significant context for learning and in order to make these policies work the Government must set limits to the voluntarism in respect of employers’ responsibilities for the development of their workforce.  We call on the Government to set clear time limits for the voluntary participation of the employers.  After that compulsory measures should be introduced that require all employers to deliver their training obligations to the workforce. On the skills strategy ACM especially welcomes the entitlement to a Level 2 qualification for all adults.  ACM has long campaigned on this issue.  Its motion to this Congress last year was carried overwhelmingly.  

We also warmly welcome the creation of opportunities for young adults to gain Level 3 qualifications in skills shortage areas and the piloting of an adult education maintenance grant.  However, we must go further and press the Government for more radical measures.  In addition to the limits on employer voluntarism it is vital for the success of these proposals that the new strategy brings significant additional resources to enable colleges and other providers to develop and deliver education and training to world-class industry standards.

Whilst we welcome recognition of the value of adult learning programmes that offer personal learning development and fulfilment, there is no commitment of resources or clear targets associated with these proposals.  We are concerned that this aspect of the policy should not turn out to be mere lip service to a worthy ideal.  That ideal will only be delivered if specific policies and resources are dedicated to making it happen.  A lot of progress has been made since I seconded the motion last year.  However, we have only made a start.  Please support this composite.

Marge Carey (Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: President, Congress, as previous speakers have said, we have made a lot of progress on skills and development training but there clearly is a long way to go.  To everybody’s credit, ours, the Government, and at least some employers, we have begun at last to make learning accessible not just for the privileged few who historically have been the ones to receive training but for the thousands of workers who have been excluded for generations, people desperately in need of basic skills training, the people the system forgot or excluded, or left behind.  

To their credit, the Government and the Union Learning Fund have really helped to repair that damage.  The Union Learning Fund does work.  At least 7,000 USDAW members alone can testify to that, but it is hard work.  We have a job to do even to protect it.  However, left to their own devices many employers tend to focus and look at the bottom line, and the immediate pay-off.  Whether it is conventional vocational training or developing workers’ confidence and the capacity to learn through basic skills training, to some employers it is about the bottom line and competitive advantage.  Congress, it is an attitude that has plagued our education and training system for decades.  It means that the availability and the affordability of appropriate training and development are always under threat.  

Our response is well developed.  Delegates, whether it is tax breaks for employers committed to learning and development or statutory levies wherever necessary, we believe the market cannot be left to its own backward devices.  There is a role for us here as well as for our people, too, as negotiators, as activists, and as reps with the right to consult on training and development plans in their own workplaces. There is an opportunity as of right not just to raise awareness and to focus the minds and the prejudices of employers but to recruit and organise around the training and development agenda amongst our own members.  In our experience, our members are often hungry, very hungry, for training and development opportunities of all kinds, whether it is IT skills, basic skills, or languages, whether it is making up for lost time, extending career opportunities, or improving their quality of life.  There is a real demand out there and a guaranteed role for us in our workplaces, which will help us meet that demand and help build a decent national skills strategy for the first time ever in this country.  Please support Composite 19.

Sue Ferns (Prospect) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Our contribution to this motion addresses two specific issues.  First, while we understand and agree that priority should be given to improving opportunities for the people with low skills, it is also the case that workers with high skill levels need to develop new and often broader skills to ensure their employability.  A high level of qualification does not confer immunity from job losses.  There are many examples of Prospect members with highly specialised skills losing their jobs and finding it difficult to demonstrate a broader skills base that is attractive to a different employer.  Only last week, for example, large numbers of highly skilled horticultural scientists received their redundancy notices from Government.  Some will find alternative employment but others, particularly those who have made their homes in rural areas with no comparable local employer, will find it very difficult to do so.  In addition, as the White Paper points out, there is a general need in the UK to improve management and leadership skills; specialists certainly find their career paths blocked without such skills.  Science, engineering, and technology, is a particular longstanding problem area as the White Paper recognises.  There are difficulties both in attracting people into this area of employment and in keeping those who are already in it.  This is partly to do with the poor image and poor family-friendly employment practices in some SET areas.  

Prospect believes that Government should give priority to establishing the R&D employers’ forum recommended by Sir Gareth Roberts in his report, Set for Success, to support and monitor employers’ responses to the challenge of improving the pay, career structures, and working experiences for scientists and engineers in R&D; also the formation of the independent implementation group recommended by Baroness Greenfield in her report, Set Fair, to oversee progress on the new strategy for women in science, engineering, and technology.  There should be union representation on both those bodies. 

Our second issue relates to Sector Skills Councils (SSCs) and the Skills for Business Network that we believe will have a key role to play in taking forward the skills strategy. The Government support for trade union representation on all SSCs is very welcome but at the same time it poses a challenge to the TUC to make the most of this opportunity.  We believe that the General Council needs to ensure a balance of union representation across the Skills for Business Network and also to develop effective communication channels between union SSC members and other unions with an interest in their sector, so that those not directly represented can feed through their priorities and concerns to the union SSC board members.  

In taking forward this motion these practical and organisational issues must be given the priority they deserve.  Please support the motion.

Danny Carrigan (AMICUS) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Colleagues, Amicus fully support this composite and as a skilled and technical union we take a close interest in skills and training.  I particularly want to welcome the work that the General Council and the TUC officers, Frances O’Grady in particular, have put into this issue.  We believe this is fully covered in the General Council Report and would commend that to Congress.  Colleagues, I also want to acknowledge, if I can, the commitment of the Government, and the Treasury in particular, to this subject.  In fairness, there is no doubt that the Government is prepared to devote finance and support to the skills agenda.  Of course, they, like us in the TUC and the trade union Movement, recognise that skills training and the lifelong learning agenda are key drivers towards increasing productivity but will never close the gap with our competitive nations unless employers invest in training.  Of course, skills and training are not just about productivity, they also go to the heart of what we are concerned about, our social justice and social inclusion agenda.  Clearly, training and skills enhancement leads to improvement in income and job satisfaction, which in turn should lead to improvements in status, dignity, and feelings of well-being.

Colleagues, I recognise that skills and training is at the heart of the Government’s productivity and welfare to work agenda.  I think we should acknowledge that it has done much but, to use a cliché, there is still much to be done, as Tony Burke, the mover of the motion, and others have previously argued in this debate.  For example, the Government could do a lot more to encourage an expansion in modern apprenticeships.  I do not believe that there are enough incentives, for example, to encourage employers to take on adult apprentices and I do welcome the clause in the composite that talks about removing the age cap for adult apprentices.  I also think the Government could do a lot more in the construction industry.  It needs to reduce self-employment, lump labour, as it is commonly known, which militates against the intake of apprentices and at the same time encourages a high dropout rate of apprentices who are in the industry.  Of course, as an engineering union, in our view the Government must do a lot to help manufacturing, and the engineering industry in particular, which used to provide many many thousands of opportunities for apprenticeships in the past.  The engineering industry is not dead yet but it does need support and revitalising, and it has to appeal to the young and old as an attractive career path in the future.

Colleagues, Amicus commends the composite.  It applauds the work of the General Council and Frances O’Grady, and it acknowledges the commitment of the Government, but let us help the apprentices as well as the socially-excluded, and let us talk up the engineering industry as well as the computer and IT industry.  Amicus supports.  Thank you.
Annette Place (UNISON) in supporting the composite motion, said: Congress, Unison welcomes the White Paper. However, as others have said, we are also disappointed that the Government did not feel able to go further in ensuring that we have a real and meaningful skills strategy.  Earlier this year Unison commissioned a report entitled Learning for Life, Learning for Everyone as our submission to the consultation that preceded the White Paper.  This detailed report analyses why Britain has failed to match the levels of skills and productivity achieved in other countries and argues that every adult should have the right to lifelong learning.  It proposed a workforce investment act that would create a statutory framework for employers, trade unions and workers to share responsibility, including protected time for learning for those in particular need.  One of the areas that I particularly wanted to highlight in coming up today is that this is really an equalities issue as much as anything else.

It is very clear that there are glaring and persisting inequalities in the provision of skills training.  Women are over-represented amongst those with few or no qualifications and are significantly under-represented at Level 3.  Older workers are disproportionately represented amongst those with few or no qualifications.  More than 30 per cent of admin, secretarial, skilled trades, and personal service workers, are qualified at Level 1 or below. Minority ethnic workers, particularly those of Bangladeshi and Afro-Caribbean origin, are more likely to have fewer or no qualifications than white people.

It has suited some people to attempt to explain the poor distribution of workplace learning opportunities as the fault of poor motivation amongst employees, ironically particularly those with a low level of skills.   Whilst we accept that for a small minority of these people very little would encourage them back into learning, for the vast majority other issues act as a far greater barrier -- access to time off, course costs, inflexible shift patterns, lack of family-friendly employment, and managerial support.  It is noticeable that despite the strong case made by many unions, including us, there is no provision made for a statutory right to paid time off for learning.  Other people have covered that point.

Unison can congratulate much of what is proposed in the White Paper but it is not a radical step change in tackling our skills shortages.  This is progress but we should continue to seek reforms that will really mark a revolution in addressing the country’s skills needs.  

The other point I wanted to address is the representation on Learning and Skills Councils.  We would like to add to the points made in the motion that as advocates for, and major players in the now accepted education team, Unison should also be considered as essential players in Learning and Skills Councils.  The proposals contained in our submission are based on our own experiences of providing education and on the needs and expectations of our members.  It is not a fanciful wish list but a realistic set of policy proposals that we believe are necessary.  We would urge the TUC to use the newly created bodies and our relationship with Government to continue to lobby for these policies.  Thank you.  Please support.

Hugh Lanning (Public and Commercial Services Union) My union represents over 3,000 staff working in the LSC, RDA, Local Skills Councils and the DFBS with responsibility for delivering the skills strategy and speaking in support of the composite, said: I want to make three relatively brief points about an historical wrong that needs to be put right on the vexed question of resources and, finally, on the Government’s attitude as an employer to the trade union involvement and the trade union process.  

First, many years ago there used to be a thing called the MSC, Manpower Services Commission, an innovative tripartite organisation subsequently abolished by the Tories.  We had members in skills centres, skilled trainers with engineering and manufacturing backgrounds committed to training the next generation.  Obviously, they were privatised.  Some were sold to an organisation called Astra and just as inevitably, Astra went bust. With no legal or political protection, members lost their pension and redundancy rights.  At our recent conference, the branch that still represents these members movingly told of their ten-year campaign to have their rights restored.  Just as with GCHQ, it would be a demonstration of good faith to address this issue and put right this wrong.

Secondly, resources: PCS broadly welcomes the skills strategy White Paper.  It could be a major step to galvanised learning but not without resources to make it happen.  The LSC is currently shedding some 800 posts.  In the DFES there is a paucity of running costs to deliver the programmes that it continued to expand and proliferate.  Proper delivery will not happen unless the lead departments and organisations are resourced.  It is wishes in the end, without providing the means, which could stifle a positive initiative.

Finally, the Government is a major employer and is in a position to influence many others through its own actions and contracts.  There used to be a notion of the Civil Service as an exemplar with a set of standards and good practice, yet there are currently no proposals for a central government sector skills agency, no additional resources for departments to fund their workforce development plans, and although there is much talk of trade union roles and working in partnership, this is often a theory preached to others but not practised in their own backyard with their own employees, with many of the vestiges of Tory management philosophy remaining.

Whilst we recently won recognition in the LSC, many local bodies are hostile to working with trade unions.  A national skills strategy should not be a cheapskate approach to learning.  It should not reinforce an educational apartheid where vocational qualifications are seen as inferior to academic ones.  We have as a union sought to pick up and run with the learning agenda but we cannot do it alone, nor can the Government.  It might be awkward to be sensible but it is wrong to play politics with your staff’s future just to score political brownie points.  Working together, the skills agenda is deliverable.  Please support the motion.

The President: Thank you very much indeed.  I have no more speakers.  I assume, Tony, you do not want to exercise your right of reply?  (No reply) Thank you very much.  I will move straightaway to the vote.

*          Composite Motion 19 was CARRIED.

The Training of Educational Psychologists

Brian Harrison-Jennings (Association of Educational Psychologists) moved the motion 91:  

He said: President, Congress, when I came to think what I might say to Congress in proposing this motion I was put in mind of a short clip from a Woody Allen film, although for the life of me I have to admit I cannot remember which one.  In the film Woody Allen is entertaining his girlfriend to a meal in a swish New York restaurant when she starts to complain.  “Oh, I hate this place,” says the girlfriend, “the waiters are so rude.”  “I agree,” says Woody Allen, tucking into his meal with great gusto.  “Oh,” she said, “and the place it is so dirty.  It has never been painted in years.”  “Oh, yes, dear, you are so right.  It is filthy”, says Woody Allen still devouring his meal.  “And as for the food,” says the girlfriend, “it is disgusting.  I would not give it to the dog.”  Continuing to eat lustily Woody Allen says, “Oh, you are absolutely right, dear, the food is appalling and such small portions too.”

That is exactly how I see the relationship between educational psychologists and the schools, the heads, the SENCOs, the teachers, etc. that they serve.  In a nutshell, I guess it is a bit of a love-hate relationship. Sometimes there is a little bit more and sometimes a little bit less but, and here is the point of this story, however well or ill the school thinks of their educational psychologist I have never, not once, not in 30 years in the profession, ever heard of a headteacher, a SENCO, or a classroom teacher, say that they have enough educational psychologists’ time and that they would happily cope with a little bit less.

Like Woody Allen, however good, or the reverse, the school thinks that their educational psychologist is, they always, always, want a little bit more.  Educational psychologists would like to give it, that is, they would like to be able to give it.  A staffing survey conducted by ourselves in December last year showed that over the whole of England and Wales, and Northern Ireland, and on a one hundred per cent return rate to our questionnaire, there is a 20 per cent shortfall of educational psychologists against established posts.  I should like to see how the head of a school, primary or secondary, would cope with a 20 per cent staff absent rate, day in day out, for months on end.  I bet the class teachers would pretty soon get fed up with losing free periods and preparation time to cover for absent colleagues.  That is how it has been for educational psychologists, to my certain knowledge, for the last 10 to 15 years.  So, as they say, have I got news for you.  

Educational psychologists like that situation no better than anyone else.   Indeed, as they take the brunt of the criticism for a situation that they can do absolutely nothing about, they probably like it less than anyone else.  However, although it will undoubtedly get worse before it gets better, changes to the training of educational psychologists, too complicated in detail to go into here, mean that it may start to get better towards the end of this decade but certainly not before.  We, by and large, welcome these changes but we have four major reservations spelled out in the numbered points of our motion.  I will just take the first one, which will affect teachers greatly.  Our first one is that teachers undertaking the final year’s training as an educational psychologist at present can expect to take anything from a reduction in salary of £2,000 to £10,000 and under the present proposals you can add at least another £5,000 to both of those figures.  They look like being £7,000 to £15,000 worse off for three years, not just one, during their training.  That will be a big incentive to many teachers to train, I am sure.  That is why, colleagues, I ask you to support this motion from the Association of Educational Psychologists.  Thank you.

A delegate formally seconded the motion.

The President:  Delegates, you might have noticed the arrival on the platform of  the 

Rt. Hon. Gordon Brown MP, Chancellor of the Exchequer.  Gordon, I welcome you to Congress today.  In a moment or two, after we have taken the vote, I will be saying a few more words of appreciation when I invite you to address the Congress.  

The motion having been seconded – I do not think there is any need to exercise a right of reply – I will put it to the vote.  

*        Motion 91 was CARRIED.   

Address by the Rt. Hon. Gordon Brown MP, Chancellor of the Exchequer.

The President:  Colleagues, it now gives me great pleasure to introduce somebody who really needs no introduction, the Rt. Hon. Gordon Brown MP, Chancellor of the Exchequer.    (Applause)
Gordon has been MP for Dunfirmline East since 1983 and Chancellor since 1997.  He has presided over a period of unprecedented economic stability, low unemployment and low inflation.  These are major achievements -- I hope I am not anticipating too much of your speech, Gordon – achievements that have eluded most Labour Governments in the past and consistent with Gordon’s mantra of  prudence with a purpose.  These are the foundations of the most sustained increase in public investment in 30 years.  

Of course, Gordon, you know that we have real concerns over the loss of manufacturing jobs, too little workforce involvement and an inequitable distribution to the most needy in our society.  There is clearly a need to widen and deepen the dialogue between the Government, unions, employers and workers.  Your presence here today is an important  and welcome contribution to that dialogue.  

Gordon, you are very welcome to Congress today, and we will be watching very closely to see whether you have brought prudence with you.  I have great pleasure in inviting you to address Congress.  

Rt. Hon. Gordon Brown MP (Chancellor of the Exchequer):  Nigel, in thanking you for your invitation, let me, first of all, on behalf of the Government and the Labour Party, join the congratulations to Brendan Barber at his first Congress as General Secretary of the TUC.  Let me congratulate him, in particular, on securing 96% of the vote when he was elected General Secretary.  Let me also congratulate Frances O’Grady, the first woman Deputy General Secretary after 100 years or more of the Trades Union Congress, and let me congratulate Kay Carberry on becoming Assistant General Secretary.  (Applause)
Before I start my remarks, I want to thank all of those who have served the General Council and who are now leaving the General Council.  I want to thank them for all the work that they have done.  Let me thank in particular a former President, the General Secretary of my own union, Bill Morris, whose reputation for fighting for workers’ rights internationally as well as nationally is well known, and who has fought discrimination and racism wherever it has raised its head.  As I know that he will agree with me, the best we can do to honour your contribution is that we continue to work together to isolate and remove every British National Party councillor in every part of the country from any local seat they temporarily hold.  (Applause)
For more than a century this labour Movement has led in fighting fascism, fighting the evil of apartheid, fighting for debt relief and fighting for trade justice.  I believe it is a tribute to the internationalism of the British labour Movement, an attribute of this movement of which we should be proud, that John Monks has been appointed the General Secretary of the European TUC.  For his internationalism and for his leadership of the TUC over more than 10 years, I would like to add my thanks to John Monks and wish him well as he becomes General Secretary, a great European he is, of the European TUC.  

Friends, I want to start with my report of the economic situation.  I can tell you that despite the world situation, we have in the past few months continued to create new jobs.  I can tell Congress that not all of these new jobs are new employees at Chelsea Football Club.  Over the summer we have seen higher investment and higher consumer spending and not all of it is money spent by Roman Abramovich.  We have always said, Congress, that resources should be matched by results.  I do not know what Digby Jones would say about value for money from a businessman who spends £100 million and still loses to Lazio and can only manage a draw with Blackburn Rovers and Newcastle United.  We all know, friends, that if we succeed not even tens of millions of pounds, a new chief executive and a dozen new players, including a few new right wingers, could ever revive Mr. Duncan Smith’s Conservative Party.  

We meet here in Brighton at a time when Germany is in recession, Italy is in recession, the Netherlands is in recession.  Half of Europe is currently in recession.  In the last year France has experienced two quarters of negative growth.  Growth in the euro area has gone into reverse.  Not only has that happened, but Japan has been in recession, Hong Kong, South Korea, Singapore and Taiwan are in recession, and, as you know, America has just come out of recession.  

So because three quarters of our trade is with countries experiencing difficulties, the British economy has been under pressure, too.  So I want to thank you, the trade union Movement, for your support in the difficult long-term decisions we took – the Bank of England independence, cutting debt, tough fiscal rules, the New Deal we created together - and that has ensured that here in Britain, despite the sharpest slowdown in world output growth for nearly 30 years and the unprecedented number of global, financial, military and other risks and uncertainties, our country – Britain – the country that you and I know has in the past been first in and last out of world recessions, the country that in the last 20 years suffered two of the worst recessions since the war, has not only averted recession and in quarter after quarter, year after year, since 1997, has continued to grow, but we now can say that we have had the longest period of continued and sustained recession free growth for fifty years.  

In the last three years it is because Britain and America have together pursued pro-active, pro-growth, monetary and fiscal policies, because we have aggressively cut interests rates – by nine times in Britain and 13 times in America – and, as you have argued for, we have had a counter cyclical policy, that we have not made the mistakes of the Conservatives who, by their policies that include cutting public spending, would even now put Britain into recession.  

So despite continuing global difficulties, Britain is today on track for stronger growth with low inflation, and we will not yield to any inflationary pressures, any unaffordable demands or any short-term quick fixes or soft options that would risk or squander the huge economic opportunities that this new won and hard won stability gives to us, the British people.  

At the start of my period, first of all, as Shadow Chancellor, eleven years ago when I started in 1992, I promised the labour movement that if we made the right difficult long-term decisions, we would be the first Labour Government that, instead of the old stop-go and boom-bust, managed to entrench low inflation and economic stability and at the same time be able to combine that with rising investment in our public services and policies for social justice.  

I can report to you now that after six years of government under Tony Blair’s strong leadership because of your support inflation is half what it was under the Conservatives and averaged our target of 2.5 per cent, we have the lowest inflation for 30 years, and at the same time we have managed the fastest improvements in spending on health and education that we have seen since the war.  

Eleven years ago, when I became Shadow Chancellor, I also said that by making the right long-term decisions, we could combine economic stability with social justice by delivering both low interest rates for homeowners, manufacturing and business generally, and we could cut child and pensioner poverty.  We now have the lowest interest rates this country has seen for fifty years, since 1955, and there are now 1 million taken out of poverty.  

In 1992 I also promised that after a hundred years of campaigning, a Labour Government would deliver a legal national minimum wage.  And we have today not only a legal national minimum wage but new rights to paid holidays, the right to time off when your children are sick, the right to be a member of a trade union, legislated for the first time, new rights against unfair dismissal and rights for part-time workers equivalent to full-time workers.

I want to tell you today that the minimum wage will not only, rightly, rise next month to £4.50 per hour, and as the Low Pay Commission has recommended, subject to economic conditions, to £4.85 next year it will then rise above £5 for every hour worked.  I believe that our success in delivering a minimum wage is not only a tribute to Tony Blair’s premiership but also a tribute to the work of the late John Smith who told this Congress meeting ten  years ago that the minimum wage would be one of the first acts, as it was, of a Labour Government.   (Applause)
Let me just add one thing.  Soon we will be able to report also on other unfinished business: our investigation into achieving, for the first time, for 16 and 17 year olds, new rights at work, too.  And because poverty in work is wrong and unacceptable, I want us together to tell Britain that with the new tax credits we have introduced, a couple with two children where one works receives not £4.20 an hour but, as a result of the tax credits, is guaranteed £8.00 per hour.  A loan parent working part-time receives, because of the tax credits, not £4.20 an hour but £12.00 an hour.  I reiterate Tony Blair’s pledge that with the tax credits that we are introducing, particularly the Child Tax Credit, our aim is that Britain, one of the worst industrialised countries for child poverty in 1997, will end child poverty in our generation so that no child born in our country should be left out or left behind.  

It is this same strength to take the tough, long-term decisions and to hold true to our ideals that lies behind our determination to eradicate unemployment.  Let us be clear.  

In the last three years America has lost 3 million jobs; Japan has lost nearly 1.5 million jobs; Germany has lost 1.4 million jobs, but because of the policies that we have agreed together, and then we pursued together, including the difficult obligations and responsibilities of the New Deal, and despite the difficulties which concern me deeply in manufacturing and exports, the total number of additional jobs that we have created together since 1997 is one million, six hundred thousand.  

Why have we been able to keep each and every one of these economic promises for stability and employment?     It is because, friends, we have had the strength to take the long-term decisions and not to be diverted by the short-term; it is because we have had the courage to hold true to, and not be distracted from, our long-term ideals for Britain; it is because we rejected the Tory short-termist free for alls; it is because we set aside the Tory take-what-you-can irresponsibility – and we will never shirk from that resolve; it is because we put faith in Labour values of economic responsibility and refused to yield to vested interests; it is because we insisted on building from solid foundations, looking to the long-term, that, while we will never be complacent and never rest in our efforts to create jobs.  I can tell you that Britain now has the lowest unemployment since 1976; the lowest female unemployment since 1975; the lowest male unemployment since 1974; there are more lone parents in employment now than at any time in our national history; where there used to be 350,000 young people long-term unemployed, there are now less than 5,000; we now have lower unemployment than Germany, France, America and Japan and more people are in work today than at any time in the history of our country.  

Remember that claim of Michael Howard, the Employment Minister at the time of the ERM fiasco and then Shadow Chancellor.  He said the minimum wage would cost Britain a million jobs.  Let me tell you this.  We have a minimum wage and we have not lost a million jobs.  We have created more than a million jobs.  

Remember his claims that the social chapter would make unemployment higher than any other major industrial country.  Friends, by the way we have done tings, we have in these six years together secured lower unemployment than any other major industrial country.  

Let me be clear also that we have increased jobs not just with thousands more in the private sector, but in the teeth of Conservative opposition we have done so in our public services and we are tackling decades of chronic under-staffing in our health and social services, in our schools and colleagues, in the caring services of this country. 

When our opponents claim that these new jobs – the jobs of nurses, doctors, teachers, home helps, nursery helpers, care assistants and orderlies – are just thousands more bureaucrats, and seek to denigrate good public servants or suggest that these are, somehow, second rate jobs, let us tell Britain that yes, we must have value for money and we will not tolerate waste, but the thousands more we are now employing in the public services are not pen pushers doing nothing as the Tories claim, but they are the 50,000 more nurses caring for the sick and implementing the Agenda for Change; the 10,000 more doctors and consultants saving lives; the 25,000 more teachers educating our young; the 88,000 more teaching assistants implementing the new Partnership for Change; the 7,000 more policemen and women protecting our streets, and what the Tories call “ancillary workers”, our cleaners, caterers, porters, orderlies, clerks and care assistants.  I call them the men and women whose care and dedication and compassion keep our schools, our Health Service and our caring services running.  They keep our public transport moving and they not only ensure that our public services serve the public but they are making our cities, towns and neighbourhoods real communities again.  

We have achieved this by having the strength again to take the long-term decisions.  I was always grateful to the directors of the privatised utilities for the £5 billion that they paid in the Windfall Tax to pay for our employment programme, and we put the case for 1 pence on National Insurance to pay for our National Health Service and decent public services.  We have had the courage to hold true to a long-term vision where in Britain there are public services that are not subject to payment and charging but they are free at the point of need.  

We will not rest or slow our efforts until we have ensured a Great Britain of greater opportunities and greater security not just for some but for all.   Because it is wrong that people should be sacked by text messages – sacked without information, explanation or consultation – it is right that Britain signs up to the Information and Consultation Directive.  It is right that we have the joint framework agreed by the TUC and CBI, and we are determined to work with you and with business to make it succeed.  It is wrong that equal pay has for too long remained a promise that has not been delivered to millions of women in this country.  We want to work with you so that the unacceptable delays that prevent equal pay claims even being heard for years are dealt with so that we can secure justice now for women’s pay.  

Because we will not accept a situation where, just because a firm goes out of business, workers can find that a pension they have saved in for all their life is worth next to nothing, I can tell you that we will set up a new statutory Pensions Protection Fund.  This fund will take over the schemes of insolvent companies to ensure that for future pensioners, pensions in payment are protected and that those still working can be sure of getting at least 90% of what they were promised, for the first time guaranteeing in this country, pension protection on a statutory basis if a company scheme goes bust.  (Applause)
For men and women who have served the country all their lives and deserve dignity in retirement, let me also tell you that under the new pension credit from next month, pensioner couples in this country will receive as much as £19.50 in many cases extra each week, and this is the biggest single rise in the government pensions provision ever.  It is rewarding, not penalising, the small occupational pensions and savings of millions of OAPs.  As we honour on his 90th birthday decades of work by someone who never retired, our friend Jack Jones, I commit this Government to securing an end, once and for all, to pension poverty in this country.  

Because no one should see their health or safety recklessly put at risk in the workplace either, we support the freedom from fear campaign. We will ensure greater protection for people in workplaces from factories to hospitals and shops, remembering that safety at work is, as it should be, the mark of a civilised society.  

As we use the expertise not just of the public sector but of private firms, expertise that is making possible the biggest construction programme for hospitals, schools and transport in our history, we will continue to tackle the two tierism that you have identified in the labour force, and we are ready to discuss directly with union members at the front line the way forward as we seek what we want to see, which is justice for every employee.  

Friends, economic progress and social justice go together, and we have even greater, more dramatic challenges to meet in the years ahead.  We have to meet and to master the huge competitive challenges that globalisation brings.  We must have the same strength we have had in the past to take together the tough long-term decisions, and we must have the same courage in the teeth of opposition and testing times to hold true to what are our long-term ideals.  

Because the global economy can be managed well or badly, because globalisation can bring social justice or economic exclusion, my goal, the Labour Party’s goal, is that Britain can lead in this new global era.  We can become the first economy to combine a full employment enterprise economy with a fair society founded on free public services based on need and not on ability to pay.  

I want us to be able to demonstrate that even in this highly competitive global economy Britain can combine modern industrial strength and can remove child and pensioner poverty.  I want us to lead, showing that even in the fast moving global changes that are taking place, Britain can, at the same time, secure economic efficiency and a free and modernised Health Service – yes, with modernised, reformed hospitals where there is tough inspection and extra freedoms for high performers, but a National Health Service that is free at the point of need and for all the British people is the best insurance policy in the world.  

I want us to lead, for it matters not just to Britain but to developing countries.  They know that without free education and free healthcare millions are condemned to poverty in their own lands, and so we want to show that in a global economy, countries of strength and of vision can ensure that enterprise and social justice advance together.  

I am proposing today to you that we agree to work together – British workforces, British managers and the British Government – so that building on the 1.6 million jobs we have already created, we can fully restore the 1944 objectives of high and stable levels of growth and employment, and even while unemployment has risen in other countries, we can create in this country not just full employment for one year but full employment on a sustained basis, not just in one region of the country but in every region and nation of this great country.  

To achieve full employment and to fund our public services there is not only no escape from demanding efficiency, enterprise and value for money, but we must have the discipline to work together, to address, tackle and then to overcome the old British problems of under-investment, low productivity, inflexibility, inadequate skills, poor management, poor levels of enterprise, sometimes of industrial relations, restrictive practices wherever they exist, and we should use this time of opportunity that our new found stability has given us to remove all the barriers to productivity, enterprise and full employment in this country.  

So I want to spell out to you the gains to us as a labour Movement and the possibilities – yes, duties – that we will have to discuss and discharge together.  


I can tell you that we accept our responsibilities as a Labour Government.  We will have the strength to take the long-term decisions, not just to entrench economic stability but, with a pro-industry and pro-enterprise policy, to build modern manufacturing and industrial strength.  

I can tell you now that in my Pre-Budget Report and then in the forthcoming Budget next year, I accept the responsibility to do everything I can to ensure that it is Britain, the first great manufacturing and industrial power, that can lead again in the global economy with, instead of the old short-termism that you were discussing this morning, the best support, as Patricia Hewitt and Charles Clarke have said, for innovation, for science and R&D, for manufacturing and industry, so that we can create new jobs and new opportunities for manufacturing and business here in Britain.  

It is my responsibility also to ensure that it is Britain that leads in the global economy that, instead of small firms overcharged when they borrow and are hit by late payments, the best encouragement is there, such as reforms in Capital Gains Tax, for enterprise, entrepreneurs and the small businesses that will, in future, employ the largest number of additional workers.  

To ensure that it is Britain that is building the best employment service in the world, Andrew Smith and I say to the unemployed, not just to take some of the 600,000 vacancies on offer, but we will do everything we can as a government with training, advice, information, help with transport, equipment and the new tax credits, to be on the side of  workers taking up jobs.  

And to ensure that it is Britain in the global economy, that instead of regionally unbalanced economic growth and inadequate transport infrastructure, that we can lead again, with - as John Prescott and Alistair Darling propose – Regional Development Agencies offering the best regional incentives, transport, investment and support for manufacturing and industry.  

So, yes, the answer to the question this morning about manufacturing is that, as we have seen with the shipbuilding industry winning the new aircraft carrier orders, it is possible for us to work together to invest, create and build for Britain modern manufacturing strength.  

With our policy of leading in Europe, we will show, as Tony Blair and Jack Straw have said today, Britain’s national interest, with half our trade with Europe, is best advanced as active partners in Europe.  We will demonstrate the benefits of the euro if we can achieve sustainable and durable convergence with the euro area; and we will take on anti-European prejudice and myths to show that we can unite Britain around a pro-European consensus.   Just as internationally we will continue to back our leader, Tony Blair, in his efforts today to bring security and reconstruction to Iraq and to work with our allies to tackle the evil of nuclear, chemical and biological weapon proliferation in any part of the world. 

I want you to work with us not just to support the modern industries, enterprise and wealth creation we need for full employment, but I want you to work with us so that we achieve the skills that we need to have full employment too.  The skills of our members are not just the most important means of production and the commanding heights of our economy, they are also the key to job prospects, career opportunities, future standards of living and individual opportunity for millions, as you were discussing only a few minutes ago.  

So let us salute, in each of our unions, today’s trade union pioneers of the new skills revolution – the 6,500 men and women who are Trade Union Learning Representatives, rightly bargaining for skills, the 36,000 getting qualifications today at Trade Union Learning Centres, nearly one million workers succeeding in learn direct and the Skills for Life programme and the Employer Training Pilots, which are breaking with the old failed voluntarism of the past and ensuring that in return for workers’ time off, workers have the financial support to obtain the new skills they want and need.  

Because this is only the start, we want to work with you to seize the opportunity so that, supported by more finance that we will make available for the Trade Union Learning Fund, trade unions are at the centre of hundreds more learning centres in each region of the country, that can pioneer trade union colleges and even trade union universities, and can lead and drive forward the skills and training revolution at work, tackling what Digby Jones rightly called this morning the scandal of seven million adults denied basic literacy.  Just as with schools and universities, where I ask you to support modern and reformed systems of funding, opportunities and chances once available only to the few can be open to every union member and every worker in every workplace in Britain.  

We want to work with you also so that workers can benefit from the next major challenge, and that is in the absence of proper childcare, how mothers and fathers struggling to balance work and family life can have proper childcare and support services.  We will build from the improvements we have made in maternity and paternity pay, from nursery education for all, from the Sure Start programme and the new Children’s Centres, and we will be something that this movement has fought for for years: at the centre of our economic as well as our social policy, the first national child care strategy for this country.  

But I have also to make it clear, as long as I am Chancellor there will be no return to the mistakes that past Labour and Conservative Governments made of attempting quick fixes, of gambling with our stability and of failing to modernise our public services.  Trust is built from demonstrating the strength to take the long-term decisions and demonstrating the courage to hold true to your long-term vision.  

Just as there will be no return to the monetarist economics, arbitrary public spending cuts and privatisations of the Conservatives, and no retreat from our vision of full employment and public services free at the point of need, I tell you, honestly, there can be no return to inflationary pay rises, no return to loss making subsidies that prevent the best long-term decisions for Britain, no resort to legislation from Europe or elsewhere that would risk jobs, no retreat from a pro-enterprise and pro-industry agenda and there can be no retreat from demanding efficiency and value for money as well as equity as we renew and reform each of our public services.  

It is by a continued commitment to long-term stability and discipline that we will be able to have growth in spending in the next spending round, and it is our determination to deliver world class public services that means we will offer growth in spending only where we can secure value for money, cut back on central bureaucracy, move resources to the front line first to where your members are doing so much work, matching resources to reform, and today we are starting by publishing the Lyons’ report that sets out proposals that could relocate 20,000 government posts out of Whitehall into the regions and contribute to our plans for full employment for all the regions and nations of this country.  


While we know that there are real issues which divide us in the debate about the reform of public services, it is because we are all committed to one aim – world class public services for Britain – that we should resolve to work together to settle these issues not through headlines and conflict but through dialogue and discussion.  

Friends, a Britain of full employment, high productivity, modern manufacturing strength and world class public services.  This is a vision for Britain that recognises that what unites us is not just our constitutions, rule books, sentiment or simply historical associations as a labour Movement, but common beliefs shared by this Congress and by the British people.  They are values that demand dignity of labour, social justice and the right of not just some but all to opportunity and security in modern Britain.  

But let us never forget the lesson that this labour Movement has understood for one hundred years, the lessons we have learned from our successes as well as our failures, that the foundation of all we do, the rock on which we build, the pre-condition for what we achieve, and the basis of long-term trust is our ability to secure economic stability, progress and growth.  It is to make possible rising employment, and it is our ability to create economic prosperity, not just for a few but for everyone.  

And six years into this Government, I am more confident than ever that building on the strong economic foundations we have been creating together, we can, with continued discipline not only create full employment, but under a Labour Government eradicate child poverty, extend educational opportunity to all, ensure all the pensioners of this country dignity in retirement, meet our responsibilities as we must to the poor of this world and build prosperity for all.  

I believe that we can achieve, if we work together, in our time and in our generation, the historic aims and the aspirations of this labour Movement – a recognition that we advance best when we advance together, that chances once available only to an elite should be available to everyone, that by our common endeavour, power, opportunity and wealth should be in the hands not of the few but of the many.  That is a vision of economic progress and social justice, moving forward together.  That is our shared vision, I believe, for the future.  I believe it is the British people’s agenda too.  I believe, friends, it is the agenda that offers the best way forward for us all.    (Applause)

The President:  Thank you very much, indeed, Gordon, for that very wide-ranging review.  There may, as you say, be differences over details and, maybe, some of the means, but I think the level of support in this hall overall for the ultimate objectives the Government have set themselves are, I believe, very strong.  Towards the end of what you said, Gordon, you called for us to work together.  I think we should commit ourselves to do that.  We may not always succeed as well as we would like, but I think there is certainly a determination and will to try and work a little better than we have in the past.  That is a commitment for the future, Gordon.  Thank you very much, indeed.  

National agreement on raising standards and tackling workload

Eamonn O’Kane (National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers) moved motion 45:
He said:  In moving Motion 45, I am very happy to accept the amendment in the name of UNISON.  Colleagues, this National Agreement on raising standards and reducing workload has been described as historic, and rightly so for three main reasons.  One is that it comes as a result of weeks of negotiations between the unions and the Government and local authorities on issues which have not ever been the subject of serious negotiations for twenty years.  Secondly, the negotiations included for the first time unions representing all the staff employed in the education service, not just the teaching unions.  Thirdly, the agreement heralded the beginning of a re-modelling of the teaching profession which will release teachers having responsibility for a multitude of extraneous tasks and allow them to concentrate on their vital and fundamental task of teaching.  This agreement is the result of a wide-ranging and effective campaign to reduce the bureaucratic workload demands on teachers waged by all the TUC teacher union affiliates.  That united campaign succeeded in persuading the Government that unless this issue of teacher workload was tackled, the country was faced with a haemorrhage of teachers from the profession, and with that any objective of driving up standards of pupil achievements could be fatally undermined.  

The resultant discussions with the Government were initially somewhat tentative, but as both sides gained confidence the discussions moved into real negotiations.  We produced, in the end, an agreement which, over a three year period, will result in a new contract for teachers which will relieve them of a wide range of administrative tasks, previously undertaken by them; it will introduce, for the first time, a contractual right to release from teaching duties during the school day for teachers to plan, prepare and assess pupils’ work; it will set out the limits on a teacher’s obligations to cover their classes, with targets to remove that obligation altogether; and it will establish a contractual right for teachers for a proper work/life balance, the very issue that was discussed in some detail yesterday.  

These demands, President, as you know too well, have formed the staple fare of teacher union conferences for years, yet now, for the first time, they are about to be implemented.  

There is more.  Central to this agreement is a recognition that many staff other than teachers will be employed in schools.  As well as undertaking many of the tasks previously discharged by teachers, they will work with their teacher colleagues on a whole range of activities, such as pupil supervision, pupil behaviour management and cover supervision, and they will be widely welcomed by teachers.  

As anyone with experience of schools will know, the more adults who are around – the better.  It results in a less frenetic atmosphere, which helps enormously with pupil behaviour and morale.  It provides the opportunity for individual pupil contact in helping to deal with issues such as bullying and counselling.  Yes, such non-teaching colleagues will take responsibility from time to time for classes of pupils, but they will do so under the direction of a qualified teacher and they will be building upon the work already done by thousands of classroom assistants in hundreds of schools up and down the country.   

For the first time ever, statutory regulations have drawn up by the signatories to this agreement that is the Union colleagues – how many times in the past have unions been involved in drawing up statutory regulations?  these statutory regulations will set out the distinctive responsibilities for the qualified teachers and their new high level teaching assistants.  The regulations will make clear that the two jobs are not inter-changeable and that each class and group in a school will have a qualified teacher assigned to them.  I believe, as do all the signatories to the agreement, that these regulations protect the role of the qualified teacher and will not lead to a diminution of teacher professionalism which was feared by our colleagues in the National Union of Teachers, who I deeply regret, for those reasons, felt unable to sign the agreement.  

Of course, these great changes are predicated on the necessary funding being available.  My colleague from UNISON will deal with that in some detail.  For us, these contractual changes, the first of which will be implemented in September, are in.  Any failure to do so will meet with the sort of response that can be expected, including industrial action, to follow a refusal to implement such contractual changes.  

Colleagues, we have had many debates here on the social partnership and what is meant by it.  I believe that this national agreement and the negotiations leading up to it, and even more importantly in the implementation of the agreement, is a genuine example of social partnership.  Even the title of the agreement – “Raising standards: reducing workload” – is symbolic of that partnership.  The interest of the unions in reducing workload and creating new career paths for support staff coincides with the Government’s objective of raising standards since one is dependent on the other.  Of course, the discussions have not been easy.  At times they have been hard and have come near to break-up.  That is to be expected.  However, the discussions have been characterised by an increasing openness and willingness of all parties to accept and work out compromises.  Most important of all, they have marked an acceptance by the Government that the role of the unions in the provision and improvement of public service is fundamental to any major reform.  It would be easier to walk away, with any self-satisfying negativity, to which at times even the best trade unionists can succumb.  But I am haunted by the thought that all those thousands of members out there, particularly young members, who, on learning of yet another magnificent defeat, begin to ask the question, “Is that all there is to trade unionism?”  

This agreement, colleagues, and the unions who are signatories to it, can give a resounding rejection to that council of despair, for they have shown that the unions can demonstrate those qualities of intelligence, commitment and strength, which over the years have been central to the material improvement to the working conditions of the millions who they represent.  For that reason, colleagues, I hope that Congress will give its full support to this motion.  I move.  

Carole Maleham (UNISON), in seconding the Motion, said:  We are happy to be seconding this motion and welcoming the National Agreement for schools staff.  We believe that this agreement is the first stage in recognising the skills that support staff have brought to schools, and if implemented properly it will lead to better education to all children.  For years nursery nurses, teaching assistants, secretaries, support and professional staff have seen themselves as general dogsbodies in schools.  That fact was reflected in their pay, within their contracts and the lack of access to training.  

School support staff are overwhelmingly low paid women workers with little, if any, access to a career structure, training or development opportunities.  During the past few years their responsibilities have expanded, and classroom based staff in particular, such as teaching assistants, and early years practitioners, have been given additional tasks and responsibilities.  Surveys show that 15% of teaching assistants have provided cover for absent teachers, and 30% have had some responsibilities for whole classes, but this fact has never been reflected in their pay.  UNISON has been pressing the Government and the national employers for years to address these issues.  We do not want our members exploited any more, but we do want their professionalism and the work they do alongside qualified teachers to be recognised.  We believe the discussions around the re-modelling agenda have helped us to pursue this.  We do not pretend that everything, as a result of this agreement, will be perfect, and we recognise that there will have to be some safeguards implemented to the agreement.  

For this agreement to be a success, we need funding from the Government.  Yes, the Government must put their money where the pledges are to make it work.  We need access to real pay and grading systems which reflect the jobs our members actually do.  We need training, career development opportunities, genuine consultation and negotiations on the implementation of this agreement, locally between employers and education unions.  

Most importantly, we need extra pay for the staff taking on extra responsibilities.  Enough is enough.  We are not doing anything for nothing any more.  We need to be honest about what has happened this year.  Schools hit by funding problems have had to make redundancies or cut staff hours.  This has meant fewer support staff to do the work than before.  Those taking on extra staff need proper rewards.  We need an end to term-time working and paid staff, all staff, for 52 weeks of the year.  

UNISON believes that if these safeguards are properly in place, the agreement can be a success and bring real benefits for everyone involved in education.  

Some of you may have seen an ad in the Guardian today.  The question was asked: “Who is teaching your children?”  The answer is the whole team is teaching your child.  Support the motion.  
Sheila Bearcroft (GMB) speaking in support of the motion, said:  President and Congress, what would be your reaction to the following workplace practices:  separate rest rooms for different grades of staff; two-tier canteen provisions for different grades; staff groups excluded from meetings where issues relating to their jobs are discussed; holiday pay for some, time off without pay for others; some staff forced to pay for their own work-related training and to do it in their own time?  

You might think that such practices dated from the bad old days, before concepts like teamworking and single status came into being, and before organisations utilised the skills and the talents of their workforce.  Well, you would be wrong!  These practices are part of everyday reality for many school support staff today – 2003.  Yet study after study confirms their vital role in raising standards in education, both in the classroom and through ensuring the efficient running of the school infrastructure.  

The National Agreement has, for the first time, publicly acknowledged the existing contribution of support staff and their further potential.  It provides firm commitments to training, development and career opportunities, but turning commitments into reality is the key issue if education improvements are to be sustained.  For example, our highly skilled and experienced nursery nurses and teaching assistants now have the opportunity to be awarded higher level teaching assistant status.  Others will be able to achieve this level through nationally accredited training and assessment.  Congress, support staff have had enough of being taken for granted and endlessly asked for just a little bit more goodwill in accepting more responsibilities for no extra pay.  It is a case of today’s favour is tomorrow’s job.  This is the best opportunity we have had of addressing these long-standing issues.  The potential exists but the government must meet its commitment to ensuring adequate funding for all aspects of the agreement, including sufficient extra staff, training and development opportunities, pay and grading structures which will deliver equal pay and properly reward responsibilities, skills, qualifications and dedication.  

Please support us in our campaign to implement the agreement in full and hold the Government to its funding commitments.  We support.  

Gerald Imison (Association of Teachers and Lecturers) speaking in support of the motion said:  President and colleagues, it has long been the aspiration of ATL members -- of all teachers -- to have  their workloads reduced.  Hours within teaching are not always measurable but there is absolutely no doubt that teachers are no strangers to the long hours culture that was criticised so effectively yesterday. 

We have been working to reduce the workload on teachers and, last year, Congress supported the work that was underway.  This year, the resolution that we have before us reports and seeks support for the outcomes -- for genuine outcomes; for outcomes which will benefit all teachers.  The agreement which Eamonn summarised effectively and at high speed comes from partnership working between the unions, the employers and the Government.  That partnership has involved us in negotiations -- genuine negotiations -- in which all sides have made concessions in order to get the win/win situations that were necessary for our members. 

Negotiations have not really been available in the educational environment for many, many years and so it has been absolutely crucial that we have been able to indulge in something which unions are good at and effective at and getting benefits for our members.  However, as all the speakers have indicated so far, we continue to have reservations and those reservations are about funding.  In terms of the partnership, only one of the partners can deliver on funding and that is the Government.  It is there that the test of the partnership will come because there are signs that the Government wants to remain active and does not want to withdraw.  

We have to make it absolutely clear at this stage, and that is the final two paragraphs of the resolution, that there are still crucial issues to be addressed and the Government will need to address them.  However, one thing is certain.  We have an agreement which has benefited absolutely all our members, the teachers, UNISON members and GMB members -- the support staff in schools.  The key thing now is that teams have been established where everyone is rightly recognised for the contribution that they make.  Our members will benefit from that but, more importantly, the children in our schools will benefit from that.  This partnership working will deliver the improved standards that our children need and rightly deserve.  We support the resolution.

Jack Dromey (Transport and General Workers' Union) Speaking in support of the motion, said:  Last month, I listened with awe and respect to 100 outstanding public servants who are school support staff in Bristol; women workers waxing lyrical about their love of the job and their commitment to the children they love and serve.  That is why we support the National Agreement on raising standards and tackling workload:  a better deal for the schools, a better education for the kids and a long awaited recognition that education is more than just teachers.  Eamonn, I warmly welcome your warm words about those that we represent. 

The agreement will, with sufficient funding, at last recognise the role of school support staff.  Support workers are the heartbeat of a school.  They assist teachers in the classroom.  They help children with learning needs.  They cook the lunches.  They organise the finances.  They operate the computers.  They clean the buildings.  They open up the schools first thing in the morning and they close the schools last thing at night.  Yet, historically, they have been undervalued and underpaid. 

The agreement is a start -- a good start.  Next, we need members to be properly rewarded for what they do, with Government playing its part because we cannot solve the problems of low pay and equal pay without Government with us at the table.  Yet, in Bristol, those same women workers are being treated shamefully.  The Council has said, "We will re-grade you by Christmas, recognising that you have been undervalued for years".  "But", the Council has said, "to save money, we will reduce you to term time only employment".  What should have been a £4,000 increase for a classroom assistant caring for special needs kids is now going to be a £15 a week pay cut.  But the Bristol backwoodsmen shall not succeed.  Backed by the parents, our members are on the march. 

Elsewhere, in Middlesborough, we are challenging, under the Sex Discrimination Act, this shameful treatment of an overwhelmingly women workforce, arguing that it is unlawful sex discrimination to pay women term-time only -- a case that will be every bit as significant as our historic victory in the Eastbourne dustmen test case when we forced a Tory government to extend TUPE to cover 5.8 million public servants.

President, finally, term-time only employment is a national scandal.  Members of Parliament, with four months' holiday a year, would never agree to be paid term-time only.  Women workers in Britain deserve better.

(The right of reply was waived)

*       Motion 45 was CARRIED.

Funding for schools

The President:  I go on to Motion 46, funding for schools.  The General Council supports the motion, you will be delighted to know, Doug. 

 Doug McAvoy (National Union of Teachers) moved motion 46:
He said:  President, in moving can I say the National Union of Teachers accepts the amendment in the name of the National Union of Teachers so we are doing the two together!

This is a time of year when parents have that feeling of delight and teachers have that feeling of despair.  School is back!  A teacher's despair is not about going back to face the problems and the challenges that they know will be there, because it is part of the job of teaching and they are prepared for that as a result of their professional qualifications. 

 The despair comes from knowing that, in all likelihood, they will not have the necessary resources or the necessary funding that they need to be effective as professionals.  That is the situation in most schools this week and last week, as teachers have returned to find, in some cases, that the funding crisis has resulted in fewer teachers being employed; some teachers being made redundant; fewer support staff being employed; some support staff being made redundant. 

What happens in schools is not just the property of the education world.  It is the concern or should be the concern of everyone in the country.  The funding crisis that hits our schools should therefore concern you all and disturb you all.  Our children's future depends on well-funded schools with enough teachers and enough support staff to make sure they can get the best out of education. 

In this comprehensive spending review, the Government's Education Department promised "unprecedented increases in funding for the next three years" -- a promise that was part of the excellent address from the Chancellor.  We are not a signatory to the School Workforce Agreement which has just been presented here, but the TUC affiliates were told in January that on top of committed costs schools would receive one billions pounds more this year for the implementation of that agreement.  By Charles Clarke's own admission that extra funding has evaporated.  It disappeared between January and May like snow in Spring.  It was a classic:  now you see it, now you don't.  As a result, thousands of teachers' jobs have been lost; thousands of support staff jobs have gone.  Some of the support staff cannot be ensured the same hours of work that they had before. 

You cannot downplay that.  They are the facts that are facing teachers and support staff as they go back.  The vast majority of secondary schools have more children on roll but they have fewer staff.  In all sectors of our education service, there has been a four-fold increase in the number of unqualified people teaching our children since the Government came to power.  The Government has claimed they are teachers to make its performance better. 

But there have been other effects.  There has been a major drop in the amount of money schools have had to purchase text books.  For the first time, parents now spend over two-thirds more than the state on primary and secondary school text books.  Some parents are more able than others to afford that.  School repairs have not been carried out and some of the improvements planned in school buildings have gone into reverse. 

I will not rehearse all the excuses given for this.  Simply, the civil servants and the DfES got their sums wrong on such basic issues as pay and pension costs, on changes to National Insurance and the way in which money gets into schools and the way in which school grants were to be changed. 

I do not blame the Chancellor of the Exchequer.  I do not blame Gordon Brown.  He thought he had responded to the needs of schools but in the hands of the Governments' Education Department what should have been cause for celebration has turned to ashes. 

For me and for the National Union of Teachers, there is an obvious solution to these mistakes; mistakes which undermine what is taught in schools, increases class sizes and makes the job of teachers and support staff more difficult.  The solution?  More money in the schools now and allow us to do the job we want to do most effectively.  They have refused to do that.  I ask Congress to back our campaign to make Charles Clarke live up to those promises. 

There was some dissent in the hall when the National Union of Teachers voted against the previous motion.  We do so on one issue of principle, and that is the entitlement children have had over years to be taught by qualified teachers.  That entitlement has been removed.  By opposing that motion and by refusing to sign the agreement we are not making any statement that supports the raw deal that support staff have had and continue to have. 

Yes, I agree with Jack Dromey.  Support staff are underpaid.  They are undervalued and it is a sin that support staff are engaged on termly contracts.  Teachers are not the cause of that.  Teachers have never supported that and the National Union of Teachers does not support that now.  We will campaign with anyone to improve the lot of support staff who work with us as part of the team in schools.  But we ask you to support us, first for more funding, and to understand our campaign that teachers should retain their qualification and youngsters should retain the entitlement to be taught by qualified teachers.  I move. 

Judy Moorhouse (National Union of Teachers) in seconding the motion, said:  President and Congress, no matter what union you belong to, you well understand the value of the acquisition of learning in schools.  The Union Learning Fund and Union Learning Representatives are making a tremendous difference to the lives of trade union members, including members of the NUT. 

The recruitment and retention of qualified teachers has been an issue of major concern for a number of years.  The NUT has, itself, commissioned a number of surveys of its members asking who is leaving the profession and why.  We were extremely concerned to find that after training and in the first three years of teaching, over 50 per cent of recruits to the profession had never begun teaching at all or were no longer teaching.  That, Congress, is a shocking statistic.

Why was this happening?  There were a variety of reasons but a very strong factor was the lack of a planned programme of on the job training opportunities.  To its credit, the Government has recognised that to have any chance of attracting and keeping aspiring and qualified teachers they had to be given training opportunities in order to practice and refine their craft, acquire new skills and enhance their pride in their chosen profession. 

So an early professional development programme targeted at all teachers in their second and third years of teaching was developed in partnership with 12 local education authorities.  Its purpose was to recruit teachers into the profession and keep them there.  Young teachers and education authorities were enthused by the success of the project and looked forward to its expansion in schools.  Fifty-nine million pounds was to be put into budgets for 2004 and  £100 million in the following year.  Then came the unwelcome news that the programme had been cancelled and that the promised money was to be re-allocated in order to shore up school budgets.  Congress, what an indictment of Government in the middle of a recruitment and retention crisis and with our agreed focus on raising standards in schools, that further learning and new skills for teachers should be sacrificed in order to enhance schools' budgets -- and all because the Government got their numbers wrong!  No good employer should so swiftly cut back on investing in skills and the expertise of its workforce, especially if that workforce is becoming dangerously depleted.  It is just not good enough for the Secretary of State for Education to scrabble around for more money -- robbing Peter to pay Paul.  As argued by the General Secretary when moving this motion, Charles Clarke should screw his courage to the sticking plate and go to the Chancellor and say, "Gordon, give us the money  -- please"!

(The right of reply was waived)

*       Motion 46 was CARRIED.

Class sizes 

The President:  We move to Motion 47 on class sizes.  The General Council supports the motion.

Dougie Mackie (Educational Institute of Scotland) moved the motion 47:

He said:  President and Congress, "Education, education, education"; a mantra we have all heard before.  But what does it mean in real terms at the sharp end of education; the real cutting edge; the chalkface?   How do we measure its delivery?  Colleagues, today I will give you one measure understood by everyone:  class size.  That is understood by teachers, by parents and, most of all, by the pupils themselves.  Smaller classes for teachers means lessons of activities better targeted towards the needs of each pupil.  Smaller classes for parents means that they can be confident that their child's teacher knows and understands their child's need.  Smaller classes for pupils means that they can receive more of their teacher's time to help them meet their needs.  Modern teaching methods, new technology and new courses all point towards one thing -  a crying need to reduce class size. 

For many years Governments in all parts of the UK used to deny that this was the case.  "Where is the research to show us?", they would say.  Wherever you look that research is now available.  The evidence is irrefutable.  All the established work in the United States, in the State of Tennessee, has shown that for the better part of a decade smaller classes deliver a better education.  Comparisons of school performance conducted by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development and a new work recently published by the Programme for International Student Assessment show that large class sizes lead to poor performance, particularly when the class size exceeds 25.  Where are Scotland and the rest of the UK when these international comparisons are made? 

In September 2002 the average primary class size in Scotland stood at 24.  In international league table terms, that figure was well below such economic giants as Portugal, Poland and the Czech and Slovak Republics.  In a list of 25 leading countries, including all our European allies, ranked by class size in lower secondary education, the UK was a miserable 22nd place out of 25.  Of all our EU partners in recession or out, only Spain had a higher class size in the other secondary years.  There is one sector, however, where the figures stand up to comparison; the independent sector, where in Scotland they have pupil/teacher ratios of 9.4, compared with 14.8.  If it is good enough to be a bog standard for independent schools, then it should be good enough for the public sector. 

What can be done?  We in EIS are in no doubt.  Our key demand in this year's Scottish Parliamentary elections was for a target figure in all mentioned classes for a maximum class size of 20.  That is why we welcome the proposals put forward by the coalition partners, the New Scottish Executive, to further reduce class sizes in the early years of primary education and in English and mathematics classes in the early years of secondary education. 

Population projections for the year ahead point to falling school rolls.  A window of opportunity now exists to make a real and lasting cut to class sizes throughout the UK.  Careful planning and allocation of appropriate resources by this Government will be absolutely crucial.  Now is the time for the talking and the spin to end.  Now is the time -- the second time for this Government -- for positive action.    Reduced class sizes based on the employment of appropriately qualified teaching staff will be essential for a modern economy to enable us to compete effectively worldwide to give the next generation of workers the skills we need for the 21st century. 

Education, education, education.  Make it happen now:  smaller classes in every classroom at every school in every corner of this land for every child.  

Maureen Skevington (National Union of Teachers) in seconding Motion 47 said:  Congress, I welcome the opportunity to support the EIS motion on class sizes.  We have just heard that in Scotland, which, incidentally, is only a few miles across the border from where I live in the North of England, that they understand that smaller classes and class sizes work and benefits children. 

Here, in England, in 1997, following much pressure and campaigning, the Labour Government also understood that smaller classes worked and we welcomed the fact that they introduced mandatory class sizes of 30 for five to seven year olds.  That was a great achievement welcomed by schools and by parents.  But then it stopped.  We had no limits to class sizes for children from eight to 11; no class size limit for secondary young people.  The benefits which children have in their early years is lost to them after the age of seven.  Yet in Scotland the Scottish Executive has ambitions to improve class size limits for children of all ages.   Independent schools know the value of class sizes.  It is their major selling point.  Why can’t this Government understand that? 

Ten years ago the Star project in Tennessee in the United States spent enormous amounts of money looking at the effects of class size on standards.  That project found that teachers were able to teach more, the more deprived children benefited from being in smaller classes and standards went up.  That was 10  years ago and those findings were rubbished by the Conservative Government.  They were wrong. 

Other studies into class size have taken place.  The NUT conducted one with Cambridge University.  Again, we found that small class sizes allowed teachers to teach.  Another study, recently commissioned by the National Union of Teachers, found that bureaucracy multiplied with larger classes.  They have more planning, more preparation, more marking, more behavioural problems to tackle and more workload for all teachers. 

If class size matters for seven year olds then class size must matter for all children and young people as they progress through school.  The advantages for teachers and children alike of working in classroom environments give better opportunities for all.  It should be obvious to the Government, as it is to the teachers and to the Scottish Executive.  It is obvious to me.  I well recall teaching a class of 44 seven year olds and being branded a trouble-maker when I refused to have a 50th child in my class. 

I welcome the fact that the EIS motion brings back into focus the issue of class size.  The Government has been so focused on issues like the school workforce agreement that it has forgotten the basic truth about what improves standards.  The smaller the number of children the teacher has in the class, the more time that teacher has for each child.  It is simple, really.  Congress, I move. 

*       Motion 47 was CARRIED. 
Social inclusion and education

The President:  I now go on to Motion 48, social inclusion and education, and indicate General Council support, but with a reservation which will be explained in the course of the debate by the General Secretary. 

Eric Page (Association of Educational Psychologists) moved the following motion:

 He said:  President and Congress, this motion seeks an end to elitism and disadvantage in education and in our society and move practical goals to this end. 

A Green Paper came out from the Government only yesterday stating that every child has the chance to fulfil their potential by reducing levels of educational failure.  To that end, that Green Paper which arises from the Victoria Climbie case says that an individual person will be identified with every child in order to liaise and co-ordinate the meeting of that child's needs. 

This motion is about an end to the elitism that means children with special needs, especially of a behavioural kind, have to be bused to and from a special school out of their locality or even out of their region.  I have to go and visit somebody who is 150 miles away in a special school.  More about that in a minute. 

It is possible to overcome this busing and this special school environment that has been there ever since the 1981 Education Act.  0.3 per cent of children in Newham go to special schools.  2.6 per cent of children in Manchester go to special schools.  Why the difference?  It is how you meet the children's needs and how you organise it. 

This motion is also about an end to the elitism that creates a process of a no-win culture for the minority, ethnic and disadvantaged backgrounds; social economic class and value systems.

I work in Leicester where nearly 50 per cent of the population would be identified as being ethnic minority.  I know where that particular city and the schools in the city appeared in the league tables.  It is to do with the process that identifies with the culture and the needs of the disadvantaged and certainly some ethnic minorities.  We know which ones under-achieve and it is not to do with levels of intelligence. 

This motion is also about an end to the 11-plus elitism 40 years after, we believe, society needed comprehensive education.  Academic selection is on the increase with pupils being privately tutored at years five and six in order to pass entrance examinations.  I could give names of such schools that exist, thereby creating what used to be called a sink school for those that do not pass that entrance examination. 

If 54 per cent of pupils get A to C, 46 per cent do not and I, in opposition to elitism, and our Association say, what is wrong with 100 per cent of the population at 16 getting A to C if that is what is recognised as a relevant level of educational achievement?  Until last year, excluded children could have as little as three hours home tuition -- for children for more appropriate learning.  Now the pupil referral units have to give a minimum of 23 hours a week.  But there are still units -- and I know because I see children in two of them -- where the so-called ethnic minority children are very near to being not only a majority in those pupil referral units but who did not need to go to those units if their needs had been met prior to being sent there. 

We need an end to the elitism that suggests only by sending a child to a so-called residential special school 150 miles from their home, run privately at a cost of up to £100,000 a year, can we meet a child's needs.  This is educational privatisation of the worst kind.  Join us in helping to end it. 

Finally, in setting smart targets with active verbs, if you look at it, in order that the five objectives be set, we do it with a view that it is not just a wish-list.  We want implementation and measurement of that implementation and I call on Congress to support this motion.  I move, Chair.

Christine Wilde (UNISON) in seconding the motion said:  Congress, we are pleased to be seconding this motion and congratulate the Association of Educational Psychologists for highlighting this important issue and for highlighting the failure of governments to ensure that all our children have equal positive opportunities in our schools. 

Good education and good health are the building blocks to participating fully in society.  Without them, there is restricted access to employment and a major threat of poverty.  We are aware that some unions are concerned at the reference to targets in the motion and we certainly would not support the setting of crude targets in such critical areas.  But here, in this motion, the five objectives are just that  - objectives. They represent our aims and hopes for the future.  Surely we can all share the aim to end educational segregation.  If we do not, progress will never be made. 

UNISON brings a wealth of experience to this debate.  We have members in education -- 20,000 teaching assistants alone -- who play a vital role in ensuring that children's educational experience is positive.  They are part of the whole school team.  Day in and day out our members in social services, welfare services and educational support services are working to ensure that children's experience in school is positive.  It is their voice we reflect when we look to their education and, in particular, those aspects covered by this piece of legislation are key to ensuring social inclusion. 

In addition, with our disabled members and working with campaigning organisations, we have been challenging discrimination and promoting inclusive education for disabled young people.  We supported the special educational needs and disability legislation and believe that tackling discrimination in society cannot be achieved through persuasion and good intentions alone. 

We need to set ourselves tasks to achieve if we are not to see future generations of young people who have low expectations and a society that does not gain from their involvement. 

Children are our future.  They are individuals with different needs.  Any parent will tell you so.  This motion represents where we want to go.  If there are concerns among us about how we go there then, surely, all the interested parties can get together to discuss a way forward.  But we do need this motion.    Thank you. 

The President: I have had a number of indications of unions wanting to intervene in the debate, but I think it would be helpful if I call the General Secretary first to explain the General Council's reservation. 

The General Secretary:  Congress, the General Council agreed to support this motion but with reservations, and let me explain why.  On the one hand, the motion is broadly progressive in that it seeks the full implementation of the 2002 Special Educational Needs and Disability Act.  That Act seeks to improve the educational service provided to children with social, behavioural, emotional or learning difficulties.  The General Council backs that aspect of the motion without reservation.   

However, it is the reference in the motion to "targets" that causes the General Council concern and, I know, has attracted opposition from some unions. 

Congress, our public services and the education service in particular have had too many targets imposed on them -- targets that, too often, have not been backed by the necessary resources.  So the General Council does not want to encourage the Government to put in place even more ill thought-out targets. 

One key point in the motion, for example, refers to targets for the proportions of children with special needs who should be taught either in special schools or in their local schools.  It is highly questionable whether such a target would be feasible or desirable.  On balance, therefore, since the overall thrust of the motion is within Congress policy of seeking to tackle social exclusion and campaigning for better resources, it was judged that the motion should be supported but with these specific reservations relating to that issue of targets. 

Jerry Glazier (National Union of Teachers) in opposing the motion said:  President and Congress, the NUT also fully supports the implementation of the 2002 Special Educational Needs and Disability Act.  The campaign for increasing provision for pupils with special needs to be taught in ordinary schools as part of social and education inclusion, has, for many years, been high on the teaching profession's agenda. 

However, with considerable regret, the NUT is unable to support this motion because part of it would seek to undermine the means by which pupils with, for example, emotional and behavioural difficulties can be supported.  Pupils with emotional and behavioural difficulties are an issue of growing concern to teachers, pupils and parents.  These are pupils who have severe behavioural issues that damage their access to education and the access to education of others around them.

Units are referred to in part (iv) of this motion like “pupil referral units”, which are a sound means by which permanently excluded pupils can be properly supported, the causes of their difficulties identified and sorted, enabling them to return to ordinary schools.  Similarly, on-site learning support units in schools, the development of which the Government have correctly supported and provided funds to establish, provide a necessary resource in schools. 

These units support pupils with help that positively  changes behaviour and encourages them to re-engage with the educational opportunities that the school provides but they, too often, reject.  So, Congress, a reduction in units which this motion argues for would reduce the means by which increased education and social inclusion can be achieved.  For this reason, the NUT ask you to vote against this motion. 

Shirley Rainey (Chartered Society of Physiotherapy) in supporting the motion said:  President and Congress, the CSP support this motion but with some real and significant reservations.  Our members are keen to see all children be in the school that most meets their identified needs.  If that means mainstream schooling, that is great. 

But at the present moment inclusion is only partially working.  Some children with complex health needs who have gone out into the mainstream are struggling.  There is no proper access into the school, no proper seating, no access to upstairs classrooms, no proper toilet facilities and nowhere for the children to receive their therapy.  If you have ever been in hospital and had some chest therapy yourselves, you will know that you would not want to share that with your colleagues.  But these children are having chest therapy in hallways, cupboards or in the middle of the library.

The alternative to going into mainstream schools is to stay in special schools because there is no money for the necessary equipment in the local mainstream schools.  Or, even worse, one education authority in my own area tried to refuse to give a child a statement because (if you realise) the statement highlights the child's needs and equipment and the support required to enable them to access the full school curriculum.  They said there was no money. 

If the inclusion called for in this motion is linked to targets, then we believe that there is the danger that more children will be sent out without the proper support.  Inclusion is a fairly new initiative.  Therapists, teachers and the children are still learning to cope with the process.  Let us do it properly and make sure the children get the education they want and need. 

Sue Rogers (National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers) in opposing the motion said:  Let me make it clear, colleagues, that we have no problem in the NASUWT with the first paragraph.  I know, in my own school, we have children with wheelchairs, we have children with growth disorders and we have children with a whole variety of problems.  What we are against in this motion is a number of things.  First of all, as Brendan rightly identifies, targets.  Yes, they are rigid and they are unsatisfactory with no more impact when it comes to such things as exclusions.  We had targets for exclusions.  Exclusions went down but violence, disruption and bullying in schools went up and one could actually have the courage to admit they got it wrong.

All workers need protection and teachers are no exception to that, or all the support staff in schools.  But what we are really concerned with is other elements inside this motion.  We have some deep reservations about section (i); the pressure, in actual fact, that this motion seems to bring to look at putting on specialist schools and the closure of the specialist schools.  The educational psychologists themselves admitted, in an earlier motion, that there was a 20 per cent shortfall of their members.  The reality is, however, colleagues, that if we are putting support for pupils right throughout the schools in an authority, the financial burden is prohibitive. 

Within my own authority, by 2009 it will take double the whole budget of the whole council to support children with special needs throughout the schools.  It is a bit like care in the community; putting them out without the kind of help and support they need.  But, above all, as my colleague from the NUT said, we are concerned with section four in this motion.  As a union, we have campaigned for such units as this to remove the risk of exclusion; to try and keep children close to and give an opportunity to go back into mainstream education.  So where children with emotional and behavioural disorders face problems and difficulties inside school, these units provide specialist help and support -- a breathing space to those children and to get them back into the mainstream.  They actually allow re-integration and avoid exclusion. 

We are also concerned, to some extent, with section five because where there are some very specialised schools which authorities have to buy -- perhaps only three or four across the country -- to get children with very specific needs into, this motion could reduce such opportunities. 

As it stands, colleagues, the motion would inhibit the effectiveness of schools, not enhance them and, therefore, with much regret, I have to say that I would urge you to reject the motion.  I oppose.

Ronnie Smith (Educational Institute of Scotland) in opposing the motion said:  I would say that this motion is, at best, carelessly worded.  It calls on Government departments in the four nations to set certain targets in the field of special education.  But education is a devolved function:  in Wales, to its Assembly, in Scotland, to its Parliament, and in Northern Ireland, from time to time, to its Assembly.  It is simply not the business of Government departments to condescend on these issues in three of the four nations. 

In point three a target is proposed to end selection by examination at 11 plus.  Let me tell Congress that was achieved in Scotland 30 years ago.  It would do nothing for the credibility of this Congress to pass a motion calling on the wrong agencies to set targets to achieve an objective which was achieved three decades ago. 

But there are more substantive reasons to resist this motion.  We should not be breathing life into the target setting agenda just as the Government are beginning to recognise some of the damaging and distorting effects on many public services of their fixation with targets.  For most public services target setting has been a corrosive and pernicious influence; more often than not, used as a stick with which to beat public servants for non-compliance.

But even were we to accept that targets were appropriate here, why would we want to leave it to Government departments to decide on these targets?  We, as education professionals, should be centrally involved in determining what targets, if any, should be set in special education, not passively waiting for Government to hand down targets from on high as this motion proposes, if you read the words. 

But the targets here are unacceptable.  They aim to cut special schools, to cut special units off-site and to cut special units on-site.  What we really need is a full range of forms of provision to meet the huge variety of additional needs many of our children now have.  Decisions about the education of our children should be based on an honest, independent, professional assessment of their needs -- an assessment which our members, including educational psychologists, have a key contribution to make. 

It is simply wrong to call for restrictions in meeting the real needs of children by having to dance around the totem pole of targets set by people mostly working at a safe distance from the classroom. 

I urge Congress to reject this motion. 

Eric Page (Association of Educational Psychologists) in exercising the right of reply said:  Congress, 2,700 members of the Association of Educational Psychologists spend much of their working day and week working with children with special educational needs.  They are not remote.  They have considered carefully when they moved this motion.

 I just want to reply to four points that have been made.  The setting of targets means that instead of the Trades Union Congress passing wish-list motions, it seeks the setting of targets to say, "This is what we want achieved".  In the case of comprehensive education, it is 40 years old.  In the case of special needs and mainstream, it is since the 1981 Education Act. We can seek for the professionals to help to achieve it, but that is why we live in a democratic society, to seek the elected representatives to put pressure on me and on others to say, "This is the target we want to meet".  If we are in for social inclusion, then let us set a time limit on when we are going to achieve it rather than wait another 20 years. 

I appreciate the points that have been made about the units, but units are segregation.  They might be locational segregation but they are certainly segregation as seen by those people who are in it.  When they are off-site too many of them remain off-site for more than a few weeks and a few months.  This motion puts pressure -- and I am proud for it to be pressure -- on all of us in the education system to move towards the social inclusion agenda of these that are failed by the education system. 

Congress, please support.  

· Motion 48 was CARRIED

Post-16 Education and Training

 The President:  I now call Composite Motion 12, indicating the General Council's support.

Sally Hunt (Association of University Teachers) moved Composite Motion 12.

She said: University education, how it is resourced, delivered and to whom is now under the spotlight as never before. The government have increased the amount of funding available, reversing the years of decline under the Tories that has done so much damage, and for that they deserve real credit. A White Paper will shortly become a full blown Bill. Its themes -- greater access, well-classed research, better teaching -- are ones that AUT members have wanted government action on for many years, so they are pleased that the government are boosting the status of university teaching. They overwhelmingly support broader access to university. They want to see university change from a middle class privilege to an opportunity for all. 

Over the last 20 years, against ever declining resources, university staff - the lecturers, the researchers as well as the usually-forgotten cleaners, porters, security guards, secretaries, librarians and technicians - have brought about huge growth in higher education. Student numbers have increased from 625,000 to just under 2 million, and last year alone 17,000 people graduated in education, 6,000 new doctors and dentists and 20,000 engineers. 

Meanwhile, in those last 20 years whilst student classes have doubled, academic pay has slipped 40 per cent behind compared to comparable workers.  Last year alone 2,000 AUT members lost their jobs when fixed term contracts were not renewed. Why am I telling you this? Because university staff more than anyone have much to gain from increasing funding for higher education. You might expect them to say “Give us the money. We do not know where it comes from and we do not care”. Well no, they do care, and they do not want top-up fees. 

Make sure you understand what is going on here. The government do not just want to increase fees, they want universities to charge different fees. The government want to turn higher education into a market by introducing variable fees, otherwise known us top-up fees. They want universities to be able to vary the fee they charge the students up to a total of £3,000 a year. Not all universities, just some; not all students, just those who dare to raise their aspirations and head for the most popular courses. Money, resources, pay, the best teachers, the successful researchers, will all gravitate to a fewer number of institutions, those charging the full fee, and meanwhile those students who most fear debt will swiftly move in the opposite direction. This will be a two-tier access to a two-tier system. 

Listen to university staff when they say loud and clear that variable top-up fees are not the way forward. Listen to them, trades unionists, when they tell this Labour Government that it will lose more than the argument if they pursue this policy. It is unjust, it is unfair and unsupported by students, by university staff and, I hope, by you. A growing number of Labour MPs already oppose this policy. They know their seats will not just be burnt, they will be incinerated. Middle England, beloved of New Labour, will not wear top-up fees or support the logic behind them, but what we in trades unions realise -- and the government should too -- is that this is not a middle class issue. More than anything this is a working class issue. This is forcing students from poor backgrounds to leave university with debts of £20,000 or more. That has to be the best possible way of stopping working class children from ever contemplating university. 

Variable fees, a two-tier university system, will hurt the very people that education is meant to help. A debt -- call it a graduate tax, an interest free loan, an investment in the future and a modern reform system of funding -- is still just, that £20,000 hanging round the neck of every woman and man who dares to dream of changing their lives and taking control. University staff do not want your children to make their choices based on their ability to pay rather than their ability, and they reject the proposals put forward by the government.  They ask that you do too. They ask the government to think again. If what we want is real access and real opportunity for all those we represent, what we must do now is support progressive taxation to fund higher education and throw out cheque book learning. 

William Rea (Society of Radiographers) in seconding the composite motion said: The Society of Radiographers fully supports and commends all aspects of this composite and implores Congress to do likewise. 

In addition to the position and supporting comments presented by our colleague from the AUT, with which we wholeheartedly agree, the Society of Radiographers would like to highlight a potential crisis in the delivery of higher education for healthcare if the current levels of staffing and pay for academic healthcare educators remains unchanged. Members of the Society of Radiographers in education are committed to their students, committed to the National Health Service, committed to patient care and committed to the delivery of the service to patients across the UK. But our members expect to be paid fairly for this responsibility. I am a lecturer in radiography and I enjoy my work. I enjoy teaching students who, I know, will make a difference and will contribute to the health of the nation. Our knowledge and our skills come from experience and workplace learning gained in the clinical environment, working at the sharp end of healthcare and supported by deep academic study. This knowledge equips us to educate and train students to the highest standards.  It ensures that students leave with an understanding of the demands of healthcare and the way in which the healthcare system operates for the benefit of the patients we serve. 

However, this vital service that we provide is under threat. Increasingly the Society of Radiographers has seen the pay for members in the higher education sector decline by 40 per cent in the last 20 years, in comparison with other workers. We have seen the pay differential between the National Health Service and the education sector widen. If this continues, the delivery of the education needs of the National Health Service will suffer at a time when the radiography service needs radiographers. 

However, pay is only one of the problems. Since 1956 there has been a 56 per cent increase in the number of student radiographers. This increase in student numbers is to be commended as we try to deliver the National Health Service modernisation agenda. But in the same period the number of radiographers in higher education has risen by less than one per cent. To maintain and enhance the quality of education, and hence the knowledge, skills and professionalism of registered radiographers, the higher education sector must attract highly educated, motivated, experienced and skilled clinical radiographers to take up the challenge in higher education. The higher education sector must offer a pay and benefits package which will attract the calibre of clinical radiographers that we require. The Society of Radiographers implore you to support this composite motion.

Terry Bladen (National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers) speaking in support of the Composite Motion, said: The rate of participation in post-16 education and training in this country falls well behind that of other OECD countries. It is therefore vital that urgent action is taken to tackle the causes of disaffection amongst young people. The government at last appear to recognise the problem and accept the need to reform the 14 to 19 curriculum. However, we are concerned that they will continue to be blinkered by the concept of academic A levels being the gold standard, with other qualifications being the poor relation. 

There is an urgent requirement for the establishment of alternative learning pathways that will enthuse and encourage many more young people, no matter what their social and economic background, to re-engage with the education process and so realise their full potential. High quality vocational qualifications and training must be developed, and recognised by both employers and higher education that although different, they carry the same currency as A levels. Other countries in Europe seem to be able to do this and it is essential that we also do it. 

Yet even if the issues of curriculum and qualifications are dealt with in an acceptable way, there still remain far too many hurdles on the path of participation -- financial and economic barriers being a major issue. Many talented pupils are put off, and who can blame them when they see a future of debt in a country that is supposedly the fourth richest in the world?  It is therefore imperative that the government build upon the educational maintenance allowance so as to provide a proper level of financial support for young people who continue their learning beyond the age of 16, and this includes dropping top-up fees. 

Despite the views of the Tory press, the state education service is a success with annual increases in the success rate of the existing examinations, and we do not need any help from the private sector in improving this further. Their only interest in the education service is to make profit for their shareholders. 

My message to the government is reform the 14 to 19 curriculum and qualifications, provide students with a proper level of financial support and let us deliver the world class education that our young people deserve. 

Congress, please support the composite.

Mary Bousted (Association of Teachers and Lecturers) supporting the composite motion, said: It is through education that doors are opened, horizons widened and possible futures imagined. Yesterday the President made reference to the social partnership achieved for the government and the unions representing teachers and support staff, working together to implement the workload agreement. Congress today supported Motion 45 on this agreement. 

Through its Teaching to Learn campaign, ATL is aiming to extend this concept of social partnership into a professional partnership between the government, teachers and lecturers. It is now time for the government to acknowledge that they do not have all the answers to the complex problems of education, and to accept that they need to consult with and listen to the profession. The Teaching to Learn campaign will be a good place for the government to start. The key message of this campaign is that too many young people are being disenfranchised by a curriculum that does not inspire them, does not challenge them and does not change them. The campaign warns the government that the current emphasis on tests, targets and tables has led to a narrow curriculum, particularly in primary schools, which too many children find repetitive, constraining and uninspiring. 

We now have an education system which seems to assume that if pupils do not get it right the first time round, then they have failed.  We know that early evidence of failure too often blights future achievement, and this is particularly true of students from lower socio-economic groups who have less confidence anyway that the education system is something they can succeed in and which they will benefit from. Quite simply we are writing off far too many children and young people far too early.  Let us be absolutely clear, we are not going to achieve a concept of lifelong learning in this country, and we are not going to achieve widening access to FE or HE, if we have children aged 7 who believe that they are failures. 

The government's micro-management of the education system has resulted in over work and increased teacher stress as the profession has striven to implement every bright idea from the No. 10 Policy Unit. The figure of 25 per cent of young teachers who leave the profession after only three years should haunt the government. It is a massive waste of talent and resource. 

So what do we want to do? These are our aims. We seek to enable teachers and lecturers to regain a sense of confidence in their professional knowledge and skills. We seek to promote the development by government of an education policy that is underpinned by research and is open to constructive criticism. We seek to reduce the impact on pupils and students of the current oppressive testing regime. Finally, we say to the government that educational standards will rise only when the government commit themselves to a meaningful, professional partnership with their greatest educational resource, their teachers and their lecturers.

Congress please support this motion.

Peter Pendle (Association for College Management) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: I want to focus on the final section of the composite motion that considers older learners. 

In 18 years' time, in 2021, the over-55 group will constitute 40 per cent of the UK population, 20 million people.  I am afraid that in 18 years' time most of you will fall into that group!  According to recent research about a quarter of all adults are currently in education, but older learners’ participation in education is worse than half that rate; only one in 9 is currently learning. Forget the stereotype of what older learners like to study, these are more likely to be studying modern languages than any other group of learners and no other group is more interested in learning in how to use a computer. 

Older learners are the neglected cohort in the equal opportunities and social inclusion debates. Perhaps this is understandable. Politicians write their education policy and investment options in terms of the balance of economic, political and social returns forecast for them by their officials. Resources invested in policies will generally be expected to yield economic and political benefits. Social impact alone or individual personal development will not win resources. Politicians think that the individual benefits of promoting learning for older people may be considerable but the economic returns are relatively small when compared to investing in people with longer working lives ahead of them. This is a blinkered view and politicians underestimate the returns on improving the participation of older learners. They are far from negligible and as that cohort of the population expands numerically and relatively, due to earlier baby booms and improved longevity, so the returns on investing in older learners will increase. 

About one-third of unemployed people over the age of 50 would like to be in work. Finding work benefits not only individuals but transforms them into net contributors to the economy.  Yet people in this age group looking for a job often need to reskill or update their skills, particularly where, as is often the case, their joblessness is due to a decline of a traditional occupational sector. 

Learning in later life is positively correlated with healthy, active, independent ageing. People in their fifties and sixties enjoy better health and activity levels than earlier generations due to higher living standards and improvements in healthcare provision. However, the last years of our longer lives are characterised by poor health and dependency. There is now a good deal of evidence that continuing to learn in later years is positively correlated with better health, both physical and mental, so use it or lose it.

Colleagues, please support the composite.

Paul Mackney (NATFHE) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: NATFHE stands side by side with the AUT and the other university unions in seeking to defend public sector higher education, in opposing top-up fees and the restrictions of government-funded research for a few universities. These issues affect the families and friends of virtually everyone at this Congress because 43 per cent of the population now go to university. We support the government's intentions to expand that to 50 per cent and to broaden its participation to include students from poorer backgrounds. We recognise this has to be funded, but we are totally opposed to the government's current proposals for differential top-up fees. These will enable universities to charge up to £3,000 a year for a course, and hardly anyone thinks that the £3,000 limit will hold. 

Top-up fees will put people off, particularly poorer people, and differential fees will lead to first, second and probably third class universities. The only new group that will go to university will be dimmer and dimmer members of the upper middle classes. The rich will get into the most expensive courses at the premier funded institutions, while bright working class students have to make do with what is available locally because they cannot afford to leave home. It is an upstairs/downstairs policy. 

We say that access to higher education should be based on ability to study, not ability to pay. This is the reason why so many Labour MPs, and 170 MPs in all, have signed a motion opposing top-up fees, which the Labour Party of course promised not to introduce at the last election.  Still smarting from the low turnout in the last election, these Labour MPs know that top-up fees are a vote loser. 

The TUC has been very careful in recent years, some think over careful, not to do things that will allegedly hand votes to the Tories. New Labour's top-up fees proposals shovel votes to the Tories even though they would hold back expansion and keep higher education as a middle class preserve. Graduates are now coming out with debts of £10,000 to £12,000. These would double. It is a total nightmare if you have more than one child. People should not have to take out a second mortgage to pay for their first degree.  Charles Clarke says where is the money to come from? There is no alternative, he said last week. We have heard that before. Firstly, they could save a bit of money from the defence budget. Our members say that if they can find money for an illegitimate war in the Middle East, they can afford to pay for colleges and universities. 

But the main answer is progressive taxation. Progressive taxation is the passport to a civilised society. For this reason, support the NUS on 26 October when they demonstrate in London because Charles Clarke and his Ministerial colleagues are charging over the cliff and, unlike Walt Disney characters, they do not have the power of imagination or the warring legs to keep them from plunging to the abyss below.

President, may I disabuse you and thank the Beard Liberation Front for their awarding me the TUC 2003 award for best beard!

Lesley Ann Baxter (British Orthoptic Society) supporting the composite motion said: I am a clinician, I am an older learner and I am clinical teacher. I work in the NHS dealing with defects in vision. 

In line with previous speakers, we agree that the NHS relies on the higher education sector to deliver high quality undergraduates. We need these students to be well rounded individuals, capable of delivering a high quality service. These young people will need the knowledge and skills to diagnose and treat their patients when they qualify, but they also need to be individuals capable of compassion and understanding as well as having the ability to continue their education after they graduate. 

The staff in higher education, as well as in clinical placements, need the resources to accomplish this. As clinicians, our training involves research and we agree with previous speakers that research facilities should be available to all students regardless of the university they attend. The higher education sector needs the resources to provide students with high quality education, and anything that would jeopardise their career prospects or have a significant impact on the NHS plan must be opposed. We need to have well-rounded clinicians in the NHS, who have been taught to the highest standards with all the facilities -- such as research and access to lifelong learning -- that they require to keep them in a worthwhile career in the NHS. The emphasis must be on the quality of teaching provided by the higher education sector. 

Please support this composite motion.

Anne McCormack (UNISON) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  UNISON is pleased to support this composite because we have always opposed tuition fees and will continue to fight against the introduction of top-up fees. Access to higher education should not be based on ability to pay. Education is a right, not a privilege, whether you are 8 or whether you are ten or 80. 

We are also pleased to support many of the other points made within the composite. The call for national pay bargaining structures to be maintained is vitally important, and the need for parity of funding and of pay between those working in FE colleges and sixth form colleges is an ongoing struggle that cannot be allowed to go unnoticed. 

I do not have much time at the platform -- thank God because it is terrifying up here -- so let me focus on just one issue. Top-up fees. Fees deter people from going to university. They do not bring extra money into higher education. They deter those least able to pay and they deflect from the real funding issues. Let us learn from the example of tuition fees. They have already stopped young people from going to university, put off by the prospect of £25,000-worth of debt. It is those least able to pay who have stopped applying to universities. Only 27 per cent of those at university come from poorer backgrounds, and the proportion is going in the wrong direction. Does anyone think that top-up fees will make that better? 

The government tell us that the number of applications from poorer backgrounds is increasing, but what they do not tell us is that the increase is slower than the rise in the total number of applications. Between 1996 and 2001, the number of applications from poorer students increased by only 3.8 per cent, but the overall number of applications increased by 8.7 per cent. Let us not kid ourselves, fees do not mean new money. The government have admitted as much. The £400 million  raised from students paying tuition fees since 1998 has, in their words, displaced public spending, so what guarantee is there now that, with high tuition fees, the government would not make further cuts? 

Do not let the government tell you that students must pay because they inevitably earn tens of thousands of pounds more over their lifetime as a result of their education. If graduates are fortunate enough to earn a high salary, assuming they do not take a career break to have a family, work part-time or take work in the public sector or personal services, they pay back almost £90,000 more in income tax over their lifetime. I would say that is more than sufficient to cover the cost of their degree. 

Society benefits from higher education, society benefits from world class universities and we all benefit when our children can go on to get the best education and training. That is why HE must be funded out of general taxation. Please oppose top-up fees and support this composite motion.

 *    
Composite 12 was CARRIED.

Children's Minister

The President: I now call Motion 54, which the General Council support.

Rob Thomas (NAPO) moved the following motion:.
 He said: Children -- everyone says the right things about them, they are our future we must invest in them - look after them, but naturally we all have very different views of what children mean to us. We have all been there but we now have an adult's take on what it was like to be a child. That, by definition, makes it difficult for us to understand properly the day-to-day experiences of childhood. 

The media plays an important part in the way we look at children. Those of you who were able to watch Harry Enfield's comedy programmes will doubtless remember the teenager Kevin. As a parent I found myself all too easily finding uncanny similarities between that demanding self-obsessed teenager and my own sons. Sorry boys! Sadly, large numbers of adults have Kevin in mind whenever they think of children. They just put them in the awkward category and never see them as vulnerable. My was Kevin vulnerable!

That is one of the reasons why my union believes that children deserve all the representation and protection they can get, and that extends to having separate Children's Commissioners and a Children's Minister with the necessary clout to achieve parity for them around the Cabinet table. 

Firstly, let me say a little about Children's Commissioners. The Celtic nations got there first and have already established Commissioners for children. Although I am really pleased to hear that the government have decided to appoint an English Children's Commissioner -- nice to see them anticipating Congress's every move -- those responsible for that decision deserve the congratulations of this Congress. However, if we are to avoid the marginalisation of this office we need to support all the objectives of the staff working in this field. These are the main aims that the Commissioner in Wales works towards, safeguarding and promoting the rights of young people, making sure that the young people are aware of their rights under the UN Convention The Rights of the Child, promoting children's participation in decisions that affect them, making special efforts to make sure that the voices of groups of marginalised young people are heard and their views acted upon, reviewing the monitoring arrangements for children's complaints about advocacy and whistleblowing, and finally helping to change public attitudes towards children. 

In furtherance of these aims the Commissioner's staff have objected to the excessive testing of children in our schools. I am sure our colleagues in teaching unions will support that. They believe in tackling poverty by, amongst other things, the provision of extra youth work facilities. Our colleagues in The Community and Youth Workers' Union must support that. We believe in strongly respecting what children say. 

Members in my union who write reports on children for the Family Courts, know just how important that is, as do UNISON members, social workers who work with young people and their families. This motion calls for the present Children's Minister, Margaret Hodge, to consult more widely so that she can gain a better understanding of the nature of the problems facing children in British society. There can be no better time than now for her to start talking to representatives of children's services. The Minister's post was created less than three months ago. This event was not expected; there was no forward planning and as a consequence there was a lot of confusion. The Ministry is located within the Department of Education and Skills, but in the vital area of administration of the courts the responsibility is located within the Department of Constitutional Affairs, a completely new Ministry created at roughly the same time. So we have two brand new Ministries with one powerful Cabinet Minister, Charlie Falconer, and one not so powerful, certainly more junior, Minister outside. Cabinet level for this Minister will be vital to secure adequate funding and help establish the child trusts announced yesterday. 

Trades unions can also assist Cabinet Ministers with these tasks. My union, NAPO, represents workers in the Child and Family Court Service, otherwise known as CAFCASS. Our members prepare vital and important court reports to assist judges who make crucial decisions about where children live and what members of their family have contact with them. Our members also attempt to mediate between parents who are in dispute over the future of their children. They work for a service that is very young. The first 30 months of the new service have been difficult, to say the least. Underfunding is a huge problem. We estimate that for 2003 the full budget is probably £6 million short out of the £9.5 million in total. Because not enough money was spent, there was a lack of office space. Staff have no integrated IT system and struggle to recover information on six or more unrelated ad hoc systems. There is still no case management database and no comprehensive plan to computerise the case records of children. There are staff shortages --150 professional staff out of a total establishment of only 1200. 

What all this means is that children are getting a raw deal. Because of staff shortages there are serious delays over court reports being presented and we have our own versions of waiting lists. In the middle of all this are our members. They are regularly threatened by service users. In the past, groups such as Families and Fathers have resorted to vocal campaigns and letter writing. Staff have experienced naming and shaming and in August unnamed persons sent more than 1060 suspect packages to CAFCASS officers. The worry was that these were explosive devices. 

There is a lot for the new Minister to sort out. Members in our union are ready and willing to sit down with her and share our strategy for bringing about decent services for vulnerable children in the U.K. 

Please give us your support for this motion and also your support for pressing for change.

Chris Tansley (UNISON) seconding the motion said: We are slightly hijacking the motion with the knowledge of NAPO. The role of the Children's Ministry is just one part, as I am sure people have seen, of the widest ranging changes in statutory childcare provision since the introduction of Social Services Departments back in 1974. For many of us, like myself, who have long involvement in difficult and demanding work in childcare and child protection, we knew before the tragic death of Victoria Climbie where the weaknesses were and where the dangers existed in the work we did, from the savage under funding of our work during the bleak Tory years and the first period of office of the current government, to the failure of agencies to work effectively together and the lack of available information on the children at risk across local authorities. 

UNISON has been vigorously campaigning for some time now about the growing crisis in social care: the dangers of high vacancy levels, the demoralisation of workers and the effectiveness of the service they provide for vulnerable children in our communities. Our submissions to the Laming Inquiry reflected all these concerns, and we are pleased that the final report took many of our comments on board. 

We equally welcome the general thrust of the Government's Green Paper, published yesterday, especially the commitment to keep the responsibility for childcare in the democratically accountable framework of local authorities. We support joint working initiatives between agencies. Indeed, many authorities like my own have been doing this for some time already and we welcome the introduction of local children's boards with statutory power to ensure agencies do work effectively together. Where we have serious concerns are with the speed with which these wide-ranging changes are now being brought in. We owe it to the vulnerable children in our communities who we are charged to protect and support that the systems that we put in place, that will last over the next 25 years or more, are workable and effective. 

The government have only just announced the establishment of 25 Children's Trust areas on a pilot basis across England. We want to continue the work they started to do and to learn from their experiences about what the best and what the worst approaches are. We also want to ensure that the resources that go with the proposals are adequate, and that it is new money not re-directed existing funding. We want to ensure funding is automatically made available to authorities and not subjected to the usual lottery bidding process that has existed. We also want to see whilst agencies have a joint approach to working with children that the primary responsibility for child protection will remain with social workers trained and experienced in this work. We all want to make sure that the tragedies of children abused and killed by those who should care for them are prevented by the best systems we can devise. We owe it to those children that we get it right. 

Please support the motion.   

· Motion 54 was CARRIED.

Ballot Results for the General Purposes Committee and the General Council

Julia Lewis (AMO, Chair of Scrutineers) presented the Scrutineers’ Report.

General Council Section A

UNISON 

Dave Anderson

Dave Prentis

Alison Shepherd

Liz Snape
Keith Sonnet

Sofi Taylor

Amicus

Roger Lyons

Derek Simpson

Three nominations to follow

GMB

Sheila Beacroft

Kevin Curran

Jean Foster

Paul Kenny

Transport and General Workers’ Union 

Barry Camfield

Peter Landles

Jane McKay

Tony Woodley

Communication Workers’ Union

Jeannie Drake

Billy Hayes

National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers

Eamonn O’Kane

Sue Rogers

National Union of Teachers

Pat Hawkes 

Doug McAvoy

Public and Commercial Services Union

Janice Godrich

Mark Sewotka

Union of shop, Distributive and Allied Workers

Marge Carey

Sir Bill Connor

Section B

Association of Teachers and Lecturers

Mary Bousted

Graphical, Paper and Media Union

Tony Dubbins

Prosepect

Paul Noon

Unifi

Ed Sweeney

Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians

George Brumwell

Section C

(eleven to be elected)

Jonathan Baume
437,000

Elected

Brian Caton
517,000

Elected

Bob Crow

359,000

Elected

Jeremy Dear
399,000

Elected

Paul Gates
449,000

Elected

Andy Gilchrist
462,000

Elected

Ian Lavery
215,000

Not Elected

Michael Leahy
438,000

Elected

Paul Mackney
524,000

Elected

Judy McKnight
499,000

Elected

Joe Marino
274,000

Not Elected

Doug Nicholls
315,000

Not Elected

Ged Nichols
347,000

Not Elected

Brian Orrell
348,000

Elected

Tim Poil

313,000

Not Elected

Richard Rosser
403,000 

Elected

Section D

(Four to be elected)

Anita Halpin


No Contest

Sally Hunt


No Contest

Lesley Mercer


No Contest

Jenny Thurston


No Contest

Section E

(One to be elected)

Mohammad Taj


No Contest

Section  F  

(One to be elected)

Leslie Manasseh


No Contest

Colin Moses


Withdrawn

Section G

(One to be elected)

Gloria Mills


No Contest

Section H

Member representing trade unionists with disabilities
(one to be elected)

Tony Sneddon
1,139,000

Not Elected

Mark Fysh
5,345,000

Elected 

Section I

Member representing lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender trade unionists
(one to be elected)

Peter Allen
Withdrawn

Maria Exall
1,534,000

Not Elected

David Lascelles
5,087,000

Elected

Section J

Member under 27 years of age
(one to be elected)

Phil Pinder
5,753,000

Elected 

Simon Scott
740,000

Not Elected

General Purposes Committee

(five to be elected)

Danny Carrigan
5,566,000

Elected


Stan Cooke
6,511,000

Elected

Peter Hall

3,434,000

Elected

Steve Kemp
1,270,000

Not Elected

John McGarry
1,980,000

Not Elected

Annette Place
6,517,000

Elected

Dave Tyson
905,000

Not Elected

Gerry Veart
5,480,000

Elected

The President:  May I thank Julia and her fellow scrutineers for all the hard work that has obviously been involved in conducting that election.

Conference adjourned for the day at 5.30 p.m.

THIRD DAY: WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 10

MORNING SESSION

(Congress re-assembled at 9.30 a.m.)
The President: Good morning, colleagues.  Can I call you to order.  I think it is proper for us to have a prompt start in view of the amount of business that we have.  Once again, many thanks to The Jazz Pirates who were playing for us this morning.  (Applause) 

Economic and Industrial Affairs

The President:  Colleagues, we now return to Chapter 3 of the General Council's Report, Economic and Industrial Affairs, on page 29.  I now call Composite Motion 13 on Transport, indicating that the General Council supports the composite motion. 

Transport

Mick Rix (Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen) moved Composite Motion 13.  

He said: Good morning, comrades.  We can have no doubt that our transport system now really is in crisis.  On other really important issues we could say that the Government should have done a bit more of this and a bit less of that but on transport I think there is no doubt that this Government has been seen to fail.  The public thinks so and business thinks so. 

However, the right words may have been said -- "integrated transport", "10 year plan", "more cash available" -- but really the Government has not walked the talk.  Our roads are more congested than ever and giving in to demands for more road-building and road-widening will do nothing to ease congestion, whilst it also damages our fragile environment.  As for the railways, cuts are now on the agenda rather than the promised growth; there are still too many fat cat companies in our industry, like CONNEX, ripping millions off taxpayers' money and putting it into their own shareholders' and directors' pockets, whilst they are announcing cuts in services which will force thousands more into cars and on the roads. 

As for the Strategic Rail Authority, it is clear that they are now part of the problem in the industry.  It is the Strategic Rail Authority that is drawing up the programme for cuts and closures.  This idea of an integrated transport is to convert rail services to bus services whilst doing nothing to promote the industry.  Nothing has been heard from the SRA, for example, over the disgraceful decision to scrap Royal Mail trains on railways. 

This is a decision by a publicly-run body, Royal Mail, which flies in the face of Government policy, which is a move to transfer goods from road to rail, and which will mean laying off hundreds of millions of pounds of public money that has been invested over the last five years, as well as cutting hundreds of jobs, damaging the environment further, and ripping up the terminals which were built at public expense.  It is a disastrous decision also for the service and quality delivery of mail, which I think most people will recognise.  Every possible pressure has to be put on MPs and the Government to reverse this decision and, by supporting the rail unions and the CWU over the "Save Mail on Rail" campaign, perhaps we could start to turn the corner. 

We talk about dialogue.  Yesterday the Chancellor said, "My door is open" and we have been promised a meeting with MPs and unions to reverse the decision on the "Save Mail on Rail".  We found out this week that the Government has again reversed their decision and is now refusing to meet the unions who can put a case to save these necessary jobs and services.  So if people are really listening and saying they want to engage in dialogue, I think what we have to say, colleagues, is this.  There is no point in making public statements which, in reality, turn out to be untrue. 

Previous plans on this have failed for one reason or another.  They still try to pump the cash through the blocked and leaky privatisation pipe within our industry.  It should be beyond any doubt whatsoever that the privatisation process in the rail industry has been one of the biggest single disasters that have ever been inflicted on any industry.  If trade unionists, Congress, and people in the Movement can do anything that is possible and in their power to promote the public ownership of our industry and if the Government announced that it was to promote the public ownership of our industry, I am, and I am sure many others will be, in no doubt whatsoever that it will be one of the biggest single acts that will help Labour win a third term of office.   Instead of dithering, it is time to start acting.   Congress, I move. 

David Porter (Transport Salaried Staffs' Association) in seconding the composite motion said:  President and Congress, as the second paragraph in the composite before you sets out, it is indeed a matter for regret that the Government has effectively already abandoned the targets set out in the 10-year plan in that it has signalled a switch from rail to road.  It is regrettable, but it is not surprising, because the problem is that, since privatisation, the investment costs and the costs for implementing any new railway project have gone up by roughly three times what they would have been in the old British Rail days. 

Any product which trebles in price is going to have difficulty in selling, and railways are no exception.  They currently offer poor value for money so it is not surprising that the Government should start looking more towards roads.  The fear of those of us who work in the railway industry and who depend on it for our livelihoods is that if new railway projects cannot be afforded, far from there being any visionary expansionist future for the railway, the most likely long-term scenario is one of decline and a gradual slide into irrelevance.  We are in a real crisis and it requires decisive action to get us out of it. 

First of all, of course, we need to understand why costs have risen, so much so that we are in a better position to put things right.  I have no doubt at all that there are two main reasons for the massive increase:  the first is privatisation and the second is the particular form that that privatisation took -- the fragmentation, the atomisation, of a single previously unified system. 

What now holds the industry together is a huge number of contracts for all the companies to buy and sell services to each other.  Each contract has a risk element and a profit margin built in and it is the cumulative effect of all these contracts, as the pyramid is built up, which causes the huge rise in costs. 

Congress, the TSSA has been an advocate of railway nationalisation since 1910.  Far from it being outdated, that policy is as relevant today as it was when we first adopted it.  It is the only solution if we are to get back to an affordable, integrated railway.  Railway privatisation has been an experiment on a grand scale, and it has failed on a grand scale.  The sooner we abandon the experiment and re-nationalise, the better it will be for all of us. 

Chris Tapper (Communication Workers' Union) in supporting the composite motion said:  President and Congress, much has been said at Congress this week about how our members of unions have been told by text messages and other means that they have lost their job.  As a worker on the stations in Cardiff, I was at Annual Conference this year and the CWU invited Allan Leighton to address our Conference.  He addressed our Conference at 2 o'clock in the afternoon but this person who wanted to be a friend, says he wants to be a friend, that he is one of the lads and everything else, turns round and fails to say anything about the decision, the short-term crass decision in the opinion of the CWU, to remove this without any dialogue, discussion, or anything else.  He did not mention it at Annual Conference yet, two hours later, the decision was made and we had no input on that, similarly to the rest of the unions. 

What does this mean to the members in the CWU?  One hundred and fifty members work on dedicated rail terminals throughout England, Scotland and Wales.  Royal Mail has invested, over the past 10 years, £170 million in these rail terminals and in purpose-built trains.  The decision was to move the mail from passenger trains to improve quality and to put it onto dedicated trains whereby currently around 40-odd trains operate 21 per cent of the total traffic that Royal Mail transfer throughout the country. 

 As a result of this, some work has been carried out and it has been proven that there are going to be, on average, an extra 500 heavy goods vehicles on the roads that you, our members, and the public, will be using every single day.  It means 30 million extra miles driven by Royal Mail vehicles on already congested roads when, as you can imagine, we have total gridlock on all of our motorways at the moment.  The Royal Mail decision, I believe, was not taken in consideration with the Government. The Government's own position is that over the 10-year period they wanted to increase rail traffic by 80 per cent.  This has not been done in the context of where we are saying we can put extra mail back onto rail. 

We also have to look at this £170 million that I mentioned the business has invested over the previous 10 years.  You see the crisis that the business has been saying we are in and that we have been losing millions of pounds every day.  I can let you in on a little secret and this little secret is that this part of the business has never ever lost a penny.  Where has the money gone?  It has gone in foreign acquisitions and failed computer programmes installed in the Crown Offices but it has never come from the fact that we have delivered that mail on there.  The response is job losses. 

We have now to turn round and say in the wider campaign of the CWU, where we are arguing against job losses, that we also defend the right of other unions as well, and their jobs.  I support.  

Malcolm Cantello (UNISON) in supporting the composite said: The key to a better rail network is investment in the track, rolling stock, and the industry's long-suffering employees.  The most important priority is the safety of passengers and the industry staff but we also need investment to extend the network and off-peak services.  We want better information for passengers and a simplified cheaper fare structure where tickets can be used on any operator’s service.  Better pay and conditions plus extra training for staff would make them feel more valued, and customer service would benefit from their better morale.

New Labour has failed to sort out the mess created by the Tories' privatisation.  Network Rail was a step in the right direction but we still have a crazy system in which an operator is fined £5 million one week for poor service and given a £55 million operating subsidy from the taxpayers the next.  Ultimately, returning the railways to public ownership is the only way to guarantee the taxpayer gets value for money and the public gets a good, safe, service.  We need a public service which the staff can take pride in delivering and which passengers enjoy using just as much as their cars. 

The real problem now appears to be that the Strategic Rail Authority is restricting funds to Network Rail, Passenger Transport Executives and Authorities where I work, and shire counties.  This may be due to strictures from the Treasury.  If so, the Government should be up front about this as local authorities and PTEs are currently submitting local transport plans.  They are hoping to get approval for capital spending on the development of integrated transport schemes involving many rail lines, usually upgrading from freight use to reopening for passenger use, but the Government needs to be honest as to whether there is any chance of success since the apparent over expenditure on the West Coast mainline causes some delay and concern.  The Strategic Rail Authority seems to be concentrating at the moment on long-distance rail travel; sod the commuters, they can always use their cars. 

The Government's targets, plans, and policies on public transport have all gone to pot.  Look at the recent cancellations of various commuter and Virgin services.  Those in charge in the summer blamed hot weather for poor operations.  Of course, this country suffers from extremes of temperature, does it not, yet in Canada and Switzerland where they have extreme weather their trains always run on time.  Sack the lot of them, I say, and bring in people who know how to run the railways, people we trained years ago.  It is all a laugh, really, is it not, unless it is a crying shame.  Transport should not be a political football.  People's mobility and quality of life is too important for that, surely?  Colleagues, support the composite.

Mick Roberts (Amicus) speaking in support of the composite said:  The UK rail network is in crisis as never before.  Promised improvements under privatisation have not materialised and cancellations and delays now run at record levels.  As a union with members working in the transport industry this is unacceptable. 

The issue of transport is very important.  An integrated transport system is the key to tackling the problems we face with road congestion, which are getting worse.  This costs British industry billions of pounds each year and cannot continue.  We need to develop and implement an integrated transport strategy.  Union members who work in transport industries do not like the negative image of the less than effective transport systems we have, but we understand that we cannot just sit there and complain.  We must play a part in rebuilding a system that is world-class. The country needs transport that is affordable, reliable, and safe.  Road travel is the main reason for pollution in this country but, disappointingly, we have seen Royal Mail make a decision to move its transportation of post from rail to road.  Not only is this bad for our members but, further, it has huge environmental impacts as the extra lorries will produce environmental damage and just add to congestion on the roads.  

We are well aware in the industry that large amounts of money are currently being spent but we must ensure that we use our political influence so that when contracts for new rolling stock are placed in the UK the work is carried out in the UK.  The train-building companies that now operate in the UK think in terms of European-wide manufacturing strategies.  We have already seen that it is too easy for them to vacate the UK, taking the work with them. Congress, we must ensure that all work generated in this country should benefit our manufacturing factories. 

In conclusion, the country needs a first-class, high-quality, transport system that serves all its users well.  The country needs to have a debate on the future transport system and how it will be funded.  The task group called for in the composite will help to achieve this.  At the moment nothing is happening and that is not good enough.  Congress, I urge you to support the composite.  

Bob Crow (National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers) in supporting the composite said: For those people who get confused when they are having dinner with the Prime Minister I will make our position quite clear, we want the re-nationalisation of the railways.  It is marvellous, really, that when Digby Jones (and people like him) says he has to keep pay rises down he certainly was not saying that to his own members in Network Rail, where the five board directors sacked 2,000 workers in Network Rail (formerly Railtrack) and then awarded themselves a £1.8 million bonus.  Perhaps those kinds of people should start making an example, first of all, and avoid telling workers they should have excessive pay rises in a low-paid industry. 

The worst criminal act of all is that when Tony Blair was at the Labour Party Conference in 1997 he called for a publicly-owned, publicly-accountable, railway.  My previous General Secretary, Jimmy Knapp, was up there clapping as if his team, Crystal Palace, had won the Premiership; quite rightly so, and everyone else was applauding that decision.  Never mind about any other agenda, all Labour has to say is that they are going to re-nationalise the railways at the next election and they will win it hands down.  The real criminal act that took place was by those people like Balfour Beatty, Jarvis, and Network Rail (formerly Railtrack), who are involved in a criminal investigation at the moment because of their activities in Hatfield and Potters Bar.  Not only do they say we are going to have a cooling period but under a Labour government they privatise all 6,500 workers on London Underground.   They should be thoroughly ashamed of themselves for that decision.

 We have a Strategic Rail Authority without a strategy.  We have this bloke, Bowker, who turns round and says that more money needs to go into the railway network and that efficiencies need to be made.  Yes, he is putting more money into the railway network all right, the former company that he worked for, Virgin, has had one lot of one hundred million, and then a further lot.  It makes Don Corleone out of Godfather look like a character from Orlando. I will tell you something about the Strategic Rail Authority.  How about having some strategy in how the railways are run?  Instead of all those people interfering in the election of the ASLEF General Secretary, they should be out there producing a railway network.

We are asking not only for mail to be kept on trains but we want mail to be on the road, we want mail to be in the air, and we want a full range of activities for post to be moved around the country.  Do not take that dreadful decision and argue on one point that global warming is being caused as a result of more fumes and emissions and then take the mail off trains and put it solely on the road which will lead to environmental problems in Britain.  Our position is quite clear and I make it absolutely clear, once more, to the Prime Minister in case he is not listening: we want the entire railway network bought back and not one single penny of compensation paid because it was stolen in the first place. 

Graham Stevenson (Transport and General Workers' Union) speaking in support of the composite said:  The Government started out with high hopes on transport.  In 1997, John Prescott pledged that if he had not sorted out the problems within five years he would deserve to be sacked.  Far be it for me to stand in the way of the Government fulfilling any of its pledges but the truth is that in no part of the transport sector of the economy is the position satisfactory. 

The T&G would take issue with paragraph 3.12, page 42, of the General Council Report.  In a single sentence a statement is made: "....it should not be forgotten that the Government has increased public investment in transport by 62 per cent since it took office" and implies that bus usage is up.  This is, to be charitable, a possibly misleading sentence.  Its purpose would seem to be to suggest that the Government has done all right, really, and things are going quite well as far as buses are concerned but it runs very close to being a huge distortion.  The plain fact is that a huge bulk of increased transport spending has not been to the benefit of bus users.  Overall, the Government's position is depressingly familiar, to seek improvements vainly through appealing to the generosity of spirit of the giant transnational corporations.

Is it a case of the General Council being taken in by an example of the effects of spin in politics rather than it being the case of that mysterious entity, the office, trying it on us?  In fact, bus usage continues to decline in overall terms except in London where the growth has been so strong that it has distorted the appearance of the national figures.  Arguably, it is less the effect of the congestion tax as the effects of congestion itself which makes driving a car in London so time-consuming that it hardly seems worthwhile and forces a small increment in bus usage.  Having a Travelcard and the absence of on-street competition may also have something to do with it.  As income from congestion charging rises, then central government expenditure on London diminishes.  I expect that historical economists will term this "the Livingstone effect".  As far as bus workers are concerned the only serious attempt in public expenditure to address the problems of low pay and high turnover has been the £5 a day Mayor's Bonus paid directly to busworkers in London and not to shareholders. 

The instruction in the composite to the General Council to establish a task group of transport unions to campaign on transport issues has our one hundred per cent backing.  I am only sad that it takes an instruction from Congress to see a step forward on this.  There are many and varied issues affecting transport workers and only such an approach will enable us to begin to tackle these and campaign so that the Government will begin to listen to the desperate needs of transport workers of all kinds.  Thank you very much, Congress. 

Jonathan Baume (FDA) in supporting the composite said:  We have members working in bodies like the Strategic Rail Authority and Department of Transport so it is very difficult for us to comment on some of the very detailed policies on this.  As our colleague has just said, this is a matter that is actually not only just for transport workers, it is actually an issue for all of us. 

We have 45 per cent of our members working in London and many of us travel there for our jobs extremely regularly.  Day by day, those who particularly work in the London area use the Tube.  Six-and-a-half years after the Government was elected, on every single performance indicator the Tube is doing worse than it was back in 1997.  I was one of those caught up in the power failure a couple of weeks ago.  I only lost an hour-and-a-half that evening but I was one of the lucky ones.  Those who travel on Network Rail across the south-east area, day by day never know from one day to the next what time they are actually going to get to work and what time they are going to get home in the evening. Going back to the Tube, it is going to be 2015 before we see any visible improvement in the Tube network. 

Frankly, the situation on transport in the whole south east of England is an utter disgrace.  When looking at some of the issues we have looked at this week about stress, about work/life balance, all of these transport problems add to the stress that builds up for people day by day.  Part of the work/life balance is being able to get to work and get home in time to see your family.  You cannot do that reliably, given the state of the transport network, particularly in the south east of England where I have direct experience.  If you talk to colleagues working in other parts of the UK, you will get exactly the same sort of problems.  Those who use the roads spend hours gridlocked trying to get into work and trying to get home from work. 

This is an issue that is not only for the transport workers, it is an issue for all of us.  It is about our quality of life.  Whatever the detailed policies, and it is difficult for the FDA to comment on some of them, this is a motion that deserves the whole-hearted support of Congress.  It is about time we actually had something happening to tackle the dire transport problems that this country now faces.  Thank you.

· Composite motion 13 was CARRIED.

The President: I move on to motion 58, Keep Britain Flying.  I indicate the General Council's support for the motion.

Keep Britain Flying

Jim McAuslan (British Air Line Pilots Association) moved Motion 58.

He said:  When the Wright brothers got the Kitty Hawk off the ground in December 1903 they unleashed a freedom which grew and grew.  A century later aviation is a massively important industry.  It directly employs 180,000 people in the UK and supports 540,000 additional jobs, and many of them are union jobs.  In our knowledge-based economy air travel is indispensable and if manufacturing matters, then aviation matters. 

Air transport is more than that.  When I was a lad it was only the rich who flew.  Today, we all use air transport.  Ninety per cent of the population has flown and 50 per cent flew last year.  Air transport gives us an opportunity to take holidays to see other cultures and to make us global citizens, yet we are deeply schizophrenic about air travel.  Whether it is Jamie Oliver giving his disapproval for the expansion of Stansted while flying round the world sampling supermarket wines, or the many earnest and concerned campaigners around Heathrow and Gatwick whose income derives from aviation, or the representatives in this room who are understandably concerned about the environment but whose members are among the 80 per cent of the population who want to fly more often, this industry happens to be loathed. 

In considering this motion, I want to challenge some of the assumptions that underpin the schizophrenia and I want Congress to consider the facts.  First, direct subsidy:  the Government spent almost £36 billion in transport subsidies over the last four years and only £199 million of that went to air transport.  It was used to operate lifeline routes in the Scottish Highlands, only one half of one per cent.  The Government nearly got away scot -free.  In fact, the industry itself funds nearly £15 billion of investment.  We know this because after 9/11 and in the face of continuing terror-related costs, the UK industry asked for help and went away empty-handed. Our transatlantic friends, on the other hand, had massive subsidies from their government channelled into the industry.  Very soon, this will start to hurt UK transatlantic competitiveness.

Second, environmental impact: aviation is not beyond reproach but my union believes we have a credible record on the environment which we still want to improve upon.  Engines are 50 per cent more fuel-efficient than 30 years ago leading to lower fuel-burn and lower emissions. Future new technology will improve that further.  The number of people affected by noise around Heathrow has reduced from 2 million in 1974 to 300,000 today.  Today's generation of short-haul aircraft is eleven times quieter than its predecessors. 

Third, the argument is then put that air transport users pay nothing.  That is not true.  Every passenger pays between £5 and £40 a flight, ostensibly to mitigate the environmental impact of air transport.  That is almost £1 billion in taxation.  The most authoritative studies put the environmental impact of aviation at nearly £1.4 billion so we are already meeting a substantial part of our environmental costs.  We will pay more, if it is hypothecated and goes towards the environmental impact.  I say, ostensibly, because I think what the Treasury is about is putting more taxes on the industry, not for the environment but a stealth tax, flat-rate tax, a tax that everyone pays irrespective of what they earn, a poll tax of the skies.

Finally, there is the issue of capacity.  Even if we imposed taxes, which some say would choke demand, the impact is likely to mean only a 20 per cent drop in anticipated demand over the next 20 years.  Passenger numbers still will treble by 2030.

Congress, these are the facts:  The lesson from road and rail is that politicians need to take the tough decisions and I thank the TUC for their support in campaigning for expansion.  They know that if you delay investment you will live to regret it.  It will be no good saying, "if only we had", which, curiously, is a UK disease.  Only one new runway has been built in the UK since the War.  Amsterdam, Paris, and Frankfurt have new runways and have taken their local people with them.  Most graphically of all, when the planning permission for Terminal 5 was lodged, Mick Jagger was 38. 

Congress, please reflect on these facts, support the many thousands of your colleagues in this industry, and give yourselves the opportunity to keep Britain flying.   I move.   

Danny Carrigan (Amicus) in seconding motion 58, said:  Colleagues, for us in Amicus this motion is summed up in two sentences from the first and third paragraphs.  In the first paragraph, it states: "Britain has an enviable lead in air transport, creating directly 180,000 jobs, and sustaining hundreds of thousands more in tourism and related industries."  In the third paragraph, it states: "Further taxation of air passengers would be counterproductive, leading to an exodus of passengers, airlines, and jobs abroad.  It would also price ordinary people [I emphasise 'ordinary people'] out of the sky."

Colleagues, the UK aviation industry adds over £10 billion per year to our economy and generates half a million jobs. Just as yesterday's debate on manufacturing highlighted the crucial issues faced by that sector, aviation workers are facing similar instability.  This instability, in our view, is not caused by decline but capacity constraints, as Jim McAuslan said.  Latest government forecasts show that demand for air travel in the UK will more than double by 2020.  Half the UK's population took a flight last year and up to 90 per cent of the population has flown before.  When Mick Jagger was a boy, I guess, and I remember him myself when I was a boy, who would have thought 40 years ago so many ordinary working-class people from my community, and many of your communities, would be able to enjoy a holiday abroad. 

Colleagues, Amicus believes that aviation is vital for the UK.  It supports jobs and it supports investment and tourism.  It has also opened up social and cultural benefits of holidays and visits to friends, colleagues, and relatives, all over the world.  We also have to acknowledge, as Jim has said, that there are major environmental challenges. We believe that everyone in the industry, employers and trade unions alike, must work to minimise the environmental impact of growth.  We must also acknowledge the social impact of making air travel only a pastime of the rich.  It should not be the preserve of the rich.  We do want to have the opportunity of well-paid, full-time employment for thousands of people, and particularly young people, in that industry.

Colleagues, the UK must maintain its position as a major air hub.  We do not have the right to expect airlines and passengers to fly direct from the UK but we do believe that this should be a growth industry.  We believe the Government must maximise the economic and social benefits of air travel for the UK and support sustainable growth for this industry.  Colleagues, Amicus are pleased to second this motion.

Jean Geldart (UNISON) in oppoing the motion said:  I am very regretfully standing up to oppose this motion, not because Unison does not support the aviation industry -We would be bonkers not to support it, we have members working in it ourselves in municipal airports-, not because we do not think the aviation industry is essential to the development of this country, not because we do not agree with much of what is in the motion, but because of a couple of points that are in the motion that we are very unhappy about.  It is the issue of taxation and the issue of planning, and particularly the issue which is implied in the motion of the encouragement of further airport development in the South East. 

Congress, I have heard very carefully what the last two speakers have said.  Unfortunately, if I can revert back to the previous motion which talked about transport strategy, there is no transport strategy in this country.  The only strategy there seems to be about the development of airports is the British Airports Authority deciding what is good in its own relatively narrow interests and trying to persuade the Government to go along with that.  Of course, we have a very peculiar planning system which does produce these very odd planning inquiries.  That is not a very good way of developing a transport strategy. 

What we have at the moment is the prospect of Heathrow, a major airport in the middle of a densely built-up area, expanding massively. The issue about Heathrow expanding massively is about its impact not only on the 10,000 people who will lose their homes as a result of that expansion, not only its impact on the 35,000 people who will be affected by dangerous levels of air pollution as a result of that expansion, not only on the one million people whose already high level of noise pollution will be increased by that expansion, but the impact on the rest of the country, on increasing the overheating in the economy in the South East and continuing to depress the rest of the country.

We want to see a strategy that develops airports, air travel and airport hubs throughout the country and not just based in the South East.  We also want to see a policy on taxation which says there should be an international approach to the taxation of air fuel.  Why is it that when you go to fill your car tank up at the petrol pump you pay 75 per cent in tax but when an airliner, which uses millions of gallons of fuel, fills up it does not pay a penny in tax.  I will not go on about pollution but it is not much of an incentive to any air company and to any air construction company to do much about pollution if not a penny is being paid in tax. 

We are arguing that there should be a positive approach, an international approach, to the taxation of fuel and we are arguing that there should be a very clear national strategy on where and how airports are developed.  It is for those reasons, as I say very regretfully, that Unison is opposing this motion but wanting to work in solidarity with our sisters and brothers in all the air industry trade unions in order to develop a positive air traffic strategy.

Andrew Mooney (Prospect) in supporting the motion said:  I will not repeat for the sake of time what has already been expressed by the mover and seconder on the importance of the aviation industry.  Partly in answer to the previous speaker, it was indeed a welcome change last year that the Government took steps to consult on the long-term future of air transport. 

There has been much publicity and debate about the need for extra runway capacity and other airport facilities.  This, however, is only part of the answer.  A crucial aspect of planning to meet increased demand for air travel is to ensure that our national air traffic system has the necessary investment to provide sufficient capacity thus ensuring a continued safe and efficient service. 

Traditionally, air space capacity constraints have been addressed to a change in air space design and ensuring the availability of sufficient qualified air traffic staff.  In recent years progress has been made to optimise flight plans to promote fuel efficiency and minimise that environmental impact.  A lack of capacity and the corresponding delays in the system would undermine these important advances. 

NATS does plan to replace much of its infrastructure, its radar, its communication networks, and its data processing systems, but we must not delay this investment in the renewal of this essential infrastructure.  It is now time to provide an increased investment in new and sophisticated equipment and systems.  Air traffic controllers need new productivity tools to provide the capability to handle more air traffic movements in a more efficient manner whilst not only maintaining but enhancing levels of safety. 

NATS became a Public Private Partnership in the summer of 2001, despite a long and hard-fought campaign.  The slump in demand for air travel after the appalling events of 11th September 2001, and the impact of SARS, has caused significant financial difficulties for both the rest of the industry and NATS.  With an anticipated shortfall of revenue in NATS, an issue alone of some £50 million, we must not mortgage the future by delaying the much needed investment in our national ATC infrastructure due to these immediate financial difficulties.  To repeat the mistakes of the past would indeed be a national tragedy. 

The Government, as we have heard, received significant revenue from the air-travelling public through their passenger duty.  It has an obligation, therefore, to us all to ensure that adequate investment in the ATC system takes place.  Air space capacity cannot be created overnight.  It is vital that a long-term view is taken of the future of this important industry to provide economic and social benefits for all.  I urge you to support the motion.

Sir Bill Morris (General Council): President, Congress, the General Council supports this motion but would like to explain our views on the relationship between a vibrant aviation sector and, of course, environmental protection. 

The motion itself is wholly consistent with the General Council's response to, and I quote, "The Future of Aviation" which was the Government's 30-year plan for the industry.  The aviation industry is already worth some £10 billion and half a million jobs to the UK economy, and is heavily unionised.

 Colleagues, we are looking for ways to realise the strong potential for growth in this industry, including the creation of a quarter of million new jobs but, of course, the expansion must be environmentally sustainable; and we are looking for the industry to improve its environmental performance.  We are lobbying the Government to adopt a programme of environmental protection for the industry and some changes to the taxation regime. 

Our support for expansion depends on progress being made on environmental concerns.  At the moment there are strong signs that such progress is being made and it is on that basis, with those assurances, that we invite Congress to support Motion 58. 

Jim McAuslan (British Air Line Pilots Association) in exercising his right of reply, said:  How refreshing a debate.  I would ask Unison to reflect.  As you say, it would be bonkers to oppose a motion that employs so many of your members and affects the enjoyment of so many as well.  I think there are three points I want to make.

Firstly, we agree with the international approach.  We need to find a way of dealing with this internationally.   The analogy with a car is, I think, misleading.  You cannot take a car to Paris to refill it.  If you want to look at what happens with taxation at international borders, go and look at what happens between Ireland and Northern Ireland about petrol, and the filling with petrol between cross-borders.  We think that we have to have an international solution.  Planes can move wherever they want to move to refuel and an international solution is required, you are quite right.  

Secondly, we welcome the proposals on the environment and the campaign for integrated transport.  There is talk that things like landing and take-off slots should be auctioned to reduce noise impact; that the Government should push for international agreement on airspace congestion charging, that greenhouse gases should be down to international and domestic regulation, that noise charges should be tradable, that the impact of flights on local inhabitants should be monitored and influence white craft trajectories.  We welcome all of that.  We want to join in that debate.

In terms of planning, we have a White Paper due out this autumn.  There has been a lot of input.  UNISON, I am sure, had the chance of an input and will have done so.  The Government will then make its decision on how we should expand.  Our union’s line is that once that decision is made let us get on with it and not pussyfoot around.  I know what Unison is against but I am not quite sure what Unison is in favour of.  It is ironic that when they look to get a consolidated and composite motion in transport policy, they are not able to get it.  I think they were then left with moving the motion independently.  A good point has been made and we would ask Congress to support this motion.  The points that have been made we believe can be taken into account as the TUC takes the motion forward but for all those members who work in aviation and for those members who use aviation, we ask Congress to support and keep Britain flying.

The President: Thank you very much, Jim.  We move now to the vote.  

· Motion 58 was CARRIED.

Energy Policy
The President: I now call Composite Motion 14, Energy Policy, indicating General Council support for the composite motion.

David Simpson (Prospect) moved Composite Motion 14.  

He said: President, Congress, like the TUC, Prospect supports a balanced energy policy based on a diversity of fuel sources.  Along with many other organisations, we have been saying this to government for quite some time.  Last year alone Prospect responded to half a dozen official consultations or inquiries on different aspects of energy policy and we are on track to respond to at least as many again this year.  We now have so many papers on aspects of energy policy that we have consolidated them into a Prospect briefing, which was presented at last night’s fringe meeting.  

Where does this leave us now that the Energy White Paper has been published?  The House of Commons Science & Technology Select Committee said that whilst they agree with many of the White Paper’s sentiments, they remain disappointed largely because that is what it is, a document full of sentiments with few practical policy proposals that give us any confidence the targets and aspirations can be met.  We share that view.  What we need now are practical implementation programmes.  If the Energy White Paper objectives are to be met we need a number of things.  Firstly, we need increased public spending on research and development for a wide range of renewable energy sources.  The White Paper itself makes clear that more R&D is necessary, both to encourage the development of longer term options, such as hydrogen, and to enable emerging technologies, such as renewables other than wind power, to demonstrate their potential.  As the Select Committee pointed out, despite some recent increases in funding, investment is pitiful in absolute terms, and in comparison with our international competitors.  We agree.  

Secondly, we need a major investment programme in transmission and distribution networks, both to accommodate distributed generation and to carry electricity from remotely sited renewable generation to the load centres.  This will of course have financial implications.

Thirdly, we require an overhaul of the UK’s planning systems.  Under the current arrangements it can take longer to argue about whether or not we should build a power station than it actually does to build it.  This must change.

Success in all of these areas is critically dependent on attracting and retaining high-quality staff.  We are very concerned that with an ageing workforce and a shortfall in the number of newly qualified engineers and other technical specialists, essential for the energy and environment sectors, the UK will be ill prepared to make the most of new opportunities.  

Prospect is currently investigating skills gaps, new skills that will be required, and where these will come from.  It does not seem to us that these issues are being given enough priority.  

We have another serious concern regarding security of supply.  Government appears to have accepted the somewhat complacent view of the outgoing regulator that the hidden hand of the market system will somehow ensure that all will be well.  We are not convinced.  It is true that low electricity prices have caused power stations to close and that a power station can be closed and dismantled quite quickly but it takes years to build a new one, no matter how high electricity prices become.

In the real world as opposed to the world of economic theory, the harsh reality is that any significant shortfall of generation will have to be met by disconnecting load.  It is 30 years since the UK saw programmed blackouts. Many here will remember them and the ensuing disruption on everyday life.  Since then our increased reliance on computers and other electricity-dependent technologies means that any power interruptions today cause even greater disruption, as was briefly demonstrated in London a fortnight ago.

Prospect recently organised a representative seminar to consider what would be required to realise the aspirations presented by the White Paper.  The overwhelming view of our representatives was a large dose of luck.  We certainly do not think that the Government have it entirely right at the moment, although we do welcome the fact that the White Paper does not claim to be the last word.  There will be at least annual opportunities to contribute, to progress reviews and policy development.  There is no doubt that the debate will be hard-edged and challenging but we believe that unions and the TUC must engage with it fully.  Please support the composite.  I move.

Ian Lavery (National Union of Mineworkers) in seconding the Composite Motion, said: Would it not be easier if the Government was to consider the re-nationalisation of the whole of the energy sector; we would then control what we own.  Congress, there was an energy failure, a power failure, in London and America a fortnight ago and both were in complete darkness for a short period of time.  This is the 21st century we live in.  It is 2003, for heaven’s sake, and we have been in darkness.  The National Union of Mineworkers have campaigned for generations for a secure and balanced energy policy and, strangely enough, now the academics agree with us.  There must be something behind that.

This week at Congress we have discussed many important issues, many issues which will affect all of us, all of our families, for years and years and years to come.  Energy is very important and undoubtedly affects all of our lives.  The energy mix in the UK at this current time is coal 32 per cent, nuclear 23 per cent, gas 38 per cent, oil 4 per cent, and renewables 3 per cent.  The energy sector is united in its view, that is to say, we need a balanced, diverse, and secure indigenous energy policy.  

The recently published Government White Paper on energy entitled, Creating a Lower Carbon Economy, fails to address the crisis in UK energy.  The White Paper sets out four major goals: the first one is a 60 per cent reduction in CO2 emissions by 2050; the second one is to maintain a reliable energy supply; the third is to promote competitive markets; and the fourth is to ensure affordable heating to every home.  The White Paper accepts that by 2020 the UK will be a net importer of energy, importing up to 75 per cent of all requirements from some of the most politically unstable nations in the world, such as the Middle East, the former Soviet Union, and North Africa, to mention but a few.  The situation is, frankly, out of control.  As we speak the country’s largest deep mine coal producer has been allowed to close the Selby complex in South Yorkshire, sterilising millions of tons of coal and costing millions and millions of pounds to the communities, putting more miners on the dole, and creating more hardship and more poverty in those areas.  Would it not be sensible to secure what we have, not to expose the essential commodity of energy to the free market?

Congress, the trade union Movement must unite on this issue.  We must start to organise and campaign and, if necessary, take the appropriate action to secure, exploit, and utilise, the UK indigenous energy reserves.  I support.

The President: Thank you very much indeed, Ian.  No further speakers, I take it.  No problem with right of reply so I move to the vote.

*           Composite Motion 14 was CARRIED.

Public Services
Statement of the General Council 

The General Secretary:   President, Congress, public service reform is one of the most crucial issues between unions and government.  It is where we give the Government some of our strongest support and where we have some of our sharpest criticisms.  The result has been tension and frustration.  Where we should both be on the same side arguing for decent, well-funded, public services we found ourselves distracted by mistaken policies, excessive gimmicks, and sometimes unnecessary arguments.  As I said on Monday, too often Government has given the impression that public service reform is something done to public servants, not with them, but it is first necessary to nail the lie that public service reform and improvement is something we oppose.  

The media, not surprisingly, totally misrepresent us as just a producer interest, desperate to preserve the status quo, dedicated to putting the interests of the workforce before the right of the public to better services.  We know that is a crude caricature.  While there was a time when Government seemed to want to feed it, I hope that we now have the start of a new relationship where we can be honest about where we disagree and still celebrate our common purpose.

Why did things go wrong?  Why have we had so many difficulties at a time of record investment in public services?  In part, it is frustration that commitments that had been given were not being met at all or only being implemented grudgingly.  In part, it is that we had almost stopped talking, largely because there did not seem to be anywhere for us to have an honest and constructive conversation.  Take the two-tier workforce.  We won a clear commitment to end it two years ago.  It took far too long to secure the agreement that we have now won.  Let us not belittle what has been achieved.  The local government model is a good one and the challenge now is to apply the principle across the public services as a whole.  We want a clear commitment from the Government that you cannot get quality public services on the cheap.

What about not having a place to talk?  Look at foundation hospitals.  No discussion, no consultation, no Green Paper, no White Paper, no pilots, and until very late in the day, no dialogue at all with public service unions.  It is hardly surprising that people are angry, anger that is reflected in the motions before Congress today.  Of course, we have continued to disagree, too, about major elements of public policy, the role of private finance, of markets, of competition.  Those disagreements continue but I think that ministers are beginning to learn that they cannot improve public services without the enthusiasm, commitment, and dedication of public service workers.  

The General Council has made real efforts to build a dialogue.  We began at a meeting with the Prime Minister in January and we continued with a series of seminars involving all the public service unions, chaired by Douglas Alexander, Minister for the Cabinet Office.  Many of you will have seen that a General Council delegation met the Prime Minister last week and public services were at the heart of our discussion.  We made the case for a Public Services Forum, as contained in the statement that I move today, that was unanimously agreed by the General Council.  The Prime Minister accepted the General Council’s proposal, and Douglas Alexander will chair the forum.

We want to look at how we can be more involved in the process of public service improvement, how public services can recruit and retain the best staff, how we can ensure fairness in public sector pay, how we can make real progress on the gender pay gap and perhaps most importantly, how we can make progress on the big policy issues around the future of our public services.  That sounds like a pretty useful job of work to me but surprise, surprise, it was reported in caricatures, either it was “the brothers are back” or it was just a talking shop, either it was going to stop all change in the public services or was not going to make any difference at all, either it was Labour in the pocket of the unions or just a bag of wind.  Let me be clear.  Of course the forum does not give the TUC a veto, it does not mean we are running the country, but it does mean that public service unions are able to have a sensible conversation about strategic issues.  It is no more than what a good private sector employer would do to develop a high-trust relationship with recognised unions.

We want to work with the Government to deliver the objective of better public services and better standards for public service workers.  That is what the forum is for.  Will it be a talking shop?  What is dialogue if it is not talking.  The key test will be what emerges.  Can we use it, for example, to make more rapid progress on issues like the two-tier workforce?  Can we address some of the tough issues around recruitment, retention, skills, training, and pay?  Whether this makes real progress or not, that will become clear over the course of the next year, but we should never forget that it was our idea, one put by the General Council to Government.  That is why we have to do all we can to make it work.  That is why I want to see it meeting as soon as possible, and that is why I want to see the first item on the agenda to be the ambitious work programme set out in the statement that I move to Congress today.  Congress, support the General Council Statement, support Composite 11, and support Composite 20.

Public Services

Dave Prentis (UNISON) moved Composite 11.

He said: I watched John Reid on television this week.  He is thinking about a new name for foundation hospitals.  John, I have a suggestion, be honest, call them what they are, private hospitals.  Congress, I do welcome the extra investment in our public services.  It is something we have campaigned for for many years.  I really am amazed at the efforts of some of our friends in government who focus not on what is being achieved, not on what is being delivered, but on peddling a twisted ideology that promotes private sector delivery, an ideology that denigrates and demoralises public service workers.  Some in government say that I have no right to raise these broader issues and that Unison should stick to workforce matters.  What an insult, what a put-down, not just to our movement but an insult to the hundreds of thousands of public service workers, our members, who have a right to have their say.  Until that is accepted, we will continue to use our time, unfortunately, fighting on behalf of our members.  Congress, fight we will because our values, our services, our members, are worth fighting for.  Where investment has gone in, real progress is being made: nurses, nursing assistants, social workers taking on extra responsibilities, police staff playing a bigger role, teaching assistants raising standards, a push to improve skills, new ways of working, and in our health service and in our schools improvements at last coming through, things getting better.

Congress, where a wide picture is being painted of staff pursuing self-interest, resistant to change, in need of a bit of private sector discipline, unions portrayed as having narrow interests, is it any wonder that the public is confused and losing its patience when those in power, those who should know better, talk down the improvements our members are making.  They talk of modernisation, reform, and markets, all euphemisms for more competition, more fragmentation, more privatisation, and new directions of travel just when progress is being made.  

Congress, my members can add up.  They know when they have been sold short.    The money that they could use to deliver better services is being siphoned off by big business.  They see what happens when a contractor walks away from a contract because it is not profitable enough.  They see the company director taking over a public service contract and awarding himself a 67 per cent pay increase, a salary 30 times more than our members providing the service.  They see a three-star housing department being spun off into the private sector and worsening the service.  They see contracts written so tightly that all goodwill goes out of the window; profits of 20 to 30 per cent on 30-year contracts and no one, no one in government has yet had the decency to tell them what the grand plan is, what is the big picture, no assessment of how markets and competition will deliver improvement, and nowhere is that more true than in the NHS itself.  

John Reid says the NHS cannot stand still.  John, NHS workers have gone through 17 reorganisations in as many years but not one of them is as ill-thought out as the bill now before Parliament, successful NHS hospitals to be transformed into foundation hospitals, into a risky experiment, creating at best a two-tier health service and at worst a staging post for privatisation, creating choice for the few but mediocrity for the rest of us, our health service handed over to an independent regulator, hospitals competing with each other instead of cooperating, poaching the best doctors and nurses, privately run treatment centres running down NHS capacity, poaching NHS doctors and nurses, professionals trained at taxpayers’ expense, six years of cooperation with a modernisation of the board of the NHS down the pan, four years of negotiation on Agenda for Change in jeopardy, national bargaining arrangements out of the window.  

Where was the manifesto commitment?  Where was the discussion in the Labour Party?  Why were we not consulted?  The Government has now called for dialogue.  That is a bit rich, is it not?  Congress, the time is running out but it is not too late to listen.  It is not too late to make all that investment really bite.  It is not too late to move towards us, to work together to reach an accord.  Congress, the stakes could not be higher.   I know where my loyalties are, to my members and the services that they provide.  

Tony, I will leave you with this message, do not look back in five years and wonder where it all went wrong because you will never be forgiven.  I move.

Janice Godrich (Public and Commercial Services Union) in seconding the composite, said: Colleagues, this motion welcomes the Public Services Forum but when we are told in no uncertain terms by Gordon Brown and Tony Blair that there is to be no retreat or change on policy on foundation hospitals, privatisation, and pay, we need to be very clear about what we are doing.  We must make it clear that we are opposed in principle to privatisation and to regional pay.  We must demand inside and outside the forum that public services are run in the public interest, not in the narrow self-interest of profiteers, that national pay, decent pay, and equal pay, is protected for our members.  The TUC is right and the Government is wrong.

This is not simply idealism.  In the PCS we base our policy on years of bitter experience of dealing with privatisation from the Astra fiasco in the 1990s to the disgrace of the EDS computer systems in the Inland Revenue, and the current plans for the mass privatisation of support work in the Ministry of Defence.  We have seen conditions worsen under TUPE and the level of service reduced.  Now the Department for Work & Pensions’ file stores are out to tender.  These file stores hold the files on people receiving social security benefits.  Who is going to be trusted with such sensitive and personal information?  You have a choice between Pickfords, the furniture removal company, possibly Iron Mountain, well known in the USA for union-busting, or maybe even TNT, well known here for running a scabbing operation during the Wapping dispute and driving lorries through picket lines. Regional pay would mean the lowest paid areas getting even lower pay.  The bottom line is that it would damage public services, not improve them, a policy based on dogma and myth, not facts or fairness.  

Congress, this is urgent.  It is clear that since the firefighters’ dispute the Government is saying to public sector workers that they must accept a reform programme that undermines their national pay agreements.  In the Fire Service, in the NHS, local government, and education, the unions are resisting proposals for more and more local pay initiatives.  PCS has learnt from hard lessons about the importance of national pay.  In law civil servants have a single employer, the Crown, whether they work in the Brighton benefit office or a Whitehall department.  In 1996, the Tories unilaterally withdrew from national agreements and imposed delegated bargaining on every department and agency.  The result was 170 or more sets of pay negotiations, ludicrous performance pay schemes for even the lowest paid staff, minimal pay progression, scandalous inequality, and pay levels falling.  

We have recovered some ground over the last few years by winning money for low-paid workers and the Government has had to put money in to address equal pay problems.  We are now campaigning hard for a national pay framework as exists in other parts of the public sector, including crucially balloting all members of our union to win support for that proposal.  We are now currently fighting Treasury plans to cap our members’ interests, pay increases in the so-called delegated bargaining units at below inflation levels, including scandalous delays in pay talks across the Civil Service.  We have the support of civil servants, not the Government.

Colleagues, in closing, this motion is about the fundamental principles of our Movement, public services delivered in the public interest, and national collective bargaining.  It is about the defence of public services, it is about equality, and it is about decent pay for all our members.  This is what we should stand for unlike, for example, the reports we are currently receiving from the Home Office about members being paid to cross picket lines.  Things must change.  We can make it change.  It is our agenda.  Support this composite.  Thank you.

The President:  I move now to Composite Motion 20.

Foundation Hospitals and the NHS
Sir Bill Morris (Transport & General Workers’ Union) moved Composite Motion 20.

 He said: President, Congress, in 1945 the British people voted for a new kind of society.  They elected a radical reforming Labour government, a government committed to building a new society, a society free from the fear of poverty, free from the fear of hunger and the fear of unemployment and, above all, the fear of ill health.

Colleagues, lest we forget that new society was called the Welfare State and the jewel of the welfare state was the National Health Service.  As a public service, the National Health Service defines our society.  It is indeed a measure of our collective humanity.  At the heart of Atlee’s new society was a contract, a sacred contract, between the state and the citizens, universal contribution in return for universal provision predicated and built on the principles of full employment. I ask today what has happened to Atlee’s society and his legacy.   I ask that question, Congress, because successive governments have ripped up that sacred contract. In every single area of our public life, in transport, in education, it is a simple mantra, “public bad, private good”.  We have to oppose that.

Congress, for us the National Health Service is in fact the line in the sand.  It is our dividing line because we use it, we deliver it, and we pay for it, and therefore we must defend it.  Today we face a new reality.  The new reality says that if we are to defend the National Health Service then it must be no to foundation hospitals.  Foundation hospitals represent the most radical reform since the creation of the National Health Service.  As the General Secretary said in his introductory statement, there was no debate, no discussion, no consultation with the people at the sharp end, the stakeholders, not a single word in the Labour Party manifesto, no Green Paper, no White Paper, and not a single mention in the ten-year plan for the National Health Service.

Congress, if ever there was a backdoor policy this is it, drawn up in the back of a taxi, written on the back of an envelope at the back of Newcastle railway station on a rainy day.  This policy lacks any real legitimacy.  The best that can be claimed for foundation hospitals is that they will deliver excellence for a few; the opposite of that is misery for the many.  We have the right to demand excellence for every single person because we can support the National Health Service at all our hospitals, not just the chosen few.  Friends, they will be free to hire, free to buy, free to sell, free to lend, and free to do everything.  The non elected regulator will have more power than the Secretary of State.  I do not want a non elected regulator answering to parliament, I want the Secretary of State to accept his responsibility.  

Let us be clear, trade unions have led the modernising reform agenda.  We have delivered Agenda for Change.  We have gone out and campaigned.  This Movement did not go out and campaign, we did not march to secure extra public funding for the National Health Service just to hand it over to the private sector.  That is not why we marched to improve the National Health Service.  I tell you this, we do not accept that we should now legalise for inequality in health.  Medical help depends on needs, not on the size of your wallet.  What we have is a two-tier system coming forward, core payment, and private insurance.  That is not the National Health Service that we all voted for; no way.  It is not what was in the manifesto.

Congress, we do not want Enron in the NHS.  We do not want Railtrack in the NHS.  Foundation hospitals are not just a step towards privatisation.  It is the dagger to the National Health Service.  We oppose them, and we ask you to support Composite 20.

Dave Anderson (UNISON) in seconding Composite 20, said: Congress, if we believe the press we are collectively the voice of awkwardness.  I am here to say that is not true.  We are not the voice of awkwardness, we are the voice of awareness.  We are aware that there is massive opposition within the Labour Party, within the labour movement, even within the parliamentary Labour Party, to their credit, to these proposals.  We are aware that the people of this country are prepared to put money, extra taxes, into the NHS to see it rebuilt after years of decimation.  We are aware that the vast majority of healthcare workers do not support these proposals.  Health workers and their unions are portrayed as anti-reform; that is simply not true.  This composite shows that clearly.  We are opposed to reform for reform’s sake, reform that is not thought through, and reform that will take us backwards to the days of competition.  We are urged by this Government to be part of a solution and not part of a problem.  How can you do that if policy is decided by the Health Secretary on a two-day trip to Spain?  How can you do that if ministers ignore the ten-year plan for health while the ink is still wet on the paperwork?  How can we do that if ministers agree to allow foundation hospitals to set their own terms and conditions just after we have agreed to pilot a new national agreement, after years of hard bargaining?

Let us be clear, changing the name will not change the problems.  People have spent the last 20 years changing names, having mergers, demergers, restructuring, reorganisations, they have lived through settlement trusts, they have seen the internal market come and go, they have battled against budget cuts, and have suffered the eternal obsession of all governments to make the NHS a political football, with one message, “Give us a break.”  Let us get on with doing what we do well, saving people’s lives, rebuilding people’s lives.  We are not “the awkward squad”.  I have a message, a word of advice to the advisers, the dark forces of Westminster, we are not the enemy within.  We are the people who kept the health service going during 20 years of Tory rule and, by the way, we are also the people who kept the Labour Party alive during those same 20 years.  We are up for reform, reform that gives us back a true National Health Service and not a service that is owned and run by a market system that has failed this country for the past 20 years.  We want to work with this government to build a health service fit for a new millennium. Supporting and implementing this composite will help us along this road.  Please support.  Thank you.

Debbie Coulter (GMB) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Congress, we are halfway through Labour’s second term and the latest Mori poll shows that the proportion of the public who believe that government policies will improve public services has fallen to 31 per cent.  Last week the union movement was once again accused of blocking reform.  The accusation refers to our continued resistance to privatisation and profiteering.  I have just a few words, Congress, on why we do not believe in private sector management expertise.

Jarvis, profits up 37 per cent in the year of the Potters Bar disaster.  Capita, criminal records bureau, passport agency, individual learning accounts, to name but a few; W.S. Atkins, the Southwark Education contract was too financially challenging; GEC Marconi, a £35 billion telecoms giant reduced to a £50 million basket case in a matter of months.  I could go on but, Congress, I do not want to trade accusations. There has been enough of that going on over the heads of public service users in recent times.

The real issue is how do we draw a line under failed policies like PFI?  We welcome the progress that has been made towards ensuring that the so-called value for money in PFI is not at the expense of employees’ terms and conditions.  The Treasury goes some way to acknowledging PFI’s wider failings in its latest review, but the Government is still trying to squeeze more life out of PFI by re-jigging it, repackaging it, and re-branding it.  While it talks about new localism, the Government is preparing to send out a whole new cadre of Stepford-like procurement quangos to spread standardised PFI contracts throughout the land.

The Treasury review discusses in depth private sector concerns about the cost of bidding and the potential for profit, but you will search in vain for any assessment of the real concerns of service users.  It is time that these concerns were at the heart of public service reform.  The union movement has a vital role to play in bridging the gap between the Government and the two-thirds of voters who have lost hope that things will ever get better.  Congress, please support.

Paul Noon (Prospect) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: I have three minutes so I will make three points.  The first point is that we very much support the focus on health and education in terms of funding but the civil and public services are not just about health and education.  There are other functions of our society that are important as well and also need proper funding.  They include health and safety enforcement, defence services regulation, R&D, and the criminal justice system.  They are all vital to our society, they all require proper resourcing, and they do not all get it at the moment.

The second point I would make is that Prospect is in favour of dialogue.  We want to work constructively with government and we want to work constructively with employers, in fact it is in our rules that we should do so.  We say two cheers for the Public Services Forum where we know there is a lot to be done.  The Government has not explained where it sees the boundaries of the public sector, if indeed it knows its view.  If the forum is going to work it has to listen to our views, the concerns of public servants on pay, equality, and status. I make one basic point, that if the Government continues to maintain that modernisation equals privatisation, then the Public Services Forum will fail and our relationship with the Government will fail.

The third point I make is that it is not only through the Public Services Forum that the Government needs to listen but at all levels and in all areas.  I give you one example, that is the Forensic Science Service. You may have seen men and women, scientists and others from Prospect and PCS, in white coats and white overalls handing out this leaflet this morning as you came in.   Many people would say it is not before time that men in white coats visited the TUC but I think actually the men in white coats should visit the Home Secretary if he thinks that the way to improve the criminal justice system is through privatisation.  More than that, it was announced on the last day of the last parliament without the courtesy of a meeting, which was requested, with the unions and with the representatives of the staff involved.  More than that, Labour MPs, local Labour MPs, who asked to go to the laboratories at Chorley, and elsewhere, to visit the sites and talk to the representatives have been denied access.   How is that partnership and how is that inclusion?  The staff of the Forensic Science Service believe that their sole role should be the detection of crime, not the creation of profit, and I hope that Congress will support our campaign of opposition.  I support the motion.  

Lesley Mercer (Chartered Society of Physiotherapy) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: CSP members have not so far been in the firing line for privatisation and contracting out in the health service but they do care about their co-workers who have, and they know the vital importance in the health service of team work.  Colleagues, you can have fine nurses in the NHS, fine therapists, fine doctors, but if you want quality healthcare then you need fine support services, too.  That is why we have always opposed the notion of a two-tier workforce in the health service and why we are supporting this composite.  I also want to take the opportunity, very briefly, President, of welcoming the decision to create a Public Services Forum to try to restart the dialogue that Brendan referred to earlier.  In the NHS we have shown that we can work effectively with government to the benefit of both our members and the public, and the patients, where there is a genuine will on both sides to do so.  I know that partnership is a bit of a dirty word in some circles but it is through partnership working in the health service that we have been able to negotiate a really significant new package of terms and conditions that should deliver equal pay in the health service for the first time in its history, and providing of course it is not derailed by the foundation hospital initiatives.  

The Agenda for Change package was achieved by the health unions and by government, by making a real effort to build relationships and trust in the negotiations by putting probably a much greater degree of openness into negotiations than maybe characterises normal traditional collective bargaining, and also by a joint commitment to solving problems, and there were considerable problems in these negotiations to be faced.  These, I suggest Congress, are the kind of key principles that we need to take into this new Public Services Forum.  The Forum may turn out to be a sop but we cannot as unions afford to pass up this opportunity to try to influence the future of public services reform.  Agenda for Change is just one example of what can be achieved through effective joint working.  I would suggest the continuing rows over foundation hospitals and PFI demonstrate so clearly the problems created when government acts first and then talks later.   Congress, please support the composite.

Don Wood (Prison Officers’ Association) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: In addressing our amendment I will give you just a flavour of the consequences of privatisation in the Prison Service.  Facts: pre Labour Government there were just four private prisons; post 1997 there are ten private prisons and four more being built.  That is approaching 15 per cent of the prison estate already.  The cost to the public purse, who knows; we cannot find out.  We are told that the private prisons have exactly the same targets but to achieve these targets our members in the private sector are working longer hours for less pay with unsafe working practices every single day of their lives, not forgetting the nice fat profit for the shareholders from taxpayers’ money.  It is frightening, is it not?  

The Prison Service is in the process of ongoing modernisation.  I think we have all heard that before.  It is nothing new.  It started in 1986 with us.  It depended on public opinion as to which bit they are going to change.  There are areas where they believe that we are failing so how do they address it?  Where a prison is poorly managed they get the same managers to do an action plan.  Where the managers fail to come within budget, they get the same mangers to set new financial targets, and to help them on their way they have to make a 5 per cent cut in the budget.  That is less money for more work.  If the action fails and is not accepted by the Prison Service, it is put out to tender.  Guess what, we are not allowed to bid.  We are not even allowed an appeal process to say that those managers let us down; still more frightening.  It is no coincidence that the latest two that are going through this test were chosen because they had the cheek to challenge the poor record of the management in health and safety.  

It was brought to our attention on Monday, I think it was, about recognition rights.  Let me tell you about the private sector.  It is 2003, remember, and we are still meeting our members in the private sector at 10 o’clock at night in car parks, away from their workplace, at night in back rooms of pubs and clubs, and sometimes even in their homes.  If they meet us anywhere else, they fear they will get the sack.  What are they really doing to us?  I can be brief.  The long-term cost means they are mortgaging the Prison Service over the years of those contracts.  In conclusion, they have betrayed the trust of our members and this TUC.  They have put profit before principle.  They are endangering the health and safety of all our members.  They treat truth as a moving target.  Congress, prisons are a public sector service.  Please support.

Ann Pollard (Society of Radiographers) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  Colleagues, earlier this year the members of the Society of Radiographers voted unanimously against the introduction of foundation hospitals.  Following that, we became a partner of Foundation Trust Concern, a collection of unions and other patient groups concerned about the impact of this policy.  Neither the Labour General Election manifesto nor the NHS plan mentioned foundation trusts. 

Foundation trusts have been brought before Parliament without a Green Paper, draft Bill or any other form of consultation, and this is by a Government which preaches the benefits and needs of partnership working.  

The Government are publicising foundation hospitals as the way forward.  They argue that foundation trusts will guarantee the fundamental goals and principles of the NHS and we, as an organisation, believe that safeguards to maintain equal treatment in respect to equal need are inadequate.  

During the past 20 years there has been a major review of the NHS on an almost annual basis.  This is not cost-effective, they divert funds and management effort from patient care and they remove clinical staff from patients.  Staff are left demoralised because they are unable to maintain the required standards of care. 

Will foundation hospitals respond by selecting patient treatment and services on the basis of financial gain?  What will happen if a foundation trust finds itself in financial difficulties?  Will it be bailed out by a diversion of funds from elsewhere in the NHS to the detriment of patient care across the UK or – sorry – should I say, just England?  There is no requirement for a foundation trust to consult locally about the services it will offer.  The trust will decide without reference to the Government or to the wider community.  Foundation trust members will have no accountability to the local community. 

Networks, such as the cancer network, are set up and working well across boundaries for the benefit of patients.  We are sceptical that this situation will continue.  We believe that foundation trusts will employ staff on terms and conditions of their choosing and not be bound by national agreements such as Agenda for Change, which is an agenda that we have rejected.  If you are not a foundation trust you will not be allowed to offer the same incentives.  Poaching of staff will become commonplace.  This is especially crucial for us where we know that the NHS is struggling to recruit and retain its members.  Already we have a recruitment crisis of 30%.  Foundation trusts will do nothing to address this shortfall.

We believe there will be an increase in the use of agency staff at the expense of the service and our members’ employment within non-foundation trusts.  Staff within these trusts will become even more pressurised as they will be expected to perform to Government targets.  Once again staff morale will suffer.  

For these reasons, we urge you to support this motion so that the aspirations of that foresighted figure of Aneurin Bevan remain intact.  

As a final word, if you do accept this motion, please, President, could you raise awareness amongst the public that a change of name does not necessarily mean a change of policy. 

Andy Ballard (Association of Teachers and Lecturers) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  President, in speaking in support of Composite 11, I want to address the very real threat to the state education service in this country.  Since the Thatcher administration, we have seen successive Governments increase the extent to which private companies play a part in delivering public services.  Indeed, the World Trade Organisation has state education high on its wish list for acquisition.  Local education authorities are compelled to out source an increasing proportion of their work.  Whilst ATL accepts the efficient and cost-effective use of public money is highly desirable, we do not believe that a quasi virtual market could be created for education or other public services.   It is philosophically absurd to regard pupils and their parents as customers and schools as commodity suppliers, like Comet, B&Q or MFI.  

The consequences of a supermarket going bankrupt are bad enough, but for a school or college to be in such a predicament is unthinkable.  The effect of the commercialisation of the education service is that companies looking for profits are engaging in activities previously undertaken by local education authorities.  They bring no new skills or expertise to the service, save their ability to win government contracts.  

WS Atkins, for example, employed ex-LEA staff providing the same service to the same schools by the same people but for a profit, not enough as it turned out so they withdrew from the contract.  Those same ex-local education authority staff now work for Jarvis PLC offering, at a price, advice to so-called failing schools.  Plus, local education authorities are residualised with their influence being constricted to the least marketable part of the service, usually special educational needs provision.  ATL was dismayed by the announcement on February 11th that local education authorities would be compelled to offer the running of all new schools to private companies.  This announcement was just days after the European Commission said that health and education would not be opened up to GATs, at least for the time being.  We do not believe that this policy is in the best interests of the public.  The residualisation of local education authorities, most doing sterling service for the children of this country, is shameful and disastrous for state education.  

ATL agrees with the statement by Gordon Brown to the Social Market Foundation earlier this year that the delivery of services, such as education and health, can best be met by public funding and public provision.  Please join us in supporting Composite 11.  

Janet Downie (Amicus) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  The proposal to create foundation trusts has been variously described as “A return to the mutual roots of the labour Movement” or “A precursor to the privatisation of the NHS”.  How have we come to such a  position of extremely contrasting views?  

The confusion is a direct result of the mixed messages received from Government on the proposals to introduce foundation trusts and the non-involvement of trade unions in discussing how to modernise our National Health Service.  This has created alarm amongst health workers that could have been avoided if stakeholders were involved in the formulation of the proposals.  

It is strange, therefore, that the documents outlining details of foundation trusts talk much about democratic community involvement in developing plans.  Why were they not fully discussed and agreed at the Labour Party Health Policy Forum?  Why are health unions not involved in discussing how we could meet our shared objectives in modernising the NHS in other ways?  It is not as though we do not have experience in this area.  After all, we have just completed a major re-organisation of health in the primary care sector with full trade union involvement.  


We believe that the Government should look at more co-operative means by which so-called restrictive practices of some health professionals can be overcome rather than introducing market mechanisms and hitting income flows.  

We also intervened in other ways.  We have insisted that foundation trusts be covered by the Agenda for Change pay talks, we need more skilled people to be attracted to work in the NHS, not the freedom for foundation trusts to entice colleagues away from other trusts where there are severe recruitment and retention problems in a number of areas key to delivering the Government’s health agenda.  

We have three benchmarks by which to assess whether a progressive vision for foundation trusts has been realised.  The first is that they do not result in the creation of a two-tier workforce.  We have not spent the last four years in talks on the creation of a new pay system for foundation trusts to opt-out now.  The second benchmark is that they do not have a detrimental effect on other parts of the health economies on which they are based, thereby exacerbating existing health differentials.  The third is that care will be free at the point of use and foundation trusts will not be able to choose the clients which in the sphere of education has resulted in the children of working class people receiving poorer quality schooling.  

Further, we will check the proposed legal block on the people’s assets being transferred to private hands in the future, as we have seen that many mutuals have been demutualised.  

We need to prepare ourselves to determine how trade unions can mobilise their members and families to stand as community candidates for the governing bodies.  

Finally, we, Amicus, intend to issue a policy statement and guidance to members on the creation of the trusts.  We move support of Composite 20. 

Paul Russell (NATFHE) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  I refer to that part of  Composite 11 which refers to Bro Brown’s Budget policy for local and regional pay, which calls for the maintenance in our composite for national pay rates and national pay bargaining for public sector workers.  For NATFHE this is one of the most dangerous developments in Government thinking that we are now having to deal with in both our further and higher education sectors.  

Delegates here probably know about the sorry story of how further education colleges were stolen by a previous Government from the local authorities, which had built them, run them and then had to hand them over to unelected local quangos and funded by a selection of unelected national quangos.  NATFHE has struggled ever since to maintain some kind of national order in the way that lecturers are paid and the conditions under which they work.  

When the Chancellor made his infamous announcement of his fondness for regional and local pay differentials, our further education employers, who were in the middle of negotiating with the joint unions on what we understood to be a national bona fide pay agreement, wrote out to their members explaining that they were looking to reach an agreement with us which would leave almost total flexibility to individual college employers to decide what elements to implement and, indeed, whether they were seriously going to implement any of it at all, depending on their local conditions.  

We are currently consulting our members as to whether to accept their final offer, and if we do, who knows what that national deal will really mean in practice,  when the Government have indicated that they expect local pay rates in the public sector to operate rather than national pay.  Will I, working in Bradford, which is a low pay economy, automatically get paid less than my colleagues in Leeds – which is only a 20 minutes train ride away – which is a significantly higher pay area?  This is no way to deliver a key national public service, central to lifelong learning, to the delivery of the Skills Agenda and to providing access to and increasingly the delivery of the expansion of higher education. 

An effective further and higher education sector to function properly needs a national environment in which all the workers are paid a decent wage consistent with their role no matter where they work.  NATFHE believes that the Government should accept the responsibility to ensure that this is the case.  I urge support.  

Anthony Richardson (Bakers, Food and Allied Workers’ Union) supporting the composite motion, said:  Congress, the Bakers’ Union is here today to give a cautious welcome to the announcement that Tony Blair and the Labour Government are to give a significant role to the relevant trade unions in determining the future and improvement of public services in the form of the proposed forum.  This, in our eyes, is a recognition that the best placed organisations to give first hand advice on how to improve delivery of service are those that represent the people which deliver those services day in and day out at the sharp end on the ground.  There is no point in only consulting bureaucrats, managers and technicians who may produce glossy plans and exotic presentations but who do not have the substance and wherewithal to carry them through and deliver at grass roots level.  

The only people to get that job done are the workers, who are well-trained, well-paid and well-staffed public servants.  Yes, the forum is welcome, comrades, but having said that I remember the Labour Party Conference 1996 and Partnership in Power, National Policy Forum, etc.  Constituency delegates voted 50/50.  The whole thing was allowed to go through on the backs of the union vote as many colleagues in this room from the larger trade unions know.  I was a constituency delegate and I voted against it.  I saw it happen.  It was allowed to happen because of the promises of employment law reform.  Fairness at work!  Fairness at work, what a joke!   What we in the trade unions were left with was a disgrace of a policy that gave us back nothing but tinkering with the edges, leaving us only marginally better off on the industrial scene and giving most of our power to the Party. 

The real debate today is not how we reform but who reforms public services.  Do we allow the privatisers to run rampant in health, transport, education and other public spheres, given a green light by their new Labour soulmates, or do we ensure that public services remain firmly controlled by public organisations – the trade unions and the workers?  

Congress, we must sustain the Labour Party in Government.  Support the Party as our partner, bargain hard for our members and beliefs, but never again take our eye off the ball as we did in 1996.  We must embrace partnership and dialogue where it is beneficial to us but always keep our powder dry and be prepared to take the action where necessary to keep our public services public.  We support.  

The President:  There are no further speakers.  I assume that there are no complications with the right of reply from Bill and Dave.  (The rights of reply were waived).  There has been no opposition.  Brendan has already so indicated to me.

· The General Council’s Statement on Public Services was CARRIED.

· Composite Motion 11 was CARRIED.

· Composite Motion 20  was CARRIED. 

The President: Before moving to Motion 38, let me just say a few words so that delegates are not unnecessarily disappointed later on.  This debate, like many others, has been a very important debate, and in recognition of that I have allowed to take part all the unions which have indicated a wish to speak, additionally to those down to move, second and support.  However, as I said in my introductory remarks, we do have a lot of outstanding business and we are beginning to run somewhat behind in our schedule.   We also have other important debates later on the agenda.  I would, therefore, ask unions to understand that I will not be able to be so generous in continuing to take virtually all the additional speakers who have indicated a wish to make a contribution.  

Targets and public service reform

The President:  In relation to Motion 38, I indicate that the General Council supports the motion.  

Jonathan Baume (FDA) moved motion 38:

He said:  “The Government cannot deliver good health or safe streets in the way that commercial companies deliver pizzas”.  That was Patricia Hewitt speaking only two months ago.  Sadly, it has taken the Government seven years to grasp the obvious, the obvious that any one of five million public sector workers could have explained.  This is yet another lesson and yet another reason for the Government to listen more to the views of public sector workers.  

What does this admission mean?    Labour came into office determined to reform public services.  They believed that those who ran hospitals, schools, colleges, courts, the police and other services would flitter away time and resources if left to their own devices.  At the core of the Government’s approach was one simple belief: targets!  

Of course, there was more.  The targets were supported by audit, inspections, performance indicators, star ratings and comprehensive performance assessments.  All those the Government believed would somehow galvanise listless public servants into a new frenzy of achievement.  Well, it has not quite worked out as planned. 


Individual targets simply emerged without any efforts being made to agree them with the people actually running the services.  Ministers have had to admit that many were simply plucked from the air.  Some were just naïve, but others have been a lot more problematic.  

Remember in 1997 the pledge on the little card:  The Labour Party will cut NHS waiting lists by treating an extra 100,000 patients.  FDA members in the NHS are all too well aware of the consequences, as are our colleagues in UNISON and other health service unions.  Clinicians and managers, hospital by hospital, under pressure to hit the target, whatever the consequences for healthcare in the totality.  It is no wonder that occasionally managers falsify statistics fearful that their jobs were on the line.  The FDA has had to represent people traumatised and publicly humiliated as a consequence.  

Let us be clear.  The FDA nor any other union defends such falsification.  But it happened because hardworking, conscientious individuals were pushed to their personal limits by the enormous pressures to meet politically determined targets that took no account of local needs.  It is not just public servants who have suffered the consequences, but service users, and in some very tragic cases people have even died.  There are similar examples across the public sector.  

Of course, there was no evil intent and there is nothing whatsoever wrong with performance indicators.  Audited inspections have been with us for many years.  The FDA represents schools inspectors who were created almost 150 years ago.  Many unions themselves use different performance indicators and targets, including, of course, financial ones.  So the answer is not to abandon targets but to design ways of measuring performance and achievement which will truly reflect success and reform.  


At the core of any new approach has to be the involvement of unions and other relevant representative and accountable bodies in the design of performance measures.  There may be a role for key national targets but these should be few in number.  Instead, let us focus on regional or even local approaches.    Reduce the number of all targets, drop precisely quantified targets and move to measures of progress in performance.  We must involve users in setting them, systematically monitor user satisfaction with their public services, enhance skills of local service providers in setting and monitoring appropriate measures, learn from Scotland and Wales and use the National Audit Office and Audit Commission.  Let us press the Government for an honest and constructive debate about how to move forward, perhaps through the Public Services Forum.  

All of this matters. Too much of the media is increasingly hostile to public services.  Newspapers waste no opportunity to denigrate public servants and the services we provide.  Even where people see good local services, they too often feel it is against the backdrop of shoddy national provision.  They are in an isolated pocket.  So we need the Government to explain much more clearly what public services can and cannot plausibly deliver.  The Government have injected massive extra resources into public services, so they must explain to the public how this spending and taxation will make a meaningful difference and how our services can honestly be expected to perform.  The public is not stupid.  If we set reasonable objective measures that fit with what service users actually want, trust in public services and in the Government 

can only increase.   All of this will be a crucial building block in upholding the public service ethos and preventing further privatisation.  I move. 

Ralph Surman (Association of Teachers and Lecturers) in seconding the motion, said:  Performance league tables skewed.  Standard Attainment Tests, known as SATs, perverse.  They are a waste of time, a waste of money and a vehicle for checking up on poor, beleaguered professionals, who work as part of our public services.  

To add insult to injury, targets are then showered down from the fountain of knowledge that bear no resemblance to the different cohorts of children who teachers are trying to teach. This is a pitiful environment which the school workforce and children are condemned to come together in each day.  Performance league tables are then published to name, shame and blame all of the schools. Successive Governments, both blue and red, should be proud of this record!  

Surely, everything we ask a child to do should be worth doing.  Parents and teachers are saddened by the drive to pass SATs tests and their children used to achieve school, LEA and Government targets.  Every time we hear someone talking about a child’s performance, let us remind them and in so doing remind ourselves that we are not ring masters.  Children are not performing circus animals.  Performance league tables have drawn the spotlight on to social disadvantage and social division within society a great Government and expensive exercise to put the spotlight on and highlight social class division.  Performance league tables should be abolished.  The money saved would be better spent on actually tackling the problems of social division and funding our nation’s schools and other public services properly.  I also say that over-funded quangos which are supposedly in place to support the public sector should also be axed.  

For the moment, where does it leave us?  It leaves us in schools with a narrow curriculum and limited opportunities for music, art, dance, drama, PE, games and sport.  Teaching is now about conditioning children to answer correctly the types of questions they will be answering year on year in these tests, the damned tests!  Children have hours of revision to pass English, maths and science tests.  We are not teaching English, maths and science, not like we used to.  Is the sound of crying children the centre of this Government’s drive to raise educational standards?  I have seen seven year olds crying with my own eyes before and during the seven year old tests, often because they are scared and frightened of what they have to do.  These tests are not easy.  In fact,  I think they are hard.  They make me cry.  They are very stressful and, in fact, unnecessary.  Why are they unnecessary?  Because they do not actually tell us anything.  Abolish performance league tables and spend the millions of pounds of  money that will be saved on funding our schools properly.  I move.  

*       Motion 38 was  CARRIED.

Drug prescribing

The President:  We now come to Motion 42 on Drug prescribing.  I indicate that the General Council supports the motion. 

Pradeep Solanki (Society of Chiropodists and Podiatrists) moved motion 42:

He said:  What I am going to talk about may seem a bit dry but it is an important message for us all.  Firstly, we are all patients and users of healthcare.  We all have a responsibility for ourselves.  This is often done in partnership with our other healthcare workers and providers, such as pharmacists, the hospitals and, of course, our local general practitioners as well as others.  We recognise that prescription drugs are an absolute necessity as part of our care.  Conference, in some instances we are prescribing some healthcare workers out of jobs due to increasing drug prescribing.   This approach takes money away from other budgets and could be used to employ healthcare workers, and so denying them the opportunity to participate in healthcare.  

Prescribing can be moderated by improved prescribing patterns.  It sounds like a simple task but I work with doctors and I know the various pressures they face, and I know how their time can be spread thinly.  They have just recently negotiated new contracts, which has been a very time-consuming operation.  On top of this, our Health Service has been through more organisational change.  

Our local health areas are now called primary care trusts.  Part of the structure includes our doctors and GPs who are vital for on-going planning, development and monitoring of services.  So by better prescribing our primary care trusts will reduce their over-spends.  They would then have better balance and economic control, better able to deliver healthcare, with less of the so-called robbing Peter to pay Paul scenario.  This means more podiatrists and chiropodists who will be able to continue to develop the nail surgery, so the need for GPs to prescribe antibiotics is lessened or even eliminated.  More podiatrists to treat patients from the foot mechanics aspect, making insoles will thus alleviate foot, ankle, knee and back pain.  Far less prescriptions for pain killers would be written.  

I recognise that I sit with AHPs who are physiotherapists, radiographers and dieticians and they play an important role in this scenario as well.  

With more podiatrists to treat people with diabetes this would avoid a lot of the lower limb complications that can occur with this condition.  This has been shown to be an extremely large saving.  Do you know, a worldwide epidemic is developing in diabetes?

So there are only a limited number of  Peters who can be robbed to pay the Pauls.  Congress, I ask the Government to take more of a pragmatic and innovative approach to the delivery of healthcare and the giving of healthcare advice as the two go hand-in-hand, as prescription drugs alone are not the solution.  

Let us improve the approach to sustain lifestyle changes to help us improve our own health.  The GPs alone cannot handle this task.  Once that happens, it will enable other frontline healthcare workers to begin prescribing at the point of care, which will reduce the worry about overspending and improve professional working.  

There is a message for our TUC, who can also become involved in the initiatives to improve the health of our members and it need not be too complicated.  The Government have promoted the eating of fruit and drinking of more water at schools, but for the majority of our older population we need better involvement of other healthcare partners.  Our local pharmacies could be used more for many minor ailments which do not require prescription drugs.  We know that branded drugs can be substituted with others which have the same effect but cost far less.  This would be a big cost saver.  I look to the Government to better facilitate this within our primary care trusts.  I know that a lot of work has already been undertaken but the Government need to give further consideration to this.  

The National Institute for Clinical Excellence has stated that many patients could be on just four types of medication, generally speaking.  There needs to be the ability to screen, check and monitor the drugs that patients are taking to ensure they have the optimum medication.   We have strategies developing for the management of chronic diseases, but how many patients take all of their medications at the right times?  

When a GP has just ten minutes for a single consultation it can be a hard task to do everything.  We also need the Government to publish data on prescribing trends and costings. Only then will we take a rational, not a rationing, approach to healthcare delivery.  

The pharmaceutical companies have to look at themselves also.  We understand that millions of pounds are spent on research and development but they have more and more markets opening so many more drugs could be cheaper to the NHS.  Better management of the drugs budget allows multi-disciplinary care and better outcomes for our patients, so at the end of the day the human touch is better. 

Congress, please support this motion.  

Norma Stephenson (UNISON) in seconding the motion, said:  Congress, we in the trade unions are often portrayed as the enemies of efficiency and productivity.  This motion shows that nothing could be further from the truth.  When it comes to seeking value for money for the public it is our members who are at the forefront.  

Prescription costs in the NHS have been rising sharply for a number of years.  In 2002 the cost of all prescriptions dispensed was £6.8 billion, an increase of 11.9% on the previous year.  Between 2001 and 2002 the number of prescription items per head of the population rose from 11.9 to 12.5.  We need to be clear that some of this increase is legitimate.  The largest proportion of the rise between 2001 and 2002 was due to an increase in the number of prescriptions for lipid regulations drugs, such as statins, drugs that play a key role in the prevention of heart disease and are included in the Government’s new National Service Framework for Coronary Heart Disease.  

Where increases in prescription bills are legitimate we need to be active in demanding that the extra costs are fully-funded by the Government.  It is unacceptable that staff and patient services should suffer because the Government have not fully funded their own national service frameworks.  However, there is strong evidence to suggest that not all of the increases in prescription costs are legitimate.  

Drug companies continue to make enormous profits.  In the first six months of this year, GlaxoSmithkline, Europe’s largest pharmaceutical company, announced half-yearly profits of £3.55 billion, which was a 16% increase on the previous figure.  This is the same company that recently attempted to award its chief executive a pay package which included a £23 million pay off if he lost his job.  

Many doctors continue to prescribe drugs on a branded basis.  There are rising concerns about the relationship between doctors and drug reps.  Doctors are often aggressively targeted by drug reps and offered incentives to encourage them to prescribe their products.  Research published in the British Medical Journal this year suggests that doctors who consult drug reps at least once a week are more likely to prescribe unnecessary medicines.  We need to call on the Government to examine the relationship between drug reps and doctors and to launch a concerted campaign to encourage doctors to reduce the prescribing of branded products.  

Prescribing practices should be driven by the need to provide patients with a high quality and efficient Health Service, not by the interests of commercial companies.  

We are rightly proud that the NHS is the most efficient Health Service in the world, due largely to the efforts of our members.  Let us work to keep it that way. 

The President:  I have no other speakers listed, so I assume that there is no problem with the right of reply.

·       Motion 42 was CARRIED.

Bed-blocking

The President: We now come to Motion 43, Bed-blocking, and I indicate the General Council’s support for the motion. 

Anne Duffy (Community and District Nursing Association) moved the following motion:

She said:   You will all know that one of the major problems facing all hospitals is the shortage of beds.  One of the causes of this problem is the lacking of funding for elderly care, or what has become more commonly known to all of us as “bed-blocking by the elderly”.  That is a description that the CDNA opposes.  

Such a situation often occurs following the successful treatment for whatever the elderly person was admitted for.  Because of some infirmity or other age-related aspect, they are judged not able enough to be discharged, even though they often have a home they can return to, often with an elderly partner, some family members or some really good friends.  

Sometimes, of course, they do have no close family to help and assist them.  Therefore, they remain in hospital, occupying a bed because of fragility.  

Congress, there is a solution.  Twenty-four hour, home care provision.  It is not nearly as dramatic as it sounds and it already exists in some parts of the country.  For example, here in Brighton, an area of excellence in community nursing, CDNA members are part of a team leading the way in the United Kingdom with a 24-hour community nursing service available to help keep elderly patients at home, assisting with their rehabilitation.   

What about the rest of the areas?  What about Northern Ireland, Wales, Scotland and many, many parts of England, where a 24-hour service is condensed into, “If you are lucky there is an 8 hour service, Monday to Friday”, where often there is no such thing as a weekend service.  

Many NHS trusts are not discharging patients to their homes.  Instead, they hold onto patients in wards, preventing admissions, delaying surgery, resulting in patients being blamed as their beds are identified and often labelled as being “blocked”.  Some trusts have even gone as far as purchasing expensive trolley beds so that patients are not classed as being admitted, but left on trolleys in medical admission units until beds become available.  

This is awful.  This is not good enough.  Wouldn’t this money be much better spent on community services?  It has cost thousands to buy these trolleys that patients are left lying on.  Therefore, in relation to community services, the shift of the resources must happen, and in return we will have better cared for elderly.  

We now have not only bed-blocking but trolley blocking.  So how did this make our patients feel?  As a district nurse, I know how the patients feel.  They feel sad, depressed, anxious and very vulnerable to the people who they feel they are depriving of a bed.  

Congress, we call upon you to support our plea for funding to supply 24-hour community services which prevent bed-blocking and – this is the new name – trolley blocking, to keep our elderly where they want to be, which is in their own homes, cared for by skilled professional staff.  After all, they built the NHS and given each and everyone of us here today our healthcare system, our education, our lifestyle and most of all our future.  

Our elderly population deserves better, don’t they?  


John Reid, the Secretary of State for Health, has said that he wants patients to have choice.  Well, John, we are ready to give them choice.  We want Congress to support CDNA, to look at funding 24-hour community nursing.  I know as a district nurse that it is appropriate to admit elderly patients in some instances, but it is inappropriate when given long-term high technical care, but how many times are they admitted unnecessarily?  

This is not the first time that we have brought this issue to the TUC’s attention.  Taking our facts to more managers in the health-care system is what we have to do.  We need to drive this forward, just like they have done here in Brighton.  Resources need to shift.  Instead of buying trolleys, give the money over to the skilled professional community staff who will work with modernising the NHS and keeping our elderly population very happy at home.  Please support our request. 

Cathy Williams (Chartered Society of Physiotherapy)  in seconding the motion, said:  

An older person may be our mother or father, friend or partner.  They may have been an active trade unionist in the past.  They will be us in the future.  The measure of a civilised society is the extent to which it treats those who need help and support.  

Congress recognises the Government’s commitment to older people through the NSF, which sets new standards.  An extra £150 million was made available in 2003 and 2004 to support older people.  However, there is a difference between policy and practice.  Some funding for intermediate care services has not found its way into these services but has been used to support other areas that have traditionally been under-funded.  

The King’s Fund and the NHS Alliance feel that about half of the £900 million given by the Government during the past three years has been lost in this way.  In the NHS Plan the Government have strongly supported the view that health and social care should work together to support older people and this fact has been enshrined in the legislation allowing pooled budgets of care trusts.  However, the Government have introduced a Community Care Delayed Discharge Bill, which will mean that acute trusts can charge social services on a daily rate for delayed discharges.  The Local Government Association, an association of directors of social services, the NHS Confederation, the BMA and Age Concern have all registered their worries.  This crude instrument is likely to worsen the blame culture and impair partnership working between health and social services.  Often the time delays in the system will not be wholly due to social services and taking a whole systems approach to the problem is likely to provide the solution. 

Delayed discharges also apply to a range of patients, those with mental health needs or complex disabilities.  It is vital that with discharge planning the clients’ views are kept at the centre and the danger with this cross-charging is that care plans that are not in the best interests of patients might be offered as social services will avoid having to make payments to the NHS.  

The Government need to focus resources on a whole systems approach which builds on partnership working between health and social services.  This includes, crucially, preventative work for older people and proper rehabilitation and support.  We need sufficient resources to allow collaborative work to benefit older people now and for ourselves in the future.  Please support.  

*       Motion 43 was CARRIED.

Tackling Elder Abuse

Jennie Potter (Community and District Nursing Association) moved the following motion:

She said: Abuse is the misuse of power. Abuse is the control of another person. The elderly are abused by people who they know and trust, people they rely upon for their basic needs. Abuse is not easy to detect. It is hidden, hidden by those who abuse, for they do not want to be discovered; hidden by those being abused for they are frightened and ashamed, blaming themselves for what is happening, fearful that if they do report what is happening they will have to go into an old people's home, or if they are in a home they fear reprisals. To our shame they do not tell anyone for they fear they will not be believed. 

Each year over half a million older people are abused and this is just the tip of the iceberg. These are the ones we know about. As the older population dramatically increases each year, the number of elderly people being abused will also increase. The elderly are a group who do not tend to complain, although I have known them grumble. They are the age group that do not question. They accept authority, they are grateful for any help they are given. These are the people to whom we owe a great deal. This generation certainly fought in one world war to give us the country we have today, and it is certainly through their efforts that this trade union Movement that we are proud to belong to has been shaped. These are the people whose suffering and misery we are now ignoring. 

Old age is something that cannot be prevented; it will happen to all of us, or at least we hope we will live to enjoy our old age and spend the pensions we have now been guaranteed by Gordon Brown.  For the majority of us, old age will bring a satisfying and hopefully enjoyable period in our lives but for some old age will mean poor health and the inability to remain independent, dependent on others for the basic needs in life, the things we take for granted. 

The public finds it very easy to believe that those being abused have done something to make it happen to them. The CDNA believe that no one -- and I repeat no one -- deserves to be abused. Abuse has no social, no cultural, no racial or religious barriers. It occurs in every strata of society. We know that our members deal each day with distressing situations. They are called to see patients who have yet another bruise, burn or injury, with no satisfactory explanation. They notice when there is inadequate food or heating, and when treasured belongings are missing. They see old people who are afraid.

Community staff are very privileged. We are invited into people's homes, we get to know our patients, their families, friends and carers, and they get to know us. We are the people who can question; we are the people our patients can confide in. But nurses need education, the knowledge to recognise the signs of abuse. Our members want to help their patients. They are asking for training in the recognition and management of elder abuse. If all community staff are trained to recognise and manage abuse, we know we can prevent some of the misery our elderly are subjected to. 

I am asking for your support. CDNA members no longer want to feel shame and disgust at the way our elderly are treated by those they trust. There has been professional training aimed at protecting children for over ten years, but cases of child abuse are still hitting the headlines. Vulnerable adults are not so well protected and there is no professional training to help them. The CDNA is calling on Congress to support their call for mandatory training in the recognition and management of elder abuse, not only for nurses but also for all community staff. We also wish it to be included in all mandatory training schedules. 

Without training the plight of the elderly will continue. The education and training of all staff working in the community can reduce the numbers of elderly people being abused. The CDNA call for your help and support with this motion. Can I leave you with a fact? 88 per cent of CDNA nurses reported that they encounter elderly abuse when carrying out their duties weekly. That is a lot of nurses; that is a lot of abuse.

Lesley Mercer (Chartered Society of Physiotherapy) seconding the motion said: I would like to applaud the CDNA for bringing this very sensitive but very real social issue to the attention of Congress. It is not so many years ago that the subject of domestic violence was very much a taboo subject. Now it is fair and square and properly high on the trade union agenda. Part of the aim of this motion from the CDNA is to start to break down the walls of silence that surround the issue of abuse of older people, abused unfortunately in their own homes as well as in formal care settings.  We are talking here about both direct physical abuse as well as the more subtle form, problems to do with neglect. 

I think all healthcare professionals, as well as nurses, will benefit from the training that is proposed in this motion, but it really does have to be set in context. That context is an acceptance and recognition by society at large that there is a problem of abuse of older people, and fully supporting all public sector workers who have a role in tackling it. So please support this motion overwhelmingly.

· Motion 43 was CARRIED.

Fire Service

The President: I now call Motion 55, Fire Service, indicating that the General Council is supporting the motion.

Andy Gilchrist (Fire Brigades' Union) moved Motion 55:

He said: May I begin by expressing the most sincere thanks to both the TUC and affiliated trades unions for their tremendous support and solidarity throughout our dispute. Thank you very much. I will ensure ordinary members hear about that. 

Our members -- firefighters, emergency fire control staff -- are still very proud to be part of and working inside the finest fire service in the world. It is still the finest despite the way in which they were treated during the recent dispute. The intemperate, inaccurate and, frankly, disgraceful comments made by Government Ministers and large sections of the media did hurt, but our members care much more about government actions than they do about cheap spin. 

Frankly, they do not care much for what they see of the Government's White Paper, rushed out far too quickly as soon as this dispute was settled. If that White Paper is the basis of legislation for the future of the fire service, well I have to say that we are in for some seriously dangerous times. What will follow will not be a better fire service. It might be a bit cheaper. There might be less firefighters and it might have an effective 24-hour coverage, but it will not be able to match up to the high standards that firefighters' control staff conform to now. 

Let us remember where we start from. The fire service achieves 96 per cent of its targets set out in rigorous national standards. Even the Audit Commission compliments us on being a high performing public service. Remember -- in the last 20 years the workload has doubled, the workforce has been reduced, and deaths from fires have gone down by 40 per cent. Remember -- we do not just put out fires, save lives and develop fire prevention programmes; we attend road traffic accidents, deal with chemical spillages. The list is pretty extensive and I could go on. 

Ours is an outstanding record of public service in a rapidly changing environment. Now we are being asked to take the lead responsibility in rescuing people should there ever be a terrorist attack in this country. Our members are happy to take those additional responsibilities, they know the public respect the work they do, but I tell you that we are a bit damned tired of politicians accusing us of engaging in so-called Spanish practices of refusing allegedly to accept change and modernisation. They have a funny way of expressing modernisation. On jobs they tell us natural wastage alone does not count. You can loose thousands of firefighters over a period of years through retirement. Do not replace them, do not worry, no one loses. That is Government modernisation. Systematic overtime, that is Government modernisation. Politicians wonder why workplace stress is on the increase. 

Colleagues, my members work and provide a can-do service, but we cannot accept excessive overtime, less fire cover for your communities, and we cannot accept the closure of emergency fire control rooms that have decades of knowledge and experience. That is what modernisation New Labour style seems to mean: fewer firefighters and a greater danger.  These proposals set out in the White Paper, frankly, are an irresponsible leap in the dark. They will end national standards of fire cover. In future local fire authorities on limited budgets will decide the weight and speed of response to fire incidents. Today, wherever you live, you can be absolutely sure of the same high level response to life threatening incidents. In future, if these reforms go through, all of our towns and cities will have their own standards. Fire cover by your post code: where you live will vitally influence your chances of being rescued in a serious fire, and the same can be said of the workplace. I say that people working night shifts should have a look at their life insurance cover in the future. 

No doubt, despite this settlement reached in June, the Government are intent on pressing ahead with the Fire Services Act. That will effectively end free collective bargaining inside the Fire Service for the next two years. Make no mistake, if those proposals for the Fire Service become law, then the very cornerstones of ILO Conventions will be breached. 

I want to finish on the Fire Service.  The FBU have argued for a new approach. We agree with the Government when it says that it wants a decentralised risk-based service, but we think it is irresponsible and dangerous to end national standards. Why could we not have had piloted tests and assessed the costs? What we have actually got from the government is reform on the cheap and change based on prejudice, not evidence. 

I heard the two leaders, as it were, leading spokespeople from the Labour Party, give three speeches yesterday.  I have to say that I think there is an awful lot of work to do for us in the next few months to save this Labour Government from itself. We are asking trades unions, trades councils, to sign up with the Fire Brigades Union to ensure that you are not shortchanged on fire cover. Yes, we need more teachers, more nurses, more doctors, but I tell you what we certainly do need: that is more firefighters, not less, if we are going to protect people properly in the 21st century. 

Thank you for your support.

Karie Murphy (UNISON) in seconding the motion said: Supporting comrades from the FBU who may be battered and bruised but certainly not beaten. 

The recent industrial action has had a profound effect on the membership of the FBU and on the leadership also. People this week have complained about being bloated with the excess food and drink that we have all indulged in. Can I just draw your attention to the most recent fad diet, the Atkins diet? If I were you I would disregard it and look at the Andy Gilchrist strategy on how to lose weight: get out on strike, clash with the Government and lose two stone.  But seeing the full effect of the action on comrades within the FBU is tangible. There is a look of despair in many of their eyes, not just because of the settlement but also because of the interference and manipulation of the Government.

Gordon Brown, of course, yesterday reiterated his position on inflated pay claims. As public sector workers, UNISON has a lot in common with the FBU: action taken in defence of services, opposition to PFI, a refusal to comply with a strategy that erodes the conditions of service of our members. I am not an expert on the Fire Service, I am a nurse in the Health Service.  However, I have every faith in the integrity of the comrades from the FBU. If they do not trust Bain or the Fire Services Bill then we do not trust them either. 

Like nurses, social workers and ambulance men, firefighters have modernised. Enormous changes have been implemented. It is manipulative and untrue to suggest that they have not. It is appalling that the Government and the press have used such divisive tactics. UNISON resented the attempts by Labour politicians to turn comrade against comrade. Mr Blair stated the nurses would never forgive him if he paid the firefighters an inflated rise. Get real, nurses like most of us can see right through you. Then Comrade Mr Prescott --  well, John, any credibility you had in this Congress was obliterated when you attacked the commitment of the FBU.  Imposing pay and removing the right to strike is tantamount to slavery.  John Prescott should hang his head in shame. Another quick digression: you should also pay Bob Crow his money and move out of his flat! 

Trades unions showed solidarity with the FBU throughout the strike, and now we must work collectively within the community to protect the service. Anti-trade union legislation continues to bind our hands, but it can do nothing to diminish the fervent and burning rage that all of us feel when our people are betrayed and demoralised. 

So, comrades from the FBU, be assured that Congress recognises the experience you have lived, the tribulations faced and the monumental task you face in resisting the Fire Services Bill.  In solidarity, UNISON support.

*
Motion 55 was CARRIED.
 Address by Rita Donaghy, Chair of ACAS

The President:   Delegates, you may have noticed that Rita Donaghy is up on the front line with us, and she is to be our next speaker.

Many of you will know that Rita was the TUC President in 1999-2000 and was a long-serving and distinguished member of the Executive Council of UNISON, formerly NALGO.  Rita is now the Chair of ACAS, where she has been doing a fantastic job, sometimes in tense and difficult circumstances.

Rita, it is great to have you back with us, and I am delighted to invite you to address Congress.

Rita Donaghy (Chair of ACAS): Nigel, I do not know if you are going to be at a loose end at the end of your Congress year but have you ever considered being an ACAS conciliator? I think, after managing to break up the atmosphere yesterday just before the stand-up panel, did you call it,  I think you have all the attributes of being a brilliant conciliator so you might like to consider a new career.

It is very good to be in the home of trade unionism again, and it has been equally enjoyable to welcome some of you to ACAS headquarters. Some of you clearly enjoyed our hospitality. We did not expect you to stay for eight weeks but nevertheless it is very good to see you. No longer does ACAS just provide fish and chips and mediation in high profile disputes. We are multi-skilled nowadays. We provide pizza as well, and I am sure you will find the odd Tofu burger along Borough High Street if you look hard enough. 

I would like to spend my brief time with you saying how in a world at work, which has changed out of all recognition, two simple messages remain the same: people need help with the rights they have; and dialogue is the only way to achieve good employment relations. We know people need help with their existing rights and obligations because ACAS receives 750,000 telephone calls in a year asking us. One in five are about discipline and dismissal. One in six relates to redundancies and lay-offs.  Another one in six concern contractual matters. Just over one in eight calls are about holidays and another one in eight are about maternity or diversity issues. Similarly, our website shows us that the main topics inquired after are redundancy, TUPE, maternity/holiday pay, minimum wage, sick pay, discipline, data protection, paternity leave and the Working Time Directive. 

I appreciate, President, that one of the key debates at this Congress was about trade union rights and individual employment rights, and it is not my place to comment on that debate. But there is a thirst for knowledge on what rights already exist. The growth of individual workplace rights may not be seen by a trade union gathering as anything but long overdue minimum standards. However, seen as a whole they are substantial: the national minimum wage, although 87 per cent who benefitted were not in a union; and the right to paid annual leave, which was the single largest number of help line calls in the previous ACAS year. Collectively, in addition to existing recognition and representation rights, union learning representatives and information and consultation could together transform our employment relations scene.

The challenges for a trade union juggling priorities and resources might seem overwhelming. It will require a step change in capacity building. All this on top of your day-to-day work protecting jobs, pay, and dealing with individual casework might seem to some of you like the straw that broke the camel's back. How trade unions grasp these exciting opportunities may well determine their long-term future. ACAS is keen to respond to the demands of employees and employers by expanding our help line service, and developing areas such as equality and diversity. We live in a wonderfully diverse society and ensuring that diversity is reflected in individual work places brings business benefits as well as justice. 

Although the number of applications to Employment Tribunals decreased in 2002/2003, for the third year in succession, discrimination cases have not reduced overall. Organisations need fair and clear equality and diversity policies in place to ensure that they make the best of the labour market skills available, and this will also help employers and employees to steer clear of tribunals. ACAS is well placed to help. Our Race and Equality Advisory Service offers a health check to managers on equality and diversity from assessing and drawing up policies to providing training and making sure they are effective when in place. Equality Direct is an ACAS Helpline service for managers, giving advice down the line on a full range of equality issues, including general employment, good practice, discrimination law, and family friendly policies.

In the spring of this year we ran seminars for small companies all over the UK on the new Flexible Working Regulations. Ten and a half thousand places were taken up on those seminars. We have prepared our 60 senior ACAS advisers to help conduct joint equal pay audits, and this autumn will be running events and issuing guidelines on the new provisions preventing discrimination on grounds of sexual orientation, religion or belief which come into force, as you know, in December. So we know people need help, and ACAS is doing its best to meet that demand.

The second point I want to make is about dialogue. ACAS sees the key issue as getting the employment relationship right. It is the most complex relationship outside the family, and more than 20 million of us are involved in it. The dilemma of all governments is how you balance a flexible labour market with job security.  The ACAS view is that while compliance, regulation and the law may provide the foundation it is not answer. Rights cannot prescribe the employment relationship or solve all the problems. The answer is good employment relations moving from minimum standards to best practice. It is the factor X in every serious study of successful companies from OECD and the FTSE 100 studies to Robert Taylor's recent series for the Economic and Social Research Council. 

The Investors in People organisation has done a lot around IiP in the private sector, showing that IiP validated firms consistently out-perform non-IiP companies because of their ability to utilise people. A common theme that emerges from ACAS's experience is the critical importance of good communication and effective employee involvement. This is at the heart of best practice and goes hand in hand with improving trust. Over the coming months, the debates on implementing the European Directive on information and consultation in the UK will focus on these issues and ACAS is well placed to contribute through its practical experience and impartial viewpoint.

Our own research among managers and employee representatives who have taken part in an ACAS-run project with their organisations found that improved trust and better communication were top priorities. Our research underlined the need for information and consultation to focus on issues of real concern to the parties. To be effective in the long term participants must feel that their input has some influence over the future of their organisation and of their own future. This includes discussion of the organisation's priorities and both financial and business information. Sustainable solutions add considerably to the build-up of trust in the workplace.

An aspect which cannot be overlooked is training representatives to cope with the new information and consultation role beyond the basic requirements of the Directive. This applies to both sides of industry. These should include how to participate in and facilitate meetings, speaking out, negotiating, meeting behaviours and effective communication. Everyone needs to be clear about their involvement, the issues, the process, and what can be done with the information -- especially information that is confidential to the organisation.  ACAS will do its best to assist in the training of representatives on both sides of industry.  Information and consultation developments represent the best opportunity in a generation to create or review structures which achieve real dialogue between worker and employer. It is seen by some in the trade union Movement as a threat to existing trade union influence, elevating non-members' representation at the expense of existing collective bargaining structures. If trades unions concentrate on consolidating their existing influence in preference to creating new structures in new areas of influence they will lose out. It seems to me to provide real opportunities to develop collective bargaining and provide real value for money for trade union members and employers.

What happens when the dialogue starts to stutter? Well, on an individual basis you need good disciplinary and grievance procedures. Most of you in this hall will have them already but by October 2004 the government provisions on discipline and grievance under the 2002 Employment Act will come into force. The hope is that the new procedures will cut the number of cases going to Employment Tribunals. This is a key area for ACAS as our Code of Practice is in Employment Tribunals and is regarded by most people as the primary source of good practice, together with our best-selling Guide. We will be revising our Code to take account of the new provisions, but our basic advice on good practice will by unaltered.

In addition, five months ago we launched an online self-teaching package on discipline and grievance procedures based on our popular training events for small firms. Already over 10,000 users have signed on.

If the dialogue stutters even further and an application is submitted to an Employment Tribunal, the ACAS conciliator steps in to find some measure of common ground. In the past year, 2002/2003, 77 per cent of applications were settled or withdrawn, so went no further than the ACAS stage. That is a remarkable achievement by any standards and it is in large part a tribute to our ACAS conciliators that only 23 per cent of applications lead to a Tribunal hearing.

If the dialogue breaks down completely, or did not exist in the first place, we end up with an industrial dispute of regional or national proportions. You might be forgiven for thinking that there are signs of a return to a more confrontational style of employment relations. Over the past year there have been a number of high profile disputes, and ACAS has been involved in them. Always behind the scenes. What is the reality? Last year the number of days lost through labour disputes was 1.3 million, an increase on the year before which was half a million because the local government dispute and the firefighters dispute involved such large numbers of people. Compare this to 1980 where 11.9 million days were lost or 1979 where 29.5 million days were lost, and we get things more into proportion. The first six months of 2003 show 186,500 days lost which, although provisional, shows a considerable drop. In 2002/2003 ACAS intervened in 1,353 employment disputes. That figure has remained virtually the same for four years. That is the reality.

For ACAS, whether the graph on labour disputes goes up or down, three points remain true. A new generation of political, industrial and media leaders have recognised the importance of an impartial, third party involvement in seemingly intractable disputes. ACAS is still the last chance saloon if you like.

Secondly, in a more complex and shifting world we need more sophisticated measurements to assess the employment relationship than days lost through strike action. The employment relationship has many dimensions -- economic, legal, psychological, social and political. The success or failure of that relationship is always critical to an organisation's performance. Is a strike worse, for instance, than a 30 per cent annual staff turnover or poor attendance, high sickness rates, low trust, demoralised staff, or a neglected skills base? We believe in ACAS that it is the whole employment relationship that matters, rather than the bits which hit the headlines.

My third point is that attitudes to work have changed since most of us here started work, and people are not automatically impressed by institutional representation, either employees or employers. The key characteristics of an effective workplace remain the same as they have always been.

People need to understand the objectives of their enterprise, experience an open management style and a meaningful employee voice, work in an atmosphere which encourages learning and promotes initiative and team working, promotes equal opportunities and adopts tranparent pay and rewards systems. People want to be listened to, respected, and treated fairly. They will not be taken for granted. They are not willing to be class warriors, nor are they willing to be taught a lesson by their employers. If employers or trades unions take their eye off the ball and fail to recognise any or all of these factors it will be to the detriment of both sides. I would not dream of pinpointing an individual dispute in those remarks. What goes on behind ACAS walls will remain secret, so no memoires here I am afraid. Suffice to say that if walls could talk ACAS's headquarters would be under arrest!

In conclusion, our statutory duty is to promote good employment relations and that is what we do. It forms the majority of what we do. The only time we hit the headlines is when we are involved in dispute resolution, and I am realistic enough to know that will always be where the coverage is, but we are here to help on the whole employment relationship, from the mediation pilots we are running to playing a part in the recently agreed two-tier workforce procedures in local government. 

President, Congress, I thank you for giving ACAS the opportunity to address you and emphasise again that we are at your service. Thank you very much. (Applause) 

The President: Thank you very much, Rita, for a very thoughtful, interesting, reflective and informative address.  One of the things we have greatly appreciated at the TUC is the very proactive stance you have adopted since you went to ACAS a few years ago. You are moving ACAS in the right direction and making a major contribution to the development of an important service.

Thank you very much.

Criminal Justice System 

The President: We now turn to Composite Motion 3, which the General Council supports.

Julia Lewis (AMO) moved Composite Motion 3.

She said: The criminal justice system is made up of a complex range of local and national services and agencies which employ some 300,000 people and spends approximately £13 billion a year. The criminal justice system includes the independent judiciary, comprising lay magistrates and professional judges, whose responsibility it is to ensure that justice is done to both defendants and society, yet a whopping £80 million per year is wasted through adjournments, delays, and crashed trials at both magistrates and Crown Courts. Over one half of offenders and 80 per cent of those with five or more previous convictions are returned to court, convicted and sentenced within two years of either starting a community penalty or finishing a prison term, and over one half of the public is not satisfied that the criminal justice system is effective in bringing offenders to justice. 

Congress, if there is one thing that there is consensus on in the justice system it is that it is in need of reform, but there the consensus ends because the recipe for reform is limited and disputed. We in the Magistrates Courts Service are accustomed to change, having been subjected to years of knee-jerk legislation and law and order is undoubtedly a political football. We are currently involved in the creation of a unified courts administration that would bring together the Magistrates, Crown and County Courts in a single executive agency by 2005. This is the kind of reform we need, joining up the areas of justice, but this reform will not work unless it is properly funded and not at the expense of the court staff. We only need to look at the CPS to see the effects of an underfunded agency. The courts and the criminal justice agencies and services need to be sufficiently funded and resourced if they are to meet the demands placed upon them. 

We now have the most privatised justice system in Europe with funds rapidly delivered into the private sector hands who design, build and manage our courts, prisons and computer systems all at extortionate costs and most unsuccessfully. For example, Libra, the state of the art PFI project for a courts computer system, was dramatically dumped recently but not before an obscene amount of money was diverted away from the public sector front line services. Currently, we are facing a new area for privatisation, that of the collection and endorsement of fines, with the proposal to contract out the work to private debt collectors, incidentally with a further proposal to introduce a changing method of fines collection whereby offenders can work off the value of the penalty at a rate lower than the minimum wage. What we actually need is investment in non-custodial sentences, support and control of public sector enforcement and the return to the unit fine system where realistic levels of fines are imposed and based upon the defendant's means. 

Central to our legal system is the premise of judgment by our peers, not only for the jury system but judges and magistrates too need to be seen to be representative and reflect the communities in which they serve. When Labour came to power they declared that judges should look more like the people they sit in judgment on, yet 78 per cent of senior judges in England and Wales today are white, male, public school and Oxbridge educated and only three out of 36 judges in the Court of Appeal are women. So we welcome the proposals to examine how they are appointed. We welcome the creation of a Supreme Court and the end of the anachronistic office of the Lord Chancellor. However, we need to go further and look to the European models of justice and not the discredited system in America where justice can be bought and sold. 

We also reject the proposals to introduce targets and league tables into the justice system. An adversarial system is not the best way to deliver justice. We do not need policies that have been tried and failed elsewhere. League tables belong in football and that is where they should stay. Fragmentation and competition are the underlying problems of the present system. What we need is cooperation between the various agencies across the board. 

Finally, we would welcome the creation of a Ministry of Justice that would bring together all those responsible for delivering justice after the point of arrest. We need to see an end to the competition for funding between the Home Office and the DCA and a joint approach to resourcing and planning. We need joined-up justice. My union, AMO, together with the Justice Forum is organizing a series of seminars --

The President: Can you stop right away. We are running up against the deadline for lunch.

Julia Lewis (AMO): I will end there. Thank you very much.

Colin Moses (Prison Officers Association) in seconding the Composite Motion said: When you look at your General Council Report, paragraph 1.13, there are 13 lines on the criminal justice system. If you go round the doors, as we all do in our communities, and ask people what they are worried about in society today, among the top three answers will be crime. This Congress should give more than 13 lines to the criminal justice system. We had the Chancellor of the Exchequer here yesterday telling us he has recruited 7,000 more policemen. If 7,000 more policemen each arrest two, those 14,000 get custodial sentences. That is another 14,000 in a prison system that is already over stretched. We currently have 74,000 in prison. That is the largest prison population in western Europe with the lowest resources in western Europe.  We also have -- and I would like you to remember this -- the largest private sector prison service in western Europe with 14 private prisons.  The privatiers are to get more.  If you listened to Digby Jones yesterday one part of the public sector he did mention -- in fact, he is the only speaker who has mentioned it -- was prisons. He wants to privatise all of us and take all of our jobs, put more people in prison so that they can make more money. Remember that. 

There is a 54 per cent rise in black young men being sent to prison since this Labour Government took power. Oh to be a black inmate in Britain! 

Congress calls upon the Labour Government to invest more resources in the prevention of crime. That is what I want to talk to you about quickly. The POA is not for putting more people in prison. What we are for is prisons working on rehabilitation. Tony Blair and his government said “Tough on crime, tough on the causes of crime”.  You do not cure the ills of this country by warehousing people in prisons. The only way the criminal justice system will work is if you invest in professional work in prisons; you invest in prisons; you invest in the young people in our communities who come into prisons. 

We have heard talk of the amount of illiteracy. Well, visit any prison in England and Wales and over 70 per cent of those in prison have literacy problems. Over 80 per cent have mental health problems. Over 90 per cent have been touched by drug abuse. Do not forget the criminal justice system in the years we come to Congress.

Judy McKnight (NAPO) supporting the Composite Motion, said: This morning we have already debated issues around the public services and public service reform, and we have agreed that there are many aspects of public service reform where the government has quite simply got it wrong. But let us be clear, we are not saying we do not want any reform at all. This composite sets out very clearly some ideas of the sort of reforms that those of us representing union members in the criminal justice system are asking to be considered, reforms that we believe will lead to a criminal justice system that could be more effective. Part of our criticism of the current system is that ministers will not let go. They are so obsessed with the tabloid press accusing them of going soft on law and order that they cannot stand back and actually ensure that they are introducing policies that do work, that are effective. 

Current policies in the criminal justice system have, as Brian just outlined, led to an ever growing and now record level of prison population, a population that is exceptionally high, 74,000, a level that has been criticised by the head of the Prison Service. It is a prison population which has risen on the back of sentencing policies that even the newly appointed Director of Public Prosecutions has described as grotesque. This motion sets out a whole range of issues and an agenda for attacking and tackling the issues of reform in the criminal justice system for the TUC.  Please lend your support and your weight to this composite, to the work that needs to be done to make the criminal justice system a fair system, a humane system, a system that is not based on privatisation, a system that is properly resourced.  Please support Composite 3.

John Hannett (Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers) supporting the composite motion, said: This is a composite that starts with the professionals, with the prison officers, the probation service people and the administrators within our criminal justice system, people who work in a tough and demanding environment, an environment that, quite frankly, most of us would be pleased to stay well away from. It starts with them but it matters to us all, especially those who represent workers in the front line, dealing today with difficult, aggressive and abusive people -- call them customers, clients, claimants or patients. Workers in the private and public sectors deal daily with the risk and the reality of violence, abuse and assault, whether it is in retailing, the health service, social services, housing, education or elsewhere. Thousands of workers each year are physically and emotionally damaged by their experiences at work, literally at the hands of others. Thousands more live and work in a fear of abuse and assault in and around their workplaces. 

The facts are that an increasing proportion of those attacks are perpetrated by people themselves afflicted by alcohol and substance abuse problems. The composite addresses this head on. We have a growing problem, and it is not just out there somewhere, somewhere distant or somewhere marginal; it is not a rare event. It is close to home and it is close to work. It is on the streets, in and around our shopping centres, our town centres and our urban and rural communities. 

Congress, there is a delicate line to tread here. We are calling for further investment in drug and substance abuse programmes. We are calling for a full debate on the issue of mental health and crime, but we are not in the business of demonising or stereotyping people within the labour Movement or the Daily Mail. We need an informed and progressive debate on substance abuse, on mental health and crime, not finger wagging from a distance, but inclusive and intelligent debate. It matters to the criminal justice system and to the people who work in it and it certainly matters to those people who are suffering mental health and substance abuse problems. It matters to everyone who rightly wants to live and work in a decent safe and civilised society. 

USDAW is proud to support.

Glenys Morris (Public and Commercial Services Union) speaking in support of the Composite Motion, said: I speak on behalf of the thousands of PCS members in the Home Office, the Crown Prosecution Service and the new Department of Constitutional Affairs. However, we would rather represent these members in just one department, a Ministry of Justice. Our members know from first-hand experience what the criminal justice system needs is cohesion. We support the Government's vision that the criminal justice system should be fair but effective and deliver swift justice, but the current arrangements simply stop this from happening. PCS have long argued for a single Ministry of Justice, not only because of the current mismatch of functions that in the Home Office alone includes asylum seekers, dangerous dogs and gambling laws. 

At the moment there is no structure in place to ensure that the same information is given across the system. A unified system would give much needed stability and increase consistency and better access to justice for those at the point of arrest through to the post-sentencing process. Just to add to the confusion, at the moment there are no less than five Permanent Secretaries dealing with justice. In my opinion that is four too many, but PCS members' other concern is that there should be no room for the private sector in any reputable justice system. The British justice system is the bedrock of our unwritten Constitution and over the years has remained immune, more or less, from political interference. We do not want to sacrifice all this to commercial gain, putting profit before justice. 

Privatisation of the criminal justice system threatens to damage not just access but would fatally undermine it by the drive for big profits. This is a real threat. We know from the current Courts Bill, which as first written allowed the Lord Chancellor to privatise most functions without consultation with anyone. A union campaign saw this off, but there is no room for complacency. Just imagine all of our prisons run by Group 4, the probation service run by Railtrack and our courts being sold off to become themed pubs! I do not know about you, Congress, but to me this vision of the future is not a pretty sight, so please support the composite.

*
Composite 3 was CARRIED
Trades Union Councils

Bernard Roome (Communication Workers' Union) speaking to paragraph 10.5 of the General Council's Report said: Over the period of this Congress we have heard in the racism debate -- and also Andy mentioned it this morning with the FBU – of the work that the trades councils are doing in supporting and fighting racism, but to be able to do that first of all they have to exist. If comrades go back just a couple of years, to when first we started having problems in Oldham and we needed to go into the community to try and defeat racism and fascism and attack the BNP, unfortunately Oldham Trade Union Council no longer existed. We had to start from scratch again and re-build that trade union council. I am glad to say that it flourishes and has its first Asian woman as President of a trade union council in Britain. That is something the trade union Movement can be proud of. 

The trades council Movement deliberately held its Conference in Bradford last year so that we could stare racism in the face quite clearly. Bradford Trades Council, quite rightly and proudly, were actually congratulated yesterday for the work they carry on. For many, many years now trades councils have been left neglected and sometimes laughed about. We can no longer allow that to happen. If we do believe that the only way to beat racism and fascism is to attack it in our communities, then we must have vibrant trade union councils. This is not what the Romans can do for us; it is what we can do for you as far as the trade council Movement is concerned. We desperately need people to start getting active. 

If you see the report, we must have trade union councils that really reflect their communities and if you look at the attendance I am quite sure that most of our communities are not made up of white, male, heterosexuals in their thirties, forties and fifties. If we are going to be relevant to young people coming into the Movement and to black, Asian and other ethnic minorities we have to reflect that. There is an old famous saying that says “It is better to be shouted out from the tent than shouted in at the tent”. Please help us re-build the tent.

The President: You will remember that yesterday it was reported that the Bradford City Council was allowing the BNP to use a council building for their meetings. I told you that we were writing on your behalf to the Bradford City Council to urge them to think again. We now understand that this approach has been successful and the council have now told the BNP that they cannot use their facilities.

Council adjourned until 2.15 p.m.

WEDNESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION

(Congress re-assembled at 2.15 p.m.)

Address by Terence O'Sullivan, Vice-President, AFL-CIO

The President: Good afternoon, delegates.  We now move to the address by Terence O'Sullivan, Vice-President of the American AFL-CIO.  It is my pleasure to introduce to delegates Terence O'Sullivan who was General President of the Labourers International Union of North America.

Terence O'Sullivan exemplifies America's newest generation of labour leaders dedicated to innovative and sometimes radical approaches focused on growing the significance and expanding the reach of organised labour.  Since becoming General President of the more than 800,000 - member union on 1st  January 2000, Terence has re-shaped it into one of the most active, assertive and progressive affiliates within the AFL-CIO. 

We very much look forward to hearing your address, Terence and I now ask you to address Congress.  
Terence O'Sullivan (Vice-President, AFL-CIO):  Thank you, Nigel, for those generous words of introduction and thank you all for your warm welcome.  It is an honour and a privilege to be here today with my brothers and sisters of the TUC.  I bring heartfelt greetings of solidarity on behalf of AFL-CIO President, John Sweeney; Secretary-Treasurer, Rich Trumpka and Executive Vice-President, Linda Chavez Thompson as well as the 13 million proud and strong members of the AFL-CIO. 

Looking at the motions before this Congress reminds me of the many similar issues and challenges we are facing in the United States:  the loss of manufacturing jobs; the fight against privatisation and for equality in public services and the rights of immigrant workers; the protection of civil liberties; health and safety laws; education and training; pensions, healthcare and so much more. 

To underscore the importance of our historic and close relationship with the TUC, all three of the top officers of the AFL-CIO have come to address you in recent years.  This is because of the respect, the admiration and the solidarity we feel for the TUC and the working men and women of Great Britain.  Indeed, this past year has seen several major changes in the leadership of the TUC.  Our great friend John Monks, with whom we, at the AFL-CIO, have worked so closely, moved on to become the General Secretary of the European Trade Union Confederation and we offer John our congratulations on his new post.  His is an extremely important position for the international trade union Movement and we all know that he will do an outstanding job. 

Of course, we have known for some time and greatly appreciate the working leadership Brendan Barber has demonstrated in service to working families here as well as internationally as General Secretary.  Our sincere congratulations to you, Brendan.  We look forward to working with you in the TUC, the ICFTU and the ILO.  Your leadership on workers' capital has been invaluable in advancing a dynamic new approach to develop pension fund power as shareholder activism internationally for working families. 

We also applaud your focus on organising new trade union members, especially women and young adults.  The work of the TUC Organising Academy is not only impressive but critically important to the future of not only the British trade union Movement but to organised labour throughout the entire world. 

I must also say that yesterday, when I heard that Brendan got 96 per cent of the votes when he was elected General Secretary, I thought that I would like to borrow him next year for my election because I need a good campaign manager! 

I would also like to convey special congratulations to Frances O'Grady -- the first woman in the history of the TUC to become Deputy General Secretary -- and to Kay Carberry on becoming Assistant General Secretary.  On behalf of the American trade union Movement, we look forward to working closely with both of you in the years to come. 

Brothers and sisters, the report I bring you from our side of the Atlantic is not a good one.  In the United States the Bush administration has been a disaster for working families, for our economy and for our trade union Movement.  President Bush suffers from the arrogance of power and the ignorance of history.  We, in the US labour Movement, feel like we are trapped in a time warp.  It is the first time since Herbert Hoover was President of the United States in 1928 that the Republican Party has been in control of Congress, the White House and the Supreme Court all at once.  Unfortunately, we all know the results.  While we are not on the edge of a depression, our situation is certainly depressing.  The recession ended nearly two years ago.  But workers' wages are stagnating again.  Employers are laying off tens of thousands of employees every month and are squeezing more out of the workers left behind. 

We have a national job crisis of, literally, historic proportions.  In fact, some 3 million jobs have been lost since President  Bush took office -- a record job loss for a so-called recovery.  More than two and a half million of those lost jobs were high-paying, good benefit manufacturing jobs.  They were good union jobs.  At the end of July of this year, a total of 15  million of our workers were either unemployed, too discouraged to job hunt or working just part-time.  If that was not enough, we are also facing a relentless assault on job standards, on wages and healthcare, on retirement, on job safety and on workers' freedom to form unions to improve their lives. 

The biggest current threat is to our overtime pay standards.  At the behest of corporate supporters, the Bush administration is proposing so-called reforms that will cut 8  million workers out of overtime pay benefits.  President  Bush gave away our National Treasury with enormous tax breaks for the rich.  Because of that, we do not have enough money to pay for our social programmes and safety nets.  And because our Federal Government has passed mandates for programmes at the state level but not provided any funding, most of our states are suffering huge budget deficits.  Forty-six out of the 50 states have severe budget deficits, led by the state of California, the fifth largest economy in the world, which has a budget deficit of  $38 billion.  Meanwhile, our unions continue to suffer a decline in membership.  We cannot seem to organise new members fast enough to offset those lost to the economy. 

We have about 13 million members in AFL-CIO affiliated unions.  But a recent poll showed that more than 40 million Americans would join a union if they could.  The biggest block to their joining is the determination of employers to violate both the spirit and the letter of our labour laws to defeat union campaigns.  Some of those are employers from other countries. 

Even some British employers engage in union-busting activities when operating in the United States.  Our brothers and sisters in the Teamsters union, for instance, are facing a bitter anti-union campaign adopted by National Express Group plc.  In Great Britain National Express is heavily unionised.  It speaks proudly of its relationship with the affiliated unions of the TUC.  In our country, the company has refused to agree to union security for school bus drivers, has failed to provide reasonable healthcare and has provoked decertification petitions among its union employees. 

Another example is a giant Swedish retailing firm, H&M.  Throughout Europe, H&M is unionised.  In our country H&M is resisting all efforts by one of our affiliates, UNITE, to organise distribution as well as retail workers.  The company pays rock bottom wages, provides little or no healthcare benefits and regularly discriminates against women and workers of colour. 

When confronted with an organising drive, employers in our country do everything they can to delay union elections and to delay certification once the election is held.  They stall for months and even years on bargaining a first contract and they stop at nothing to frighten and intimidate the workers who want to organise. 

How do union election conditions in the United States measure up against the rights and conditions of human beings at work?  The group Human Rights Watch, based in the United States, compared our union election practices to the ILO standards and concluded: "Workers' freedom of association is under sustained attack in the United States and the Government is often failing its responsibilities on their international human rights standards to deter such attacks and protect workers' rights". 

This past weekend, organised labour in the United States celebrated Labour Day by launching three national campaigns simultaneously:  the first to defend the freedom of workers to join our unions; the second to reverse our horrific job losses under the administration and leadership of George W. Bush and the third to implement the most aggressive voter registration and get out the vote campaign our country has ever seen in order to defeat President George Bush in next year's election. 

Our Voice at Work campaign is designed to educate and mobilise our members, law-makers and the public to reclaim the basic human right to form unions in America and we very much appreciate the help we get from all of you, the affiliated unions of the TUC. 

Our jobs campaign will demand that policymakers at every level respond to the needs of working men and women.  We intend on making the job crisis the number one political issue in America.  Community by community, we will be spearheading job-creating economic development.  Our Industrial Union Council will take our message into every town, every city and every municipality in the United States.  We will bring unemployed and under-employed workers from every state together in an effort to focus the entire nation on the job crisis. 

Later this month, we will join with our affiliate unions in an immigration workers freedom ride.  Buses will be crossing our country on behalf of workers' rights and fairness for immigrant workers in the United States.  We will end up with giant rallies in Washington DC and in New York City to show our support for far-reaching and effective immigration reform. 

Brothers and sisters, I am here to tell you that the immigration reform fight in the United States is like no other.  We have approximately 8 to 11 million undocumented immigrants in the United States that, for years, have contributed to our society, have contributed to our economy, have contributed to our country and who the Federal Government today wants to abuse day in and day out and not allow the same rights and protections that all other US workers have, need and want. 

It is unfair, to say the least, that those that contribute greatly to our country are the very group of workers that are abused.  The United States is a great country, but we have a history of discrimination.  In America, other than the native Americans, we all came from somewhere else -- from other countries.  We have a history that when workers land on our shores, unfortunately, they have been abused.  They are undocumented immigrants.  The immigrants of today are the same.  They are being abused in alarming numbers -- exploited day in and day out. 

I honestly believe that the US labour Movement will be defined by the stand that we take for workers in their time of need.  That is why immigration reform is one of the major priorities of the AFL-CIO and of my particular union, to make sure that we stand up and protect, that we remember how the trade union Movement was formed upon workers in their time of need.  Certainly, for the immigrant workers in the United States this is their time of need and it is critically important that we, in the house of labour, stand up for them and fight for the same protections that all US workers have. 

On December 10th, which is designated International Human Rights Day, we will mount a massive public demonstration against the suppression of workers' rights, not only in the United States but also around the world.  But we are not stopping there.  We are also forming a new organisation called "Working America" -- a new national union that will reach out to workers who are not members of organised labour to give them a way to join in the effort to create more good-paying jobs and to protect the ones that we have. 

There are millions of working people who would like to be part of the AFL-CIO's efforts for social justice and who want a voice to speak out, to change the direction of our country.  Working America will give them that chance.  We will recruit for Working America communities nationwide.  We will go door to door to build support for an even bigger push for legislation and policies which help working families.  Then we will organise the largest political mobilisation of working people in our history to hold elected officials, including President George W. Bush, accountable for their inaction on the trade and job crises and for the war that the President has declared on working families and our unions since the day he took office.

In concluding, let me note that tomorrow marks the second anniversary of the terrorist attacks of September 11th, 2001.  On that day our nation and the American people changed forever.  All those who believe in democracy and decency, who respect and value human life, felt the horror, the helplessness, the anguish and the anger of that day.  It lives on in our national memory, not only because of the terrible loss of human life but because of the inspiring heroism of so many: the fire fighters, police officers and rescue workers who sacrificed their own lives in order to save others.

The wounds of September 11th are still with us.  But so is the memory of your strong solidarity and brotherhood in those dark days for America.  On behalf of the AFL-CIO, we thank you, the members and leaders of the TUC, for standing with our nation and our members through this national tragedy.  Together, we must continue to work and urge our leaders to carry out this fight against terrorism through the United Nations to ensure the broadest possible coalition with the strongest international legitimacy be organised. 

As I end, brothers and sisters, I want you to know that the bonds that tie the AFL-CIO and the TUC are strong and long-lasting.  These are tough times for us all.  We face hard battles and real challenges; obstacles block our way and enemies lie in wait.  But when we work together we are unbeatable; when we speak together we cannot be silenced; and when we stand together we cannot be stopped. 

So, my friends, as I depart this beautiful city in this great country, I leave you with this:  let us never forget where we come from.  Let us never forget where we are going and let us never ever forget that where we go, we go together.  Good luck, God bless and solidarity forever.  (Applause)
The President:  Thank you very much, Terence, for a very inspiring and, I think, reassuring speech.  You did actually begin your address by referring to Brendan Barber winning 96 per cent of the vote.  We were rather worried as to how he managed to lose the other 4 per cent! 

I said that you gave a very inspiring and reassuring speech because I think we all need reminding in this country that all Americans are not Republican Bush supporters.  I know that myself because I have good reason to be deeply indebted to the American nation -- I had the good luck to marry an American girl.  We spend most of our Augusts in Minnesota and we meet what seem like many relatives.  I never came across one of them who was in any way sympathetic to the dreadful way Bush is behaving in respect of Iraq.  When you come along and give the sort of address that you have today,  I think you do us a great deal of good because you do reassure us that Americans, by and large, are wonderful people and really I think the whole country has been hijacked by Bush and his supporters. 

Terence, I do not know whether you heard on the news last night -- you may not have done so, I know that you were extremely jet lagged -- but at the same time as the country is undergoing the economic difficulties you described so well, Bush is going to Congress seeking another 78 billion dollars to conduct operations further in Iraq.  I think that says it all. 

Terence, thank you very much for coming this long distance to address us.  It is my great pleasure and privilege to be able to present you with the Gold Badge of Congress and also a little present as well.  Thank you very much. 

Presentation was made amidst applause.

The President:  I just offered to post that on because he might have difficulty getting through security with that strange parcel! 

Equal rights

The President:  Delegates, we now return to Chapter 2 of the General Council's Report, Equal Rights, on page 16. 

TUC equality audit

Kay Carberry (Assistant General Secretary), in leading in on Chapter 2 of the General Council's Report said:  President and Congress, when you are working on equality issues there is never a dull moment and, in the past year, the four TUC Equality Committees have been extremely busy.  The General Council's Report to Congress sets out the highlights of their work. 

Yesterday, this Congress united in the determination to fight against the evils of racism.  Today, we are turning to other equal rights areas.   We are looking at the new raft of legislation that is coming on-stream, we are reflecting on our own ground-breaking work on equal pay and on work/life balance, and we are looking at how we can get better rights for disabled workers and our lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender colleagues.  There are important motions on the agenda covering some of these issues and they all have the General Council's support. 

There is something new and different on the agenda this year, and that is this report, the one covered in pebbles.  This report is the first ever TUC equal opportunities audit and it is the first ever account of just where the trade union Movement is when it comes to making equal opportunities a reality.  I think this is a moment in our Congress when we can give ourselves a bit of a pat on the back -- not a very big one, but a bit of a pat on the back. 

A couple of years ago, Congress approved a rule change that gives us all a duty to promote equality and you agreed to report back to Congress on this every two years.  Since last year's Congress, you have spent months examining everything you do and measuring it against equality principles.  You had to own up to where you are not doing enough, but you also got the chance to show off what you are doing best. 

This report is the result.  It is the distillation of all the information that all the unions here today have sent in to the TUC, and there is a section on the TUC itself.  I think it tells a good story.  In every section there is news of progress and pioneering work:  in collective bargaining, union services, internal structures and practices, education and training, campaigns, publicity and in our own employment practices as well.

I was encouraged to see that it is not only the more established work on women's equality and race equality.  More and more unions are stepping up their work on behalf of disabled members and on behalf of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender members and young members.  Perhaps the most encouraging thing about this report is that it shows us the majority of unions are planning to do more.  Most have got equality priorities planned for the next two years whether it is doing an equal pay audit, reserving a seat on the National Executive for a lesbian or gay member or launching new anti-racist campaigns.  This shows that the increased attention paid to equality over the last few years is not just a passing fashion.  It is here to stay, right in the centre of everything we do.  But, of course, if you do an audit   -- if you honestly measure what you do -- you expose gaps.  You find out what you are not doing.  That is why we have to see this report as a first step; something to measure ourselves against. 

We all now need to build on this foundation.  We all need to do more and to do it better.  Because, Congress, there is still a long way to go to achieve equality for the working people of Britain.  We represent, here today, some of the most marginalised and disadvantaged members of the workforce.  They depend on us and there is so much more to do.  Just take a few examples:  the continuing scandal of the gender pay gap.  Yes, over the past two years we have trained up a small army of trade union equal pay reps but now we have to make sure that they are using their skills and that they are getting employers to do equal pay audits. On inflexible and long working hours we now have the right for working parents to request flexible working, it is now up to us to see that our members know about it, use it and get redress if the employer does not take it seriously. 

The poisonous threat of the BNP - We have to mobilise to stop this evil making further inroads into our communities, particularly in next year's local and European elections.  Then there is the harassment and discrimination that is a daily reality for our disabled and LGBT members.  We need to step up the campaigns and get better legal rights for these workers. 

These are just a few examples among the many challenges we face and we will meet these challenges if we keep equality at the heart of everything we do so. 

So I want to commend the equality audit to Congress and pledge the TUC's continuing commitment to promoting equal rights.  But as we press forward on equality we look for Government to support us.  There is no doubt that the people we represent have already benefited from having a Government that understands equality.  Our Labour Government has put resources and time into promoting equality.  They have expanded childcare and helped parents pay for it.  They have given new rights and benefits to working parents.  They have promoted equal pay and they have helped us in the TUC train equal pay reps.  They have introduced new equality laws, including bringing positive duties into the Race Relations Act. 

All this and more we have warmly welcomed.  But there is still unfairness, discrimination and injustice.  Still we see the legions of low paid workers on insecure contracts with no benefits.  Still we see women being sacked when they tell the boss they are pregnant.  Still we see racial discrimination going unchecked in workplaces up and down Britain.  Disabled workers unemployed; same sex partners treated unfairly in occupational pension schemes.  All this and more we, in the unions, are tackling.  But the Government can do more to back us up.  They must get the Sexual Orientation Regulations right.  They must fulfil their promises to disabled workers.  They must bring in compulsory equal pay audits and they must give us a new single Equality Act that gives all employers a positive duty to promote equality.  And we need to be able to kick racists out of our organisations without landing up in court. 

So when we come back in two years' time with our next equality audit, let us tell a better story.  Let us be well on our way to our ultimate goal:   equality for all our people.  Thank you. 

The President:  Thank you, Kay.  Before I go on to Composite Motion 4, I would just like to re-welcome another guest who, although she was welcomed last Monday morning, was not actually on the platform at the time.  It is Kitty Roozemond, Vice-President of the FNV in the Netherlands, and I do so at this moment because Kitty has been particularly active both in her country and also at the European level on the issues which we are now discussing.  Welcome, Kitty.   (Applause)
Equal pay and maternity leave provisions. 

The President:  I now move Composite Motion 4, equal pay and maternity leave provisions, indicating the General Council's support for the composite motion. 

 Mary Turner (GMB) moved composite motion 4.

She said:  President, yesterday we heard from Gordon Brown.  He did not say much about equal pay, although he could have claimed more credit for some small but significant steps that the Government is taking towards creating a more equal society, like better maternity pay and longer paid maternity leave. 

But on equal pay the sad truth is that we are not making even a snail's pace progress towards closing the gender gap.  Full-time women workers earn an average of 19 per cent less than men who work full-time, and the gap is even wider among part-time women workers.  To adopt the Grecian Peter's phrase, "It's a mile wide ditch that the doctors just can't stitch" -- especially the spin doctors. 

Gordon Brown's favourite person is Prudence.  He has been talking about her since before he became Chancellor.  Prudence has an older sister -- a much older sister -- whose name is Patience!  For decades women have pushed for action on equal pay and been told, "Patience, child.  Patience.  Your time will come.  We want what you want.  Just wait for the Equal Pay Act to take full effect". 

Thirty years later and where are we?  Still where we were!  We have not got justice and justice is what we want.  It is time to take the waiting out of wanting as far as closing the gender pay gap is concerned.  There is plenty that unions can do to push equal pay higher up their bargaining agenda, but ultimately unions cannot substitute for vigorous action by Government and that is what we are lacking in Britain today. 

Unions must campaign for compulsory pay audits.  Fewer than one in five employers are conducting pay reviews.  The GMB Birmingham Region wrote to 80 employers encouraging them to conduct a pay review, and none of them would agree.  That is the reality of life in Digby Jones' old stomping ground.  That is how the CBI members really treat their staff.  They say in their adverts and their letterheads that they are an equal opportunities employer.  Most of them would not know an equal opportunity if they fell over it or it lifted itself up and bit their arse!  They may need their behinds kicked.

We do not need lectures from Digby Jones.  Digby, look in your own backyard first before you come here and tell us how we should conduct ourselves.  Some local authorities are no better.  Liberal controlled Islington last week decided to privatise, for 25 years, the residential homes.  Seventy women -- our members -- are going to lose their pension rights because the Liberal Council said, "No, you are not staying in your local pension fund".  That is the girl, Sarah Tether, who is going to be standing for the Brent East seat next week.  I hope my members out there who are going to vote will not be conned because we are opposed to privatisation. 

 The sell-off of public services has contributed to unequal pay for our members.  That is why we are not going to wait much longer for the two-tier workforce legislation because Patience, Tony, is getting a little angry about the waiting.  We are not going to wait another 30 years. 

We must press the Government to make pay reviews compulsory.  The GMB has drawn up a petition to this effect.  We call it the "I've had enough of not having enough" campaign.  Plenty of people have signed already, members and non-members alike.  You can sign it by visiting our stall -- stand 73.  By signing the Equal Pay Petition this week members can celebrate the formation, 100 years ago, of the unions of women's suffrage. 

Unions must also lobby for fair pay and compliance measures -- two of the most successful mechanisms in raising women's pay -- with the fair wages motion obliging public project contractors to pay fair pay and schedule 11 obliging employers to observe the proper pay for the district.  We should share information.  Employers who refuse to carry this out should be named and shamed. 

Colleagues, I will leave you with this.  We, in this hall, must unite and not divide.  If we unite, we will win.  We do not need to wait for employers to go kicking and screaming.  We must look at the part-time working conditions, qualification for benefits, access to bonuses and overtime shifts and I am telling the employers out there:  beware because the GMB and Patience are about.  Thank you.

Joanna Brown (Society of Chiropodists and Podiatrists) in seconding the composite motion said:  President, I want to talk specifically on point 9 in the composite about maternity pay. 

John Monks and, indeed, Gordon Brown, have pointed out this week that the Government does have a very good record on equal opportunities and family friendly policies.  Paternity leave and paternity pay have been introduced, there are new rights for flexible working and dealing with domestic emergencies and maternity pay and maternity leave have been vastly improved.  The improvements in maternity leave and maternity pay are particularly welcome, giving women the right to a longer period of maternity leave as well as better rights to maternity pay. 

Unfortunately, the Government have not taken into account the effect of the longer period of maternity leave upon the reference period for calculating maternity pay.  As a result, thousands of women who exercised the right to take 12 months’ maternity leave are effectively stripped of their right to maternity pay if they become pregnant again in the maternity leave period.  I hope you are with me so far, because this is a bit complicated.  But, trying to put it simply, the reference period for computing a woman's right to maternity pay is a period that ends 14 weeks before childbirth.  For women who exercise their statutory right to take 12 months' maternity leave, the first 26 weeks are paid, the next 26 weeks are unpaid.  This means that, for women who become pregnant again shortly after the birth of a child, the reference period for calculating the amount of their maternity pay falls within the period of their unpaid maternity leave.  That means -- earning nothing in the reference period means -- that there can be no maternity pay in relation to the second pregnancy. 

The majority of members of the society are women.  Many of them are young women and, in the last year, we have had to deal with several cases where members have been denied maternity pay because of this technical flaw.  We do not believe it was the intention of the Government to deprive women of their right to maternity pay in relation to a second pregnancy in this way.  If the problem is relatively simple, we think the solution is as well.  The Maternity Pay Regulations and the Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act need to be amended so that the reference period for calculating maternity pay does not include any period where a woman's earnings are adversely affected by taking maternity leave.  Please support the composite. 

Sue Jarvis (FDA) in seconding the composite motion, said:  President and fellow delegates, the FDA is pleased to support the call to the Government to make pay reviews compulsory.  It has done so already for its own employees.  In 2001 the Government declared that it was "committed to taking the lead in addressing the pay gap" and instructed all departments and agencies to review their pay systems, measure gender inequality and prepare action plans by April this year.  Many departments were slow to act and, when they did, many found that their pay and personnel data were inadequate. 

Finally, pay reviews have been completed in organisations covering 98 per cent of the civil service.  That is almost half a million employees.  These reviews revealed on average a gender pay gap of 5 per cent in favour of men.  They suggested a number of reasons, including historical pay advantages for men, allowances for what are regarded as "special skills" in jobs predominantly done by men and the effect of career breaks on women raising families. 

So we do congratulate the Government on pushing through these reviews for its own employees and for its commitment to reduce the unacceptable pay gap revealed.  But we want more.  We want pay reviews in the civil service to be repeated at regular intervals.  We want pay reviews to go wider than gender and include ethnicity and disability.  We want the Government to fund the steps necessary to remedy the pay gaps revealed by the reviews and we want the Government to move beyond putting its own house in order and insist that all employers do the same.  As Mary said, the first step in driving a pay review wedge into the national gender pay gap would be to require all companies on Government contracts to undertake equality pay audits. 

The Government gives well over 13 billion pounds a year to private companies under contract and it would be simple to require good employment practice including equality pay reviews as a condition of those contracts.

We have been told, in the context of the pay reviews in the civil service, that it is Government policy to ensure that pay and conditions of service are fair and free from any form of gender bias.  We must press the Government to put some muscle behind those words.  Please support the composite motion.  

Sevi Yesildalli (Public and Commercial Services Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Over the last 18 months PCS reps and officers have been closely involved in the equal pay reviews in many organisations.  What has become clear during this time is that, even in an organisation where there is an obligation to carry out a review, a history of equal opportunities policies and a fairly open pay system, there is often still a great reluctance to conduct an equal pay review.  Sometimes this is because of complacency, “We have always had equal pay.”  Sometimes there is a concern that expectations will be raised.  Sometimes it is fear of what might be revealed, and often, once the commitment has been made, the inadequacy of the data and the need for better equal pay skills slows the process down.  Despite having had plenty of warning of the deadline for their completed action plans, many government organisations had still not submitted their reports to the Cabinet Office by April 2003.  

What has been revealed by the reviews carried out is that there is a common structural problem across the whole Civil Service where women and part-time workers are concentrated in lower grades.  There are also inadvertent barriers to progression and there is a need to look at pay in relation to work-life balance options, and their effects.  The continuing gender pay gap appears to be a result mainly of inherited progression systems, traditional gender segregation, and broad pay bands.  The reviews in the Civil Service have also pointed out the need to improve the way in which data is collected, presented, and analysed, and the importance of extending reviews to include ethnicity and disability and the advantages of incorporating equality audits into the overall pay process.  

The Government’s policy of delegating pay arrangements to departments and agencies has over the last ten years also resulted in pay differences arising from workers doing the same jobs in different government organisations.  Differences have also been highlighted by the equal pay review data.  PCS is campaigning for a return to national pay bargaining for the Civil Service.  The recent judgment in the Robinson v Lewisham employment tribunal case, which ruled that the Crown is the same employer for equal pay purposes, has reinforced the opportunity for making equal pay challenges in government departments.

Union expertise and union pressure is essential for ensuring employers meet their obligations to the workforce.  Equal pay is not an optional extra. The pay inequality between men and women is an issue for the whole Movement and is why PCS gives its active support to Composite 4.  Please support.

 Jan Shortt (UNISON) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: UNISON is pleased to support this composite but would like to concentrate on two specific points.  These are about extending equal pay audits beyond gender and highlighting large groups of women who cannot access maternity pay.  What we earn today impacts on the return we can expect when our working life is over so it is important that we take the opportunity now to ensure that equality at work is a reality for all our members.

Equal pay audits must include the issues of disability and ethnicity, not to do so is unthinkable and excludes huge numbers of our membership.  Employers must be strongly advised to undertake equal pay audits that include all aspects and groups of their diverse employees.  I wholeheartedly agree that these equal pay audits must become compulsory.  Whilst we acknowledge the improvement in maternity rights, there are still large groups of women who get nothing at all.  These women work part-time or term-time contracts.  To access maternity pay we all know that certain conditions need to be met.  For women who work part-time or term-time, this is often difficult to achieve.  If you work term-time and your employer analyses your pay, you may not reach the National Insurance threshold, so no stamp, no pay.  Other term-time workers may be paid at a higher rate but then do not get holiday pay for six weeks of the year.  Unless this period is credited to the National Insurance stamps, then once again it affects the level of maternity pay.  Women who work part-time earning less than the National Insurance threshold are in exactly the same situation.

Congress, if we as trade unionists truly believe in eliminating child and family poverty we must continue the campaign for improving access to such benefits.  This week we have listened to motions on pensions, the minimum wage, and fairness at work.   All of them have been about improving working life and sustaining quality of life in retirement.  Gordon Brown yesterday gave a pledge of making sure pension poverty comes to an end.  He also pledged to implement equal pay sooner rather than later.  I would ask the General Council today to make sure he keeps those pledges.

Yes, we have had the Equal Pay Act for more than 30 years but my name is not patience, I ran out of it a long time ago.  Women deserve justice and a fair rate of pay for jobs well done, as do all our members.  Support Composite 4 but more than that, go away from Brighton and do it.  Thank you.

Rachael Maskell (Amicus) speaking in support of the Composite Motion, said: President, Congress, yet another generation of women have passed through their employments since we have had the Equal Pay Act without ever getting equal pay.  As unions we all know how the pay divide between men and women is still one of our greatest injustices causing hardship to women now, and pensioner poverty.  Amicus has vigorously campaigned to challenge employers to undertake equal pay reviews.  We have trained our reps and we have had our successes.  However, discrimination in pay continues so we will continue to build our campaigns not only on grounds of sex but we must make the case against all forms of discrimination.  Why, because over the last 30 years, since we have had the Equal Pay Act covering sex discrimination, on pay, race, age, and disability discrimination has also become entrenched.  

The figures comparing earnings along the lines of race are most startling.  Black and minority ethnic workers are paid 20 per cent less than their white counterparts.  Black and minority ethnic women earn a further 20 per cent less than black men.  Worse again, Pakistani and Bangladeshi women take home 56 per cent less than white men doing their job.   In a telephone poll of a large sector of Amicus it was demonstrated that pay systems are closed, not open and transparent, which we probably knew, but most importantly many workers were given the understanding, or told directly, that they were not to discuss their pay, and often received threats.  With 75 per cent of black and ethnic minority workers being in the latter category, the culture of fear being built creates yet another barrier to achieving equal pay.  The sex discrimination in pay systems cannot be singled out; all pay discrimination must go, but it does not stop there.  Black and ethnic minority employees face double discrimination, the lack of training, promotion, and access to discretionary pay awards resulting in segregation in grading throughout the pay system.  We only have to look at those in management grades to see the lack of diversity with black African and Caribbean women least likely to get their ability recognised.  

Congress, we need to continue to push our employers to face up to and address the inequalities in their pay system.  We need to continue to organise workers to seek justice in pay, to eradicate race, sex, and all forms of discrimination in what is a basic right.  TUC, we need you to prioritise your resources to escalate this campaign and, Government, it is time we had the statutory powers to do our job, mandatory equal pay audits.  We want appropriate equal pay legislation, we want equal pay and, most of all, we want equality for all.  I support.

The President: Thank you very much, Rachael.  There are no further speakers, no opposition, and no problem with the right of reply, Mary, I assume?  (No reply) We move to the vote.

· Composite motion 4 was CARRIED.

TUC Equality Audit and Report

Mary Davis (NATFHE) speaking to Paragraph 2.2, said: We wanted to raise a point about the TUC equality audit.  Do not worry.  It is not highly critical.  It is because we regard it as so important that we think it should not go through this Congress without any comment whatsoever.  It is an extremely welcome document.  We understand it is ongoing.  What I am going to say also is based on the understanding that the TUC cannot instruct anybody to do anything.  However, we have to acknowledge that the response rate was very poor, only half of all affiliates actually replied.  If the FBU could have replied to this during their dispute, I honestly think that all other affiliates who did not reply could have probably done so.  I really do think that.  I know you cannot make anybody do anything but somebody should say that from this platform.

The other worrying thing that I could note from this document is the employment practices of all affiliated trade unions and the TUC do mirror the racist and sexist practices and the anti-age practices that we see in society as a whole.  We have owned up to it, although I must say it is very difficult to analyse the figures.  From what I can see, and it is openly acknowledged, this is a problem that must be dealt with.  We cannot go bargaining with employers when we do not put our house in order.

I also think it is worrying that there is very little race and gender monitoring of shop stewards and branch officers.  We do need to know this and if we do not monitor we will not find out.  What is our lay structure like; again, I know you cannot instruct unions to do this kind of monitoring but it would be very helpful indeed.

Finally, I think it is a shame that there are no recommendations, despite the paragraph.  The paragraph does say that the report includes proposals to provide assistance to affiliated unions and I think it would be very useful if the TUC did more pushing in the right direction.  If we are going to do this every two years, it is extremely important that this does not become a paper exercise and an audit trail, in other words, that all our gloss of equality is not really just hiding the fact that actually not an awful lot is being done.  We can pass motions until the cows come home but this, I think, is a very very important initiative.  It must be taken seriously by everybody and if it is not then it is not worth doing.  It must not be a chore for people to do, it must be a regular part of every single trade union’s work, otherwise what we are seeing in this debate is meaningless; it is fur coat and no knickers.  I tell you, if we do not do this properly, we should not do it at all.

The President:  Thank you very much, Mary.  Pat Hawkes, the TUC General Council lead on this issue, has indicated to me that they will be more than happy to take on the points that Mary has made.  

I will now move to Composite 7, Sexual Orientation Regulations 2003, and indicate that the General Council will intervene David Lascelles to give an explanation of the attitude of the General Council.

Sexual Orientation Regulations 2003

Brian Shaw (Public and Commercial Services Union) moved Composite Motion 7 on behalf of the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Conference. 

He said: I am proud to be moving Composite 7.  I think it is important, first of all, to welcome the new regulations on sexual orientation.  They are long overdue and will for the first time offer lesbian, gay, and bisexual workers recourse to the law if they are harassed or discriminated against at work, a situation regrettably all too frequent, in my experience.

The campaign, however, to widen the remit of the regulations to include goods, services and social provisions needs to continue.  Harassment and discrimination of lesbian, gay and bisexual workers does not stop the moment we leave the workplace.  The Government has also refused to establish a sexuality commission to publicise, educate, and facilitate claims under the regulations.  We will have to wait for a single equality body for that.  The trade union Movement needs to be there to support lesbian, gay, and bisexual members to use the new regulations. It is an ideal opportunity to recruit new members.  

This leads me to the regulations, or 7.3 on religious belief in particular.  This regulation will allow religious organisations to continue to sack lesbian, gay, and bisexual workers because of their sexuality or, indeed, perceived sexuality.  Tony Blair inserted this at the last minute following a meeting with church leaders.  Religious bigotry lives on.  The Select Committee with responsibility for reviewing EU regulations was right to point out that regulation 7.3 is outside the remit of Parliament to pass.  Lord Lester QC, spoke in the Lords’ debate and placed his legal reputation on the line stating that regulation 7.3 is outside the European directive.  Let us prove him right.  On pensions, again legal opinion has been received that the allowance of discrimination on the grounds of marriage is outside the EU directive.  I love my partner and I should have the right to live free from discrimination and harassment, and that must include the right to ensure that I can leave him financially secure through a survivor pension should I die before him.  I see that as a basic human right.  No, to the Government: civil partnership is not the answer that will satisfy the lesbian, gay, and bisexual community.  

There has been much in the media on the so-called TUC “awkward squad” not upsetting the Government.  On this, we have no option.  We have to say loud and clear to the Government, you are wrong on regulation 7.3 and you are wrong on the exemptions on pensions.  If that upsets the Government, I say tough.  The lesbian, gay, and bisexual community feels betrayed and angry by the Government’s actions.  We have to launch legal challenges as a matter of urgency, led by the TUC and underpinned by money from every affiliate.  

Brendan Barber said on Monday equality is the number one priority.  Let us see the General Council and the trade union Movement put their money where their mouth is.  To do anything less will be a betrayal of every lesbian, gay, and bisexual trade unionist.  Support the motion but more importantly go back to your unions, get behind the legal challenge and, just as importantly, train your reps as PCS does and educate your members on the positive parts of the regulations.  I move.

Steve Wharton (Association of University Teachers) in seconding the Composite Motion, said: President, Congress, Brian has been very eloquent in covering the main concerns that we all have but I would just like to go back very briefly to section 7.3.  Yes, it was introduced after lobbying by the Church of England but I think it is important that Congress know that that was essentially after the consultation period had closed.  It was not just a case of informing and consulting, it was a case of going behind people’s backs.

This provides a get-out clause for religious organisations, especially right-wing evangelical groups.  We know that they have something to fear because they undertook a particular campaign of disinformation claiming that the regulations would oblige them to employ LGBT people against their will.  This is complete and utter nonsense.  Instead, as we have already heard, the proposed exemption will enable those organisations to sack employees with impunity if they are lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender, or if they are perceived to be.  Because they are regulations and they are not enacted through primary legislation, there will be no guidelines or codes of practice to advise employment tribunals.  We can imagine what is going to happen there.  

President, Congress, all being well today is the day that sees the repeal of that hateful piece of Tory legislation known as section 28 of the Local Government Act, an Act which has for so long contributed to homophobia by talking about the promotion of homosexuality and pretend family relationships.  Congress, to allow the bile and prejudice of the nature of section 28 to remain through the exemption provided by clause 7.3 does not provide equality, it allows bigotry and prejudice to remain and to flourish.  Any legislation or regulation proposing proper protection and inclusiveness for the LGBT members of our society must not contain exemption clauses.  Any that does must be challenged, campaigned against, and those clauses must be removed.  I second the motion.

David Lascelles (General Council), Chair of the TUC LGBT Committee and speaking on behalf of the General Council, said:  The General Council supports this composite. However, the General Council wants to give a brief explanation on one aspect of the motion, that is, the suggestion that if the Government does not alter the regulations the General Council should mount a judicial review.  

There are two issues here both concerning the question of whether the Government has legally transposed the EU Employment Framework Directive: on the one hand, in the exemption, in the Sexual Orientation Regulations for religious organisations, and on the other the question of whether the Directive permits occupational pension schemes to exclude survivors' benefits to unmarried partners.  This is particularly an issue for public sector pension schemes.  The legal issues are not clear-cut, though we understand that at least two unions have sought legal advice on both of these matters and are considering mounting legal challenges.  The matter is being considered also, we understand, by voluntary organisations.  

In all of these circumstances, the General Council believes that the best way forward would be for the TUC to play a coordinating role rather than mounting a separate legal action.  I can tell you that from an earlier discussion with the head of the department, Sarah Veale, there is likely to be as part of that coordinating role a letter going out to all General Secretaries for a meeting to be held on 22nd September at Congress House on just this subject.  In this context, the General Council note that any judicial review has the potential for appeals and referral to the European Court of Justice and that if unsuccessful would involve paying the Government’s costs.  This would amount to a considerable sum.  Having given that explanation, the General Council would urge you to support this motion.  Thank you.

Bev Miller (UNISON) speaking in support of the Composite Motion, said: It has never been right to discriminate against anyone on the grounds of race, gender, disability, or sexual orientation.  That is why this new legislation is a welcome addition to the anti-discriminatory regulations that already exist.  For the first time lesbians, gay men and bisexuals will be given protection against the discrimination and harassment they have faced because of their sexual orientation.  It has been a long time coming and is long overdue.  The regulations will fundamentally change the current law.  They cover all aspects of employment, including recruitment, promotion, transfers, training, dismissals and discrimination by trade unions and professional bodies.  Employers will be liable for acts of discrimination carried out by their employees, and the grounds may be perceived or actual.  For example, if harassment occurs because of having a lesbian daughter, the regulations will be enforced through employment tribunals, county or sheriff courts for vocational training to question their procedure, and in addition to this the burden of proof will be on the employer.  This means the employer has to prove they did not discriminate rather than the worker having to prove that they were discriminated against. 

Unfortunately, there is no specific body such as the CRE to enforce these regulations so the unions have an important part to play in publicising these regulations and organising members to know their rights.  Clearly, this legislation can only be effective if members are aware it exists.  All representatives need training so that they are able confidently and competently to recognise and challenge discrimination and harassment on the grounds of sexual orientation.  No one should go to work knowing they are going to be harassed or discriminated against because of their sexual orientation.  This regulation seeks to address this issue and is generally comprehensive in the areas it covers, and the protection it offers to LGB members.  

Part of the reason we are here and why we have joined our various trade unions, is to fight for equality for all workers.  The rights of one worker should not infringe the rights of another.  Regulation 7.3, if it remains part of the sexual orientation regulations, will allow religious establishments to discriminate against LGB workers.  We must fight against the inequality of this exemption and we will do this whether it is by asking for better laws or clarification of existing regulations, and proper enforcement of them.   As unions we must work together if we are going to achieve equality in the workplace.  Let us continue to support and promote the equal rights of all our members and show we are not in favour of discrimination on any grounds.  There cannot be any circumstance where this would be acceptable.  Please support the composite and your LGB members who are finally going to have the protection they need against discrimination and harassment in the workplace.

Tim Lucas (National Union of Teachers) speaking in support of the Composite Motion, said: President, Congress, we also welcome such progress as the employment regulations offer.  However, as you have heard, there are some big reservations.  Different governments have adopted a number of mechanisms in order to implement the European Employment Directive and incorporate its requirements into their own domestic law.  Some have simply written its text directly into their legal code.  The National Union of Teachers, along with many other unions, and the TUC LGBT Committee, believe that the way our government has sought to implement the Directive, quite apart from missing the opportunity to go further than its requirements and extend protection to the provision of goods and services, is deficient and defective.  The religious exemption clause goes well beyond anything reasonable and, given the number of LGB workers in faith schools (there are 100,000 people in all who work in them and who are potentially at risk of even greater discrimination than hitherto) we believe the regulations must be challenged by means of judicial review.  

In their evidence to the Joint Committee on Statutory Instruments of both Houses of Parliament, senior civil servants from the DTI, including their legal advisers, pointedly refused to support ministerial assurances that the exemption was narrowly focused.  They said that they did not know how the employment tribunals and the courts would interpret the regulations as written.  The Joint Committee warned the Government that the regulations might be ultra vires; to you and me, well out of order.  In response the Government simply pushed them through.  

Congress, faith schools are almost entirely funded through taxation, taxes which we all pay.  We should be able to expect nothing less than equality in every aspect of the employment of teachers and support staff in these schools, like all other schools.  The NUT has therefore taken steps to seek a judicial review of the regulations and that will be pursued vigorously.  

Congress, LGBT rights at work are part of the domestic agenda to which the Prime Minister is supposed to be returning.  It is certainly part of my domestic agenda.  It would therefore be much better for the Government to think again.  Instead of repeating the “too little too late” history of legislation on other equalities issues, it should do as much as it can to progress the equalities agenda and not as little as it thinks it can get away with.  However, I will not hold my breath.  Personally, I do not want to be voting in the next general election for the least worst next government on offer but rather one that is enthusiastically delivering on these issues.  


President, I have cut my speech.  If you read this book, and I hope I can advertise it, the conclusion in Chapter 3 will tell you all you need to know.  We welcome the composite and believe it will give the General Council a good framework to progress this vital issue of LGB equality.  Please support the composite.

Maria Exall (Communication Workers’ Union) speaking in support of the Composite Motion, said: Congress, here in this hall sometimes we talk of equality as if it is a given but the reality in our workplaces is different.  Recent surveys done by Stonewall and not least the TUC back in 2000, have proved lesbian, gay, and bisexual employees need the new rights that are coming in with the sexual orientation legislation.  We know, though, as trade unionists that we cannot depend on employers to deliver equality at work.  They take up equality issues and then they drop equality issues.  Their agenda is very different from ours.  Too often, they actually use issues of equality as a stick to beat members with at times of redundancy and, as we know, during disputes.  I cannot resist having a little dig at Digby.  Equality has been touted as one of those areas, those ideas, where there is more that unites us than divides us, but this has proved false every time employers complain of red tape when a new right at work is proposed.  There can be no partnership on the equality agenda when our human rights are perceived as burdens on business.  We cannot rely on employers to deliver the new rights under the sexual orientation regulations. It is up to us, those of us here, trade unionists, to make the new rights work.  We welcome references in the composite to regional briefings for trade union officials but that is just the start.  When our lesbian, gay, bisexual members know their rights, when trade union officers and organisers know the law, we can reach out to the many lesbian, gay, and bisexual employees who are unorganised in our movement.

Congress, we should be celebrating the new legislation but we are not quite celebrating.  Getting employment rights, yes, that is brilliant - but what about the rights to goods and services, and why are pensions excluded?  It is a massive injustice, especially in the public sector.  Then, of course, why are there religious exemptions? it is not so much that the Government listened to lobbying from the churches, it is the fact that they only seem to be listening to the most reactionary forces in the churches.

Congress, it is great the TUC is prepared to coordinate the judicial review of the regulations, the judicial review that has been brought in by individual affiliates, but it is very important that the whole movement is seen as being behind that review; an injury to one is an injury to all.  Congress, new legislation will benefit not only lesbian, gay, and bisexual workers but it will also benefit all workers in workplaces that are more tolerant and fair.  We need to be making this point very firmly.  Diversity is what makes unity real and whole, and unity is strength.  Congress, we support.

Stewart Brown (Fire Brigades’ Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: After years and years of campaigning, lobbying, fighting for rights that are justifiably ours over issues that have cost basic -- and I emphasise, basic -- human rights and essentially basic employment rights, we have now reached a possible pinnacle in that fight as we see the new regulations come into force, at the very last opportunity to the UK government, as they could have implemented them earlier.  Statutory protection in employment for lesbian and gay people - sounds like discrimination on these grounds will come to a halt.  I have enormous doubts and I am sure you will, too; doubts because we do not seem to be getting the message through to this Labour government.  Are they really listening to us?  Why can the churches manage to persuade government ministers that the regulations should be watered down?  The power of the churches is mighty but the power of the worker is mightier.  So here we have the first doubt, the one that gives religious organisations the power to continue to discriminate on the grounds of sexuality, and the power for the church to continue in its theme of disgusting timeless bigotry.  They continue to highlight themselves in all faiths as being fathers of discrimination.  Lesbians, gay men, bisexuals, and transsexuals in this country now outnumber the diminishing number of worshippers across all faiths and their fight to gain equal rights and fairness will prevail.  

My second and most worrying doubt is critical within the public sector, that is the issue of the pensions exemption in the regulations.  We in the Fire Brigades’ Union only four months ago settled one of the most bitter disputes in the history of our movement ending in a reasonable deal.  What we did not bargain for, as has already been stated, was the continued onslaught by a so-called Labour government who are hiding behind job cuts, a massive overhaul of the highest performing public service and they call it modernisation.  We have fought for many years in the FBU through organisations like the TUC and Stonewall to end discrimination in public sector schemes.  Less than one third of public sector schemes recognise unmarried partners yet over 90 per cent of private sector schemes do.  Ministers also last year changed their schemes to recognise married partners.  Fairness?  I think not.  It is time we embraced the new regulations and the Fire Brigades’ Union will embrace them also.  There are a number of exemptions.  The TUC must embrace the changes, and we will, too.  We must stop this discrimination and we must stop this drip-drip effect in terms of giving us a little bit of equality at a time.  We have campaigned long and hard and deserve to be treated with respect.  Please support Composite 7.  Thank you.

The President: Thank you very much, Stewart.  I cannot take any more speakers.  No problem with right of reply, I assume?  (No reply)  I will move to the vote.

· Composite motion 7 was CARRIED.

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Rights

Lesley Mansell (Amicus) speaking to paragraph 2.6, said: President, Congress, on paragraph 2.6 there are three items, but I would like especially to acknowledge the work of the equalities team.  What you see in these few paragraphs is just the tip of the iceberg.  Kay, Peter Purton, and all the rest of the members of the team, you were brilliant.  They are always willing to help, and they are always busy.  Could I just say a special thank you to Keith Faulkner?  I asked him for a rainbow and he has produced one.  Is it not gorgeous?  

We also had a lot of commitment from the General Secretaries. Ed Sweeney at the start was our first committee chair, and Pat Hawkes, and more recently Mick Rix, who has done some sterling work on Protocol 12, not forgetting my own General Secretary, Roger Lyons, who supported us for a long long time, and thanks also to our other General Secretary, Derek Simpson, who is also supporting our issues, and this time he is not joking.

I would like just to pick up on section 28 because back in 1988 I seemed to be on the streets every day campaigning against it, along with thousands of others.  It really did help politicise our community.  If it had not been for your support, we would not have got rid of it.  It has taken a long time, and the work starts now.

Also, on trans issues Amicus has led a campaign to include trans people in the work that we do, and we welcome the new legislation.  In Bristol there is a large well-known manufacturing company that has at least five trans people.  They are just the ones we know about.  They have huge issues regarding people when they come out and how they deal with it.  Amicus is looking to put together something on the new regulations, and also some good practice around that that you can all have a look at.

The last thing I wanted to pick up on are the new regulations themselves.  They really really are important.  Congress, how would you feel if your sexuality was regarded as suspect or told that you can only have a job if you do not have sex.  What about if we applied that criteria to general secretaries of the trade union Movement?  How would we police it?  Is it appropriate?  Would it be acceptable?  Of course not.  We spent a long time campaigning on this. Amicus has been in the forefront but you are there with us.  I encourage you to send more of your members along to the annual Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Trans Conference.  To the unions that have not been before, do try and send delegates.   Keep up your support.  Thanks for everything.

The President: Thank you, Lesley.  I think I would have retired years ago if that was the case.  Paragraph 2.6 is agreed.  I now call Motion 26, Employment for Disabled People, indicating the General Council support the motion.  

Employment for Disabled People

Phil Davies (GMB) moved Motion 26 on behalf of the TUC Disability Conference.  

He said:  Could I pay special tribute to the TUC for all the work that they do for disabled workers and their families throughout the UK, with special thanks to the TUC Disability Forum?

Congress, there are well over 6.9 million disabled people of working age in the UK but only around 3 million are in paid employment; 2.7 million are on state benefits and the Government claims that up to one million disabled people on benefits want to work.  Disabled people are twice as likely to be unemployed.  Three out of four blind people from 85,000 are not in any paid employment and rely on state benefits and poverty.  The Government has forgotten all about these people.  Every single person attending this Congress can acquire a disability through illness, or accidents at work.  Accidents at work not only cost money but they destroy whole families.  Around 700,000 workers each year become disabled and do not work again.

Colleagues, disabled people are discriminated against in employment.  Too few employers are prepared to look at the ability of the disabled people.  We are not yet in a position in the UK where employers welcome with open arms disabled people into the workforce.  We therefore need a well-funded, well-organised, supported employment programme, and well-paid and decent jobs through a supported employment programme should be the right for those disabled people to choose.  Only 23,000 people are employed on the Government’s Work Step programme and many of these jobs are low-paid and unskilled.  The cost of running the Work Step programme is less than £200 million a year, the cost of around four cruise missiles.  It is only those working in supported factories under that scheme, and members of trade unions, who have decent pay and conditions, and they are the only ones who really benefit from the scheme.  

We want to see an increase of choice for disabled people to enable more disabled people to enter the Work Step programme.  We want to see all Job Centre frontline staff undergo disability training and any disabled person moving from incapacity benefits to job seeker’s allowance should be entitled to a place within the Work Step programme.  We want to see more investment in supported employment factories.

Congress, some of us remember in February 2000, with your help, we stopped the closure of 17 Remploy factories.  Since then we have seen a change of directors, higher paid, with the fat cats getting even fatter.  I have to say these directors are less effective when it comes to employing disabled people.  The changes in Remploy have not been for the better.  The choice of entering a Remploy factory under a Work Step programme is now being taken away from disabled people.  We now have less disabled people in the factory employ than we did in February 2000.  The GMB and the other Remploy unions will be campaigning to give back the choice to disabled people.

Congress, this is the European year of people with disabilities who have the right to a decent job, have a right to join trade unions, and we demand more government help to enable that to happen.  This can best be achieved by expansion of the Work Step programme.  We must make our Labour government increase the number of disabled people in work, in decent employment, and stop discrimination in the workplace.  Congress, I ask you to support overwhelmingly Motion 26.

Joe Mann (ISTC, The Community Union) in seconding the motion, said: It is significant that the Disability Conference now attaches such a high priority to employment issues that this resolution has emerged as the most important in the disability world at this time, and rightfully so.  The Government also places high priority on employment and has put in place many positive mechanisms to enable disabled people to become economically active and play a contributory role within our communities.  The New Deal, Access to Work, and a supported employment programme are genuine mechanisms to achieve that goal.  Unfortunately, it is not all good news; far from it.  Disabled people are still two-and-a-half times more likely to be unemployed as non disabled people, a statistic that stubbornly refuses to change in a world where employers still cannot be persuaded of the benefits of offering jobs to disabled people.  When good jobs exist it is hardly surprising that disabled people and their unions will campaign vociferously to maintain them. 

This has been the situation for years now within the supportive employment programme where major changes have been implemented and the programme becomes known as Work Step.  Much of the intention of the programme is positive, new training and development opportunities to give disabled people the skills they need, and also help in job search.  The difficulty we are finding is that the funding changes have coincided with many employers making the decision to cut jobs.  Many of the women here will know Ann Babb, our blind branch secretary at the General Welfare of the Blind factory in London, who has spoken at the Women’s Conference now for about ten consecutive years.  Ann loves her union.  Ann loves her job in the factory but Islington Council has suddenly announced they are cutting funding to 15 of the 70 jobs there, which are now under threat.  Ann and the members are campaigning to save their jobs and we are giving them everything they need in support of their campaign.   They deserve your support.  

That is just one example of a plethora of problems and job threats we currently face.  You would have thought that severely disabled people had enough to cope with without this constant threat to their jobs in factories they have told us they want to keep.  The programme is for 22,000 places only.  It needs to be expanded, and where disabled people clearly express a choice to work in the manufacturing industry, in factories where they make a huge range of high-quality products, then that choice should be respected and supported by their union, the Disability Conference, and this Congress.  Our disabled members only have their unions.  This Congress has always supported them.  We have never let them down and we never will.  Thank you.

Iain Montgomery (UNISON) speaking in support of the motion, said:  The motion states that the move over the last six years to move disabled people out of supported employment has failed.  If they had only been trying for six years that would certainly be a failure but my father was placed in a sheltered workshop in 1953 and even then what he experienced was not training for employment, it was just therapy.  In too many cases this is still happening.

We have on the platform today a General Council member, Mark Fysh, who was sacked by a sheltered workshop.  Why was he sacked?  He was working too fast for the production line. He was too good.  In 20-odd years of trade unionism I do not ever remember having to defend a member from that kind of accusation; perhaps Amicus has but I doubt it.  If the Work Step programme has failed, we should not be calling for more of the same.  With current resources, or increased resources, we have to ensure that Work Step achieves what is really required.  Supported employment should create opportunities for our trade union colleagues to move to mainstream employment, employment which is skilled and pays the rate for the job.  

For too long disabled people have been marginalized, marginalized in workshops, some of which pay £1 an hour to stuff airline tickets into envelopes, marginalized in workshops where we can be told that members have been in the one workshop, in the one job, for 30 or 40 years, marginalized in recruitment where employers will not shortlist them because they cannot provide the support required at an interview, marginalized in recruitment where too many employers think disabled is the same thing as less able, marginalized in workplaces where we are called health and safety hazards and separated from non disabled colleagues, and marginalized in workplaces where reasonable adjustments are seen as perks or as an additional expense, just an inconvenience.  I can be bloody inconvenient if it suits me.  

Support this motion by signing the petition on the bill of rights, which you will find on your tables, campaigning as trade unionists for potential and current trade unionists for real jobs with real wages.  Thank you.

Sue Jarvis (FDA) speaking in support of the motion, said:  I spoke earlier this afternoon about our experience in the Civil Service of recent pay reviews to expose the failure to deliver equal pay to women, but compared with our disabled colleagues women in the workforce are very fortunate.  We will go on fighting to get women through the glass ceiling but for the disabled that ceiling is almost at floor level.  If we are to make progress in securing the equal rights of disabled people in employment, we need to know more about how many disabled workers there are and how they are treated by employers’ pay systems.  

In the pay reviews undertaken in the Civil Service, which concluded this year, factors other than gender were not compulsory.  Some departments and agencies also looked at ethnicity and disability but many did not.  Of those employers who did look at disability, few were willing to disclose their results.  It was claimed that attempts to discover accurate numbers of disabled employees were undermined by low response rates and that reported numbers were too low to be statistically significant.  We do not accept those excuses, and the FDA will continue to press for Civil Service pay reviews to incorporate disability as well as gender.  

It is not necessary to ask complex questions about the nature or severity of disability in order to examine pay inequalities.  Doing so only deters disabled staff from responding as they struggle to classify their own condition into one of the proffered tick boxes.  Only one question is necessary: Do you consider yourself to have a disability?  If surveys do reveal low numbers of disabled employees we cannot accept that a weakness in statistical significance absolves the employer from examining differences in pay levels.  That is like an employer saying, “Because my recruitment and employment policies tend to exclude disabled people, I cannot be bothered to look at whether my pay system also discriminates against those disabled staff I do have.”  

It is not surprising that in areas of the Civil Service where we do have reliable data there seem to be extremely significant differences in pay on the basis of disability.  

Congress, disabled workers are not “other people”.  Disability can happen to any of us at any time.  As our employers adopt the “work till you drop” mentality, more and more of our members will suffer from stress-related physical and mental conditions.  

The campaign for equality pay reviews, supported by Congress in passing Composite Motion 4, can also support the campaign for a better deal for disabled employees if we fight to have disability included in those reviews as well as gender.  Please support.

Richard Rieser (National Union of Teachers) speaking in support of the motion, said:  Colleagues, I want to concentrate particularly on the general employment issues and the directive to “those employed by councils” - which is a fairly general term, I think it means local authorities – actually to do more to improve the employment of disabled people. 

The mover of the motion told you that there are 6.95 million disabled people in the potential workforce.  I want you to think about that for a minute.  That is 18 percent of the potential workforce in this country, but 50 percent of them are not working.  50 percent!  If we had a situation of 50 percent of the entire workforce not working, we would think it was a major issue.  Because they are disabled, it is seen that that is okay. Well, it is not okay.  What we are talking about here is a three-tier workforce.  We have heard a lot about the two-tier workforce.  But beneath the second level of the exploited, mainly women groups, is a third tier who do not even get into the workforce.  What this motion is about is to get all of you in your unions to really start taking this issue seriously.  It applies, as it is written, in the last paragraph, to councils, but the first paragraph applies to everybody.  It is not good enough to retain those who are there.  Many of the workers who are there will not come out about their impairment.  They will not say, “I am a disabled person” unless we create a culture in every workplace where it is okay to be a disabled person and you have the protection of your trade union and your employer recognises your right to be there, to be promoted, to be trained and not to do the lowly paid jobs.  

There is no reason why disabled people cannot go through the system and be promoted in exactly the same way as everybody else.  

Amongst those 50 percent who are not working, I can give you a couple of other statistics.  Only 17 percent of those who have had a major bout of mental health issues in their working life go back to work.  Only 17 percent!    Listen to me.  One in four of us has a major bout of mental health, so we are not doing very well by our colleagues there, are we?  Another one involves mainly people who never got to work in the first place, and it is those with learning difficulties.  Only 13 percent of those adults with learning difficulties in this country are working.    That means that 87 percent of adults with learning difficulties are not working.  That is a disgrace!   It is not about their impairment, just as it is not with any other disabled person.  It is about the attitudes of society.  It is about the barriers in practice, policies and procedures, and it is about the environments that we work in.  We all have to develop audit tools as part of our trade union armoury to make sure that in every workplace disability equality becomes a right, not a privilege.  I am not interested in patronising privileges.  Anyway, 22,000 are in Work Step.  Even if we doubled it, it is not going to deal with the problem.  It is about everybody’s workplace, and that is how we have got to work for disability equality.

· Motion 26 was CARRIED.

The President:  Colleagues, before moving to the next debate, I would like to draw your attention to a survey on trade unionists which is contained in the Congress wallets.  The survey is part of a project that the TUC has been working on with the Department for International Development.  So, please, spare five minutes of your time to complete and return the survey to either the TUC stall, the registration desk or the DFID stand.  

Middle East

Roger Lyons (General Council) Congress, the situation in the Middle East and, in particular, the war in Iraq has dominated the General Council’s international work this year.  Last year set down the markers. An over-arching concern was the need for the international community to maintain a united stand.  After the unanimous resolution adopted by the Security Council, 1441 last November, we had high hopes.  The General Council pressed these arguments repeatedly with the Foreign Secretary and Prime Minister and they agreed with us.  

John Monks and President John Sweeney of the AFL-CIO raised the issues with Tony Blair and President Bush.  I must here pay tribute to our American colleagues for taking a principled stand in the face of a reaction that sometimes seemed reminiscent of the McCarthy period.   As we all know, in the end the best diplomats the world can offer failed dismally and catastrophically.  There is quite a wide spectrum of views represented in the General Council, but they have taken a united position following their numerous discussions during the year.  The debates were lengthy, detailed and serious.  There was give and take.  The issues deserved nothing less.  In that spirit, the General Council agreed their Statement of 19th March.  Today, Congress, we support Composite Motion 18.  This again recognises the primacy of the United Nations.  It calls for moves through the world community that will enable the withdrawal of our forces and for the Iraqi people to determine their own future.  

We need to look forward.  There is practical work to be done to rebuild Iraq, not just from the consequences of the recent war but from the decades of state terrorism that the Iraqi people suffered under Saddam.  

However, to be able to conduct practical work the right conditions must prevail.  That means, in particular, that the governance of Iraq needs to be conducted in line with international law and standards, including labour standards.  The United Nations has become the punch bag.  It is not only the UN as an institution but its officials, including Iraqis, who have paid the price with their lives.  The killing of UN Special Representative, Sergio Vieira de Mello, and many of his colleagues, including Iraqis, was a profound loss to the world community.  The car bombing in Najaf, which left over 80 dead, including the  spiritual leader Ayatollah Mohammad Baker Al-Hakim, was another atrocity committed by people who will stop at nothing to bring destabilisation and anarchy.  They should not be allowed to succeed.

That is why talk of bringing back the troops just like that, without the maintenance of an international force, would be doing a great disservice to the Iraqi people.  These outrages reinforce our view that the United Nations has an indispensable role to play in the reconstruction process.  Even American hawks are coming round to the realisation that it is necessary to build peace so as to bring security.  And that is much harder than prosecuting war.  They are starting to look for an international input into Iraq.  

The question, of course, is under what terms.  The United Nations must be given a genuine role.  Let us hope that that is the outcome of the meeting of the UN Permanent Members called by Kofi Annan for next Saturday.

For trade unions, of course, the key international institution is the International Labour Organisation – the only tripartite body in the UN system.  It has the experience, it has the means and it has the will.  All it needs is the opportunity.  Yet from what is reported to us from inside Iraq, there is reluctance, not to say hostility, to the regulatory approach embodied in the ILO of tripartism and dialogue.  

The US Authority in Baghdad seems intent on turning Iraq into a privatised union-free zone, a fertile field with rich pickings for the client corporations. 

Paradoxically, by its refusal to help build independent unions, the Authority is allowing the old Ba’athist transmission belt organisation to maintain its formal position as representing Iraqi workers.  This is quite an outcome, given that the former leader of this organisation ranked fifty-first in the famous American deck of cards!  

The TUC is pressing the issues with the Government.  We have assurances from Jack Straw that the Foreign Office will help us, as part of the international trade union Movement, to engage in fact-finding in Iraq.  That will be the first step towards enabling Iraqi workers to set up and develop their own independent free and democratic organisations.  

Congress, the situation in Iraq is not the only international issue about which the General Council has been concerned during the year.  In the time available, it is not possible to detail all our international work.  There is the work on trade and labour standards; work on immigration issues and migration issues; and the practical work that we have been carrying out with our colleagues in our extensive international trade union network.  

I would, however, briefly refer to some particular issues of concern.  We have followed closely the situation in Israel and Palestine, which composite 18, which is supported by the General Council today, also covers.  The objective, as the composite motion puts it, is to ensure a political settlement that establishes an independent Palestinian state alongside Israel and a just and lasting peace throughout the region.  

The General Council welcomed the publication of the Road Map to Peace, which is essentially a tool to bring that objective about, and ensure compliance with the UN Security Council Resolutions, especially 242 and 338.  This must be moved forward.  

It is imperative that goodwill, as well as basic humanity, is shown by all sides to bring it back on course.  For a start, all murders and assassinations must stop.  The further bombings yesterday, leaving at least 16 people dead, is another tragic twist in the cycle of violence.  To  Nawaf Massalah from Histadrut, who is on the platform behind me, I would say that we grieve with you and your colleagues.  

The General Council support the Histadrut in Israel and the Palestinian General Federation of Trade Unions.  Trade unions can help bridge what sometimes seem like intractable divisions.  The TUC is soon to visit the area to discuss with the two federations how we can best help in a practical way.  

Colombia remains the most dangerous place on earth to be a trade unionist.  One hundred and eighty-four of our trade union colleagues were killed last year, and the murders continue week by week.  The General Council has worked closely with the ICFTU and the Global Union Federations on the Colombia campaign.  We have pressed strongly the Colombian authorities for an end to vilification of trade unionists by their government, which only serves to increase the likelihood of attacks by paramilitaries.  There must be effective protection against these attacks.  I put these demands on behalf of the TUC directly to the Vice-President of Colombia on his recent visit to London.  

The referendum currently proposed by the Uribe Government aims to undermine further labour rights, public services and democratic structures in the country.  With our Colombian colleagues we have opposed it.  We have also opposed British military aid.  

Colombia must bring its legislation into line with the ILO conventions.  The continued denial of collective bargaining rights in the public services is wholly unacceptable, as is the plan to privatise the public utilities.  At the practical level, Congress, our respite scheme will enter into operation within weeks, and I would like to thank all the unions that are contributing to it.  

On Burma, the General Council are deeply concerned at the state of health of Aung San Suu Kyi.  She is being kept incommunicado by the regime there, and we join with the international community in demanding her immediate release.  

The use of forced labour by the Burmese regime has been roundly condemned by the ILO, and we urge all companies to disinvest now.  

In particular, the TUC today supports the initiative of the International Foodworkers, the IUF, who last week presented a complaint under the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises against British American Tobacco for their continued activities in that country.  

The grave situation in Zimbabwe has also been of concern to us.  The regime there will stop at nothing to browbeat the population into submission, withholding food from the starving so as to get them to vote for them.  Well, in the recent local elections even these extreme pressures failed, and the regime was soundly beaten.  

The TUC has been continuing to provide assistance to our colleagues in the Zimbabwe Congress of Trade Unions.

We have been pressing all these issues, and many others, with the Foreign Office.  It has now been agreed that a TUC/Foreign Office Consultative Council will be set up and meet regularly.  This will enable us to raise issues of political concern, as well as discuss how we can help develop independent trade unions throughout the world.  

As well as setting up a structured dialogue with the foreign Office, we have also made much progress in our relations with the Department for International Development.  You will have all received information in your wallets about the Strategic Grant Agreement to help enhance awareness about development issues amongst our members.  

Congress, as these examples show, the General Council seeks to complement their work at the political level with practical approaches to defend and enhance international trade union organisation based on independent and free trade unions worldwide.     That is our contribution to peace and democracy.   It is the contribution that only unions can make.  

On behalf of the General Council, I move the report. 

Middle East Peace

Tony Woodley (Transport and General Workers’ Union) moved composite motion 18:

He said:  Brothers and sisters, I was extremely proud to stand before more than a million people in Hyde Park to say, very clearly, that this war is wrong, that the attack on Iraq was wrong because it was illegal and flouted international law, wrong because it ignored the role of the United Nations and wrong because it was based on exaggeration and misinformation of the threat of Saddam Hussein with its dodgy dossiers and its 45 minute threat that was not there.  Above all, it was wrong because it led to the thousands of needless deaths.  If ever I had any doubt that I was wrong, I just looked at that BBC Rageh Omar position last week with five children in one family in a village in Iraq aged from 2 – 10 massacred by a cluster bomb that was not supposed to be used.  Those were totally unacceptable and needless deaths of innocent Iraqi children.  It cannot possibly be right, colleagues.  We have to make sure that such illegal and unjust wars are never fought in our name again.  The occupation, clearly, is not working and the Iraqis, quite rightly, want to run their own country in their own way.  Furthermore, I do not want to see British soldiers needlessly used as pawns to back up a US administration of the Right who are war mongers in their makeup.  

If I was the Prime Minister of our country, misled by Bush, with no weapons of mass destruction, with the Iraqi people clearly telling us that they do not want us there, with innocent deaths of civilians and British soldiers alike, I would turn round and review my position and apologise to this country because we should not be there.  It is as simple as that, and things will get worse.  

There can be no peace in the Middle East without justice.  What I mean by “justice”, is justice for the Palestinian people, and I do not mean the assassination of their leaders and I do not mean concrete walls keeping people away from each other.  I mean real justice.  

Again, do you remember, as I do, that 12 year old boy against a wall in Palestine with his father pleading for life, who was shot by Israeli soldiers and murdered in the name of what?  Peace!  I don’t think so.  Again, that is unacceptable behaviour.  

Colleagues, we must include and implement the United Nations’ resolution, and we have to make sure that the Israeli Army is out of the West Bank and Gaza.  The best way to do that is under the leadership in talks with the true leader of the Palestinians, Yasser Arafat, and nobody else.  

We live in a dangerous world.  Some of those dangers are new ones – terrorism, nourished by poverty and despair, by a burning sense of injustice.  Millions of people around the world are alarmed by the American policy to have war any time, any place and sometimes without even notice.  War, I believe, must always be a last resort, not a first choice, as an incident of its policy.  The case for it must always be made clearly and honestly.  I do speak as a Labour Party supporter and as a person who believes in our Labour Government. I believe in the values of an ethical and honest foreign policy which reflects our values, and one that gives people the freedom and right to speak like Cook and Short did.  Now we see a situation where George Galloway is lined up for suspension by our own Party in a witch hunt which is unacceptable and completely unjustified.  

I say to colleagues, including any trade union colleagues who may be on that witch hunt panel, let’s think what we are doing and why it is being done.  

The message in the composite is very clear.  The message which must go out from this Conference is clear.  There must be no more wars against Iran, Korea, Cuba, Syria or wherever.  There must be no return to the bad days of colonialism.  Put the UN back at the centre of international politics and let the Labour Party, our Party, stand for peace and work for a real peaceful world.    (Applause)
Bob Crow (National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers) in seconding the composite motion, said:  Let me take you back 12 months when we were in Blackpool debating this subject when people were saying that we needed to give the issue more time.  Speakers were saying that we needed more time to consider the United Nations’ position.  All of a sudden, people were reminded of the dangers that Saddam Hussein had caused in his regime as we were going to war.  

My members have been out there now for more than seven months in the Royal Fleet Auxiliary.  People said to me when the war started, “Shouldn’t we be out there supporting our boys and girls?”   The best way to support our boys and girls is to get them out of that illegal war and bring them home to Britain as quickly as possible.  Of course, we were accused last year by certain people of coming from the Baghdad TUC.  Obviously, some people were speaking on behalf of the Camp David TUC or the Washington TUC when they were putting their position over.  I ask this question of everyone.  Since September 11th, since the attacks on Afghanistan, since the attacks on Iraq, ask yourself, with your hand on your heart, are you in a more safer world now than what you were 12 or 24 months ago?   I would say that we are living in a more dangerous world now than ever before as a result of the attacks.  

When you ask these people why are terrorist attacks taking place, they say that they are doing it in retaliation to attacks from America, not the other way round.  It is marvellous when they cannot find any weapons of mass destruction.  In fact, they must have searched everywhere.  I am talking about the so-called CIA and MI5 services.  The only thing they never got right when they attacked Iraq is that they never had a special unit to plant the weapons of mass destruction so that they could find them in order to say that there were weapons out there.  In fact, I was hoping to see the Prime Minister on Monday about Royal Mail trains coming off.    I thought the reason they were taking Royal Mail trains off is because weapons of mass destruction might have been found on them instead of mail that should have been circulated around Europe.  

The reality of life is that we are totally against terrorism – terrorism in Palestine, terrorism in Israel by the Israeli terrorist attacks on Palestine, and we do not want any more terrorist attacks in Iraq, Korea or anywhere else.   Let’s start using those billions of pounds instead of destroying society to start constructing society.  That is where the money should go and that is the reason why you should pass this resolution unanimously.  (Applause)

Sheena Wardhaugh (Educational Institute of Scotland) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  President and Congress, I am sure we all agree that the Iraqi people have the right to self-determination.  We share concerns about the destruction of Iraq’s infrastructure and we support, strongly, the stance that the provision of food, water and shelter is an absolute necessity.  Medical and humanitarian aid is also absolutely vital and it is a matter of extreme concern that the aid agencies are being hindered in their work because of the lack of security currently in Iraq.  The attack on the UN headquarters was appalling and we are advocating the primacy of the United Nations.  

As far as education is concerned, we must remember that what happens to youngsters now will inevitably affect the future of the country.  That is why re-opening and re-equipping schools and providing sufficient resources, both in terms of trained teachers and materials, is so important.  The EIS would strongly support a call on the international community and, in particular the United Kingdom and the US governments, to be generous in giving immediate aid to achieve this.  


At the beginning of the 1980s Iraq had one of the best education systems in the Arab world.  Gross enrolment rate for primary schooling was 100% and higher education, especially in scientific and technological institutions, was of international standard, staffed by high quality personnel.  The first setback was the Iran-Iraq war, and following sanctions in the 1990s the quality of the education system was dramatically affected.  In 2002 the literacy rate amongst females in the 15-45 age group was only 45 percent and for males 71 percent.  Buildings dedicated to schools had decreased, whilst the country experienced a demographic growth from about 17 million in 1990 to 26 million in 2002.  During the same period, however, there was nothing like a similar growth in the number of pupils enrolled in primary education.  

In the centre and south of Iraq the oil for food programme has improved to some extent the learning and teaching environments, but there is a problem and a disparity in investment in the assistance level between the northern, centre and southern areas, which must be addressed. 

Even where schools have re-opened, for example in Baghdad, attendance rate is affected by insecurity, absence of teachers due to lack of fuel and confusion about the curriculum.  To take the situation forward, schools must have water and sanitation facilities restored, areas must be cleared of explosives, and learning materials must be supplied.   It may require a mobilisation campaign to encourage students, teachers and management back to education.

Finally, the involvement  of the international trade union Movement will be vital to maximise aid and assistance to the people of Iraq.  Please support. 

Andy Bain (Transport Salaried Staffs’ Association) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  This time last year we had a passionate debate on the then possible US/UK war in Iraq.  A TSSA amendment opposed war, even if the UN Security Council was to be brow beaten into supporting it.  The General Council opposed this.  During the vote, the Chair declared the amendment carried on a show of hands.  We called for a card vote, which was narrowly lost.  We have moved on since then. 

The fantastic Stop the War Movement came very close to stopping British involvement and a firmer TUC position a year ago might just have made the difference.  

George Bush heard about our card vote and he quite liked the idea, so at the end of a recent Senate discussion on the full number of reasons for war, he held up his card.  (Card shown)  “George, George”, said Condoleezza, “it’s upside down”.  (Card shown amidst applause and laughter)   More seriously, thousands of trade union activists were tortured and killed by Saddam Hussein, some with the help of his yellow trade unions.  

The second paragraph of the composite is about the importance of new democratic trade unions developing in Iraq as part of their civil society.   This is vital, but they will have many enemies, with US and UK multi-nationals heading the list.  The Workers Democratic Trade Union Movement has made a brave start, having set up 14 industrial unions so far, despite having almost no resources and in very difficult conditions.  The WDTUM representative based in London, Abdulla Mushien, is with us today.  He is in the balcony, and I would like you to give him a warm welcome.  (Applause)   Also, take the opportunity to talk to him when you can.  

As Bob said earlier, at last year’s TUC the only belligerent speaker accused the TSSA of acting like agents of Baghdad’s Trades Council.  Well, we would now be proud to be seen showing solidarity with the new Baghdad Trades Council, and I urge you all to help them directly.  Do not wait for the Foreign Office.  The TSSA amendment this year calls for support to be given to Histadrut and the Palestinian PGFTU in their efforts to promote peace in the Middle East.  

At a fringe meeting yesterday, Histadrut’s Nawaf Massalah gave positive news of improving links between the two federations.  We welcome this and note that Histadrut faces the same struggles as we do with government and transnational corporations.  However, the main problem in the Middle East, in addition to the rebuilding of Iraq, is the military occupation of the Palestinian West Bank and Gaza Strip.  Palestinians are being collectively punished and daily millions are being deprived of their water.  

I would like to finish by saying that Nawaf spoke yesterday about his Palestinian cousins.  Congress, if you support the intent of this composite maybe it will not be long before Histadrut and the PGFTU can call each other “brothers” and “sisters”.  

Steve Kemp (National Union of Mineworkers) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  I speak with particular reference to Palestine.  If I was coming to this rostrum to attack what was once known as the Berlin Wall and the Iron Curtain, I would be doing so with the full support of Tony Blair, George Bush, Sharon and probably every other leader in the western world.  As it is, I am here to express my union’s profound disgust at the inhumane apartheid wall which is twice as high as the Berlin Wall and which is currently being built in Israel.  It is currently referred to in Israel as the “security” or “separation fence”.  It is nothing but, in reality, an instrument of apartheid, theft and transfer.  In places the wall is eight metres high and dotted with watch towers.  In other places, it is a massive barbed wire and electric fence flanked by security roads.  When completed the wall will be a thousand kilometres in length.  The wall does not follow the green line which demarcates the division between Israel and the West Bank.  It cuts deep inside the illegally occupied territory annexing the settlements, all of which themselves are illegal.  


The eastern section of the wall, approved in May, will complete the encirclement of the Palestinians in the West Bank.  The wall divides the West Bank into disconnected cantons, and as such will render any Palestinian state non viable, which directly violates the Road Map plan.  Fourteen thousand people are marooned between the section of the wall already completed and the green line, cut off from support such as the West Bank and without Israeli resident papers these people are extremely vulnerable.  There exists the potential for a new refugee situation.  The wall is completely encircling the once thriving commercial centre of Qalqiliya, cutting the town off from the surrounding farmland and allowing only one access point guarded by two check points.  Israeli troops destroyed water pipes leading to the city and the price of trucked water has increased by 80%.  Economic life is at a standstill and poverty and unemployment are skyrocketing.    The wall – make no bones about it – is creating a ghetto of East Jerusalem, making it impossible for the city to become a Palestinian capital.  The wall is strangling the city of Bethlehem, killing off the tourist industry on which the city’s economy depends.  

Congress, this situation is dreadful.  What is needed is meaningful dialogue between both sides, a dialogue which both Palestinians and Israelis can work together, where they can operate in peace and tolerance with each other, side by side.  Kneejerk reactions, such as those pursued by the current Prime Minister of Israel, seemingly backed by the US, will only ensure more deaths and atrocities on both sides in an endless war.  


Finally, we should never forget the thousands of Israelis who are appalled at the treatment of the Palestinians in Palestine at the current time.  We should never ever forget that.  Support the rights of the Palestinian people and composite 18.  

Keith Sonnet (UNISON) in speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  Just twelve months ago we said that military action against Iraq could not be justified without the specific authority of the United Nations.  We said that evidence had to be produced that Iraq was an immediate and specific threat to its neighbours and ourselves.  We said that thousands of innocent people would be killed alongside the troops.  We said that war would make the world a less safe place and increase terrorism.  All that has happened, given the worsening situation in the Middle East, we have to, as Composite 18 does, state very clearly that we condemn the decision of the British Government to wage war in Iraq.  It was a major mistake and history, I am afraid, will not forgive us.  We must also condemn the deceit, manipulation and downright lies used to justify war.  We must condemn the hypocrisy of successive British and American Administrations who for years supported and sold arms to Saddam Hussein whilst ignoring his brutality.  We also condemn the absolute obscenity of American corporations being handed huge contracts in Iraq as paybacks by Bush to his friends.  


Congress, we also pay tribute and support the millions of people in this country who demonstrated against the war, particularly in the historic demonstrations on 15th February in London, Glasgow and Belfast and also in every town and city.  We also congratulate the Stop the War Campaign for the tremendous job they did.  I hope everybody in this hall and all trade unions will support the demonstrations being organised on 27th September, and I hope the General Council will send a speaker to that demonstration.  


Composite 18 is about the future.  It is about how we move on.  First, we demand that all British and American occupying troops leave Iraq with a clear programme and timetables agreed by the United Nations and the world community, and the UN needs to oversee the transfer and control of Iraq and its assets back to the Iraqi people.  


There must, secondly, be a massive injection of investment to rebuild the Iraqi infrastructure.  It is absolutely scandalous, is it not, that six months on the Iraqi people still have no guaranteed supplies of electricity and no guaranteed supplies of water.  The hospitals are overwhelmed and lack resources.  


Thirdly, our Government must seriously work towards a settlement in the Middle East, one that creates an independent Palestinian state alongside a secure Israel.   As my union demands, we should stop selling arms and supporting Ariel Sharon.  Saddam Hussein has gone.  Good.  However the war was not about weapons of mass destruction or threats posed by Saddam Hussein.  It was all about the need for oil and the self-interest of American capitalism.  We have to make it perfectly clear that the British trade union Movement will not accept the British Government supporting future targets by American administrations and taking actions against countries such as Cuba and elsewhere.  Congress, we should not stand shoulder to shoulder with right-wing Republicans in Washington.  We should stand shoulder to shoulder with the suffering people in Iraq and with the Palestinians in their struggle for freedom, peace and justice.  Support composite 18.  

Val Salmon (Fire Brigades’ Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:   My trainers were one of the hiding places for the weapons of mass destruction.  I had to remove them at the airport and have them searched.  

Most of the points have been made by the previous mover but there are just a few things that I would like to cover.  One of the things is the Iraqi people’s right to self-determination.  Part of these rights, significantly, must be the removal of sanctions immediately.  I do not think that anybody so far has mentioned that.  They need to be lifted so that the Iraqis can at least help themselves.  We have all focused on Iraq, but I do not want us to forget Palestine either.  


United Nations Resolution 194.  The right to return compensation, first moved in 1948, reaffirmed a staggering 135 times, still has not been enacted.   I am very concerned that we have got international and national  conventions that are not being operated.  What is the point in making policies if they are not forced through?


Not content with building an apartheid wall twice as high as the Berlin Wall in Palestine, the Israeli Government has now declared open warfare on the Palestinians with a shoot to kill policy.  That is unacceptable. 


Comrades, it is time to put your money where your mouth is.  Dig deep into your pockets and pledge money which the Iraqi trade unionists desperately need.  The FBU and some of us have already started this.  As mentioned before, speak to Abdullah.  He is in the balcony.  


In closing, I would like to refer to a quote from one of this morning’s newspapers: “People like championing the underdog, but the second it becomes a dog with four legs that looks healthy people will start to chop those legs off”.  Let us make our efforts sustain.  Carry on supporting.  

Fawzi Ibrahim (NATFHE): supporting the composite motion, said: The Government may be excused many things and the Prime Minister may be allowed the odd fib here and there about what is his favourite pop band, but when it comes to issues of war, lies cost lives.  By God, Blair’s lies have cost lots of lives.  They have cost the lives of dozens of British soldiers and the lives of thousands of Iraqis.  


When one considers the enormous amount of money spent on the war -- £4 billion and rising – one begins to look at one’s own community.  What a tiny fraction of that amount will do to a community like mine in the London Borough of Brent.  Brent contains some areas of the highest unemployment and rates of crime in west London.  It suffers from social and economic deprivation.  If you are unfortunate enough to visit the accident and emergency unit of the local hospital, you could wait as long as nine hours before you are attended to.  I speak from personal experience. 


The war in Iraq, President, has become an embarrassment to the major political parties, so embarrassing that it is hardly mentioned in the run-up to next week’s Brent East by-election.  You can mention anything, but don’t mention the war.  You can mention broken pavements, Post Office closures, but don’t mention the war.  The Government are imploding in front of our eyes because of the war, but don’t mention the war.  


President, anybody who knows Iraq and knows its people and rich history will know that it is not a country that tolerates occupation by a foreign power or the rule of a puppet regime.  Today’s occupying forces are hated and the civil administration set up by the United States is derided, and they have the cheek to call those who bravely defend their country by attacking the occupying armies as terrorists.  What a travesty!  What an abuse of the English language!  Let alone common sense and logic.  


Evidence shows that Blair has deceived Parliament.  With such a deception by the Prime Minister, there is a good case for surcharging Tony Blair just as Dame Shirley Porter was surcharged for mis-using public money.  The people of Britain have been deceived and they are waiting for an opportunity to denounce Blair, to pronounce on his war, to give him a message, to give him a slap, so to speak, for cheating his way to war.  This opportunity may come much sooner than one may expect.  It is not that we want a different Government but we want a good Government.  We want an end to arrogance, smugness and spin, and we want an end to war-mongering.  Thank you. 

Glenroy Watson (National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers) speaking to paragraph 6.3 of the General Council's Report said: I am saddened to have to come here and raise this issue because the General Council clearly takes a very positive position about supporting Composite 18.  However, I want to ask the question: how can we accept the General Council's Report where it states that “Once the decision was made and action was embarked upon, it was important to build the maximum unity of purpose”?  Whose unity? Whose purpose? Are we talking about supporting the illegal activity? Are we talking about standing back and allowing them to continue? 

It seems to me that since George Bush stole the American election he feels it is OK to go around the world and steal other things.  He seems to be going out of his way to teach other people how to steal and lie to their own nationality. 

I ask that Roger Lyons, on his return for his right to respond, would explain if we are expected to agree to the illegal path on which the Government have embarked us. It was illegal before it started, it was illegal during the time it was there and it remains illegal.  We want that to be a position that this organisation takes; we want to be proud in making that very clear.

· Composite Motion 18 was CARRIED.

The President: I will call on Roger Lyons to respond to the point made on paragraph 6.3.

Roger Lyons (General Council): The point raised was about the position that the General Council took after Parliament had approved the sending of British armed forces into war, as well as the civilians and the reservists who were supporting them. The General Council, as you know, argued strongly with the Government over this process and argued for the UN to be the agency. Once Parliament had decided to send our troops into action, we continued to disagree with the politicians but we did not feel that our armed forces should be denounced by the TUC. This is a position that has been taken before by the TUC in circumstances where politicians have been told by the TUC, “You are acting wrongly, you are out of order; the TUC cannot agree with you, the politicians, but we do not believe that the members of our union, including my own and the RMT, should personally be denounced for the action of the politicians”. 

I hope that clarifies the position. It is the politicians; no, we do not denounce the troops.

Safety for Media Workers

The President:  I now call Motion 82, indicating that the General Council supports the motion.

Paul Hardy (National Union of Journalists) moved motion 82.

He said: Journalists and other media workers sent to conflict zones are not there simply to fill pages or airtime, although they are. They are there to inform us, as citizens, of the facts and background to conflicts. So attacks on journalists are attacks on our rights too, on our right to know, our right to form opinions and our right to protest. Yet the targeting of media workers -- often by those most insistent to their devotion to the cause of freedom -- is increasing. 

NUJ member James Miller was shot dead in Gaza on 2 May. Video evidence shows that the shooting was deliberate, systematic and made in response to no threat all. I want to emphasise very clearly that James Miller was not involved in a crossfire incident. There was no crossfire. There had been no shooting in that area for an hour. There is absolutely no doubt that he was deliberately targeted by the Israel defence force. The question is only whether shooting journalists is now the policy of the Israeli military or merely the policy of a single demented officer. 

I hope that Congress will back the NUJ's call for a criminal investigation into our member's death, one conducted by civilian authorities, not military, either in Israel or internationally. We demand justice for James Miller. 

NUJ member Terry Lloyd was killed on 22nd March near Basra, when we thought his car was fired upon by the US Marine Corps. Even this is now in doubt, as readers of The Mirror will have read today. The Pentagon responded to Terry Lloyd's death in the most astonishingly cynical way. They accused journalists like Terry Lloyd -- who refused to embed himself with troops and thereby subject himself to military censorship -- of putting their own lives at risk. They called on media organisations to show restraint. I think the US Marine Corps should have shown restraint that day. 

It is clear that the American military, the Israeli military and plenty of others want to prevent independent reporting of war and occupation, and they are far from alone. We must have an independent investigation urgently into the killing of media workers in Iraq. This trend goes way beyond the Middle East. I could talk about the slaughter of journalists in Colombia. I could talk about the bombing of broadcasting facilities in Serbia four years ago --  the killing of those military targets, make-up artists, and closer to home the still unsolved murder of Martin O'Hagen, Secretary of the NUJ in Belfast. You do not have the time, and, frankly, I do not have the heart. 

Defend media workers, defend your right to know. Vote for Motion 82.

Roger Bolton (Broadcasting, Entertainment, Cinematograph and Theatre Union) in seconding the Motion, said:    The presence of the media allows us to witness events in conflict situations quite often from the safety and the comfort of our armchairs in our living rooms. The media seek to report the news, they do not seek to become the news.  In reporting the news in conflict situations, they themselves face great personal dangers and great risks. They are often in a position where they are seeking to report events that either our own government or other governments would rather we were not told about. 

We are not just talking about journalists, we are talking about all media workers.  There needs to be a code of conduct; it needs to be fought for internationally. Media workers need a special status in conflict situations. There also needs to be more responsibility taken on by UK employers who employ media workers and send them into conflict situations. They need to take just a bit more trouble to ensure that they are sending their staff into a situation that is safe for their staff to work in.

*    
Motion 82 was CARRIED.

Burma

Brenda Warrington (Amicus) speaking to paragraph 6.6 of the General Council's Report said: Burma has not had a democratically elected Government since 1962. The current military regime seized power in 1988 and human rights abuses have now become the norm in Burma. In 1988 demonstrations for democracy were suppressed, thousands of people killed and put into detention. In 1989 Aung San Suu Kyi, leader of the most popular opposition party, the National League for Democracy, was placed under house arrest. When she was released two years ago we thought this marked the beginning of a change in Burma, but sadly this is not so. Whilst on tour last year, Friday 20 May, she was brutally seized and many of her supporters were massacred.  She is once again in detention. 

It is vital for us to support our brothers and our sisters in Burma. It is critical that Aung San Suu Kyi gets immediate support from the international community, by campaigning for disinvestment in Burma, by challenging the horrific human right abuses that occur on a daily basis. Those human rights abuses have attracted many critics. The ILO charges Burma's military regime with crimes against humanity for the persistent use of forced labour. Trades unions are forbidden; no collective bargaining exists. 

As Roger said earlier, last week Ron Oswald, the General Secretary of the IUF, submitted a complaint to the OECD that British American Tobacco is involved in a joint venture with the Burmese military.  BAT is a UK-based multi-national company where Amicus has hundreds of members. We enjoy good relations with BAT here in the UK and value the benefits that this relationship gives for our members, but we have already made representations to the company urging them to cease their commercial activities in Burma and to comply with their principles of corporate social responsibility. The company's response so far is that they are reviewing their position. Amicus will continue to raise this issue with BAT, as well as with other employers who continue to operate in Burma. We cannot support the actions of multinationals where they prop up undemocratic regimes. 

We must press the British Government to put much more pressure on the regime and to demand the release of Aung San Suu Kyi and her supporters and to lift the ban on free trades unions in Burma. 

Delegates, I ask all of you, if you have not already done so, please visit Stand 31 downstairs, the Burma Campaign UK. Please familiarise yourself with the issues. Buy the T-shirt and sign up to the campaign for economic and investment sanctions to be introduced.

Campaign for Core Labour Standards

Nigel Gawthrope (Graphical, Paper and Media Union) speaking to Paragraph 6.9 of the General Council's Report said: We in the GPMU appreciate the international work of the TUC. We are pleased with, and proud of,  the vast amount of activities the TUC has undertaken in the last year, as indeed the international report shows. However, we did notice that there was no reference in the report to the Fair Trade Campaign, and we thought it was worth bringing this campaign to the attention of Congress. 

The Fair Trade Campaign seeks to get a better deal for marginalised and disadvantaged producers, and it does so by looking to get big retail outlets to stop importing products that are produced unethically from developing countries.  People in the developing world involved with the Fair Trade organisations can now afford to educate their children and enjoy an improved standard of living. It has been a very positive and successful campaign.  I am pleased to report to Congress that I moved a motion to our Conference earlier this year. That motion was passed, thus committing the GPMU and its members to support this campaign. We would like to urge other unions to do exactly the same. 

Finally, we also notice that there is not a great deal of reference in the report to campaigns by TUC affiliates for global agreements on labour standards in multinational companies. This is another important area of activity that is growing fast.  We again thought it just worth bringing it to colleagues' attention. The GPMU is currently involved in campaigns in four companies and we would urge other unions to have a look at these types of campaigns as well. 

Thank you, President, and thanks to the TUC for its international work in the last year.

World Trade Organisation

Christine Howell (GMB) speaking to paragraph 6.9 of the General Council's Report said: The GMB welcomes the General Council's focus on world trade this year, particularly this week when world leaders are sat at a meeting in Cancun for the World Trade Organisation. 

Global institutions have an increasingly powerful role in the lives of everyone of these members, yet these institutions remain distant and undemocratic. If we are to redress the attack on global working conditions it is important that the lobbying and policy work laid down in the General Council's Report is supported and encouraged. Last year the TUC endorsed the campaign run by War on Want called Just Trade, a campaign run through postcards highlighting what trade means for the lives of working people in the developing and developed world. For example, privatisation of basic services, multinational takeovers of food and other means to sustain life, the increasing corporate control of world trade and the race to the bottom in terms of pay and conditions, not to mention a lack of freedom of association. 

It does not have to be this way. Trade can be used to reduce poverty and raise working standards across the world, but this is only going to happen if people rather than corporations are in control.  The TUC's endorsement of the War on Want's campaign is a vital step in empowering the ordinary working people in regard to trade. 

A good platform that individual trades unions can support is to join the Ethical Trade Initiative, which aims to improve the life of workers and their families in global supply chains, by applying internationally recognised labour standards, especially fundamental human rights. Companies are coming under increasing pressure from trades unions, non-governmental organisations, consumers and investors to ensure decent working conditions for the people who supply the goods they sell. 

On a personal note, I would like to thank the General Council for moving forward the cause of the child labour issues that I have raised from this rostrum for the past six years.  Congress, it is still sad to report there are still over 200 million children enslaved throughout the world, 5 million in the garment industry alone. We must put an end to this obscenity. We must never take our eye off the global trade ball.  We urge the General Council to move forward during the next year with the same commitment as last year.

Ethical Trade Initiative

Steve Bottlemuch (Public and Commercial Services Union) speaking to Paragraph 6.15 of the General Council's Report said:   I am slightly thrown by the GPMU raising fair trade under the paragraph on labour standards, but I would like to talk briefly about applauding the work the General Council has done on working with DEFRA, working with the Trade Justice Movement and their continuous work on ethical trading. 

In PCS over the past year we have also stepped up our work on ethical and fair trade issues. We have initiated a comprehensive review of all our purchasing policy to ensure we are putting our money where our mouth is. All our campaign materials are now produced in conjunction with Ethical Threads. We have worked with War on Want, Oxfam and others to raise awareness amongst our members on these issues. 

On fair trade, many civil service workplace canteens are now stocking fair trade products and our own headquarters’ building now uses these goods. I will not talk any more about fair trade because the GPMU have, but some retailers are now sourcing fair trade in their own products. The Co-op and Sainsbury's are doing a lot of good work on this issue and we call on market leaders like Tesco and Asda to follow suit on this issue. PCS knows that poverty in developing countries will not be solved by fair trade alone; it will take major changes to world trading systems, access to markets to developing countries and major changes at the WTO, but supporting and buying fair trade is something everyone here can do. 

Finally, it is with regret that I raise a complaint about Conference. Why is it that with all this support for fair trade within the trade union Movement when we come to Congress the coffee bar still only sells products from companies that exploit the poor producers in developing countries? The Kenco and Maxwell House on sale here come from parent company Kraft.  In 2001 Kraft made $1 billion on sales of beverages and related products. In 2002 Kraft's net profits increased by 80 per cent. Coffee farms are critical to Kraft's success and yet they are not paid a decent price for their beans. While Kraft shareholders get richer, coffee farmers are struggling to buy food for their families, send their children to school and buy basic medicines. Let us stop helping the fat cats and start helping the poor by buying fair trade. PCS calls upon the General Council to use its purchasing power and its considerable negotiating experience with the conference centres to ensure that this does not happen again.

The President: Thank you very much for raising those points. I am sure the General Council will take those points and act on them as much as they possibly can in so far as they can affect these matters, which obviously are partly determined by others as well.

Disarmament

The President:  I now call Motion 86 on disarmament indicating that the General Council supports the motion.

Mike Nicholas (Fire Brigades' Union) moved motion 86.

He said: Congress, as you know, we live in dangerous times. Wars and weapons of mass destruction proliferate. The United Nations is deliberately sidetracked by the world's only superpower and, unfortunately, this is encouraged by our Labour Government in our name. Of course, these are deeply political questions, but no trade union card survives a nuclear holocaust. It will be our members who will be in the front line of rescue services should we not halt and reverse the policies of Blair and Bush. So these are very much trade union questions on which this Movement should have clear views and campaigning priorities.

Comrades, many of our current problems, both at home and abroad, stem from our government's failure to respect the international rule of law. Our supposed ally, the United States, has the firepower and is attempting to police the world. In their little world there is only one right, one way of doing things, and finally one way of enforcing compliance. Might is right. All this dovetails very neatly with the economic and strategic interests of the giant international conglomerates which, of course, are mostly American companies. 

In 1945, after the defeat of Hitler, it was recognised that the world needed institutions to enshrine universal values and to resolve conflicts peacefully. For decades the principles enshrined in international law were strongly supported by all wings of our British labour Movement but now, with no discussion, no democratic debate, most Labour ministers seem prepared to ignore the international rule of law completely. Once again thank you, Robin Cook, and, rather belatedly, Clare Short.   

Iraq was a prime example of this recklessness, and at home we now see John Prescott being prepared to impose settlements to undermine collective bargaining in blatant contravention of the ILO's Conventions and the European Social Charter. Comrades, the Iraq war was supposedly justified by the need to prevent the spread of weapons of mass destruction and to enforce previous UN resolutions. Of course, there are no weapons of mass destruction to be found. Six thousand, and counting, civilians have been killed and many, many more thousands maimed and scarred for life. 

There are more honest, civilised and Christian ways of enforcing arms control than mass killings and colonial type occupations. Remember that the overwhelming majority of weapons of mass destruction are not held by supposedly unstable Islamic or totalitarian regimes; they are held by the United States. They were used with devastating effect in Hiroshima and Nagasaki; they were used to kill and maim in Vietnam. We remember napalm, we remember Agent Orange, and let us also remember this: most weapons of mass destruction are made and supplied by US and British firms. Britain is the second biggest arms dealer after the United States of America, in an industry worth an estimated £5 billion. Most of Saddam's weapons were resourced and mainly sourced in this way.  Remember, friends one day can be your enemies on another and is it not ironic that the liberated people of Iraq are now enemies of freedom? 

If we are serious about non-proliferation we must also become much more serious about controlling arms sales. We know that British manufacturing is in trouble, but does anyone truly believe that we can rely on arms manufacturers to see us through their particular crisis as a whole? Of course not. Indeed the skills, the education, the training of thousands in the arms industry are desperately needed to make our civil sector more competitive in world markets. 

Far from respecting the terms of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and undertaking nuclear disarmament, the United States and Britain are attempting to impose their will on the rest of the world. Congress, no progress towards a more secure world will be made until this strategy is effectively challenged and ultimately defeated. This, of course, puts a particular responsibility on us. We have to join with others to convince this Labour Government to change course before the electorate changes this government. Immediately this requires the British Government to argue for the United Nations to supervise the election of a new Iraqi Government and for the oil wealth of Iraq to be controlled by the Iraqi people. It means taking unilateral measures towards nuclear disarmament under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. 

These are challenging times. There are millions of people, particularly the young, looking for answers. They reject the Bush imperatives, they reject by and large the superficial values of New Labour. They would respond to a lead from our labour Movement. They are our main hope for a third-term Labour Government committed to disarmament and social justice at home and abroad. 

Jimmy Elsby (Transport and General Workers' Union) in seconding the motion said: There is a major crisis in the world today. That crisis is the spread of the use of weapons.  Nuclear proliferation is still a major danger that has not gone away. In a world where death and destruction are at horrific levels we must make a stand. We must reaffirm our support for the United Nations Charter. We must reaffirm our support for the ILO conventions. We must work with other nations for disarmament. We cannot work alone, nor dance to the tune of the US. 

Conference, we can all see the results of the Bush stand in Iraq, a stand which sought to sweep away all objections from other democratic countries, a stand which wanted to dictate not negotiate.   It is the job of all of us in this hall today to negotiate; we know damn fine that dictation does not work. We live in a very dangerous world. Weapons that can destroy thousands of people at a stroke still do exist. Remember, as my colleague from the FBU said, there is only one nation that has used weapons of mass destruction, not once but twice. We also know that the Middle East situation has been made more dangerous by the actions taken in Iraq. International terrorism has grown, not contracted. The roll call is chilling: New York, Bali, Casablanca, Kenya, to name just a few of the sites of terrorism. 

But America cannot and will not be the world's policeman. Have they learned nothing from Vietnam, a small nation with a determined people who were never going to be defeated? The Bush administration can never force other nations to bend to their will. They can destroy buildings and bridges but they will never win hearts and minds. We must strengthen the United Nations. Our Labour Government must work with and through the United Nations. We cannot line up with Bush and ignore the wishes of all other democratic nations. This calls for a political will, not empty talk that only encourages nuclear proliferation. We must not claim to be seeking weapons of mass destruction where they do not exist and yet do nothing to bring about real tangible disarmament when it is so crucially needed.. 

Support the FBU's Motion 86 and ensure that our government goes back to the UN and assists them in setting out a real strategy for disarmament to rid this world of all weapons of mass destruction.

*    
Motion 86 was CARRIED.

Cuba

Doug Nicholls (The Community and Youth Workers' Union) moved motion 83.

He said: Most youth workers have a contractual obligation to arrange international exchanges for young people to help them understand the wider world. Our members have organised a number of professional and trade union exchanges to Cuba. Some members studied the provision for young people and found a culture and infrastructure of support services that we would be proud of here. Some studied community work and found in Cuba an active civil society with dynamic community organisations representing workers' social interests and a level of participation in political processes that we aspire to. Some looked at the trade unions and found, as others have done -- notably UNISON and NUT in their reports -- that there is a bone fide mass trade union Movement organised for the CTC that plays a central and valid role in managing the economy. The so-called called independent trades unions exist on the letterheads of one or two individuals. No trade unionist in Cuba has been killed or persecuted for their trade unionism since the Batista regime was overthrown. 

Compare that with what it has been like for so many of our brothers and sisters in most Latin American countries. The strength of trades unions in Cuba means that amazing agreements can be won, which put us to shame. For example, Cuban women are entitled as new mothers to a full one-year maternity leave on full pay with the right to return to their job. Cuba's care for the developing nations is legendary. They provide more doctors to developing countries than the World Health Organisation. They export only compassion and social justice. Their internationalism is grounded in, and made possible by, their great care for their own people. Where Britain has one general practitioner for every 20,000 citizens, Cuba has one for every 600. 

Cuba has achieved what it has achieved because of its independence and despite the 44-year old blockade and aggression against it.  We should be proud, as British trades unionists, of all the work that our members and the Cuba Solidarity Campaign have done to oppose this, and proud too of the great humanitarian efforts of Salud International to break the blockade with container ships of essential supplies collected by our unions, many employers and public organisations. 

We put this motion this year regardless of any views your union or ours may have about the Cuban Government because Cuba is under a new and more dangerous attack from the United States. Regrettably Britain has been leading the European Union to join in with this. Our Government and others are encouraging the EU to impose its own sanctions and restrict Cuba's trading potential. In Florida, where George Bush's brother is Governor, thanks in no small part to the fiercely right-wing Cuban exile population, which also holds a key swing vote in the Presidential elections, the car bumper stickers say, “Iraq today, Cuba tomorrow”. You do not need a Joint Intelligence Committee Report of any sort to know that the US is geared to invade Cuba in a matter of minutes and that it possesses the biggest arsenal of weapons of mass destruction in the history of the world. We know too that it is trigger happy in using its military strength, regardless of international law and the UN. In this sense it is the US that is the most dangerous rogue state in the world and we as a country should have nothing to do with its crimes against humanity. 

Over recent months the US has provoked Cuba and tried to undermine its democratically elected government, and has been funding terrorists there. Cuba has historically faced more organised terrorist attacks than any other nation, and now the dollar is funding the hijacking of planes and boats and a propaganda war to isolate the island further.  Britain should not fall for this, nor should the EU.  Our General Council has a vital role in making sure they do not.    

Bush has sent James Casson to the US Interests Office in Havana to coordinate foreign and domestic subversion against the people of Cuba. The usual bribery of criminal elements has followed. Those arrested have been tried for treason, as they would anywhere, and through due process, open and transparent, have been sentenced. Hardly surprising that Cuba has just been elected unanimously to the UN Commission on Human Rights. 

Congress, we see the devastation of Iraq today. There are voices that are prominent amongst those of the majority of British people in opposing that part of the world war. We have an awesome responsibility this time to ensure that they are listened to in relation to Cuba. We do not want to get to the point of a mass demonstration when it is too late. This time we say in the cause of peace and internationalism, before the die is cast, break with the EU's and Bush's warmongering and hands off Cuba now.

Peter Skinley (Fire Brigades Union) in seconding the motion, said: George Bush does not like Cuba; neither did apartheid South Africa.  Most Latin American, right-wing political and religious leaders are not very keen either. At first sight it is strange how a small Caribbean island of 11 million people can arouse such opposition, bordering sometimes on pathological hatred. When we look deeper we begin to understand that Cuba's socialist policies threaten the wealth and privilege of many of the leaders in the third world, and we can see that Cuba's socialism inspires millions of the dispossessed in the struggle for emancipation and liberation from poverty. This, plus some narrow electoral considerations, is why Bush hates Cuba. 

No, Cuba is not a workers' paradise. Whilst trades unionism is fully supported by the Cuban Government and foreign investors are required to recognise unions, the relationship between the state, the party and the unions has been criticised by the ILO. Cuba remains a poor, third world country struggling to provide its people with the necessities of life, but what makes this all the more difficult is the US blockade. Developing democratic pluralism becomes impossible when you know that every opportunity will be used by the US to infiltrate organisations and to finance internal opposition. For example, many of the so-called independent unions have recently been exposed as US finance frauds, without members or elected leaders. 

Despite all this, Cuba remains a beacon for progress. It provides for its people the best education and health service in the developing world. Its literacy and child mortality rates are better than some states in the United States. These are the tangible benefits of socialist planning and of the efforts of a people overwhelmingly loyal to their country and proud of their political independence. Internationally, Cuba is respected  -- particularly in southern Africa. Cuba continues to export cigars, sugar and rum -- by the way, it is Club Cabana and not Bacardi.   It also exports medical advice and personnel. Thousands of Cuban doctors are working in the slums of Venezuela. More than half a million Cubans have carried out international missions, as combatants, teachers, technicians, or as doctors and healthcare workers. There are currently 3,000 specialists in comprehensive general medicine and other healthcare personnel working in the most isolated regions of third world countries. 

The British Government, to their credit, have not been entirely subservient to the US interests in their dealings with Cuba. They have pursued cultural bilateral trade agreements in recent years but in recent months this position has changed, apparently in response to the Cuban Government’s harsh treatment of hijackers and dissidents in the pay of the United States Government, carrying out activities harmful to Cuba. The European Union, with British support, is withholding aid. It is apparent that Cuba is constantly under threat from the United States. Castro could end that threat tomorrow by announcing an end to socialism in Cuba and signing up to a long-term trade and aid agreement with the United States. That is one option. Another option is to continue to proclaim the right for the people of Cuba to self-determination and sovereign rights with the full support of the people to build a socialist society. Surely it is the second option that a Labour Government should be supporting.  We should also be supporting a delegation to Cuba from the TUC.

Denis Doody (Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians) speaking in support of the motion, said: I support the sentiments of the previous speakers. There has been a concerted campaign by the Bush administration to align European Union governments behind a sanctions regime to undermine the Government of Cuba and to encourage the political transition. Democratic sanctions have been imposed by Italy and Spain, and the British Government is coming under similar pressure. The Iraq war has changed the international context. Regimes that do not fit in with American economic interests are being isolated. 

A series of hijackings earlier this year is being used as a pretext to encourage sanctions against Cuba. As a response, ten Mexican journalists issued the following manifesto that has been endorsed by a broad range of intellectuals and writers and which we ask Congress to endorse. 

“The international order has been violated as a consequence of the invasion against Iraq. A single power is inflicting grave damage to the norms of understanding, debate and mediation amongst countries. This power has invoked a series of unverified reasons in order to justify its invasion. Unilateral action has led to a massive loss of civilian life and the devastation of other cultural patrimonies of humanity. We only possess our moral authority. We wish to appeal to world conscience in order to avoid a new violation of the principles that inform and guide the global community of nations. At this very moment a strong campaign of destabilisation against a Latin American nation is being unleashed. The harassment against Cuba has served as a pretext to invasion. Therefore, we call upon the citizens and policy-makers to uphold the universal principles of national sovereignty, respect of territorial integrity and self-determination essential to a just and peaceful coexistence amongst nations.” 

Conference, support the motion.

Mike Murray (Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers) speaking in support of the motion, said:   I do not intend not to repeat any of the points that have already been made. Although the proposition is one of the shortest worded propositions on the agenda paper, it concerns an international issue that has been with us for a very, very long time -- indeed, over 40 years. The issue is that of the United States maintaining an economic blockade for such a long time. 

Therefore, Congress, it is important for us to ask why. Why is that being maintained? The reasons for the economic blockade, as I understand them, are two: one, I understand the President of the United States believes that there is a danger from Cuban foreign policy. OK, what danger? Do we know what the danger is? No, we do not. Two, it is alleged that there is a danger from Cuba's military capacity. OK, what danger? Do we do know? No, we do not because there is not a danger from Cuba's military capacity. 

Earlier this year I spent a number of weeks in Cuba and travelled extensively throughout the country. I do not pretend to be any kind of weapons expert or anything of that kind, but there was no indication whatsoever of any military capacity anywhere on that island.   In fact, there is a great deal more military capacity that I see day-by-day in my own home in Stafford.  I saw nothing whatsoever in Cuba, but I did see that they have a great medical system, even without having to incur prescription charges. I saw that there are far more doctors and nurses per head of the population than we have in the UK today.

 At this time I would ask Congress a question and I would like some help here from Congress. Are the allegations about Cuba's military might being made by the same person who believes that the French have not got a word for entrepreneur? Is that the same person who believes that Cuba has military capacity that is a danger to the United States, etc.? Is this also the same person who also believes that the Dukes of Hazzard TV series is a documentary programme? That should give you some idea of the level of intelligence of an individual who is the most powerful man in the world and who has sanctions of this sort as a constraint against a nation that are not at all warranted. 

Congress, all trades unions should support Motion 83, which calls on the General Council to make representations not just to the United Kingdom Government but also to the European Union to oppose any closer identification with the United States’ President's hostility towards Cuba.  I urge Conference to support Motion 83 unanimously.

*    
Motion 83 was CARRIED.
Colombia

Gerard Kelly (NATFHE) speaking to paragraph 6.5 of the General Council's Report said: I recently came back from a higher education delegation -- organised by War on Want and Justice for Colombia -- comprising the AUT, the NUJ, NATFHE and UNISON. When we got to Colombia we immediately saw the militarisation of education. It put questions in our head as to why was Colombia militarised, why was the education system militarised? It is because they do not want students to think independently; they want to create a system of automatons where these people are not capable of independent thinking because then, in the future, they can support the fascist regime that exists at the moment in terms of Colombia. 

It is no coincidence that one teacher is killed every week in Colombia.  There were 184 trades unionists killed last year. That is one every two days. That is a shocking, appalling abuse of human rights and abuse to our brothers and sisters in Colombia. The General Council here would not be here in Colombia because they would be shot. Some might think that is a good thing but I do not.   Well --!   But as a comparison, in Colombia there are 45 million people but only 800,000 trades unionists. In this country we have a 56 million population, and six million trades unionists. That gives you a comparison. It is all around privatisation. It is around the IMF, it is about America and it is around natural resources that Colombia has and is rich in, including oil. 

The abuses there are massive;  there are absolutely massive abuses. People have their heads chopped off and used as footballs, etc. A woman’s foetus was ripped out while she was alive and thrown into the river, and her body was then thrown in there afterwards.  Alongside that, the abuses of political prisoners in the prisons is beyond doubt. 

But what can we do? What can we do today? Well, I will tell you what we can do. We can do the following. We can affiliate to Justice for Colombia, which is TUC policy. We can write letters to Bill Rammell, Minister for Latin America, and condemn Uribe's government, in line with TUC's policy. You can come to the fringe at 5.30 and see the atrocities and talk to mad people like me about Colombia. You can do that as well. You can buy the video and show it to your branches and your regions and get mad people like me to come and speak to that too. But also what you can do is congratulate the TUC, congratulate them  on their work in Colombia, congratulate them that we now have Frances O’Grady and Brendan Barber as Vice President and President of Justice for Colombia. Finally, Congress, you can congratulate our comrades in Colombia who face this trade union struggle that we will never experience. 

If you can do anything turn to the back, stand up -- or do not but look – and you will see “Peace with Social Justice”. That was our May Day banner.  I want to show our solidarity to our comrade colleagues.

Dave Tyson (Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen) speaking to paragraph 6.5 said: International issues are at the forefront of the trade union Movement in which ASLEF has played a very positive role. If there was a front line struggle for free trade unionism today it is Colombia. The struggle between our brothers and sisters and the employers and their state in Colombia has been for some time a bloody one. 

For trades unionists Colombia is the most dangerous place in the world to operate. Fighting for the smallest step forward workers risks kidnap, torture and often death, with over 600 trade union colleagues assassinated in the last three years alone and around 3,000 murdered since the 1980s. The government's logic is simple: destroy the trade union Movement and put an end to collective bargaining,  demands for decent living conditions, health provision and proper housing. This should be a concern for anyone interested in supporting international human rights, peace and democracy. 

The United States is backing the campaign of terror through its military support of Colombia's right-wing government. We welcome the support the TUC has given to Justice for Colombia and the campaign established by ASLEF and its sister trade unions in its solidarity work with our Colombian brothers and sisters, and we also welcome the support that has been given to us by Brendan and Frances. We can do more. I would like from this rostrum to urge every trades unionist here in their trade unions, and every trade unionist in the country, to support the Justice for Colombia campaign and affiliate to the organisation working in partnership with the TUC, to support the TUC's campaign to extend the hand of solidarity and respite for our Colombian comrades who are being persecuted every day, and for our brothers and sisters who need it most  to support the Justice for Colombia fringe meeting that  has actually started in Room No.1 in this very building.

Conference adjourned at 5.35 p.m.
FOURTH DAY: THURSDAY, 11 SEPTEMBER 2003

MORNING SESSION
(Congress assembled at 9.30 a.m.)

The President:  Good morning, colleagues. I call you to order.  Many thanks to the NKS Jazz who have been playing for us this morning and, indeed, once again for the sponsorship of the NUT.  Thank you. (Applause)
Report of the General Purposes Committee

Gerry Veart (General Purposes Committee):  Good morning, colleagues.  The GPC received a proposal for a third emergency motion yesterday on redundancies at the Appledore Shipyard in Devon which were announced on 9th September.  The GPC has approved this request.  Copies of  Emergency Motion no. 3 have been distributed in the hall.  That concludes my report.  

The President:  I take it that that is agreed, colleagues?  (Agreed)

Protecting People at Work

George Brumwell (General Council) in leading in on Chapter 8 of the General Council’s Report said:  Congress, it is never possible to say that it has been a good year for health and safety.  This year, sadly, has been no exception.  People continue to be injured, made ill and sometimes even killed by their work.  Families lose loved ones, children lose parents and parents lose children.  In almost any other field of human endeavour it would be front page news if people were dying in such numbers.  The roll call of shame is depressing: 250 people are killed in workplace accidents every year.  Four times that number, 1,000, are killed because of work-related road traffic accidents.  Five thousand people – more than a dozen a day – are dying because they were exposed to asbestos at work, sometimes many years ago.  More than all those numbers put together are dying early because of work-related stress.  


As the composite before you demonstrates, it is one of the movement’s top priorities.  Indeed, stress is an issue that transcends the artificial boxes we put our policies in.  Stress is about working time, the work/life balance, workload and bullying.  It kills more people than any other workplace hazard, through early heart disease or strokes.  It causes more time off to be taken than any other preventable illness, whether people are diagnosed with a mental illness or not.  


Health and safety is not all doom and gloom on planet Earth.  Unions have a powerful message to put across.  Union workplace safety reps cut the major injury rate in half when managers allow them to do their jobs.  Where employers actually enter into partnership with safety reps, the results are far better.  Indeed, in my own industry, which is construction, some research published last year showed there was nothing as effective as safety reps in reducing workplace injuries.  


The composite concerns some of the changes we want to see in the powers of safety reps. That is not power for power’s sake but power in the interests of working people.  Perhaps we need to go further.  We need a vision for safety reps and that vision should be nothing less than that safety reps should become as central, as important and all pervasive as risk assessment, which is the bedrock of health and safety across the European Union.    We heard from one of our safety reps on Monday, but as the General Council’s Report makes clear, we had so many high league quality nominees this year that we are also making awards in the regions and in each sector of the industry.  We want to give safety reps a harder sell and we want the Government to do the same.  The Prime Minister says that what matters is what works.  In health and safety, safety and safety reps’ work should matter a great deal more than it does.  


The next big issue that the composite addresses, Congress, is corporate killing.  It has been Congress policy for years that people and businesses who kill their workers through gross negligence and carelessness should be punished accordingly.  Again, this is not about revenge, although you can sympathise with those grieving relatives and colleagues who think that a bit of revenge would not go amiss in these cases.  One of many reasons why we need corporate killing legislation is because it would send out the clearest possible message that killing people at work is just as wrong as people being killed outside their places of work.  


This summer the Home Secretary promised legislation in the next Parliamentary year.  The commitment is in the Labour Party Manifesto for the last election, and it is a commitment which is supported not only by the TUC but even by the Institute of Directors.  It is not controversial, it is good sense, it will make good law and we look forward to seeing it on the statute book by this time next year.  If you listen to Mr. Blunkett, we will be back here next September.  


Not least amongst the many arguments for corporate killing is that it would put health and safety on the boardroom agenda.   Many good employers have put health and safety on the agenda having not been forced to do so because they recognise the importance of protecting the health of their employees.  I salute what they have done, and I only wish there were more like them.  


During the past year we have seen another issue parachuted onto the boardroom agenda – employee liability insurance.  We have been told that this class of insurance which phases out compensation when workers are injured is in crisis.  It has become too expensive, we are told.  It has become too difficult to get.  Furthermore, it will become a boardroom issue in more than two-thirds of our biggest companies.   So they will have more than health and safety on their boardroom agendas. That says it all.  There are negligent bosses, some of them careless and some of them clueless who are focusing their efforts on the cure rather than the cause. 


They say that employer insurance liability is in crisis, and they want the Government to bail them out, but these are the very employers who have presided over decades of crisis in injury, illness and death at work.  There are some small employers with genuinely good track records who have been caught by insurance premiums, without reference having been made to their past performance.  I sympathise with them.  


The TUC would be happy to discuss the steps that could be taken to solve their problems if they are willing to enter into some sort of partnership with us over safety reps, as I mentioned earlier.  The reason why insurers set their premiums so unsubtly is because those premiums are so low in the first place.  On average you can buy an employer liability insurance for a worker for £70 a year.  Compare that with your motor car insurance, and ask yourself: what is more valuable – your car or your colleagues’ lives?  


What is happening to people at work is also of great concern to us, and it should be treated like grievous bodily harm.  I am talking about the fact that workplace injuries are no less violent just because they take place at work.  


Because of the efforts of safety reps and the Health & Safety Executive and progressive employers have reduced the level of workplace injuries during the past decade. 


Violent assault at work is the centrepiece of the composite before you this morning.  Violence has been imported into the workplace not by fellow workers but by the public.  It is a sad fact that people who work with the public now appear to be easy prey to the thugs and criminals.  Some of it is about money, people who collect cash like shopworkers, some of it is about drink, like publicans, but some of it is inexplicable, such as the assaults on the emergency service workers called to bogus incidents.  Health workers are assaulted in accident and emergency departments and teachers are attacked by their pupils or the parents of their pupils.  


Violence is the only issue to have grown in importance every time we conduct the TUC’s annual safety reps survey.  It blights people’s lives and it makes people afraid to go to work as well as damaging the economy and public services.  


You need to be pressing employers to manage the risk of violent attack, and many of them have responded.  They should be congratulated for putting our members’ interests first.  But some employers still believe that violence cannot be tackled.  Of course, each individual act of violence is random and unpredictable, but overall they form a pattern and that pattern can be predicted and prevented.  That is why the composite calls for employers to deal with violence just like any other hazard.  Assess the risks, control the workforce and work with the trade unions.  


Employers can do a lot to reduce the risk of violence.  We want to work with them, but without new laws and new penalties, as the composite makes clear, sometimes that might not be enough.  


Congress, the General Council understands why the composite calls for employers to be held vicariously liable, and where employers are simply ducking their responsibilities, we sympathise with the workforce, but we want to maintain a partnership approach to violence wherever we can.  Therefore, we ask that you consider our position on that part of the composite. 


Another delicate subject is the question of Health & Safety Executive resources.  I have already spoken about the work that union safety reps do on health and safety.  They do a lot.  However, the people who we depend on for good health and safety standards are the inspectors employed by the Health & Safety Executive and local authorities.  My experience as a Commissioner is such that I believe we have the finest health and safety inspectors in the world when it comes to workplace accidents and workplace health problems.  


I ask you to give a big “thank you” to them for the sterling work they do.  


The big problem we get from safety reps is that they do not see the inspectors enough.  Of course, the other problem is that there are not enough health and safety inspectors.  All of us in the Commission are concerned about the state of the HSE’s budget and the local authority budgets are hardly healthier.  The position is going to get tougher under the last spending review.  We need to put a lot more pressure on     Mr. Brown, who came to speak to us on Tuesday, because he is the one in charge of the purse strings.  The Chancellor spoke of health and safety as a cornerstone of a civilised society.  We need more money in the next spending review to make that desire a reality.  


I have spoken a lot today about the modern imperative of saving people’s lives, and that is always going to be the strongest argument for health and safety, but perhaps the Chancellor will need other arguments, too, if morals do not work.  Maybe money will.  


A lot of people say that health and safety costs too much.  It is a burgeoning business.  It is not.  Health and safety saves money as well as lives, and the steps required to manage risks will give any company and any economy the sort of competitive edge that people like the CBI are always telling us is so important in the global economy.  Good health is good business.  It promotes productivity, it boosts profits and it delivers success.  


In conclusion, colleagues, unions will never rest on the issue of health and safety.  The General Council does support the composite with a slight concern about employers being pursued over violence.  We will work with anyone to make sure that people are able to leave work every day as healthy as when they arrived.  There can be no higher cause for trade unions than saving lives and no higher calling than doing so by becoming a safety rep.  Thank you.  

Improving work place safety

Graeme Henderson (Prospect) moved composite motion 21:

He said:  Prospect represents HSE inspectors, information officers and scientists.  Let me just thank George Brumwell for his very kind words about the work that we do. 


Congress, this motion is about the right of every worker to return home safe and well from work.  It is about the right of every worker to work without fear from stress, violence at work and excessive exposure to smoke.  It is about the responsibilities of employers and contractors to protect their workforce; it is about ensuring that companies and directors who neglect health and safety standards face the full force of the law through corporate manslaughter.  Furthermore, it is about the responsibility of Government to create an effective legislative framework, including the abolition of Crown immunity, and also to provide the necessary resources for the enforcement authorities to do their work to ensure that the law is fully complied with.  It is also about the essential role played by trade unions and,  in particular, safety representatives to protect workers.  Above all, it is about dignity and respect at work.  That, perhaps, Congress, is why the motion is so long. 


On Tuesday Gordon Brown said, and I quote: “Because no one should see their health and safety recklessly put at risk in the workplace, we will support the Freedom from Fear Campaign and ensure greater protection for people in workplaces, from factories to hospitals and shops, remembering that safety at work is the mark of a civilised society”.  Gordon, that was excellent.  What Prospect says is now put your money where your mouth is.  


In the last year local authority inspections have fallen by 11 percent In the Health and Safety Executive there have been 5 percent cuts across the board.  As indeed George referred to, HSE resources have effectively been frozen for the next three years to result, in real terms, in a decrease or cut of about 10 percent.  


Recruitment has been frozen and 50 inspectors in the main operating division will not be replaced.  Technical training for inspectors is being rationed and, perhaps most disgracefully of all, in the north-west of England a pilot exercise is being conducted which means that scalpings, finger amputations and multiple fractures will not – I repeat, will not – be investigated.  


That is why Prospect is calling for an additional £35 million a year in order to double the number of inspectors so that workplaces can be inspected at least once every five years, to ensure that all serious breaches of law are investigated and strong enforcement action taken and to provide for additional scientific expertise and forensic support. 


Workplace accidents in the United Kingdom are estimated to cost between £16 billion and £18 billion per annum. We are asking for £35 million.  It is for that reason that we are organising a lobby of Parliament on October 28th and calling upon the labour Movement to support us by writing to MPs, the Minister and generally giving us as much support as they can.  


We have already started that process, but if you write to your MP who sends a letter to the Minister, what do you get?  So far you get a letter telling you that resources and the number of inspectors have gone up and that there really is not a problem.  Congress, that is not the experience of our members.  It is not the experience of trade union safety reps or members of the public who try to get an inspector to come out and investigate a complaint or accident.  These are not the experiences of those who suffer injury or ill-health at work.  


This composite motion is about decency, fairness, dignity and respect at work.  Support the motion and support the Prospect campaign for additional resources for health and safety at work.  Thank you.  

John Hannett (Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers) seconding the composite motion, said:  I am delighted to be seconding such an important composite.  There will be many unions in this hall with members working in fear, not only of dangerous working practices, equipment or materials; in fear, not of negligence and criminal employers, but in fear of violent attacks, threats and abuse in and around their places of work, be they customers in shops or patients in casualty wards.  In the public or private sector, working people are increasingly at risk.  That is why I am delighted and pleased on behalf of my union, USDAW, to be leading our Freedom From Fear Campaign.  

Let me give you some statistics and figures to illustrate how important this campaign is for our members.  Violent incidents towards shop workers have increased by at least 75% since 1999.  Incidents of verbal abuse occur on a daily basis in 36% of shops.  In 2002, 16,200 retail staff were assaulted, 48,600 staff were threatened and 

70,000 were verbally abused.  Those are easy statistics to roll off the tongue for all relate to individuals on the receiving end.  These are not USDAW’s claims.  These are the industry’s own figures.  In fact, they are an under-estimate at that.  They are frightening statistics, but they are not just numbers.  


Let us examine the human dimension.  Let me give one or two examples to make the point. A 21 year old shop worker was regularly threatened by baseball bats by the same family had to resort to anti-depressants. A cashier who was stabbed in the arm when he refused to open his till during a robbery.  A junior manager was told to sort out a customer complaint, and although she was not high enough in the grading system to authorise the refund, she was hit for refusing to comply.  The store manager who tried to apprehend the shoplifter and was then knocked down by the getaway car.  Three security guards were bitten by a shoplifter who was HIV positive and had to spend months taking a cocktail of HIV drugs.  These are real people, real issues, not made-up stories.  That is the reality today. 


No one should have to go through receiving such abuse.  That is why USDAW’s Freedom campaign – I want to pay tribute to the USDAW delegate in this hall who have worked tirelessly to make this campaign a success – is a significant campaign in USDAW’s calendar.  We are not precious.  We want other unions to support us.  Anybody who is on the frontline in the service sector can be affected, and that is what our Freedom From Fear Campaign is all about – forging alliances with anyone who counts, with our own members but also with employers. 


Finally, I want to draw attention to the date of 17th September.  That day is our Respect for Shopworkers’ Day.  It will be at a hundred locations right across the country, working with the politicians and working with our members.  Please support. 

Tom Harrison (Accord) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  My union represents, along with Unify, all trade union members within Halifax/Bank of Scotland.  


Congress, stress is a wonderful thing.  It is bad for your ticker, it makes you work quicker.  Could this be the mantra that directors are presently chanting in boardrooms up and down the country?  A recent article from the LRD fax service tells of a service by pain killer manufacturer, Anadin, stating that stress can have a positive influence on working life.  It makes claims that most British workers believe stress improves performance and increases job satisfaction.  Personal performance is not solely influenced by stress, though many employers seem to take the view that it is.  There has to be balance and that balance can be different from one individual to another. 


Why?  In the President’s address Nigel went so far as to describe the unparalleled degrees of stress the job creates as “the occupational cancer of the 21st century”.  If stress is occupational cancer, I am sincerely worried for my colleagues in the financial services sector for they, as I am sure is the position in many other parts of UK plc, are experiencing a stage 4, terminal diagnosis with no remission in sight.  In offices, branches and call centres around the country, stress levels are enormous and far above the level that would be a positive influence.  Now, like a wonder drug, the HSE gives us a glimmer of hope with the six stress tests on a new code on stress at work, and also a reasoned consideration of stress from HSE Commission chairman, Bill Callaghan, when he says: “There is a difference between the buzz people get from doing a busy and challenging job and an unreasonable pressure which can harm health, lead to absence and put additional strain on colleagues trying to cope in an even more pressured environment”.  


Congress, let us grab this opportunity to bring on board employers in recognising stress as the occupational cancer it is.  Its defeat through this code is as much in their interests as it is in ours but we have the case to make.  Do not let this opportunity slip by or allow employers to pay only lipservice.  Let us face it, it is about time.  Support composite 21.  

Jimmy Craigie (Amicus) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  President, in supporting this composite I want to concentrate on corporate killing – death at work.  In 1996 a Royal Commission recommended a new offence in law of corporate killing. Since then 1,500 workers have died, and let us not forget how many others have died, as a consequence of work-related illness.  I did not come to this rostrum to give statistics.  What I came up here to do was to try and give you a flavour of the human cost of these deaths.  I am a steel worker.  I have been in the industry for more than 45 years.  In those years I have spent most of them as a shop steward and convenor, and I have on 47 occasions had the task and heart breaking duty of visiting the families left behind by the deaths at their doors in the very early days of their loss.  All 47 were my members.  Many of them were personal friends.  The anguish and grief which is suffered by the brothers and sisters, their children, wives, grandparents and parents really does cry out for justice.  


The finest piece of legislation ever put on the statute book for construction workers was the Health and Safety at Work Act.  That Act has certainly reduced the death toll.  I believe that the chilling message that should be sent to the so-called captains of industry is this:  “1.  You are accountable; 2.  If you continue to place profit before the lives of our members, then you must accept the consequences.  If you have been accused and found guilty by due process of law, you will go to jail like any other criminal”.  The point is that until those people are jailed, nothing will change, in my opinion.  I do not believe that the charge should be corporate manslaughter.  The charge should be corporate murder.  As with any other criminal act, if a charge is reduced as a consequence of prosecution, then they can be done for manslaughter. 


I cannot come to this rostrum without saying that until this Labour Party puts such legislation in place that defies employers acting in the way they do now, nothing will change!  I beg your support for the resolution of this composite in its entirety. 

Anthony Richardson (Bakers, Food and Allied Workers’ Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  My union particularly supports the section in the composite motion on Health & Safety Executive financing.  


We in the Bakers’ Union pride ourselves on having one of the best health and safety training programmes in the Movement.  We recognise that the best way to protect our members at work is to have the best health and safety reps doing the best work in the branches for the benefit of those members.  That is obvious but there is no point in having excellent people on the ground if we do not have in place enforcement to back up that excellent expertise. 


To highlight the situation, there has been and will be a freeze on inspector and specialised recruitment, 10% cutbacks by 2006, technical training for inspectors being rationed and the possibility of work done by untrained staff, and that is absolutely disgraceful.  That is why we call on the Government to increase funding for the Health & Safety Executive. 


At a time when this Government are directing us towards their revitalisation strategy, they are one of the least compliant.  At a time when trade unions are year on year increasing their training budgets for safety representative training, and at a time when some businesses are actually upping their input into preventative safety measures, with better risk assessment and compliance with initiatives to promote safer working practices, what is this Government doing?  The answer is that they are cutting back in real terms of resources year on year.  


One of the cornerstones of good health and safety housekeeping has to be the adage that prevention is better than cure.  So how can a Government, supposedly of the people, cut back on the very resource that is there to protect those people?  At a time when they should be increasing funding to meet their own targets of revitalisation, they are actually reducing the budget for the Health & Safety Executive.  


The pilot scheme referred to by Prospect being run in the north west will see inspectors for the first time not investigating serious accidents.  Why?  Because money is short and it is felt that their budget should be directed to other preventative initiatives.  


Comrades, as you and I know, the most serious accidents and, indeed, fatalities are preceded by near misses or less serious occurrences.  Adopting this pilot will ensure that the accidents are not investigated and are likely to be followed by more serious occurrences.  


The Labour Party, during its better times prior to 1997, castigated the Tories for under-funding the HSE and promised – promised! – to rectify that situation.  Once again, comrades, that is a promise that has been unfulfilled.  


Delegates, I leave you with this one thought.  You can have the best employment rights from day one, the best pay rates in industry, the most holidays, the best paternity, the best parental and bereavement leave, but if you are in a box delete all the above.  Support. 

Lesley Ann Baxter  (British Orthoptic Society) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  I want to emphasise our support for the section relating to stress at work.  


I am an orthoptist and a clinician working in the NHS dealing with defects in vision.  I wholeheartedy agree with this composite in that every worker has the right to return home from work safe and well.  I also agree with our President’s opening address which stated that stress in the workplace and the culture of long working hours is totally unacceptable.


I work for a good employer who can recognise his problems and sends me on courses so, apparently, I can deal with stress.  So I was not stressed the other day when I had to tell two young parents that their baby of six weeks old was blind.  That took more than the 15 minutes allocated to them, because my employer sent me on a time management course.  I was not stressed when the next patient complained that I had kept him waiting more than 30 minutes, for my employer sent me on a managing complaints course.  I was not stressed to hear that a job vacancy that I wished to advertise has been put on hold due to financial difficulties, as my financial manager said that my budget looks healthy.  I am waiting for the next course. 


I have just had my appraisal and, apparently, because of all the courses I have been on, my patient numbers have now gone down, so I now have to go on another course.  


Seriously, within the NHS the levels of stress and verbal abuse are significant.  The levels are worsening and the number of staff having to take time off for stress-related illnesses is increasing.  This puts more stress on us as the remaining staff.  This spiral is self-perpetuating.  Whilst we agree that a lot of good work has been done by the HSE to raise the profile of stress-related problems, what we all really need in the NHS is more well-paid staff.  This is the only way to stop this spiral of stress-related illness continuing.  Please support.  

Meera Siva (Chartered Society of Physiotherapy) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  

I am speaking particularly on the section relating to stress.  
Stress, by definition, is the adverse reaction people have to excessive pressures or other types of demands placed on them.  I’ll bet that many of you have suffered from stress at work.  I am certainly suffering a considerable bout of stress right now by standing here giving this speech with a mild headache.  Have any of you had time off because of stress or a stress-related illness?  Again, I’ll bet that some of you have.  


The health sector as a whole, and health professionals as a group, run a high risk of suffering from conditions related to stress at work.  I can vouch for this as I work in the NHS where staff morale is at an all-time low and recruitment and retention is a huge problem.  


A survey done amongst nurses showed that 11% of them have a similar profile to people deemed to be in need of NHS psychological therapy.  I must be in the percentile for physiotherapists for agreeing to stand here and speak the morning after the Conference do.  Only half of these are receiving counselling or any other kind of treatment.  These nurses also reported twice the level of sickness absence as other nurses.  


The Health & Safety Executive has developed a range of standards of good management practice and stress launched in June of this year and piloted now in 24 firms.  It set six standards aimed at easing the pressure and improving the quality of life for employees.  This pilot must be supported and a high level of awareness and participation amongst all organisations, unions and workers will help to make the results of the pilot meaningful.  This pilot will be the first real step to encourage enforcement activity by health and safety inspectors on stress.  


To date enforcement action related to stress has been negligible and no prosecutions have been brought by the HSE.  But the standards will not be enough.  It is vital that stress is properly regulated.  It is essential and cost-effective for employers that the problem of stress amongst workers is effectively tackled and, most importantly, it is essential for those workers whose lives are being made a misery by suffering from stress at work.  


Congress calls on the General Council to publicise the existence of the new draft standards to employers and unions.  We call on the General Council to monitor the impact of these standards in the piloting stage to the active in-consultation process during and after the piloting stage, to ensure the new standards are enforced for health and safety purposes and to use the results of the pilot to build a stronger campaign for proper legal regulation of stress at work in the near future.  Please support the motion.  

Lorimer Mackenzie (FDA) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  I am aware of the wish to watch the time, so I will make my two points very briefly.  I have one point to make on stress and another on passive smoking. 


My members, who are senior civil servants and managers in the public sector, belong to a group which is particularly vulnerable to stress, and they are particularly exposed to pressures.  Stress and ill-health, as we all know, result all too commonly from a large number of pressures.  In our case, this can only be addressed by a change in employers’ attitudes.  We want employers, which in our case means the Government, predominantly, to create an environment in which members can resist the pressure to continue to work long hours of overtime all unpaid.  We want a culture which does not disadvantage those who are unwilling to work until they drop.  


I would like to echo the congratulations which have been given to our colleagues in Prospect for the great work which their members in the HSE do.  But the HSE action in this area only goes so far.  It is all right as far as it goes.  If wehave not seen a change in employers’ attitudes and behaviour in the next couple of years, we want legislation to enforce such a change.  As a first step, we would like to see the Government setting an example in the way it treats its own employees.  


On the subject of setting an example, I am going to turn to my second point, which is passive smoking, and turn to the members of the General Council.  I note and welcome the General Council’s support for the composite, but we also ask that it leads by example.  Throughout this week it has been almost impossible to leave this hall without walking through a fog of cigarette smoke.  (Cheers and applause)  There is cigarette smoke at the doors to this hall, there is cigarette smoke at the doors to the Centre, cigarette smoke in the foyer, in the exhibition halls and there is even some beside where the food is sold.  If the General Council is really dedicated to addressing passive smoking, the least it can do is to ensure a smoke free environment throughout the venue where it holds Congress.  I support.  

Mick Fell (ISTC) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  

President and delegates, my union speaks in support of the offence of corporate manslaughter.  David Blunkett confirmed that the Government would produce the offence of corporate manslaughter.  This marked an outstanding trade union success.  This development is welcomed because 249 people were killed at work last year, and 384 members of the public were killed in workplace incidents.  Think what this means to us.  Typically, young people have been snatched away by a fatal accident at work.  Consider the shock and suffering of the bereaved, the indelible impact that every one of these deaths brought to their families.  Those families, friends and communities, in steel, in  my own industry, have experienced more of their share of death, crippling incidents and accidents.  


The toll of serious injuries in the industry is wholly unacceptable, even though senior management is committed to reducing that toll.  Those who mourn deaths at work deserve something more than just bloody company commitments.  The HSE estimates that 70% of the eight deaths at work every week are genuinely due to management failures.  If a motorist drives negligently and kills someone, they could be charged with manslaughter and go to prison.  If a director is negligent at work and that negligence results in an employees’ death, it is entirely unlikely that he will be charged, let alone be convicted.  


The records show that the larger the company, the greater is the likelihood that there will be no charge.  The law currently requires that the senior management must be the controlling mind in the company, and in a large company this is very difficult for the prosecution to prove.  A powerful deterrent is missing from the commitment to risk cutting corners at the expense of safety.  The new proposals should mean that a company director could be found guilty in a criminal court if management failure was identified by the court as a cause of death at work in an accident and that failure constituted conduct far inferior to what might be reasonably expected.  The Bill will need to be amended to achieve that.  


The CBI will probably fight the proposed legislation aggressively, but I have confidence in the TUC. We will be able to withstand employers’ pressure but we will need to be vigilant to ensure that legislation is effective in pinning down the responsibility and saving lives in the workplace.  


I will tell you one thing before I finish.  One fatality in the workplace is one too many and somebody needs to be made accountable.  Adopt the motion, please.

Doug Sweeney (Musicians’ Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  For many years the Musicians' Union has marched under a banner which has said, "Keep Music Live”.  However,  a contribution to Composite 21 should really have the slogan, “Keep Musicians Alive”.  If you are faced with the prospect of entering a smoking, under-ventilated club, pub or restaurant, you can exercise choice.  You can go in and experience the delights of passive smoking or you can leave and find somewhere more congenial.  But those for whom this is a place of work, the staff of the premises, the waiters and the bar staff, including any entertainers and musicians, for whom this too is a place of work, the choice is to work or not to work.  This is in a sector of mainly freelance and casual employment for musicians and entertainers.  So the choice not to work means breach of contract and professional suicide.  


In referring to passive smoking, I was speaking here of something that is just an annoyance and an irritant.  Certainly it is that, and many of us have experienced the immediate effects of passive smoking – eye irritation, headache, coughs, sore throats, dizziness and nausia.  But a major review by the Government-appointed Scientific Committee on Tobacco and Health concluded that passive smoking can be a cause in adult non-smokers of lung cancer, heart disease and respiratory disease.  Research by ASH – that is Action on Smoking in Health – has concluded that 1200 deaths a year, that is three every day, can be specifically attributed to work-related passive smoking. 


The tobacco industry has responded to this in two ways.  Firstly, by funding, overtly and covertly, some of the poorest so-called research in the whole field of health studies and, secondly, by using this tainted research to persuade the entertainment and hospitalities industries that their business will suffer if smoking bans are put in place.  However, a number of more rigorous and independent studies have found no negative impact on business as a result of bans in workplace or public place smoking.  In fact, results from a number of countries around the world even suggest an enhancement of business. 


What we are looking for is for the Government to accept the Health & Safety Executive’s approved Code of Practice on Passive Smoking.  The acceptance of this has only been delayed by five years.  We wonder why?  While we wonder, each year we inflict ill-health and premature death on too many of our fellow workers.  It is time for action.  Support the composite.  

Sue Rogers (National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  There is a new and growing sickness in our society, Congress, and that is a sickness which seems to accept that it is quite all right to abuse people at work.  Research by the NASUWT has indicated that every seven minutes a teacher is abused, most of it being verbal.  You know what I mean,  a little casual “Sod off”, here and there, but in actual fact it goes beyond that to physical assault, to racial and homophobic assault, intimidation and sexual assault, all of which, unfortunately, are becoming frequently more and more common in my workplace.  What we see is, at the most extreme from pupils and parents, situations where teachers are killed -- Philip Lawrence is the classic example – and raped.  I know from my own example of handling a case of such a situation where to punish the teacher the parents saw this as a good and easy way of dealing with the situation.  


At the other end of that scale are the petty, everyday stress and strains from the kind of verbal abuse that I was talking about.  In that survey it became quite clear that half of the staff are not satisfied with the way in which management deals with this problem.  Management, of course, does not like to give such behaviour too high a profile because it gives the school a bad name, it makes things look a bit dodgy and it looks as though they are not in control.  So they try and sweep it under the carpet.  They try and ignore it.  


This year the NASUWT won a major case in the House of Lords, called the P. case, in our battle to believe that we could ballot our members to take collective action to refuse to teach a pupil who was disruptive.  We won that case and we maintain that collective right.  It is absolutely vital to us.  Every month in our National Executive Committee meeting at least four to six cases come up that we have to deal with.  It was a watershed for us.  


However, just as we won one, we lost won.  We took on the Shirley Pearce case, one of our lesbian members, who suffered homophobic bullying for five years, and the management did nothing to protect her.  We lost that case because there was no legal protection against such things.  We could not win it on sex discrimination.  It left us also with something which worries us greatly, and that is an issue which the General Council highlighted – a lack of what we call “employer liability”, vicarious liability. 


If we say the employer is not responsible – we all know of the Manning judgment, which concerned a black waitress who objected, and said that the hotel did nothing to protect her when having to listen to Bernard Manning putting on a private show for a small group – for protecting our workers, then what can we do?    Schoolteachers will not be protected by their management, shop workers will not be protected and Heaven help the bank workers.  All this is a need and a focus that we must have.  This is a dreadful and growing problem in our society, and I urge you all to support Composite 21.  

The President: There having been no one speaking against the composite, I take it that Prospect does not wish to exercise its rights of reply. 

(The right of reply was waived)

· Composite Motion 21 was CARRIED.  

TUC Organisation Accounts
The President:  Conference, I draw your attention to Appendix 3 on page 168 of the General Council’s Report, which is the TUC’s Accounts.  The auditor is present on the platform.  Does Congress accept the accounts as set out in the Appendix?.  (Agreed)

The Future Funding of the BBC and the BBC Charter

The President:  I will now take composite motion 22, the Future Funding of the BBC and the BBC Charter, indicating that the General Council supports the composite motion. 

Graham Hamilton (Equity) moved composite motion 22:

He said:  This motion amongst other things calls on the General Council to campaign for the retention of the BBC licence fee as the primary funding for the BBC.  

The BBC licence fee is currently included in a wide-ranging review ordered by the Culture Secretary, Tessa Jowell, as part of the preparations for renewal of the BBC’s Royal Charter in 2006.  Equity and our sister entertainment unions believe that the continuation of the licence fee is essential for the survival of high quality, diverse and original public service programming on the BBC.  


The BBC has a key cultural role within the UK by setting programme standards and bridging the gap between the information rich and the information poor.  It continues to be the main public service broadcaster in the UK.  Without the BBC this country’s cultural creative landscape would be dramatically altered for the worse.  Without the licence fee the BBC cannot survive as a public service broadcaster.  It cannot be run on advertising.  Advertising I see being spread wider and wider between more and more broadcasters, and it is still suffering from the effects of an economic downturn.  


ITV reports an 18% downturn in advertising since the year 2000.  It makes no sense at all for the BBC to share a diminishing source of revenue.  Although the licence fee cannot be argued to be the most equitable means of funding, we are not convinced of any other alternative means.  Introducing advertising to the BBC threatens the quality and diversity of BBC programming.  Producers would seek programmes generating high audiences to ensure high advertising, for example, reality programmes, quiz shows and so forth. Similar problems are associated with sponsorship.  Programmes would become reliant on their sponsors and editorial values could be threatened.  The risk of sponsorship withdrawal would make planning for the future less certain and it is likely to result in a decrease in worldwide recognised quality of programming.  


Subscription television would not work either.  According to comparative figures, it costs £4 to collect the BBC licence fee per head, compared with £24 per head to collect one year’s subscription to Sky television.  A combination of commercial and public funding would not work either.  We would also argue against any mixed system of funding.  We are concerned that if the BBC was funded by both a licence fee and forms of commercial funding future European rules might threaten to turn the BBC into a ghettoised public service, providing a limited range of worthy programming equivalent to PBS in the USA.  


Making the BBC reliant on advertising revenue or subscription income would not only seriously question the future of the BBC, with a consequential loss of thousands of jobs in this country and around the world, but it would also endanger all other broadcasters with whom they would have to compete for income.


I urge Congress to place on record its total commitment to the continuance of the BBC licence fee and recognise that its abolition would be a complete disaster for television broadcasting within the United Kingdom. 


Please vote unanimously for this motion which calls on the TUC General Council to campaign vigorously for the retention of the BBC licence fee as the primary funder for the BBC.  I move.  

Brian McAvera (Writers' Guild of Great Britain) seconding the composite motion said: Why is the BBC under attack? Why is the Charter renewal once again supposedly a hot potato? The answer as usual, I am afraid, is deeply disquieting. Governments do not want independent voices; they want a world of spin doctors. Governments do not want accountability. Just  as Bush's political acolytes in business have been awarded licences effectively to print money, so the current government have already passed the Communications Bill that, coincidentally, allows for the possibility of American ownership of our media. 

At one and the same time the BBC is under political attack. Neat, you might think. The Hutton Inquiry effectively holds it up to ransom, and the thread as always is the removal of the licence fee. If you go anywhere in the world, whether you are at the far end of Poland or whether you are in China, the BBC for all its admitted faults -- and they are legion -- is held up as a model of public service broadcasting. It is treated as an impartial voice. Dismantle it and effectively you dismantle the major part of who and what we are. It is the BBC that has been central to our culture for almost 70 years, not Labour, not the Tories, but effectively the BBC. It is the BBC whose training services funnel into every ITV and independent company. It is the BBC that is the training ground not just for writers like myself but for directors, be they in radio, television or film. 

Do we really want to dismantle an institution that has given us classic TV drama from Z Cars to Between the Lines, from Dennis Potter to Bleasdale, that has given us documentaries from Attenborough to Patrick Moore, that has given us news from Newsnight to the Today programme? What the current government are doing is deeply unethical and frankly stupid. With the current government the ephemeral local events, the flotsam and jetsam of party politics, are used to turn the BBC into a political football. 

Let us be blunt. In the context of the Hutton Inquiry even if the BBC should turn out to be utterly wrong in its reporting, one blip on the radar screen is no reason whatsoever for the removal of the long-standing Charter. The arguments -- as you have heard from previous speakers -- against the Charter are facile. In terms of advertising most people do not even like the BBC's own advertising. The whole point is that we do not want product placement in all of our programmes. Is anyone who has watched Sky seriously saying that it is the equivalent of the BBC but costs two or three times as much? The only reason to attack the licence fee is political. So vote for this motion.

Jeremy Dear (National Union of Journalists) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Those who followed the intricacies of the Hutton Inquiry, or indeed the slightly less intricate editorials in The Sun newspaper, could be under no illusion that the BBC is under the most coordinated and sustained attack it has faced for many years. But, as others speakers have said, it is an attack not just on individual stories or individual journalists but an attack on the very values that underpin the BBC: the concept of public good, of public service, of media freed from the domination of individual owners or subservience to the commercial interests of shareholders; the concept that public service values take precedence over the pursuit of audience share. 

The BBC is being undermined by those who hate its values -- a publicly owned, publicly accountable broadcasting network, committed to public service, catering for all sections of the community, reaching all parts of the country regardless of costs, with a remit to educate and inform. They are undermined by those who hate the independence of the BBC.  The licence fee is not just a useful way of funding BBC programme-making, it is vital in helping provide greater political independence from the government of the day. They are undermined by those who take the skills and professionalism of our members at the BBC, undermined by those who want the BBC to be a broadcasting civil service not a groundbreaking news provider. 

Look at those who deride the BBC and its public service commitment, who attack its funding and question its Charter and ask yourself this: whose interests do they serve, yours or their commercial or political interest? Of course, we should not be surprised at the likes of Rupert Murdoch being at the forefront of those attacks. It is they who stand to gain the most, commercially, from the diluting of the public service commitment and the marginalisation of the BBC.   

Broadcasting policy in Britain has been driven for too long by commercial values. It has been derided as the poor relation, unable to deliver the real choice a free market could offer. The reality is a greater drive for profit delivers not better quality, not more choice, not better representation;  it delivers conformity, less choice and fewer jobs. The reality is -- and we should be proud to say it -- that far from restricting choice the BBC's public service requirements and public funding through the licence fee have served to enhance creativity, technological innovation and quality. Our defence of public service does not mean we believe the BBC is perfect.   It remains hideously white.  There is a culture of bullying -- and we talked about our members sacked -- and sometimes poor industrial relations. Do not fall victim to the myth pedaled by some that somehow the answer is to hand regulation to OFCOM, appointed by the government, largely unaccountable and presiding over a system of regulation that has the promotion of competition at its core. 

Finally, this Congress needs to send a clear message: renew the Charter, support the licence fee and, government, hands off our BBC.

Tony Lennon (Broadcasting, Entertainment, Cinematograph and Theatre Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Jeremy Dear referred to the attacks that have been made on the BBC, and if you want a stunning example of one of those I suggest you read this newspaper, perhaps making its first appearance ever at this rostrum, the Daily Telegraph.   Earlier this week, in the most prominent position in the newspaper, there was a stunningly vituperative article not from Disgusted of Tunbridge Wells but by the Editor of the Daily Telegraph himself, and I paraphrase his words.  In his view the BBC is run by a gang of leftie pinkos, it is anti-establishment, it is anti-business and it is anti-American. That is what the Telegraph is effectively saying about the BBC. 

This article is not unique; it is part of a concerted campaign being run by big media companies, most of whom have mouth pieces in the British press, and their aim is simple: either to marginalise the BBC or, in the case of some the people running this campaign, to abolish it completely. This composite is asking you to reject that campaign. 

I will give you -- as my colleagues have done -- a number of very simple and straightforward  reasons why, as trades unionists, we should support the BBC, despite all its blemishes. Firstly -- and this is a vested interest on behalf of some of us unions -- it is a big employer and it is a unionised employer. We may have our differences with them, and if you read this composite carefully you will spot one that is still rumbling, but comparing what happens with the BBC with what we experience at its biggest competitor, BSkyB, there is no question that the BBC treats its unions sensibly.  In BSkyB, as you might be aware, we have spent the last eighteen months trying to seek recognition in an enormous establishment and we have had every dirty trick in the book thrown at us. Reason number one, the BBC is a unionised employer and we should not be ashamed of supporting them. 

The second and important reason for supporting the BBC is that it gives us a shining example of a public service, which is publicly funded, publicly run, delivers a quality product and is also value for money. Those of you who have Sky dishes -- sports fans out there -- consider you are paying £40  a month for your service. The person sitting next to you, who pays roughly the cost of a daily paper to watch the BBC, is getting 8 TV channels, 10 radio channels, a fabulous website and lots more. That is value for money. It did not need PFI, it did not need foundation status, it did not need massive privatisation to achieve it. The old model of public service works and the BBC shows us how it does. 

The third reason, and the last one, yes, the BBC does give you choice. It gives choice to audiences of programmes that are independent of advertisers, independent of the media barons who are running the campaign against the BBC, and independent of the Government, as I think the Hutton Inquiry is going to demonstrate. 

For those three reasons, if you believe that this country needs a public service broadcaster that puts programmes and people first rather than profits, support Composite 22.

*    
Composite 22 was CARRIED 
Children's Television and TV Food Advertising

The President:  I call Composite 15, which the General Council supports with reservations. I will call on the General Secretary during the course of the debate to explain the position.

Jane Liddiard (Writers’ Guild of Great Britain) moved composite motion 15.

She said:  Larry the Lamb, Andy Pandy, Play School, the Box of Delights, the Secret Garden, remember them? I could go on with a long list of delightful children's programmes -- programmes of quality remembered with great affection long after childhood has passed. My elder son is passionate about Bagpuss, and he is 26! I myself can recall the black and white episodes of Robin Hood.   Remember the jingle, the arrow thudding into the tree? Those are memories. 

It is tempting to say “They do not make them like that any more”, but they do -- just. My friend, colleague and Guild member, Lucy Danielle Raby, who spoke at this Conference two years ago on writers' rights, recently created a live action series for Children's BBC Television called Big Kids. It is about parents who act like naughty children after a hypnotist’s show has gone wrong. It is imaginative, superbly written, great fun, and children love it, so much so that it has been consistently top of the list for repeats over the summer holidays. It can be done. We can have children's TV programmes that are high in quality, entertaining and popular. We do not have to feed them a diet of cheap noisy feckless cartoons, which is not to say that all cartoons are bad -- Wacky Races, Bob the Builder, the Simpsons -- but we have to preserve the integrity of all children's television and, sadly, this will not be done unless we insist because the TV companies will not do anything that might mean smaller profits unless they are forced to. This is where the problem lies. 

Quality costs so the TV companies cut, broadcast endless repeats, produce cheap reality style entertainment and dish up the same old formulae. Recognise this? Inspector Bill investigates the attempted murder of a forensic scientist at a rural GP's practice. She is carted off to Casualty at Holby City. Original drama that is not about medics of one kind or another, or police of one kind or another, is as rare as hen's teeth, but I did like Spooks. 

It is easy to forget, as in the BBC's case, that they providing a public service with public money, where the only profit the TV licence payer gets is in the quality of programmes they are offered. Sadly for children, this trend usually means not paying writers on children's TV as much as those on adult TV. The stress and pressures are exactly the same but so often pay and conditions remain too poor to retain good writers. It is tempting to be swept away by the image of writers like Linda Laplante, who earn big bucks, but I can assure you that they are the exception. I know of one established writer who has finally moved out of children's TV writing because pay and conditions are so poor. Why should writers be expected to make sacrifices? They have a living to make just like everyone else. 

Children's television deserves to have the very best talents. I was at a lunch recently and was asked by the guy sitting next to me what I did. Maybe he expected me to say President of the TUC. When I told him I was a children's writer his face fell. “Ah, but when are you going to do some real writing for adults?” he said. It was all I could do not to clock him one with a copy of my latest script!   

Respect and proper acknowledgement is another important factor in retaining and recruiting good writers. A fellow Guild colleague, Richard Carpenter, adapted Philip Pullman's “I was a Rat” for children's TV. Richard is a screenwriter of exceptional quality and with a long CV in children's television. He spent many hours on this adaptation. Its success depended on his talent, but he did not even get a mention when it came to promoting this before it was screened. 

You do not need me to tell you that children are our future, but I am going to. They are. There is always a fear that if we give them the best they will turn out to be horrible brats, a bunch of Shirley Temples on speed. Not so. If you give them the best you will get back the best, as my former colleagues in teaching will testify. The best means that the new regulatory framework must give high priority to children's television, with the Government, OFCOM, the OFCOM Content Board and the TUC Executive ensuring that this is done. Muffin, eat your heart out, we are going for it! Support this motion.

The President: I must admit I was right. Half-way through I thought, ”There's a good teacher”!

Diana Markham (British Dietetic Association) in seconding Composite 15 said: I will deal with TV Food Advertising.   Halting the rising prevalence of childhood obesity is a public health priority. The incidence of overweight and obese children in the UK is increasing. In 1996, more than 9 per cent of children were obese, including 17 per cent of fifteen-year-olds. The reasons for increased obesity are largely due to changing dietary habits and more sedentary lifestyles. Grazing and snacking are increasing, family meals are decreasing, resulting in higher intakes of fat, sugar and salt. The consumption of processed foods, confectionery and soft drinks has increased; activity opportunities at school have decreased; safety fears result in parents being cautious about their children playing outdoors. More people use cars, children spend more time watching TV or playing computer games for recreation. The National Diet and Nutrition Survey of 2000 showed that 40 per cent of boys and 60 per cent of girls failed to meet the Health Education Authority's recommendation of 60 minutes per day of moderate intensity physical activity. 

Individual behaviour is strongly influenced by the environment from an early age. Children are especially susceptible to marketing messages. Parents are well aware of the pester power exerted by their children in response to advertisements seen on television. Half of the advertising during children’s peak TV hours features food. 75 per cent of this promotes unhealthy, fatty, sugary or salty foods. What are the consequences of obesity? Physical health suffers resulting in raised blood pressure, raised lipid levels and now the first cases of obesity-related type 2 diabetes in adolescents. There are also emotional and psychological consequences. Children have low self esteem, lack confidence and have a negative self image. 

Childhood obesity can be tackled by intervention strategies targeted at individuals, as well as being population based. Doing nothing is not an option. In schools, PE and extracurricular physical activity can be increased, including nutrition and healthy eating and cooking skills within the curriculum, discouraging the use of vending machines, providing affordable and accessible leisure facilities out of school, improving facilities for walking or cycling to school, increasing resources to the NHS and including prevention and management of childhood obesity within the national service framework for children, government legislation or regulation to address concerns regarding misinformation. 

The Dietetic Association requests that Congress urges the General Council to open discussions with the Food Standards Agency in order to explore joint representation to the Independent Television Commission, seeking a review of the existing codes of advertising standards and practice in order to reduce the exposure of young children to the advertising of unhealthy foods during children's peak viewing time on television. 

The General Secretary: Congress, the General Council very much support the thrust of this motion about the importance of children's TV, but consider that an explanation perhaps needed to be made on one element of the text, and that is the final paragraph which calls on the Government, OFCOM and the General Council to continually research and monitor children's TV and to issue regular reports to the public. There are many demands that are placed on the General Council, and sadly the TUC's resources are rather limited, and we do not really have the expertise or the resource to monitor the channels in the way that this motion perhaps might be taken to imply. 

So, although the vision of the General Council at their monthly meeting reviewing the latest edition of Teletubbies might have a certain charm, I think we will actually have to look to the work of other organisations to help inform our future debate.  To see this as an area where we would have the capacity to issue regular reports I think would not be a realistic prospect. 

With that brief explanation I commend the motion to the Congress.

Jane Liddiard (Writers Guild of Great Britain) speaking in reply said: I fully expected that. It was cat among the pigeons. We do not expect you to sit watching television day in and day out on our behalf, but we want to raise the profile of children in all spheres and television is very important; they watch a lot of it. So that is what we are talking about.

· Composite 15 was CARRIED 

Defending Asylum Seekers' Rights

The President: We now move to composite motion 6, Defending Asylum Seekers' Rights. As was originally explained by Gloria Mills in her lead-in to Race Equality, the General Council support this composite motion.

Lesley Auger (National Union of Teachers) moved composite motion 6:

She said: I know that the substantive debate has already taken place on asylum and racism. On Tuesday. Congress overwhelmingly supported calls to defend asylum seekers' rights and wipe out racism. This composite seeks to strengthen Congress's commitment, so I ask for your support.

I want to tell you about Goran, a 16-year old asylum seeker. Goran came to Britain, specifically Salford where I teach, 18 months ago after fleeing mid-Europe where members of his family were murdered by an armed gang in his presence. Injured, traumatised and unable to speak English, Goran and the surviving members of his family began to re-build their lives here. Eighteen months later Goran speaks English like any other Salford streetwise kid and he has gained eight GCSEs. His form teacher told me that Goran was one of the best things that had happened to his school in recent years. Not only had he shown great strength of will to overcome his horrific experiences, but his fortitude has also motivated several disaffected pupils in the school. Goran is a hero. Goran is cool. If Goran had had to go into an accommodation centre it is probable that he would not have mastered English so quickly and so well, which enabled him to achieve excellent exam results. 

Of course, schools have to be properly resourced to deliver high quality education for these children. It is certain that Goran, had he not been in mainstream  schooling, would not have been able to help build bridges between racial groups which the BNP and other racist organisations seek to prevent or try to break down. It is well-known that ignorance of other people's circumstances leads to fear, violence and murder. Keeping asylum seekers in separate units can only result in escalating hatred and prejudice. 

This motion also calls on the TUC to work with LEAs to highlight the positive contributions of refugees and asylum seekers to local communities. We have already heard of some of the press coverage by Trevor Phillips  on Tuesday: asylum seekers barbecue Queen's swans. This sort of coverage fuels hatred, racism and violence against asylum seekers. We need to promote the positive messages about asylum seekers and the benefits of a diverse society. Trevor Phillips also told us that the NHS would not survive if it were not for immigrant workers. 

In addressing point four of the action points, the NUT is deeply concerned about comments made by the Prime Minister on the BBC Breakfast with Frost programme in January of this year, that the Government may withdraw from its obligations to asylum seekers under the European Convention on Human Rights. The Government are unhappy that Article 3 of the Convention means that those refused asylum cannot be deported back to countries where they claim they would be tortured or killed. Any tinkering with Articles of the Convention would be a slippery slope. What next? A withdrawal from obligations on the rights of children to education? We must ensure that the rights and welfare of children seeking asylum are protected in the same way as those of other children.

Delegates, I have recently returned from union business in Ethiopia. I met members of the Ethiopian Teacher’s Association who had been tortured, who had been imprisoned, and I have met members whose colleagues had been tortured, imprisoned, murdered for their trade union activities. Some of our Ethiopian colleagues have had to flee their country in fear of their lives because they are considered to be a threat by their government. The NUT actively supports their asylum in our communities. To send them back would be inhuman. 

Congress, this motion is intended to highlight the often flammable issue of asylum in a rational and reasoned way. 

I will finish by telling you that Goran wants to be a doctor, and I am sure he will be. If he stays, our society will be better off for him. If he goes, we can be pleased and proud that we were a part of his success, a success that we seek for all of our children in our communities.

Shirley Rainey (Chartered Society of Physiotherapy) in seconding the composite motion said:  Fact or fiction? It is often difficult to decide what the truth is about asylum seekers with all the negative publicity, but what cannot be disputed is that people have been arriving on our shores seeking asylum for years and that many, one in six, have a physical and/or mental health problem. Yes, at the present moment refugees and anyone who has formally applied for asylum are entitled to register with a G.P. and receive free prescriptions and eye care, but first find your G.P. -- a very difficult process but made worse if you are shipped off round the countryside. 

Other barriers to healthcare are the lack of understanding by some professionals of uncommon and complex health problems, of the relevant cultures, and inadequately resourced interpreting and advocacy services. I know how frustrating the latter is. I have recently started working with a young girl with cerebral palsy, asylum seeking from Zaire. Her mother tongues are French and Swahili. I can say Jambo and Habari in Swahili and my French is not much better. Fortunately, I have the support of a voluntary organisation and I thank them but it is not ideal, not very confidential, and makes continuity of care almost impossible. 

There is a real lack of planning by the NHS, and an integrated approach is needed.  That must include using the real skills and knowledge of local refugees in planning the health services they need. Good health is dependent on more than the healthcare, as you will know. It also requires good nutrition, housing, transport, access to social services and, of course, real money in your pocket so you can go out and buy what you and your family really need. 

Support this motion to ensure our asylum seekers and refugees receive their basic human rights.

Pat Lerew (National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers) speaking in support of the composite motion, said:  The NASUWT is pleased to have this opportunity to speak in support of composite motion 6, and in particular paragraph one clause two. We living in the relative comfort and security of Britain today can only begin to think about the kind of situations which cause people to abandon their roots and lifestyle to seek asylum in a new country, which they hope will treat them better. It must take an even greater desperation than that to risk the health and lives of your children as well. 

How let down they must feel when they are given the kind of reception which shuts them away and treats them with suspicion, the sort of reception that can only make them more desperate for the future of their children. Most of them will be more concerned about this than their own futures and, like all parents, wanting their own children to have a better chance than themselves. 

Not only will educating these children separately exacerbate any trauma and persecution they have already suffered, it fails to give them the opportunity to adjust to their new surroundings and help integrate their families into a new lifestyle, because it is the children who are the most sociable, adaptable and keen to be part of everything. Educating the children of asylum seekers in accommodation centres is a form of educational apartheid. Excluding these children from our schools, nurseries and our education system is morally and ethically wrong. How can they be assimilated into the local community if their only experience of life in the UK has been through a form of society imprisonment? This is the same government that has sworn to eradicate the blight of exclusion from children's lives but instead legislates for discrimination against some of the most vulnerable in our communities. Educating asylum children in a mainstream setting, providing them with the same educational opportunities, can seek to improve this. The Government should commit itself to implementing its policy and targetting funding to mainstream schools serving the needs of asylum seeking populations. 

No school should be left in the situation of one I know where it was geared up to cater for the children of the local community who were largely from the Indian sub- continent. The teacher there was skilled in their cultures. She was not similarly skilled to cope with an influx of children from the Balkans during the Kosovan crisis, and there were no more resources locally to help that school. This kind of mis-management merely increases the difficulties of integration. 

We now stand on the brink of the establishment of a series of virtual communities that will have devastating consequences on these vulnerable people and will do nothing to improve race relations in this country. The Government must not pander to the racists by instituting policies of segregation and exclusion on racial lines. We need specific dedicated resources in our mainstream schools to educate the children of asylum seekers, thereby assisting to integrate their families into their real local communities. 

Please support composite 6.

Sue Bond (Public and Commercial Services Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Talking particularly to the fourth paragraph and bullet point four. 

Last Thursday in Manchester, which is where I work, a young man set fire to himself. He was an Iranian asylum seeker fleeing from persecution, but under something called section 55 he had been denied access to hospital treatment, housing, benefits or the right to work. He was terrified of being sent back to Iran. He was sick, desperate and destitute. And now he is dead. How many more victims will there be of this government's restrictive and discriminatory policies, people fleeing for their lives from war or persecution, traumatised by torture or the horrors they have witnessed? But if they fail to weave their way correctly through a Byzantine maize of Kafkaesque complexity then they are denied accommodation, healthcare, benefits or mainstream education. Why? 

Each period of immigration to the UK has led to a growth of prosperity, as they bring new talents and skills. Many recent refugees are doctors, teachers, health workers, engineers, IT specialists, but do the Government welcome them?  No, they do not. They introduce more and more restrictions on their access to services, and end up sharing and using the same language as the far right. Does that counter the far right? No, it does not.  For the BNP, these government policies have been a real vote winner for them and I should know because I live in Oldham where the Nazis sneaked their way into local estates in the guise of respectability, blaming asylum seekers in particular and the Asian community in general for all the daily problems people face. And the result? Well, so far there has been a 70 per cent increase in racist attacks, the murder of an Asian taxi driver and the desecration of Muslim graves. Only by eternal vigilance and a broad united campaign did we stop them winning seats on the local council. 

This motion calls on the General Council to campaign on defending the rights of asylum seekers, and there is a lot to campaign about. Last month over 30 refugees in London were evicted from their accommodation because they had not claimed asylum properly at the port of entry. They ended up sleeping rough on the streets: no blankets, no food, no shelter. Some ended up in hospital with dehydration, and unless the law is changed this is going to happen again and again. 

So, finally, I would like the General Secretary and the General Council if this ever happens again, which it will, to go down there with food parcels, take the press, take them to Congress House, whatever. We need to shout from the roof tops that this is an unacceptable and disgusting policy that affects so harshly the most vulnerable people in this country.

George MacIntyre (National Union of Journalists) speaking in support of the composite motion said: Of course, there has been negative reporting on asylum seekers and refugees, but we are as a union working to address that. There has been workplace reaction in the Daily Express, in Birmingham, and as a union working with refugees in the media project, Press Wise, the northern TUC and Amnesty International. We have held highly successful “Bursting the Myth” seminars where media coverage, warts and all, is put under the microscope. In Newcastle we organised such an event. We felt that if five or six refugee asylum seekers or their representatives turned up that would have been a success. We got 40. From that we organised training days where the refugees are shown how to deal with the press, how to handle negative reporting. That is an experience we are willing to share with Congress. If any colleagues here today need help in setting up such a training day we will help where we can. 

The NUJ works with all asylum seekers, not just journalists. We continuously adapt to changing circumstances, but in all the changes there is one thing that is constant. People are not asylum seekers or refugees by choice. They are not welcome in their own countries. They must be made welcome here, and they must be treated -- as the President said in his opening address -- with dignity and with fairness.

Sheila Kettles (Unifi) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: It is reported that there are 22 children of asylum seekers being held in Dungavel Detention Centre in Scotland, children whose parents have fled from persecution and who are now incarcerated in a former prison, children whose parents have fled their own country in terror, hoping to find asylum for their families. Instead we hear reports of a family, a mother and two young daughters, eventually being taken to hospital after one of the girls became ill and being told they would be escorted to the toilet in hospital by male guards. We hear of a woman being fined her £3.50 weekly allowance for taking a couple of weetabix to her room to feed her young children, who sometimes did not want to eat at the specified meal times. We saw the frightened faces of the A family, a mother and her four children being deported to Germany a week prior to a damming report on Dungavel. One child held prisoner in Dungavel is one child too many. 

Scotland has its own legal system. Education is a devolved issue and health is a devolved issue. Why, then, is it possible that the education, health and rights of children held in Dungavel cannot be commented on, or indeed acted upon, by the Scottish Executive? This is the same Scottish Executive who are currently running an excellent high-profile media campaign promoting Scotland as a country where we embrace many people, many cultures, a view held by the majority of Scottish citizens. 

However, the many people/many cultures campaign does not appear to extend to those children of asylum seekers in Dungavel who have committed no crime but are still imprisoned. That women and children are being treated in this manner in the 21st century anywhere in Britain is totally unacceptable and cannot continue. It is appalling that the majority of MSPs are staying silent and hiding behind the Westminster Government on this issue. 

Congress, a rally organised by the STUC last Saturday saw over 1,000 people demanding the closure of Dungavel. Support for this motion will add the full weight of the trade union Movement and keep pressure on the Scottish Executive to speak out and the Westminster Government to act.

Collette Corkhurst (Transport and General Workers' Union) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Earlier this week we heard about the dangerous way in which the BNP have capitalised on the negative messages about asylum seekers. Unfortunately, we seem to be going back to the bad old days, but now instead of hearing “No blacks”, “No Irish”, it is “No asylum seekers or refugees”. Again, it is that same old cry: they are taking over our jobs and are given all the best houses.  But the sad thing is that more and more people seem to think it is OK to make these statements and to get away with it. After all, it is what the papers say, and from their actions it seems to be what the Government believe as well. It is up to us as trades unionists to make sure that we are at the forefront of challenging this negativity and putting forward the arguments for fair treatment. 

Like others, the T&G believes that one of the worst proposals is the segregation of asylum seekers' children from other school children. This is immoral, unfair and impractical. Where is the sense in this? How can it be a positive move or improve relations in our multicultural and multiracial society? If we do not vigorously oppose this dangerous proposal now we are leaving ourselves and our communities wide open to divisions and hatred in the future. Schools should be an ideal environment to build and foster respect and understanding about other backgrounds and where children can learn from and about each other.  Separating children of asylum seekers is not a good lesson in citizenship and goes against any message of integration. 

The T&G, along with the TUC affiliates and other organizations, has long called for a decent and fair asylum policy. However, instead of trying to ensure that asylum seekers and their children have the right to the basic needs of education and health-care, these very rights are being eroded. We must put an end to this. After all, we are not talking about luxuries, we are not talking about special treatment and we are not talking about extras. We are talking about basic human rights. 

Please support this motion.

*    
Composite Motion 6 was CARRIED
Compulsory Testing and Citizenship

The President:  I now call Emergency Motion 2, Compulsory Testing and Citizenship indicating at the same time that the General Council supports the Emergency Motion.

Paul Russell (NATFHE) moved the Emergency Motion 2.

He said: This is just one more initiative that is unnecessary, badly thought out, insulting, patronizing, punitive and, finally, very dangerous. Why do I say that? Firstly, it is unnecessary because it addresses a problem that does not exist. In Bradford where I live and work, my college has waiting lists of 12 months or more for every class providing English for speakers of other languages.  My college provides scores of classes in college premises, in community centres, in church halls, in schools, etc., you name it. The only reason there are queues for these classes is that there is not enough funding or, in some cases, enough space or sufficient qualified teaching staff to provide more. It is all about resources. Give us the resources and the job will be done, and it will be done properly.  However, Blunkett's plan pre-supposes a model of a person who has come to this country with little or no English and who is perfectly happy or determined to stay that way, and who thereby presents somehow or other a problem to society. That is aimed at an entirely fictional person.   The problem is not lack of interest or motivation; it is lack of adequate and appropriate provision. 

Secondly, it is so badly thought out. Mr Blunkett, following his magnificent success as Secretary of State for Education, now thinks that testing is good for people. Well, in reality it rarely is, and especially for people who may be damaged in all sorts of ways, made to feel inferior, excluded from society, living here under sufferance. Then having come up with this great idea of compulsory teaching and testing of not only English but also something called citizenship, Blunkett has had to start up a high powered committee to decide what the hell that might mean. They have come up with a curriculum that looks to me to be about six different A-level syllabuses. I wish I had time to read you the page; it is frightening. I reckon it is about an A-level in six subjects. I would suggest history, politics, sociology, social policy, law, general studies and probably add on as well religion and philosophy, not to mention prejudice and bigotry. All of this is on top of the English. The first year indigenous British undergraduates to whom I teach English would nearly all fail any tests based on such a syllabus as would the majority, I believe, of members of the House of Commons. 

So by what right does this Government make demands of those who wish to be recognised as British citizens that they do not make of those who were born here? In this country we do not make adults attend classes. We do not make adults take tests. We do not force them to know anything about anything in order to have a passport or to vote for the government. The whole process is insulting, patronizing, discriminatory and punitive. It emphasises difference as a deficit, as a lack, a mark of inferiority, a fault which must be put right by compulsion and testing. That is why it is so dangerous. It is not only a classic example in itself of institutional racism; it contributes to the media-fed culture that encourages racism, and assists the agenda of the organised racists in the BNP. It gives succour and support to those who want to present cultural difference as a social problem, and some sort of threat to social cohesion, instead of the asset that it is to our society. 

That is why we, as the organised labour Movement, must campaign to get these proposals scrapped before they create even more mischief.

Gloria Mills (UNISON) in seconding Emergency Motion 2 said: The introduction of compulsory testing in English and civics is ill conceived because the Government have offered no evidence to justify this policy change; they have offered no credible reasons for it.   It is wrong because to link citizenship with compulsory testing is wrong. There could be no justification for this. It is ill conceived because it panders to prejudice and feeds individual and institutional racism. 

But, most of all, what will these Britishness tests achieve?  They will discriminate against people with foreign accents and will cause great misery to people. What are we going to test next? How we dress, how we talk?  Maybe those of us who were born in the Caribbean, and who speak with patois, should all book our elocution classes now. 

The reality is that these tests will legitimise institutional racism. These measures are harsh. They will penalise people who have earned the right to qualify for British citizenship. Sir Bernard Crick said in his report “Life in the United Kingdom” that citizenship is more esteemed when it is earned and not given.  However, the people who earn citizenship in this country do so by the contribution they make to this country; they do so by being good citizens, by working, by paying their national contributions and by paying their taxes. It is certainly more esteemed to know that you are valued as a British citizen by being treated with respect and being treated with dignity. 

These tests are wrong in principle. They will cause practical difficulties for people. They will also undermine the confidence that people have in British institutions. I do not know how many of you define Britishness but I will tell you that there are three abiding characteristics of Britishness that I learned as a girl in the Caribbean: one, to value and cherish the defence of fair play; two, tolerance and respect for others; and, three, understanding and standing-up for the underdog. That is the test I would like this government to pass. The most important test I want them to pass is the test of playing fair with asylum seekers and playing fair on race, because for a lot of us in this country there is no fair play when you are stopped nine times because you have a black skin. I think it is really important that we do say no to these tests.   They are wrong.

*
Emergency Motion 2 was CARRIED 

Seafarer Crewing and Employment Agencies

The President:   I now call Motion 84, indicating the General Council's support for the motion.

Paul Keenan (National Union of Marine, Aviation and Shipping Transport Officers) moved motion 84.

He said: From this rostrum this week we have heard about low unemployment figures and we have heard about more people at work in this country than ever before. How do you fancy a job at sea, a life on the ocean wave, travel to exotic ports all round the world and get paid for it? There are thousands of places available, that is according to this leaflet that was picked up by one of our officials outside a tube station in London just a few months ago. It is advertising jobs for 20,000 people to work in various sectors of the UK shipping industry. It promises up to £250 a day for a variety of different positions. Job hunters were invited to send just £1.50 to an address in London to receive further details. There is only one snag though, none of those companies ever existed. 

NUMAST helped to bring this particular scam to the attention of the Fraud Squad, but we believe it is just the tip of a massive international iceberg of exploitation. The leaflet we found in London bears a striking resemblance to a jobs for cash scam targetting workers in Kenya, Tanzania, Morocco, Syria, India, Vietnam and Pakistan. The company in question is believed to have obtained as much as half a million dollars by charging thousands of people medical and passport fees for non-existent jobs. The whereabouts of the company's managing director are unknown, but he claims to have an office and to do business in London. 

Over the past few years this company has left a trail of thousands of vulnerable victims, but they are by no means the only such operator. At least four similar racketeers have been discovered in the past year alone and last month another company, Caledonian Offshore, was discovered to have been conning money out of job seekers in Mexico, Peru and the Philippines. 

Under ILO Convention 179 governments are meant to ensure that seafarers are not illegally charged fees for recruitment and employment, but Convention 179 has been ratified by only a handful of countries whose numbers shamefully do not include the UK. 

NUMAST urges Congress to support this motion, not just to help to combat the international crooks preying upon poor and vulnerable victims but also to bring some desperately needed regulation into a fragmented and disordered global market. Once upon a time, shipping companies used to employ their own seafarers to serve upon their own ships but in today's highly globalised and cost competitive shipping industry the majority of the world's 1.2 million seafarers are recruited and employed through agencies. The quality of these agencies and the standards of control exercised over them vary widely but there is one common thread running through many of the key labour-supplying countries. Agencies exercise an incredible amount of power and control over job seekers. 

An International Commission on Shipping was presented with extensive evidence of non-payment and under-payment of wages, seafarers being forced to sign double contracts, forced to pay travel costs to and from the ship, and the blacklisting of crews who approach unions for assistance. The Commission concluded that there is no doubt that some people running agencies are involved in the secret and illegal recruitment and transfer of people to other countries, which in many cases involves the provision of fraudulent, forged and unearned qualification certificates. Despite all the evidence it found of widespread flouting of ILO Conventions, the Commission said it was unable to discover any evidence of any action being taken against offending agencies anywhere in the world. 

In shipping we need international regulation. Through the ILO, seafaring unions are seeking to secure agreement on a Bill of Rights for the world's maritime workforce including establishing the important principle of legal liability for such agencies. This motion seeks the TUC's support for that work and for the continued pressure on the UK Government to support those principles and to ratify ILO Conventions on recruitment and replacement of seafarers. 

The treatment of seafarers is a scandal but the nature of shipping means that it is a scandal that is out of sight and out of mind. It should not be. Ships remain essential to our well-being, carrying more than 90 per cent of the world's trade, but the rise of agencies has meant that more and more seafarers are being treated as disposable commodities, valued for their cheapness rather than their competence. It has to stop and this motion is one step on the road to returning sane and supportive standards to a vital international industry.

Richard Rosser (Transport Salaried Staffs' Association) in seconding the motion said: There are so many groups, and we have heard about so many this week, of workers in need of decent standards and protection from abuse and exploitation.  One such group is quite definitely seafarers. Cost cutting and the growing use of low-cost labour from developing nations has led to huge pressures on pay and conditions in the maritime industry. 

Last year a report to the International Labour Organisation on seafarers' living and working conditions found that the crewing agencies were used to supply the majority of the world's 1.2 million seafarers, as the mover said in his speech.   ILO Convention 179 has the laudable aim of seeking to set global minimum standards of practice for crewing agencies operating in the highly cut-throat international market place of world shipping. ILO Convention 179 makes it clear that countries should regulate private crewing agencies and laws should be in place to ensure that seafarers are not charged for recruitment services.   Not surprisingly, the development and enforcement of such regulations is constantly hindered by the massive power of many of these agencies. 

An earlier report to the ILO detailed corruption, illegal agencies and clandestine and oppressive recruitment practices. It revealed how the demise of the Soviet bloc had led to the rise of an increasing number of private crewing agencies that were operating with total impunity. 

Other investigations showed that in the Philippines -- that is the world's number one source of seafarers -- there are some 300 crewing agencies in operation.  Although the Philippines has ratified ILO Convention 179, the ILO noted what they described as “disturbing practices” such as watchlisting and blacklisting of seafarers contacting union officials. Even in the rare cases where agencies had licences suspended or withdrawn, they have been able to continue operating by registering under a different name. It is time these agencies were subjected to a clean-up and a clear-out and the ILO has recognised that.

 With the on-going overhaul of its maritime conventions, the ILO is seeking to build a new Bill of Rights for the world's seafarers based on decent seafaring principles, but this process needs support from governments, from unions and the international shipping industry if it is to succeed. 

In seconding I ask you to support NUMAST's motion and help to ensure that our government lend their influence to the development of effective safeguards for seafarers and effective rules to combat cowboy crewing agencies.

· Motion 84 was CARRIED
International Labour Organisation

Jackie Lewis (UNISON) speaking to paragraph 6.10 of the General Council’s Report, the ILO, said: Congress, we heard yesterday about the work of the TUC, and affiliates, to promote equality within the UK.  The TUC, and affiliates, are also doing important work on equality in international forums and trade union bodies but at best there is still resistance to an inclusive approach to equality in too many of those bodies, resistance to including sexual orientation, even more resistance to gender identity issues, and at worst an outright rejection of the rights of LGBT workers. 

The role of the ILO, the only international organisation empowered to set standards of workers’ rights, is obviously key.  UNISON therefore welcomes the encouraging developments at the ILO Conference in June, reported in 6.10.  A special sitting discussion looked at the ILO’s global report, Time for Equality at Work, under the follow-up to the ILO declaration on fundamental principles and rights at work.  Although there was no mention at all of LGBT workers’ rights talking about long-term in the actual report, it was agreed that they should be taken up in the follow-up work together with other previously unrecognised forms of discrimination relating to age, HIV status, and disability.


This came about because the ILO Workers’ Group argued that the ILO must take an inclusive approach to equality and that came about due to excellent work over a number of years by some trade union federations, including the TUC.  The Workers’ Group also called on the ILO to study and disseminate good practice on these discrimination grounds.  One important aspect of this is the ILO code on HIV-AIDS and the TUC LGBT Conference in July endorsed the call of workers for this code to be made mandatory.  UNISON hopes the General Council will support this.  But, Congress, we cannot mention HIV-AIDS today without acknowledging the WTO talks going on in Cancun and the scandal, the scandal, of millions dying while drug companies make their millions.  This must end now.


In the ILO, Congress, we are obviously talking about a long-term main plan.  The work that has been done has set a really solid foundation.  The ILO may not yet be swathed in rainbow colours but this work must continue so that the next global report on discrimination in four years’ time is truly about equality for all.  Thank you.

The President: Thank you very much, Jackie.  I am sure the General Council will have noted your comments and they will be taken on board.  That completes Chapter 6 of the General Council Report.  I now move to Motion 11,  Global Rights for Seafarers, again indicating the General Council’s support for the motion.

Global Rights for Seafarers

Peter McEwen (National Union of Marine, Aviation and Shipping Transport Officers) moved Motion 11.  

He said: President, Congress, at a south coast port not so very far away from here, NUMAST officials are dealing with a case that speaks volumes about today’s shipping industry and the plight of too many of the 1.2 million seafarers who work within it.  We are helping to secure unpaid wages for the Estonian crew of an Italian-owned vessel, flying a Mongolian flag, that was sailing from the Baltic to West Africa.  Leaving aside for a moment the fact that a landlocked nation is running one of the world’s latest flags of convenience, can you even begin to imagine the jurisdictional nightmares of dealing with this sort of case.

However, the sad reality is that the majority of the world’s 1.2 million seafarers are, in effect, dispossessed people.  They are deprived of basic rights and lacking any recourse to normal grievance procedures.  More than 30 years of relentless cost-cutting has seen the international shipping industry switching from systems of regulation involving social partners at a national level to a fragmented, deregulated, free-for-all using flags of convenience, such as landlocked Mongolia.  They are designed to evade basic minimum standards of safety, health, and employment.  


In the ultimate expression of globalisation more than half the world’s merchant fleet now operates under flags of convenience taking advantage of cheap registration fees, low or no taxes, and the freedom to employ cheap labour.  In an increasingly fierce competitive shipping market, each new FOC is forced to promote itself by offering the lowest possible fees and the minimum of regulation.  In the same way, shipowners are forced to look for the cheapest and least regulated ways of running their vessels in order to compete and FOCs provide the solution, often failing to exercise any effective control over the ships using their flags or imposing sanctions on owners violating accepted standards.  In many cases FOC ship registers are not even run from the country concerned.  Liberia, for example, is the world’s second largest ships’ register and it does not even operate from within its own state but rather all its offices are in the United States of America.  Seafarers employed on FOC ships are often denied their basic human and trade union rights since FOC registers lack even the political will, or the resources, to enforce minimum social standards.  The home countries of the crew can do little to protect them because the rules that apply on board are those of the country of registration.  


NUMAST believes that there should be a genuine link between the real owner of a ship and the flag that the vessel flies, and that is in accordance with the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea.  We thought we had the backing of the UK Government on this issue but we were proved to be sadly mistaken in June of this year when the UK Government shamefully failed to lend its support to proposals put before the United Nations by a broad coalition of labour, environmental and human rights organisations campaigning for effective measures to make flag states discharge their legal requirements.  


The UK’s ambivalence towards the idea of taking a tougher line against substandard ship registers contrasts with the previous assurances from the Deputy Prime Minister, John Prescott, on the Government’s support for the idea of a genuine link.  There is still time to persuade the Government to change its stance and we hope that this motion will serve to generate support from the UK when these issues are considered again at the United Nations later this year.  It is imperative that we support the fight against the scourge of the FOC system.  We urge Congress to support NUMAST and seafarer unions throughout the world in their struggle for decent working conditions and the elimination of working practices that would be shameful in the 18th century let alone the 21st.  


In proposing the motion, NUMAST accepts the amendment tabled by RMT on the basis that, in line with existing policy, the repeal of section 9 of the Race Relations Act is preceded by agreement on measures to ensure effective machinery for determining the pay and conditions of non-domiciled seafarers serving on British ships. To repeal without this sounds wonderful in theory but in practice would be a disaster.  I move Motion 11.

Bob Crow (National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers) speaking in support of the motion, said: I am glad that NUMAST have accepted the amendments on the repeal of the Race Relations Act.  It is only a shame that Peter did not accept it six months ago when we were campaigning to the Government.  Nevertheless, that is history now.


The reality of life is about discrimination.  Some people’s eyebrows go up when you talk about repealing sections of the Race Relations Act.  If you look at the Race Relations Act, section 9, which we are asking to be repealed, it says that it is not discriminatory for a ship owner to pay two different rates of pay to seafarers working on a ship.  I make our position absolutely clear, we may argue as a union to have ships going out with the red ensign but the reality of life is that what we want at the end of the day is people paid the same rates of pay.  We have friends right across the world, the Malaysian unions, unions in China, unions in the Philippines, and we have nothing uncommon at all with those seafarers working with them.  

Our only argument is this.  We could not care less that people working on a British ship are black, Filipino, Malaysian, gay, or lesbian. We could not care less what worker works on the ship so long as they get paid the same rates of pay and conditions.  That is the real argument out there, at the end of the day.  Recently, we met with David Jamieson, the Transport Minister, and he said, “Yes, Bob, you have an argument but the reality of life is that these people being paid £2 an hour, or on some occasions £1.50 an hour, working on these ships in British ports, when they go back to their own countries they live like lords.”  

I do not see my job at the end of the day, or my job when I serve on the International Transport Federation, as just raising the standard and conditions in my union.  My argument is to raise the conditions and standards for every worker throughout the world.  We are true to our saying, workers of the world unite and discrimination just does not stop on the British shores.  


Our argument is quite clear.  We are asking for a repeal of section 9 and by repealing section 9 make it quite clear that if you can be discriminatory for two railway workers working out of Dover, then why can it not be discriminatory for two seafarers working out of Dover on a ship?  This piece of legislation has to go and discrimination has to be ruled out, and in our view as speedily as possible.  The only people who gain out of discrimination on paying seafarers low pay and conditions are the bosses.  Instead of paying £7 or £8 an hour to a British seafarer, they are paying £2 an hour to a Filipino seafarer and by virtue of that they are saving £8 per hour on profits.  That is the reason why discrimination has to go at the expense of the profits for these big ship owners throughout the world.  

On that basis, we support the resolution and ask you to pass it unanimously.

The President: Thank you very much indeed, Bob.  There are no further speakers.

Motion 11 was CARRIED 

The President: Motion 85, Exploitation of Migrant Workers.  The General Council supports the motion. 

Exploitation of Migrant Workers
George Brumwell (Union of Construction, Allied Trades and Technicians) moved Motion 85.  

He said: I am going to follow on where Bob Crow finished about the exploitation of workers but the exploitation I want to draw attention to is part of a wider problem in almost every sector.  It is in education, it is in health, it is in agriculture, it is in catering, and it is very much in the construction industry.  Since we have turned our attention to the abuse that is taking place in Britain, on British contracts funded by British taxpayers, we have come across some appalling examples of exploitation.  If we were to examine how this is created, it is about gangmasters acting as agencies, advertising in the trade press cheap migrant labour, and they usually pay half the levels of British pay but make massive illegal deductions from those pay packets.  They charge them for accommodation, which will be nothing more than a timeshare mattress in a seedy house.  They will keep in their possession all their documentation so that they are trapped and they are prisoners.


There are many illegal workers in this country, up to 50,000 immigrants, working in the construction industry in London.  I will give you a couple of examples.  We had a look at the Scottish Parliament, which is under construction.  That is being built for a tender price of £40 million.  It has another year to go before it is finished and the costs have rocketed to £400 million and, surprise, surprise, we found exploited Romanian labour on that particular contract.  We are grateful for the assistance we had from the Scottish Executive but we always have to flush it out.  Main contractor Bovis profits, incidentally, were up to £243 million in the last year and you do not have to be a mathematician to start balancing the two.  On PFI contracts in the Midlands, where we work in partnership with the health authority we are able to monitor and root out the exploitation.  The third PFI in the Midlands is Staffs Health Trust and they will not come to terms with the union so that is one we will give a lot of attention to.  If the union is kept out, that is where there will be abuse and exploitation.  I suppose the one that is attracting the most interest from us as a trade union is the Home Office building, a contract in the centre of London for about £300 million; 70 per cent of the labour force there are Portuguese.  The contractor is French and Portuguese labour has every right to be here but it is a well-known fact that the lowest pay rates in Europe are to be found in Portugal. So why do they import Portuguese workers into Britain if it is not to exploit them?  That should be an exemplary contract and the Government should really set an example. 


What we want to do is manage a migration programme that removes the exploitation. The Government must put in place a scheme to monitor and record.  Certainly the unions in all sectors want to be prepared to work in partnership to avoid this abuse. I think the most important and effective way is in America. Whenever any project is found to have illegal labour that has been exploited they are hitting the pocket, they are hitting the profits, with massive fines imposed upon people who use and abuse this kind of labour.  


Colleagues, it is a wide issue.  It is important and it is one this movement has to address.  We welcome immigrants to this country.  My industry has always depended on immigrant labour but I think for the future we have to protect and raise the standards so that there is no more of the naked exploitation that we have found over the past few years.  Thank you.

Angie Marriott (UNISON) in seconding the motion, said: Congress, some of you may be concerned about the tone of this motion.  We want to clarify that this does not however reflect on the commitment, spirit, or intention towards supporting migrant workers.  Congress, the use and exploitation of migrant workers to support the British economy is nothing new.  What is new is the Government’s belief that such a strategy is wrong and does not reflect the practical reality of migrant workers’ lives.  This policy is driven by the current asylum and immigration debate that has become a euphemism for racism and xenophobia.  Successive pieces of legislation have closed off routes for legal immigration and work to all expect white Commonwealth citizens.  


Congress, the Government is now faced with a policy of contradiction by pandering to those who argue for keeping people out on the pretext that immigration will threaten our multicultural society and on the other hand they utilise migrant workers as the solution to the Labour Party shortages and sustaining growth in the British economy.  UNISON has been actively developing its work programme with migrant workers in the public sector, especially in the health service.  Last year, 41,656 nurses and midwives applied for registration and 13,721 were accepted.  This was a 63 per cent increase on the previous year.  Statistics show that 45,000 overseas nurses and midwives are currently working in the United Kingdom.  UNISON has set up an overseas nurses’ network in order to support, recruit, and represent nurses who face massive exploitation, isolation, race discrimination, language barriers, and fears.  A recent BBC programme highlighted how private nursing agencies were recruiting overseas nurses through the backdoor into private nursing clinics here in the UK, then recruiting them into the National Health Service within months of being here despite the Government’s agreement not to recruit nurses from countries with HIV-AIDS epidemics who already have a shortage of nurses.


Congress, at UNISON’s Health Conference in April this year we heard how overseas nurses were being treated here in the UK.  Qualified experienced midwives were being recruited to carry out laundry duties and cleaning duties, and were paid the lowest grades, that of a newly qualified nurse.  We heard how many nurses never received pay increments for years and how they were put into predominantly white communities and faced racist attacks and abuse.  Congress, we need to campaign on this issue.  Thank you.

Teresa Mackay (Transport and General Workers’ Union) speaking in support of the motion and on paragraph 6.12 of the Report, said: President, sisters and brothers, over the course of the summer we have seen TV and media exposing the plight of tens of thousands of documented and undocumented migrant workers, toiling in our fields and on our building sites where they have been abused, underpaid, harassed, intimidated, and killed, as well as facing social discrimination and serious health risks.  They are deceived and coerced by people-traffickers, the organised criminal gangs such as the Russian Mafia and Chinese Triads, who put them into debt, bondage, servitude, and sometimes captivity.  They have become slaves of the third millennium, working in the three Ds, the dirty, the difficult, and the dangerous industries.  


In agriculture it is estimated that there are 72,000 seasonal workers.  Fifty per cent of these are supplied by the gangmasters.  Some of them are okay but many are not.  That is why our union has been campaigning for years for the regulation of these gangmasters and which is now beginning to pay off.  Through the ETI both the TUC and we have been working with the growers and the retailers on the registration of gangmasters.  It is not very often that we are seen to be working side by side with both the growers and retailers but on this occasion they are standing with us.  They are fed up with losing their workers at the first sight of an immigration officer on the horizon, which means the producers lose their crops as well as the supermarkets.  


Our union has also been working with the Portuguese Worker’s Association recruiting Portuguese workers in our poultry factories such as Bernard Matthews in East Anglia and Moy Park in Northern Ireland.  This has been a tremendous success.  It has cut across any xenophobia and racism that was beginning to develop in those factories.  Once they were seen to be on the same side, there were much better working arrangements on all sides.  These are just some of the companies that the T&G has been organising over the past periods of time.


We have also been involved with the IUF on the draft Charter of Rights for migrant workers in agriculture, which will be taken to the ILO symposium on Decent Work in Agriculture next week in preparation for the discussion on migrant labour at the ILO next year.  


Sisters and brothers, do not underestimate the importance of this discussion to the trade union Movement.  It is estimated that 150 million people are living in countries not their own, and that has doubled since 1975.  We as a trade union movement must recognise the recruitment of these workers is the only way to overturn this exploitation which I have spoken about earlier and which can only be used to undermine our members.  Support this motion, make your plans to bring these workers into our ranks, and also follow the Dutch trade union, FMB, and the American AFL-CIO, to organise documented and undocumented workers because they recognise that all workers have a right to work.  Do not criminalize, organise.  Support motion 85.

Simon Hester (Prospect) speaking in support of the motion, said: For a day job I am an HSE factory inspector based in London, inspecting factories, investigating accidents, and enforcing health and safety law.  There is absolutely no question that in the twilight zones on the industrial estates, on the construction sites, in the farms around the country, immigrant labour is being exploited heavily across the board.  Many many low-paid workers, wherever they are born, actually, here or elsewhere, are working in horrible conditions, many on short-term contracts employed by shady agencies and subcontracting companies.  All the workers in these circumstances are facing difficulties, British-born or elsewhere. Whether it is language problems, ignorance of rights, fear of authority in general, they all collude to make matters worse for migrant workers.  There is serious exploitation taking place.  

When you are trying to deal with some of the problems that arise, the use of agencies, contractors and subcontractors, can create a maze of companies in a strong position to evade their legal duties.  We support this debate that is taking place.  We support this motion and see the proposals as part of an ongoing process to develop a trade union policy.  We need to be aware, and I think the other speakers have also mentioned this, that in the current racist climate that is being fostered in the newspapers in Britain and across Europe the trade unions have to avoid at all costs providing cover for anybody arguing a “British jobs for British workers” type of line.  The problem is exploitation by employers.  The workers themselves are welcome here, as George said in his introduction.

Problems can also arise in other guises and I want to give you an example of what we are facing at the moment.  There are discussions in the Home Office as we speak on how to root out illegal undocumented workers and asylum seekers from factories, farms, and construction sites.  One of the proposals seriously being discussed is for HSE inspectors to be used as part of a detection and enforcement operation of this.  That is not our job. If this lunatic proposal is enacted, I want to make a pledge to this Congress that those HSE inspectors who currently make no distinction between indigenous and undocumented immigrant labour will resist any attempts to get us to act as quasi immigration officers.  Instead, as we have heard before, we are demanding a reversal of the cuts in HSE.  To begin really adequately to get to enforce health and safety in the shady twilight zones of the British economy we need an injection of lots of new cash, but at the end of the day we all know that regulations, standards and procedures are only as good as the people who implement them.  

As an inspector, I will inspect a workplace, I will have discussions, perhaps arguments, perhaps enforcement action, but then I am going to go and I will not be back for a long time.  For that reason, we all believe that strong workplace organisation is the key to strong health and safety in any kind of workplace.  It is a fact that the presence of a trade union in a workplace halves accident rates.  To back up the demand of this motion, to get to the real heart of the problem of exploitation of vulnerable migrant workers, we also need to redouble our efforts to get a union safety rep into every workplace, to redouble our efforts to organise the unorganised.  Thank you.

The President: Thank you very much, Simon.  There are no further speakers, no opposition, no problems with the right of reply, I assume, so we move on to the vote.

Motion 85 was CARRIED. 

The President:  I now call Composite 9, Offshore Working, indicating the General Council’s support for the composite motion.

Offshore Working

Billy Hayes (Communication Workers’ Union) moved Composite Motion 9.  

He said: Globalisation and international competition have seen a major change in innovation and advances in information technology in the communications sector to allow workstreams to be located at the speed of light across the world that could not have been conceived of a decade ago.  This means that workstreams in the customer service and knowledge base sectors, jobs which require workers to interface with a database, where customer relations can be online by telephone or electronically, the fantastic advances in technology mean that work can be relocated at the switch of a button and at a distance where geography no longer means distance in time.  The marvel of this phenomenon is not just restricted to low skill, it is a challenge across all sectors and at all levels of the value chain.  

In the past five years the service sector of the UK has been growing at ten times faster than the manufacturing sector and has driven the UK growth rate and the increase in jobs.  The service sector now represents something like 70 per cent of GDP.  The UK is now largely a service-based economy.  Our union is concerned about the scale and the increase in offshore working.  The challenge for the UK economy is how it competes in such a world so that it can maintain growth and employment in the UK.  All countries, especially developing economies, are entitled to compete and advance their own prosperity and simple protectionist policies do not provide the solution.  

We heard on Tuesday morning from Patricia Hewitt and Digby Jones that the UK has the least regulated labour market and labour practices in the developed world.  Because of this we are told that the UK provides the environment for UK companies to be competitive, innovative, with high performance workplaces moving up the value chain.  But in reality in the service sector there is increasing evidence in the UK that companies are responding to this new competitive challenge with a low base business model.  Quick cuts to labour costs rather than creating business models that focus on investment, innovation, and maximising productivity, is an approach that has been all too prevalent in post-war Britain.  Our union, the CWU, is not afraid of embracing change and working to develop high performance workplaces.  If your work is in the information and communications sector, this in fact is a way of life.  Price competition dominates our working lives.  What we are faced with, however, and what alarms us are the unilateral decisions by boards and companies to source remotely thousands of jobs with no discussion and no agreement in terms of our response.  How can we respond and keep our members in employment when there is no discussion with trade unions, and unilateral decisions by boards on the growth in the workstreams? which could provide replacement jobs with those declining workstreams.  As Amicus argues on the challenge in the manufacturing sector so we say in the service sector, invest, innovate, improve productivity, and raise our game.  Offshore working has the potential to impact disproportionately on those regions that bore the brunt of the massive job losses in traditional areas, such as the North East, Scotland, and Wales.  These areas of the country have built their economies by attracting customer service work.  If companies respond to global competition in the service sector with this low business model response, then these communities once again will be a wasteland.  

That is why we are calling upon the General Council to undertake a detailed study in the nature of the competitive market in the service sector and the companies’ responses and the implications for employment in the UK economy, and make representations to government.  As you know, the CWU has members in postal, telecoms, and the financial service sector.  I will finish on this point.  If there is anyone in this hall thinking that it is just in the service sector, just in the telecommunications sector, think on this.  In Houston, Texas, in America, postal workers machinery is in Texas but the coding for that job is done in Mexico City.  If you work at a computer screen it is not just in the service sector, not just in the telecoms sectors, this has the potential to affect anything that can be electronically transferred.  Is it not strange that in this marvel age of the 21st century with technology, and where transfers can be made at the speed of light, we are witnessing a Dickensian approach to this problem?  Congress, I move.

Adrian Askew (Connect) in seconding the composite motion, said: I would ask you to support Composite 9. Incidentally, that is Connect, the union for professionals in communications, not Connect, the horse that was running in the 2.55 at Doncaster yesterday.  I backed it and it is still running, so far as I know.


Congress, my union, like many others, is having to find new ways to respond to this latest trend of moving vast chunks of work from the UK to overseas, the transfer of work and jobs typically to the developing world.   Of course, we know that this is not a new idea.  Those unions representing clothing, textile, and engineering, for example, know only too well the effect that this kind of policy has had on their industries over the last one hundred years.  What is new is the transfer of technology-driven jobs like call centre operations and software development.  It is these kinds of jobs that are moving at an accelerating pace, typically to India, but also to countries that do not share India’s commitment to decent labour standards.  


Congress, offshore income directly threatens many of the jobs carried out by our members and we have to respond to this development on a basis that protects our members, their careers, their livelihood, and of course their industries.  Crucially, as trade unions, we are aware that opposition alone is just not good enough.  We must engage in proper dialogue with employers to deliver real protection for our members.  We must secure agreements that protect our members against redundancy, ensure job security, and re-skilling.  We must campaign to place our members’ concerns right at the heart of the planning and consultation process.  


Congress, we must also remember this.  As trade unionists we are internationalists and our approach to offshoring and outsourcing must look beyond the narrow confines of the UK.  Our approach must never be simply to declare a defence of British jobs for British workers.  Congress, let us be clear, racism and nationalism have no part to play in our response.  We must never spin the shallow arguments which will only come to be exploited by extremists such as the BNP.  No, a global economy is with us and we need a global trade union response to deal with it.  We call on those UK employers looking for the low cost option of remote sourcing to do so in a socially responsible way, to provide decent terms and conditions, job security, and career development.  We call on those companies to provide access to the local trade unions and to provide positive encouragement for trade union organisation and recognition.  Congress, this can be done.  Some major employers are already signing up to this approach.  If we develop a global agenda we will ensure effective protection for our members here and workers wherever they are in the world.  Congress, I ask you to support the composite.  Thank you.

Singh Amarjit (Transport Salaried Staffs’ Association) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Remote sourcing of jobs is starting to have an impact on the rail industry as many of its call centres are being touted overseas.  For example, Vortex, a firm that provides call centre services for Virgin Trains, is intending to transfer some of its operations from Edinburgh and Dingwall in the Scottish Highlands to India.  Vortex is based in Dingwall. The local community in Dingwall relies heavily on the call centre for its employment and prosperity.  If the call centre were to close, it would devastate the local economy.

This is not a “British jobs for British workers” argument, this is about ensuring that no one is exploited and everyone is treated fairly.  Our members are rightly concerned that employment standards and workplace rights in the countries where these jobs are going must stand up to scrutiny on pay, health and safety concerns, and trade union recognition.  What makes this different to what we have heard from our colleagues this morning is that this could be the first time that public money, through subsidies to train operators and fares for providing a service for the public, would be spent on a workforce outsourcing in this way.  For this to be subsidised from public money given to train operators to help them to provide public services for selling rail tickets and passenger enquiries is derailing our industry, and is a step too far.  

The Government have rightly maintained that the UK has to have a highly skilled and highly paid economy but they must ensure that the private operators providing a service for which the public pays does not fly in the face of that ethos.  Congress, please support composite 9.

Lindsey Adams (Unifi) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Comrades, I stand here as somebody who works in a contact centre so this is a subject that is very close to my heart.  The issue of offshore outsourcing is one of the most important issues facing the trade union Movement today.  In the finance sector we have witnessed all too starkly the effects of globalisation.  Deregulation and liberalisation have seen barriers to trade and investment removed, resulting in a dramatic increase in the movement of products, services, money, and people around the world.  Many jobs have already been moved to India, to China, to the Philippines, Indonesia, and South America.  

I have no doubt that the finance industry will continue its outsourcing plans and that is why it is more important than ever that we as trade unionists have something to say on this issue.  We must not stand back and let jobs go overseas to countries where there may be little or no respect for human rights, to countries where there is no right to collective bargaining, or no right to join a trade union.  As trade unions we must campaign to ensure our employers engage in dialogue on this issue.  At the moment, it is raised in the boardroom but even if they are only considering it we want to know.  We should also let employers know that we will not accept any compulsory redundancies caused by work transferring overseas and, importantly, we must ensure respect and dignity for all workers across the globe by working more closely with our international affiliates.  

However, we must also focus on education.  In Unifi we want to raise further the aspirations of workers in the finance sector, to demand training in order to compete on knowledge.  Financial services products are becoming more and more complicated and this is where workers in the UK can compete.  We need to move our workers up the value chain.


Congress, we want to ensure that the effects of globalisation are managed wisely.  Globalisation can boost economic growth but it can also destroy economies and widen the gap between rich and poor.  Unifi wants globalisation to work for everybody by working towards fair and sustainable trade.  Global agreements will ensure that the practices of large corporations are monitored and that trade unions have the opportunity to raise problems with management.  Let us have no illusions about globalisation, it is happening and it is happening now.  We want to ensure that the trade union voice is heard and that trade unions have an input into reducing the negative effects of offshore outsourcing.  Thank you.  Please support this composite.

Jack Warner (Amicus) speaking in support of the composite motion, said: Congress, the mover, seconder, and previous speakers have all strongly and eloquently stated the case for the composite so I will not repeat anything that they have said.  What I would like to do, though, is to let Congress know what Amicus is doing through our union.


First, next Monday we are hosting a conference to explore the whole offshoring problem.  We are going to have trade union leaders address the conference.  It will be followed by addresses from the workplace activists who have actually been at the coalface fighting for their jobs.  Finally, we will have academic experts who will present their research.  This promises to be a very positive and constructive conference.  The seminar will also be used to launch the findings of a major survey commissioned by Amicus, which explores the attitude of 2,000 customers towards offshore migration.  The result of this survey shows that 87 per cent of people think the companies which service UK customers should support UK jobs.  It also makes it clear that UK consumers are prepared to punish companies that outsource jobs with 63 per cent saying that their purchasing decisions would be influenced by the knowledge that the company was outsourcing jobs.  The message to employers is clear: consumers want them to take their corporate social responsibility seriously, that is, how they treat their employees and their customers.


In September 2002, when the Prudential announced plans to relocate a thousand customer service jobs, Amicus launched a high-profile media industrial campaign to prevent job losses.  The unions stood up to management and saved 850 jobs.  As well as campaigning and the conference, Amicus has been lobbying ministers and MPs through its parliamentary committee.  Following this lobbying, Martin O’Neill, Chairman of the Commons Trade & Industry Select Committee, has announced that he will be launching a wide-ranging inquiry into the loss of thousands of call centre jobs and IT jobs from the UK.  Amicus will be lending its full weight to this inquiry and I hope the TUC will do the same.  The Government must address this issue now.  The UK cannot afford to allow the service sector to go down the same route as manufacturing.  Support the composite.

The President: Thank you very much, Jack.  There are no further speakers, no opposition, and I assume no problems with right of reply.  Can I therefore move to the vote on Composite Motion 9?

· Composite Motion 9 was CARRIED.

The President: Colleagues, I notice that it is now 12.30.  We should be adjourning for lunch but we have just one more motion and then we go on to the formal business.  It would seem to me a bit irrational for us to break now and come back whenever we are supposed to come back.  Is it agreed that we should continue until we finish, which I imagine will be about 1.30, or perhaps a little after that?  Is that agreed?  (Agreed)  Thank you very much. 

I call Emergency Motion 3, Appledore, indicating the General Council support.

Appledore

Keith Hazlewood (GMB) moved Emergency Motion No. 3, Appledore.  He said: Congress, in the Chancellor’s speech on Tuesday he said the Government wants to work with the unions and the Government wants the unions to work with them, and the Government also wants to help protect UK jobs.  I thought his comments were very encouraging.  Well, Gordon, let us start now and show us you mean what you say.  


Appledore, a merchant shipbuilder in Devon, is facing closure in less than three weeks if work cannot be found.  Four hundred years of manufacturing history is in the balance.  Four hundred years of quality British jobs are threatened; 850 jobs under direct threat, and hundreds more within the local community are also at risk.  It is a devastating blow for the community and for shipbuilding in general.  There are skilled jobs that could be lost for ever; indeed, Congress, an entire industry is under threat.  If Appledore closes, that will leave only one merchant shipbuilder left in the UK.


Colleagues, we have today in the gallery shop stewards from the yard asking for your help.  Let us make sure they get it.  They deserve our support.  This is an example of the crisis facing our manufacturing industry that we discussed on Tuesday.  We are not asking for handouts.  We are asking for work to be brought forward to save the jobs, the yard, and the community.  Remember, 10,000 jobs every month are lost in manufacturing.  Colleagues, on behalf of our members in Appledore, I ask you to support this Emergency Motion.

Danny Carrigan (Amicus) in seconding the Emergency Motion, said: I am very pleased to be associated with this emergency motion.  Having said that, I have to say that I am not very pleased that there is a need to have this motion on the agenda.  What it represents is 850 workers, or so, facing the dole.  They are facing uncertainty and anxiety, and their jobs are hanging in the balance as we speak.  Colleagues, I think we should support this motion and send a signal to the workforce and the shop stewards who are here today that they have our full support in their struggle, not just to save their jobs but also to save the yard and to save this industry in North Devon.  

Colleagues, shipbuilding has existed in North Devon since the time of the Spanish Armada.  I am not exactly clear when that was because I am a bit hazy this morning but I think it was in the 16th century.  I think it would be fair to say that that is a long time and a number of us and a number of the public may be forgiven for thinking that shipbuilding consequently has had its day, it is tired, it is dated, it is old, and it is outmoded.  But, colleagues, you would be wrong and the public would be wrong if they thought that shipbuilding in the UK is an old, tired industry.  It is not a sunset industry.  It has embraced technological change and technical change.  These Appledore workers have become flexible, leaner, and fitter.  The Appledore workers have become more effective, more efficient, and in the jargon, provide more value for money for the economy, and yet they are losing their jobs.  

As Keith Hazlewood said, there is work available.  It is true that the Government has placed millions of pounds of orders in shipyards across the country but it does seem that the MoD is incapable of allocating the work in a way to ensure that a crisis of this type, such as that faced by the Appledore workers, does not happen.  Look at what the Department of Transport has done.  It has placed an £8.5 million order for a barge not in the UK and certainly not in North Devon but with a Dutch shipbuilder, who in turn subcontracted that work to a Ukrainian yard.  


Colleagues, I have to say that I am an internationalist but I make no apology for saying that is not the way to run a government procurement policy.  I believe in the first instance that British taxpayers’ money should go to creating and preserving British jobs in Devon, and elsewhere.   Nigel, let me finish on this.  I was a bit hazy about the exact date of the Spanish Armada but I do remember and participated in the successful fight to save the Upper Clyde shipbuilders in 1971 and 1972.  I remember, and I know a lot of people in this hall remember, that the clarion call during that struggle was, “fight for the right to work”.  Colleagues, that slogan is as relevant today as it was then.  Let us fight for the right to work and keep Appledore open.  I second.

Peter Booth (Transport and General Workers’ Union) speaking in support of the Emergency Motion, said: I am speaking not only in support of the Emergency Motion but also the workers at Appledore now struggling to fight for their jobs.  Colleagues, the theme of this week behind us has been, Britain at Work, and of course many of the debates which have affected manufacturing and indeed now the service industries have perhaps seemed more about Britain losing work.  This emergency motion is the latest in a long list of closure announcements that we have suffered in recent weeks, months, and years.


I know it is a sobering thought on the last motion of this Congress when many people’s minds are drifting towards the doors but if this Congress was to meet every week we would have an emergency motion, one or more, on major threats to jobs, factory closures, and shipyard closures across the length and breadth of this country.  If we had met last week it would have been the 1,200 workers at Carpet International, before that it would have been the Massey Ferguson workers in the Midlands, before that it would have been Alstom, before that it would have been Bombardier in Northern Ireland, and before that it would have been Ethicon in Scotland.  This is happening every week to workers somewhere in the length and breadth of this country.  It cannot be allowed to continue.


For the workers at Appledore their jobs are under threat whilst the shipyards across Europe, and in particular in France and Italy, have full order books, full to overflowing.  There has to be a question: why can it be that those jobs are under threat whilst other shipyards have full order books.  That question demands some answers and while there may be no simple answer one of the answers could be the fact that other European governments do support their manufacturing industries much higher than we do, and that we only provide support at 30 per cent of the level of the rest of the European Union.  It could be the fact that year after year, decade after decade, we invest 25 per cent per worker less than other manufacturing industries and shipyards across Europe.  It could be because the Government is not prepared to intervene when jobs such as these at Appledore are under threat.  


Colleagues, we have to say, yes, we are here to support the workers at Appledore.  We want the Government now to support the workers at Appledore and be prepared to intervene.  We do want all the rights to information and consultation that other manufacturing workers across Europe have.  We do want our Government to look closely at the public procurement orders that are available to keep so many tens of thousands of British workers in jobs that they need and deserve.  We do say that we do not want tea and sympathy for these workers at Appledore.  We do not want a stand back position but we do want intervention.


Colleagues, I support, the T&G support, the GMB support, and this Congress supports the workers at Appledore but we also need to remember that every week we need to stand firm to support workers across British manufacturing.  Support this emergency motion and support the workers at Appledore.  Thank you.

The President: Thank you very much, Peter.  There are no further speakers so I can move to the vote.

· Emergency Motion 3 was CARRIED.

General Council Report

The President: I now call appendix one and appendix two.  Congress, that completes the formal business of Congress.  I now move to the adoption of the General Council’s report.  Can I take that as agreed?  (Agreed)  Thank you very much.

Vote of Thanks

The President: I now have an important announcement to make.  At their meeting this morning the General Council elected Roger Lyons as Chair of the General Council and as Congress President next year.  I am sure you will wish to join with me in congratulating Roger and wishing him well for the next Congress year. (Applause)

I now have a number of votes of thanks to make to those who have contributed to the smooth running of Congress.  They will obviously be brief but I do not want anyone to assume that because of their brevity they are not sincere and well meant.  


I move a vote of thanks to the staff at the Brighton Centre for all that they have done to ensure that Congress runs smoothly, and to the stewards for their assistance during the week. (Applause)

I would like to thank the crèche workers, and a special thank you to the team of signers who have worked so hard throughout the week. (Applause)

This is not scripted because being self-effacing and modest people I had no brief from the staff to move a vote of thanks to them but I am going to do so.  I think we should recognise the great contribution the staff of the TUC make to the very very smooth and successful running of Congress, and not just Brendan, Frances, and Kay, up here but all the people behind them.  I am not just speaking about Congress week but about the whole year during my presidency, and indeed before that.  I have always found them to be an absolutely fabulous bunch of people, very very high calibre, and extremely hardworking.  I would guess by Tuesday midnight of this week they had already worked their 48 hours.  Congress, can I take it that those votes of thanks are agreed?  (Applause)


At the end of this Congress we say farewell to a number of colleagues from the General Council:

Tony Burke, who joined in 1993 and has served as chair of the Trade Union Councils Joint Consultative Committee, the New Unionism Task Group, and the Organising Academy Steering Group, and as a member of the Executive Committee.  Tony, we know you are rightly proud of the Organising Academy.  We are proud of the work that you have done to put organising in recruitment at the forefront of trade unionism today.  (Applause)

Gwenda  Binks, who joined the General Council in 1998 and has served on the Executive Committee of the Women’s Committee, the Representation at Work Task Group, and the Learning and Skills Task Group. (Applause)

Veronica Dunn, who joined us in 2001 and has served on the Women’s Committee, the Disability Committee, and the Educational Trust.  (Applause)

Gwenda and Veronica, the General Council and our equality committees have valued your contribution enormously and we will miss you.


Ged Nichols, who joined the General Council in 2000, has served on the Representation at Work Task Group, the Trades Councils Joint Consultative Committee, and the New Unionism Task Group. He was also Publicity Officer for the General Council branch of the Everton Supporters Club. (Applause)

Mick Rix, who joined the General Council in 2001, has been a member of the Young Member’s Forum, the Learning and Skills Task Group, the Race Committee, the Disability Committee, and the LGBT Committee.  Mick has been a driving force behind the trade union Movement support for our comrades facing almost daily death threats in Colombia.  Mick, we salute you for your unswerving commitment to justice. (Applause)  Incidentally, we need to find another cricketer to replace Mick if we are ever going to score any runs in the annual event against the industrial correspondents.


Congress, Pauline Thorne, from Unison, is leaving the General Purposes Committee and we thank her for her work on the GPC.  Pauline is well known to many and we understand that her favourite catchphrase is, “Let’s have a party.” (Applause)  Pauline was elected to the GPC in 2001 and has been its secretary this year.  Her good judgement and attention to detail will be much missed by the GPC.


I wish them all well in their continuing work for their unions and the trade union Movement.


At this Congress Sir Bill Morris also retires from the General Council after 15 years’ service and he received the Gold Badge of Congress.  Bill, this is the third Congress running in which speeches have been made, quite rightly, in your honour.  Bill was, of course, as many of you will remember, President of Congress in 2001 but because of the tragic and unprecedented events which led to the closure of Congress almost two years ago to the day he did not receive his Presidential badge and bell until last year.


Bill is one of those who saw us through from an impossible relationship or rather a total lack of a relationship with the Tory Government to today’s (it says here) complex relationship with Labour in power.  The TUC is always the master of understatement.


Bill has been an outstanding leader of his union.  He has led the TUC on employments rights and has served on bodies as diverse as ACAS, the CRE, and the governing body of the Bank of England, where he continues to serve.  He is an ardent campaigner not least for asylum seekers and, of course, he has been a role model for black trade unionists and for many young black people who look around British society and ask what they might make of their lives.  


Bill, I have great pleasure in presenting you with the Gold Badge of Congress. 

(The presentation was made)

Bill, I have much pleasure in inviting you to address Congress.

Sir Bill Morris: President, Congress, can I first of all thank you for your kind words and indeed your personal good wishes.  As I stand at the departure gate into retirement, I am very much aware that almost any day now I will slip from Who’s Who to Who the Hell Was He.  President, mine has been a long journey but a very rewarding journey, a journey from rural Jamaica to the presidency of Congress.  I say quite honestly and with the greatest humility that I could not have written that script.  It is a script written by others and I am proud that the major authors and contributors to this script have been members of my own union, the T&G, and members of other unions in our Movement as a whole.


President, it has been a script that has been littered with good advice, camaraderie, courtesy, kindness, love, and indeed respect.  Today I want to pay tribute and record my genuine and sincere thanks for the honour and the privilege to have served my union, and indeed our Movement.  


President, retirement, so they tell me, is a time of reflection, and I have reflected on my very first Congress as a delegate.  I recall the General Secretary reporting to Congress a trade union membership of 12 million plus.  I also recall that on Monday when our General Secretary presented the Congress Report he reported a membership of just over 7 million.  That is an unexpanded workforce.  

President, that gap is a measure of the task before us as we set out to rebuild our Movement. The challenge to reclaim the right to speak for workers is a major one, and I use the term “workers” quite deliberately.  For far too long our Movement has seen itself only required to speak for members.  I believe that this Movement must reclaim the right to be the authentic and legitimate voice for all workers, and see the rebuilding of our Movement as a challenge with some urgency.  

As we set out to do so, we must have a very clear perspective as to duties, rights, and responsibilities.  Let us never forget that we are as a Movement part of the governed and not the government.  I have won one or two elections in my time but I have never campaigned on a campaign platform, “Vote for me and I will bring down the government.”  Had I done so, I would not have been able to exercise today’s privilege in thanking you for your support.  

As I take my leave of you let me use again a word that I used a minute ago, the word “love”.  The sustaining influence in my life has been the continuous love of my family, and those close to me.  As a boy from a peasantry and rural community who knows the value of the extended family, my honour and roll call of love goes back a long way, the love of my grandmother, my own mother, and I had a deceased love, and the love of my current granddaughter, and of course my wonderful love from way up there, Eileen.  

President, to this Movement I say, thanks for your support, thanks for your love, and thank you for the memories.  Thank you all very much. (Applause/standing ovation)

The President: Thank you very much, Bill, for those inspiring words.  Just to be a little light-hearted again, when you opened, Bill, referring to the “departure gates” I was just reminded of Sir Robin Day, I think a few months before he died when he said that he was in the departure lounge of life hoping that his flight would be delayed.  I wanted to ask him what made him think it was going to be a flight.  (Laughter)  For you, Bill, I am absolutely certain, if it does exist up there it will indeed be a flight.  Thank you very much, Bill.


During the course of the Congress year John Edmonds retired from the General Council and having served for almost 17 years up to his retirement is entitled to receive the Gold Badge of Congress.  However, unfortunately, John cannot be with us here today.  John has been one of the best-known trade unionists of his generation.  He was one of those who came to prominence during those difficult years when the Tories were at the height of their powers and appeared to enjoy making life difficult for unions.  His contributions to our debates were always intelligent and often managed to be at the same time both acerbic and self-effacing, a rare quality which John has made his own.  He was an outstanding President of Congress, a strong campaigner on the environment, and a founding Chair of our Europe Monitoring Group.  He has made an outstanding contribution to the trade union Movement both through his own union and through the TUC. (Applause) 

The General Secretary:  I call on the Vice President to move a vote of thanks to the President.

Sir Bill Morris: Congress, I have the privilege of not just moving a vote of thanks to the President but to share with you that it has been an even greater privilege to have worked with Nigel throughout his presidential year.  I have been able to see him at his best and I have been able to see him at his very best.


On Monday, you heard from Sue Rogers and indeed George Brumwell who moved and seconded the vote of thanks for Nigel’s presidential address.  Of course, you have heard about the qualities that have made him a great trade unionist and a great President, but much more than that, a great human being.  Throughout the year Nigel brought a sureness of touch to presiding over the General Council and that sureness of touch, with a little laughter, was much in evidence here this week.  You are very slow this morning!  

Nigel nearly achieved a one hundred per cent record of chairing the General Council and meetings of the Executive but he was in fact late one morning and I had to deputise for him as the Vice President.  When he turned up I wondered: “What sort of yarn is he going to spin us this morning.”  However, it was during the firefighters’ dispute and Nigel declared: “Sorry, I’m late, there was a fire on the London Underground.”  


Nigel, your great strength has been the courtesy and the respect for each and every delegate who comes to this rostrum, indeed I would go further and say it was your weapon of mass destruction in keeping the delegates truly in order.  During Monday we heard the story of Nigel liberating his native island, Jersey, with just one shoe chucked over the fence and, bingo, the Germans disappeared.  As a representative of the teaching profession, his specialist subject, as you may well have gathered, was maths, I think.  So rest assured that whatever the results of the referendum on the euro, Nigel will be demanding a card vote!  

The press reports about the General Council’s Dinner on Tuesday evening have caused Nigel a great amount of intrigue and, indeed, indifference.  He continued to say quite strongly, “I was at more than one dinner.”  He insisted, of course, that it was an evening of great fun, for some people.  For me the highlight of that evening was when he addressed the Prime Minister as President Blair.  (Laughter)  Perhaps he knows something that the rest of us do not know.  I can just see it now, an address to the nation starting with, “My fellow Americans….” You are very slow this morning!  

I will of course dine out on many of Nigel’s quips this week but there is one that I am still trying to work out.  He said: “It is always good to see the light”, but despite all that he just failed to recognise Doug McAvoy’s Motion 46 and went straight from 45 to 47.  If I had a warped mind, I would have thought one or two old scores were being settled there, but I have not. (Laughter)
Colleagues, I have enjoyed myself as much as our President, as I have said, due to his sureness of touch, his courtesy, and his humour.  It has been great.  It is now a great privilege for me to present to our President of the week the Congress highest award, the Gold Medal of Congress and the bell of Congress.   But before I do, let us bring a little laughter into our lives by saying, Nigel de Gruchy, This is Your Life.  (Video clips shown of the President’s fit of the giggles)

President, long may laughter continue.  Congratulations.  (Applause)

(The presentation was  made)
Colleagues, it is often said that it takes two to tango and of course it does but in the trade union circles we coin our own phrases for these things.  We talk about partnership, although judging by some of our debates this week the word “partnership” seems to be going out of fashion, and if they are not constructive partnerships then perhaps it should.  That is not the case in the de Gruchy household.  The partnership there is very much alive and those of us who were present at the President’s reception on Tuesday evening will have seen the entire family not just in partnership but in support, with Nigel and Judy, and of course their sons and other members of the family.  That was not just a partnership, it was in fact his supporting cast sharing the good moments and, indeed, supporting each other.  

On Monday, Nigel rightly paid public tribute to Judy and did so again yesterday following the address from the AFL-CIO’s delegate.  Today I believe we would not be intruding too much if we said to Judy, thank you very much for the support that you have given to Nigel and thank you for letting the Movement have so much of your valuable time.  We do love you both, we respect you all, and today Congress wants to join in and share with you both a moment of partnership, togetherness, and much love.  It is therefore my privilege on behalf of Congress and our General Council colleagues to recognise your contribution by the presentation of a small token that represents the esteem in which we hold you both.  Thank you very much indeed.  

(The presentation was made)
Judy de Gruchy: I just want to say, thank you, to you all.  Thank you for your friendship and I send my best wishes to you all for the year ahead.  Thanks a lot. (Applause)
The Vice-President: Colleagues, I invite the President to address Congress.

The President: Thank you very much, Bill, and also thanks again to Judy and great thanks to the technical team for reproducing that dreadful video.  Actually, one of the Equity people told me last night that whenever the BBC uses something like that they get paid £700.  I wonder if there is any way the TUC and myself could claim some copyright.

Colleagues, this is actually my second retirement because about some 18 months ago I retired from the position of General Secretary of NASUWT, so today is the second retirement.  It is a great feeling.  Some of you may have actually retired.  You get this great feeling of lightness which comes over you.  I had it again this morning when I was able to hand over the chair to Roger Lyons.  I moved to the side and I just felt like sitting down and laughing.  

They say that retirement is a good thing so long as you have a good job to go to.  I remember when I was coming up for my retirement from the NASUWT the Secretary of State for Education at the time, Estelle Morris, asked me, as many people do of course, “What are you going to do in your retirement?”  I managed to reduce her to a state very similar to the one I reached last Tuesday morning when I said that I was thinking of opening up the Nigel de Gruchy School of Diplomacy.  (Laughter)  

I have a particular word of thanks to the General Council for electing me President.  One does of course, as one often does in the TUC, use the term “election” advisedly.  It is the good old Mr. Buggins, or Lord Buggins, system; it certainly has its advantages and saves a lot of rivalry.  I do remember one famous occasion quite a few years ago now when a distinguished, if perhaps rather pompous, General Secretary launched into something like a 20-minute speech when accepting the nomination in which he described the great challenges facing the Movement and how he hoped he had the abilities to match up to the very heavy responsibilities.  His concluding remark was the real clincher when he ended his speech by saying: “And, anyway, it was my turn.”  (Laughter)
I was one of those daft people, I think is the polite expression, who always became secretary.  I was a Branch Secretary many many years ago in Lewisham.  I joined the staff as an Assistant Secretary and then I became the Deputy General Secretary, and then the General Secretary, always secretary, secretary, secretary.  I never chaired anything, apart from meetings of NASUWT staff and there are probably many who think they did not take place enough.  I have only been President or Chair of anything at the TUC.  Then just as I was getting the hang of it, it all comes to an end.  (Laughter)
Again, those of you who are approaching retirement may have already had a feeling or two like this.  If you can think back to your younger days, it is usually as you move through your mid-20s, approaching your 30s, when you tend to go home and say: “Don’t the police look young these days.”  I had a very similar experience with the General Council where I had missed, unfortunately, two meetings in succession because of other heavy commitments that we all have, of course.  When I showed up eventually there were lots of new faces.  I remember looking round and saying, “Good, God, the General Council is looking young.”  When you reach that stage, it really is time for you to go.  (Laughter)   Those of you who know my voice will be relieved that I am not going to break into song when I sum up my feelings today as very similar to what Bill said, thanks for the memories.


I was intrigued when I picked up one little quote that was in one of the newspapers in the course of the week from the new General Secretary of the ATL, Mary Bousted.  Being new to the ATL she is also ipso facto new to the TUC.  I thought it was a very good comment she gave when she said that the trade unionists she found here at TUC Congress were very different from the media stereotype; instead of that she found us all intelligent, articulate, and committed.  I would like to echo that because it reflects exactly the feelings I have.  


What will my memories be of the TUC?  My abiding memory will be that no matter where you go, to the TUC staff, the General Council, the Executive, here at Congress, wherever you go, in my view, you come up against people who are of incredibly high calibre, incredibly hard working, and incredibly articulate.  For example, I found every single speech that was made at the rostrum on the platform this week to be very very educational.  I think the quality of the debate at TUC Congress has gone up and up and up every year over the last 14 years that I have been coming here and that reflects very well on the Movement.


Because I was a staff member myself in my own union, the NASUWT, for so many years I just want to add an extra word of thanks to the TUC staff, Brendan and his colleagues.  As I was saying before, they really are, I think, a staff of the highest quality, they work incredibly hard, and the amount of help they give to their President is absolutely astonishing.  I tried to hide it from my colleagues in the NASUWT because if their elected Presidents ever had some idea of the level of support the TUC staff gave to the elected President I rather feared that my colleagues on the NASUWT executive would have started to expect the same.  Thanks very much indeed, Brendan, and all your colleagues, for the great amount of support you have given me personally, and I am sure every other President, and that I am sure you will continue to give to other Presidents, to the Executive, and to the General Council in the future.


In conclusion, let me sum up how I feel about the Movement.  I really feel it is a great movement.  We know we have great difficulties.  Bill has already referred to the great decline in membership that we have suffered over the last couple of decades.  As I said in my presidential address last Monday, and I am not going to repeat that now, I still remain optimistic about the future of this Movement for the fundamental reason that we represent values.  If we do not get those values better established in this country and around the world, then I think the world is going to be a much poorer place, and the world cannot go on becoming, as perhaps it is in some respects these days, a much poorer place as each day, as each week, as each month, as each year goes by.  Therefore, if we want to be optimistic about the future of the world, and we have to be, then I think we have to be optimistic about the future of the trade union Movement.  Thank you very much indeed. (Applause)
The Vice-President:  I will just record a formal word of thanks to our President. 

The President: No card vote, I see!  It has been known to occur on some previous conferences but not in the NASUWT.   I now call upon the General Secretary to give the vote of thanks to the media.  Brendan?

The General Secretary:  Congress, it is the end of a long week for us all and it is my pleasant duty to move a vote of thanks to the media.  This is another first for me in a week of firsts.  


The media, of course, have had the difficult job of following and interpreting all of our debates, so how have they done?  As Nigel’s members might have said, perhaps they could do better.  Congress, I certainly think our Movement has had a good week.  On all the great issues before us we have established terrific unity and I think finished our Congress in a really upbeat positive mood for trade unionism.


You may be wondering was the decision to make this vote of thanks a unanimous one.  I am able to reveal that this matter was decided at a private dinner and I heard them say it, I definitely heard them say it, “We have to have a vote of thanks”, they said.  I am absolutely astonished to hear that some General Council members are denying that this was said.  We have a little bit of a problem.  Here in the Congress hall we make our speeches and the media, I am afraid, take precious little notice, and then we go and have a private dinner and it is splashed over absolutely all the papers so I have a plan, a cunning plan.  Next year we are going to hold the dinner in public and hold the Congress in private!  (Applause)  We have to get our speeches into the papers one way or another.


I think this has been a smashing Congress for quite a number of reasons; one, of course, is the performance of our President, Nigel.  He has complimented us on the quality of the script.  I can assure you, TUC scripting had nothing to do with what we just witnessed on the screens a moment or two ago.  I think it was a real golden moment for Congress archives.  Nigel has been an absolute joy to work with.


Could I just say on a personal basis that I would like to echo the appreciation he has expressed for the support from TUC colleagues.  There is a new senior TUC team now with Frances and Kay, and myself, and I know how much I rely on the support from Frances and Kay, and I know how much we rely on the support of the whole TUC team.  I think there is no more dedicated, committed, or talented group in the trade union Movement than the TUC staff. (Applause)

Like Nigel, I am sad, too, to bid farewell to other colleagues who are leaving the General Council: Gwenda and Veronica, who both made enormously imaginative commitments and have been enthusiastic players in all their work in the General Council; my fellow Evertonian, Ged, who will have more time to spend at Goodison Park with Wayne Rooney; Tony Burke, who made an absolutely really important contribution in getting our Organising Academy and New Unionism project on the move; and Mick Rix.  Nigel referred to Mick’s contribution on Colombia.  Mick and I were both on the delegation that went to Colombia just about 18 months or so ago.  I think Mick’s dedication to that task has made a huge difference now in really building a trade union commitment to that cause.  Finally, Bill, of course; Nigel has paid tribute to Bill.  Again, I will just add my own personal word.  Nigel said a lot about the public role that Bill has played on behalf of our Movement.  John Monks was just reminding me the other night when he was with us here in Brighton that there was an aboriginal lad who came to visit us here in Britain with an Australian trade union colleague, a lad who was totally disaffected with education, could not find work, and really had a bleak view of life.  Meeting Bill changed his life.  A couple of years later the report from our trade union friend in Australia was that on meeting Bill he suddenly had a feeling that black people could achieve things in life.  So whatever Bill has done on behalf of the Movement as a whole, he changed the life of that lad in Australia.  (Applause)

I am rather disappointed that the media does not catch the full flavour of our Movement and all that we do, so we need to go on trying to improve that relationship, just as we have to do the same with the Government.  We have the occasional frustrations with our journalist colleagues but we must never forget that they are trade unionists, too.  Jeremy and his colleagues have won some of the most encouraging breakthroughs in re-winning recognition rights across British journalism and they have also faced some of the biggest difficulties.  We have seen in the world of the media for NUJ members and BECTU members some of the worst examples of intimidation directed against trade unionism.  We stand with them in their struggles to get better treatment for their members, and proper protection.


Comrades, I am conscious that I am one of what has been described as a new generation of leaders and we are all trying in our own ways to settle into our new roles.  I did think that amongst the stalls here at Congress perhaps we should have had one that sold L plates, it might have had a decent client base here this week.  I am certainly convinced that with this new generation that we are a part of, we have to make sure that we work together to try to solve the problems with the Government and certainly work together on addressing that huge challenge of rebuilding our Movement.  We are under 7 million strong now and we want to be growing.  We are going to best achieve that if we do find ways of cooperating and building common purpose.  I am certainly determined that I want people to see the TUC as having a real collegiate atmosphere, with every union comfortable in the TUC, comfortable and enjoying their work with other colleagues.  We all do best when we work together.


Now as a new generation we are all going to be judged over time and as some of my General Council colleagues know I did confide in them on this just the other night.  I have already received one progress report.  It is just possible that some colleagues here may not have read it in the Sun newspaper, that very distinguished journal of record.  It reviewed my performance on this basis.  It said: “If history ever thinks Brendan Barber worthy of a footnote what would it be?  He can go down as the TUC leader who reigned in the loonies of the Left or the nutcase who dragged Britain back into the strike-ridden anarchy of the 1970s.  On his current performance it will be the latter.”  I leave it for you all to judge.  Thanks very much. (Applause)
The President:  Thank you very much, Brendan.  I now call on David Turner, the employment correspondent of the Financial Times, to reply on behalf of the media.

David Turner (Industrial Correspondents Group): Congress, when I was invited to talk to you all I started casting around in my mind for new and fresh topics.  The notorious “awkward squad” of trade union leaders came to mind so I started browsing on the internet to find out more about the term.  I have discovered that the “awkward squad” may not be so new after all.  In fact, the last words of Robert Burns, the great Scottish poet who died in 1796, were these: “Don’t let the awkward squad fire over my grave.”  I was intrigued.  A note of explanation followed.  The awkward squad, according to the definition, were “new military recruits who were not yet sufficiently drilled to take their place among the regulars”. (Applause/Laughter)  I leave you to draw your own conclusions.


Many of you must be wondering in any case why the employment correspondent of the Financial Times is addressing you.  To many of you I must seem like an intruder, at worst a spy for global capitalism, the unblinking eye of exploitative financiers.  The FT does represent capital but I hope it represents labour as well.  I do not see the two as mutually exclusive, rather I think they complement each other.  Pure capitalism, capitalism red in tooth and claw, is a terrible scourge and exploitation is generally a very inefficient way of running an economy, and history shows this.  To take the most extreme example possible, the North won the American Civil War largely because it was a good deal more efficient than the staid society of the South.  


Capitalism has, thank God, been tamed over the years, thanks in large part to the union Movement.  The TUC itself, buttressed and nursed by the unions, now stands sentinel to prevent it from slipping back into bad habits.  The trade unions know that the free market is an illusion.  Many employers have the power to impose their will on workers unless workers band together, and there is no freedom at all in that.


The TUC is perhaps rather like the FT in some ways.  The TUC has frequently been attacked for being too right wing and somewhat pale pink for being too solid in the establishment.  The TUC’s defenders, and I am one of them, see it as an engine of pragmatism.  It absorbs the policies decided by Congress every year and then practises the art of the possible to advance the unions’ treasured causes.  Much of the work it does does not hit headlines but is rather quietly but spectacularly productive, such as the hard work of Brendan Barber and his aides on the information and consultation rights we will be seeing soon.  Though the TUC is concerned with what is possible rather than merely what is desirable, the TUC is, like the trade union Movement, in general at best a haven for idealism.  


I was until recently an outsider to the union world.  Just over a year ago I was in a much more relaxing but probably less exciting world of the FT economics desk, where every story arrives hot from the statisticians at half nine on the dot every morning, and the most exciting stories are the ones with graphs in; definitely exciting.  But when I came to the union Movement my first impression was of a great sense of altruism among union activists and most union officials, and that remains my impression now.


This Congress marks the end of my first season in the world of the unions, or Planet Zog, as Alan Johnson would call it.  An unbeatable mix of experience, common sense, and passion at most of the conferences I attended marked the course of debate.  At the RMT conference I was subjected to the terror of being confined in a small room while Bob Crow tested the full capacity of his lungs (Laughter) but it was still an outstanding speech, though my ears never recovered.  At the Amicus conference I heard Derek Simpson rather oddly compare the foundation of a new union with the launch of a Harry Potter book, but he did speak a lot of sense about the need for high-skilled jobs in the economy.  This same mix of experience, common sense, and passion inspired the best of the writing in the trade union magazines I helped judge earlier this year as a member of the panel for the Trade Union Press and PR Awards.  Five minutes’ reading rarely convinced me for life that a problem is a burning issue that must be addressed but as an example after reading the USDAW magazine article on Violence from Customers, I was convinced it was a problem that ruins people’s lives. 


When I arrived on the scene it was a hard time to start as an industrial correspondent because immediately I was thrown into the long-running but intense firefighters’ dispute.  It was a mark of the intense media interest that Duncan Milligan, one of the FBU’s famous press men, lost his voice after excessive pestering from journalists, but even opponents of the FBU’s demands should have to acknowledge the honesty behind the firefighters’ concern to make sure the service remained the best it could be.  As well as Duncan, I would also like to thank the hard-working and no doubt by now hoarse-voiced members of the TUC media office.  I personally am glad that the correspondents specialising in the unions are making a comeback.  As a crime correspondent one sees the worst of human nature, as a union correspondent one often sees the best.  One also gets to travel to exotic locations, like Bournemouth, Brighton, Bridlington, and Blackpool.  


My conclusion after a year on Planet Zog can only be, long live industrial correspondents, long live the trade unions, long live the TUC, and of course long live the FT.  Thank you.  (Applause)
The President: Thank you very much indeed, David, for a very very thoughtful and I thought stimulating speech.  Thank you very much.  I now declare the 135th TUC Congress closed and I ask you to stand with me to sing Auld Lang Syne.  

(Congress joined in singing Auld Lang Syne).
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Unions and their 

delegates

ANGU                                                   

The Abbey National

Group Union
2nd floor, 16/17 High Street

Tring, Herts HP23 5AH

t 01442 891122 

f 01442 891133

e info@angu.org.uk

www.angu.org.uk

m 2,251 f 6,673 total 8,924

main trades and industries staff employed in the Abbey National Group

Gen sec Linda Rolph

Delegates

Peter Gruenewald
Linda Rolph

male 1 female 1 total 2 

Accord                              

Simmons House,

46 Old Bath Road, Charvil, Reading,

Berks RG10 9QR

t 0118 934 1808 

f 0118 932 0208

e info@AccordHQ.org

www.accord-myunion.org

m 6,903 f 16,869 total 23,772

main trades and industries all staff within HBOS plc

Gen sec Ged Nichols

Delegates

Tom Harrison
Elaine La Roche

Ged Nichols
Christine Robinson

Brian Stainsby

male 3, female 2, total 5

ALGUS                                                   

Alliance and Leicester Group

Union of Staff
22 Upper King Street, Leicester LE1 6XE

t 0116 2856585 

f 0116 2854996

www.algus.org.uk

m 678 f 2,160 total 2,838

main trades and industries represents the majority of staff working for the Alliance and Leicester plc

Gen sec Clare Clark

Delegates

Clare Clark
Debbie Cort

female 2 

Amicus                    

35 King Street, Covent Garden

London WC2E 8JG

t 020 7836 3070

f 020 7240 4723

Hayes Court, West Common Road

Bromley, Kent BR2 7AU

t 020 8462 7755 

f 020 8315 8234

www.aeeu.org.uk

33-37 Moreland Street, 

EC1V 8JA

t 020 7505 3000 

f 020 7505 3030

www.msf.org.uk

total 1,061,199

main trades and industries manufacturing, engineering, energy, construction, IT, defence aerospace, motor industry, civil aviation, chemicals and pharmaceuticals, steel and metals, shipbuilding, scientists, technologists, professional and managerial staff, electronics and telecommunications, tobacco, food and drink, textiles, ceramics, paper, professional staff in universities, commercial sales, the voluntary sector, financial services, and the National Health Service

Joint gen secs Derek Simpson and Roger Lyons

Delegates

Rebecca Abbott
Lucy Anderson

Cathie Bainbridge
John Ball

Susan Ball

Brian Barnes

Les Bayliss

Caroline Beard

Rob Benjamin

Peter Blanking

Robert Braddock
Davy Brockett

Marjorie Broughton
Margaret Byrne

Danny Carrigan
Bernadette Carter

Russell Cartwright
Julia Clarke

Brian Cole

Doug Collins

Harry Copland

Kevin Coyne

Jimmy Craigie

Joe Davis

Janet Downie

Siobhan Endean

Alastair Fraser

Gill George

Shirley Gibbins

John Gibbins

Martin Gould

Jimmy Grime

Charles Harding
John Haswell

Roy Haycock

Simon Hemmings

Georgina Hirsch
Andy Hulme

Robert Humphries
Bobby Hunsdale

David Hutchinson
Carol Kirk

Simon Kirwan

Margaret Lawson

John Lloyd

Davy Logan

Roger Lyons

Steve Mangan

Lesley Mansell

Brenda Marr

Rachael Maskell
Helen McFarlane

Danny McLellan
Mick Millichamp

John Moran

Sid Packer

Brian Pemberton
Betty Phillips

Terry Pye

Leslie Rees

Mick Roberts

Dougie Rooney

Pat Russell

Susan Sawyer

Stephen Scott

Neil Sheehan

Derek Simpson

Bob Simpson

Gerry Small

Jeffrey Smith

Billy Spiers

Paul Talbot

Jeff Tate

Carolyn Taylor

Peter Taylor

Tony Tee

Dave Thomson

Brian Tildesley

Malcolm Vass

Terry Waiting

Jack Warner

Brenda Warrington

Bill Weale

Brian Wilkinson

Dorothy Wilson

male 60 female 25 total 85

ASLEF                                                   

Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen
9 Arkwright Road, London NW3 6AB

t 020 7317 8600 

f 020 7794 6406

www.aslef.org.uk

m 15,670 f 502 total 16,172

main trades and industries railways (drivers, operational supervisors and staff)

Gen sec Mick Rix

Gen sec elect Shaun Brady

Delegates

Nigel Gibson

TCW Jones

Mick Rix

Dave Tyson

male 4

ACM                                              

Association for College

Management
10 De Montfort Street

Leicester LE1 7GG

t 0116 275 5076 

f 0116 255 0548

e admin@acm.uk.com

www.acm.uk.com

m 1,730 f 1,751 total 3,481

main trades and industries representing

managers in the learning and skills sector

Chief exec and gen sec Peter Pendle

Delegates

Nadine Cartner
Peter Pendle

male 1 female 1 total 2 

AEP                                                 

Association of Educational Psychologists

26 The Avenue, Durham DH1 4ED

t 0191 384 9512 

f 0191 386 5287

e sao@aep.org.uk

www.aep.org.uk

m 790 f 1,951 total 2,741

main trades and industries educational psychologists in local educational authorities and other public and private organisations (England, Wales & Northern Ireland)

Gen sec Brian Harrison-Jennings

Delegates

Brian Harrison-Jennings
Eric Page

male 2

AFA                                                               

Association of

Flight Attendants
AFA Council 07, 

United Airlines Cargo Centre

Shoreham Road East, Heathrow Airport

Hounslow, Middx TW6 3UA

t 020 8276 6723 

f 020 7276 6706

e afa@afalhr.org.uk

www.afalhr.org.uk

m 152 f 606 total 758

main trades and industries airline cabin crew

LEC president Kevin P Creighan

Delegates

Kevin Creighan
Cathy Hampton

male 1 female 1 total 2 

AMO                                                            

The trade union for magistrates’ courts staff

1 Fellmongers Path, Tower Bridge Road, London SE1 3LY

t 020 7403 2244 

f 020 7403 2274

e hq@amo.org.uk

m 1,808 f 5,005 total 6,813

main trades and industries magistrates’

courts service in England and Wales

Gen sec Rosie Eagleson

Delegates

Rosie Eagleson

Julia Lewis

female 2

ATL                                                         

Association of Teachers 

and Lecturers
7 Northumberland Street

London WC2N 5RD

t 020 7930 6441

f 020 7930 1359

e info@atl.org.uk

www.askatl.org.uk

m 29,554 f 80,529 total 110,083

main trades and industries teachers, lecturers and teaching support staff in nursery, primary, secondary schools, sixth form and further education colleges

Gen sec Dr Mary Bousted

Delegates

Andy Ballard

Mary Bousted

Stuart Herdson

Gerald Imison

Sharon Liburd

Tony Meredith

John Puckrin

Judith Rowley

Angie Rutter

Eric Stroud

Ralph Surman

Brian Waggett

Chris Wilson

male 9 female 4 total 13

AUT                                      

Association of University Teachers

Egmont House, 25-31 Tavistock Place,

London WC1H 9UT

t 020 7670 9700 

f 020 7670 9799

e hq@aut.org.uk

www.aut.org.uk

m 29,425 f 16,798 total 46,223

main trades and industries academic and

related staff in higher education

Gen sec Sally Hunt

Delegates

Gargi Bhattacharyya
Nigel Gates

Joe Gluza

Sally Hunt

Malcolm Keight
Hugh Mason

Terry McKnight
Martin Ogilvie

Angela Roger

Steve Wharton

male 7 female 3 total 10 

BFAWU                                                

Bakers, Food and

Allied Workers’ Union
Stanborough House, Great North Road

Stanborough, Welwyn Garden City

Herts AL8 7TA

t 01707 260150 

f 01707 261570

e bfawuho@aol.com (head office)

www.bfawu.org

total 28,186

main trades and industries food

Gen sec Joe Marino

Delegates

Vi Carr


Joe Marino

Anthony Richardson
Roy Streeter

male 3 female 1 total 4

BSU                                                    

Britannia Staff Union

Court Lodge, Leonard Street

Leek, Staffordshire ST13 5JP

t 01538 399627 

f 01538 371342

e bsu@themail.co.uk

www.britanniasu.org.uk

m 551 f 1,801 total 2,352

main trades and industries finance sector union representing staff working in Britannia Building Society and its group of companies

Gen sec David O’Dowd

Delegates

Chris Hill
David O’Dowd

male 2 

BALPA                                      

British Air Line Pilots Association

81 New Road, Harlington

Hayes, Middlesex UB3 5BG

t 020 8476 4000 

f 020 8476 4077

e balpa@balpa.org

www.balpa.org.uk

m 7,653 f 332 total 7,985

main trades and industries airline pilots and

flight engineers (commercial)

Gen sec Jim McAuslan

Delegates

Graham Fowler
Jim McAuslan

male 2

BACM-TEAM                           

British Association of Colliery Management – Technical, Energy and Administrative Management

17 South Parade, Doncaster DN1 2DR

t 01302 815551 

f 01302 815552

e gs@bacmteam.org.uk

www.bacmteam.org.uk

m 3,567 f 218 total 3,785

Gen sec Patrick Carragher

Delegates

Patrick Carragher
Bob Young

male 2

BDA                                                        

British Dietetic Association

5th floor, Charles House

148/149 Gt Charles Street

Birmingham B3 3HT

t 0121 200 8010 

f 0121 200 8081

e ir@bda.uk.com

www.bda.uk.com

m 144 f 4,797 total 4,941

main trades and industries the science of dietetics in the private and public sector

National industrial relations officer David Wood

Delegates

Diana Markham
Carol Mochan

female 2 

BOS                                                       

British Orthoptic Society

Tavistock House North, Tavistock Square, London WC1H 9HX

t 020 7387 7992 f 020 7383 2584

e bos@orthoptics.org.uk

www.orthoptics.org.uk

m 35 f 966 total 1,001

main trades and industries orthoptists

Industrial relations officer Rowena McNamara

Delegates

Lesley Ann Baxter
Linda Vogwell

female 2

BECTU                                                   

Broadcasting, Entertainment, Cinematograph and Theatre Union

373-377 Clapham Road,

London SW9 9BT

t 020 7346 0900

e rbolton@bectu.org.uk

www.bectu.org.uk

m 16,624 f 8,440 total 25,064

main trades and industries broadcasting, film,

video, theatre, cinema and related sectors

Gen sec Roger Bolton

Delegates

Jack Amos

Roger Bolton

Christine Bond

Tony Lennon

Turlough MacDaid

male 4 female 1 total 5 

CSMTS

Card Setting Machine Tenters Society

48 Scar End Lane, Staincliffe

Dewsbury, West Yorkshire WF13 4NY

t 01924 400206 

f 01924 400206

total 88

Gen sec Anthony John Moorhouse

CATU                                      

Ceramic and Allied Trades Union

Hillcrest House, Garth Street

Hanley, Stoke-on-Trent ST1 2AB

t 01782 272755 f 01782 284902

m 7,726 f 4,771 total 12,497

main trades and industries the ceramics industry (all areas)

Gen sec Geoff Bagnall

Delegates

Geoff Bagnall

John Lally

Paul Longmore

male 3 

CSP                                                          

Chartered Society of Physiotherapy

14 Bedford Row, London WC1R 4ED

t 020 7306 6666 

f 020 7306 6611

www.csp.org.uk

m 3,995 f 30,862 total 34,857

The Chartered Society of Physiotherapy is the professional, educational and trade union body for the country’s 40,000 chartered physiotherapists, physiotherapy students and assistants. Physiotherapy is Britain’s fourth largest health profession and continues to grow

Director of employment relations and union services (ERUS) Richard Griffin

Delegates

Elaine Henderson
Samantha McIntosh Lesley Mercer
Shirley Rainey


Meera Siva

Cathy Williams

female 6 

CWU                             

Communication Workers’ Union

150 The Broadway, Wimbledon

London SW19 1RX

t 020 8971 7200 

f 020 8971 7300

e info@cwu.org

www.cwu.org

m 211,189 f 54,878 total 266,067

main trades and industries posts and telecommunications in Post Office, British Telecom, Cable and Wireless, Cable TV, National Girobank and related industries

Gen sec Billy Hayes

Delegates

Pav Alam

Ray Atkinson

Norman Candy

Tricia Clarke

Nick Darbyshire
Julie Donaldson

John Donnelly

Jeannie Drake

Allan Eldred

Maria Exall

Billy Hayes

Michael Kavanagh

Tony Kearns

Martin Keenan

Peter Keenlyside
Linda Kietz

Jane Loftus

Jimmy Machin

Margaret Marsh
Ann Robertson

Ron Rodwell

Bernard Roome

Simon Scott

Tony Sneddon

Sean Tait

Chris Tapper

Dave Ward

male 19 female 8 total 27

CDNA                                                   

Community and District Nursing Association

Thames Valley University,

32-38 Uxbridge Road, Ealing, 

London W5 2BS

t 020 8280 5342 

f 020 8280 5341

e cdna@tvu.ac.uk

www.cdna.tvu.ac.uk

total 4,006

main trades and industries community and district nurses

Chair Anne Duffy

Delegates

Anne Duffy

Jennie Potter

 female 2

CYWU

The Community and Youth Workers’ Union

302, The Argent Centre

60 Frederick Street, 

Birmingham B1 3HS

t 0121 244 3344 

f 0121 244 3345

e kerry@cywu.org.uk

www.cywu.org.uk

m 2,043 f 2,757 total 4,800

main trades and industries youth workers, workers in youth theatre, community education, outdoor education, play, personal advisers/mentors

Gen sec Doug Nicholls

Delegates

Jan Cleverly

Doug Nicholls

male 1 female 1 total 2

Connect                 

The union for professionals in communications
30 St George’s Road, 

Wimbledon SW19 4BD

t 020 8971 6000 

f 020 8971 6002

e union@connectuk.org

www.connectuk.org

m 15,747 f 3,616 total 19,363

main trades and industries telecommunications, information technology

and related industries

Gen sec Adrian Askew

Delegates

Adrian Askew

Leslie Manasseh

Denise McGuire

male 2 female 1 total 3

DSA                                    

Diageo Staff Association

Sun Works Cottage, Park Royal Brewery

London NW10 7RR

t 020 8963 5249 

f 020 8963 5184

Enquiries: elizabeth.jude@diageo.com

m350 f 252 total 602

main trades and industries staff grades in Diageo in the UK

Chair David Orton

EIS                                               

Educational Institute 

of Scotland

46 Moray Place, Edinburgh EH3 6BH

t 0131 225 6244 

f 0131 220 3151

e enquiries@eis.org.uk

www.eis.org.uk

m 13,701 f 39,723 total 53,424

main trades and industries teachers, lecturers,  associated educational personnel (Scotland)

Gen sec Ronald A Smith

Delegates

Fiona Grahame
Dougie Mackie

Dave McGinty

Elizabeth Morriss

Ronnie Smith

Sheena Wardhaugh

male 3 female 3 total 6 

EFTU

Engineering and Fastener

Trade Union
22 Willow Avenue, Edgbaston

Birmingham, B17 8HD

t 0121 420 2204

total 110

Gen sec Andrew Evans

Equity                               

Guild House

Upper St Martin’s Lane

London WC2H 9EG

t 020 7379 6000 

f 020 7379 7001

e info@equity.org.uk

www.equity.org.uk

m 18,082 f 17,328 total 35,410

main trades and industries performance workers in theatre, film television, radio and variety

Gen sec Ian McGarry

Delegates

Graham Hamilton
Harry Landis

Corinna Marlowe
Ian McGarry

Florence Sparham

male 3 female 2 total 5

FDA                                             

The union of choice for senior managers and professionals in public service

2 Caxton Street, 

London SW1H 0QH

t 020 7343 1111 

f 020 7343 1105

e head-office@fda.org.uk

www.fda.org.uk

m 6,743 f 4,140 total 10,883

main trades and industries civil service, public bodies and NHS

Gen sec Jonathan Baume

Delegates

Jonathan Baume

Sue Jarvis

Lorimer Mackenzie

male 2 female 1 total 3 

FBU                                             

Fire Brigades’ Union

Bradley House, 

68 Coombe Road

Kingston-upon-Thames, 

Surrey KT2 7AE

t 020 8541 1765 

f 020 8546 5187

e office@fbu.org.uk

www.fbu.org.uk

m 50,231 f 2,279 total 52,510

main trades and industries local authority fire brigades

Gen sec Andy Gilchrist

Delegates

Jim Barbour

Stewart Brown

Andy Gilchrist

Vickie Knight

Alan McLean

Mike Nicholas

Peter Skinley

Ruth Winters

male 6 female 2 total 8 

GULO                             

General Union of

Loom Overlookers
9 Wellington Street, St John’s

Blackburn BB1 8AF

t 01254 51760 

f 01254 51760

total 265

main trades and industries weaving manufacture

Gen sec Don Rishton

Delegates

Colin Wass

male 1

GMB                                

22/24 Worple Road

London SW19 4DD

t 020 8947 3131 

f 020 8944 6552

e kevin.curran@gmb.org.uk

www.gmb.org.uk

m 425,753 f 278,217 total 703,970

main trades and industries public services – primarily NHS, local government, care education; also engineering, construction, shipbuilding, energy, catering, security, civil air transport, aerospace, defence, clothing, textiles, retail, hotel, chemicals, utilities, offshore, AA, food production and distribution

Gen sec Kevin Curran

Delegates

Brian Adams

Sandra Allen

Sheila Bearcrof
t
Mel Beaumont

Paul Bedford

Mark Brown

Dawn Butler

Debbie Coulter

Fred Crawley

Kevin Curran

Roger Darcy

Phil Davies

Harry Donaldson
Roy Dunnett

Alan Durrant

David Falconer

Brian Farr

Des Farrell

Trevor Fellows

Andy Fletcher

Peter Foley

Jean Foster

Allan Garley

Mick Graham

Edna Greenwood
Margaret Gregg

Peter Hamilton

Keith Hazlewood

Doug Henry

Christine Howell


Alan Hughes

Derek Hunter


Mary Hutchinson
Harpal Jandu


Joe Keaveney

Paul Kenny


Mandy Knight

David Lascelles


Sue Lee

Joan Lewis


Linda Lord

Ray Lowden


Kath Manning

Joni McDougall


Sheila McKane

Barry Montgomery


Joe Morgan

Cathy Murphy


Jerry Nelson

Sharon Nicholson


Audrey Ord

Kath Owen

Terry Patten

Thomas Robertson


Malcolm Sage

Lena Sharp

Kath Slater

Jennifer Smith


Phil Strain

Catherine Sutherland


Elizabeth Swindells
Eileen Theaker


Mary Turner

Gerry Veart



Andy Worth

Phil Wyatt


Lucinda Yeadon

male 40 female 27 total 67 

GPMU                                    

Graphical, Paper

and Media Union

Keys House, 63/67 Bromham Road

Bedford MK40 2AG

t 01234 351521 

f 01234 270580

e general@gpmu.org.uk

www.gpmu.org.uk

m 141,449 f 28,830 total 170,279

main trades and industries paper and board making, ink making, graphic design, graphic reproduction, printing, packaging, bookbinding and print finishing. National, regional and local newspapers. Clerical, administration and production workers in all areas of printing, publishing and allied trades, multi-media and information technology

Gen sec Tony Dubbins

Delegates

Brian Brock

Wilhelmina Buckley

Tony Burke

Owen Coop

Gerard Dempsey
Tony Dubbins

Peter Fitzpatrick
Nigel Gawthrope

Troy Kane

Brendan Parkinson

Ted Scott

Russell Stewart

Rose White

male 11 female 2 total 13 

HCSA                                        

Hospital Consultants’ and Specialists’ Association
1 Kingsclere Road, Overton

Basingstoke, 

Hampshire RG25 3JA

t 01256 771777 

f 01256 770999

e conspec@hcsa.com

www.hcsa.com

m 2,402 f 403 total 2,805

main trades and industries hospital consultants, associate specialists, SpR grade and staff grade (all employed in the NHS)

Gen sec Stephen Campion

Delegate 

Stephen Campion

male 1 

ISTC                                               

The Community Union

Swinton House

324 Gray’s Inn Road

London WC1X 8DD

t 020 7239 1200/2/3 

f 020 7278 8378

e istc@istc-tu.org

www.istc-tu.org

m 44,434 f 5,666 total 50,100

main trades and industries industries in and around steel and metal communities

Gen sec Michael Leahy

Delegates

Craig Easton

Mick Fell

Ray Griffiths

Michael Leahy

John Lenaghan
Joe Mann

Rob Middlemas
Paul Mills

Tony Poynter

Geoff Waterfield

Michael Wood

male 11  

MU                                            

Musicians’ Union

60/62 Clapham Road,

London SW9 0JJ

t 020 7582 5566 

f 020 7582 9805

e info@musiciansunion.org.uk

www.musiciansunion.org.uk

m 23,599 f 7,713 total 31,312

main trades and industries performers engaged in the music profession including music writers and instrumental music teachers

Gen sec John Smith

Delegates 

Ian Bowser

Bill Martin

John Smith

Bill Sweeney

Barbara White

male 4 female 1 total 5

NAPO                               

The Trade Union and Professional Association for Family Court and Probation Staff
4 Chivalry Road, London SW11 1HT

t 020 7223 4887

f 020 7223 3503

m 2,692 f 4,566 total 7,258

main trades and industries probation offiers, including hostel assistant wardens and community service sessional supervisors and family court staff

Gen sec Judy McKnight

Delegates

Judy McKnight
Rob Thomas

male 1 female 1 total 2

NATFHE                                       

The University & College Lecturers’ Union
27 Britannia Street, 

London WC1X 9JP

t 020 7837 3636 

f 020 7837 4403

e hq@natfhe.org.uk

www.natfhe.org.uk

m 33,710 f 32,609 total 66,319

main trades and industries post school education – for example from GCSE to post graduate studies – representing lecturers in prisons, adult education institutions, further education colleges, higher education colleges and universities

Gen sec Paul Mackney

Delegates

Sam Allen

Naheed Arshad-Mather

Paul Bennett

Mary Davis

Fawzi Ibrahim

Gerard Kelly

Trudy Mackie

Paul Mackney

Maureen O’Mara
Paul Russell

male 6 female 4 total 10

NACODS

National Association of Colliery Overmen, Deputies and Shotfirers
37 Church Street, 

Barnsley S70 2AR

t 01226 203743 

f 01226 295563

e natnacods@aol.com

total 700

main trades and industries mining

Gen sec Ian Parker

Delegate

Ian Parker

male 1

NACO                                        

National Association of 

Co-Operative Officials

6a Clarendon Place, Hyde, 

Cheshire SK14 2QZ

t 0161 351 7900 

f 0161 366 6800

m 1,819 f 544 total 2,363

main trades and industries retail distribution,

insurance, dairy industry, funeral services,

motor trades (retail), retail pharmacy, travel

industry, agriculture

Gen sec Lindsay Ewing

NAEIAC

National Association of Educational Inspectors, Advisers and Consultants
Woolley Hall, Woolley, Wakefield

West Yorkshire WF4 2JR

t 01226 383428 

f 01226 383427

e naeiac@gemsoft.co.uk

www.naeiac.org

total 3,401

Gen sec John Chowcat LI.B (Hons)

Delegates

John Chowcat

Colin Miller

male 2 

NASUWT                         

National Association of Schoolmasters Union of Women Teachers
5 King Street, 

London WC2E 8SD

t 020 7420 9670 

f 020 7420 9679

www.teachersunion.org.uk

m 73,489 f 138,290 total 211,779

main trades and industries education

Gen sec Eamonn O’Kane

Delegates

Victoria Barlow
Jerry Bartlett

Dave Battye

Terry Bladen

Peter Butler

Julian Chapman

Ron Clooney

Pete Cole

Tim Cox

Allan Craig

Geraint Davies

Nigel de Gruchy

Joe Devo

Kathy Duggan

Brian Garvey

Mike Grant


Mandy Haehner
Alan Homes

Bob Johnson

Chris Keates


Les Kennedy

Roger Kirk


Pat Lerew

Chris Lines


Maurice Littlewood
John Mayes


Pete McLoughlin
Derek Moore


Dafydd Morgan
Paul Mundt


Eamonn O’Kane
Mary Page


Sue Percival

John Rimmer


Patrick Roach

Sue Rogers


Vernon Rowlands
Peter Scott


Narmi Thiranagama
Tracey Twist

Steve White

male 31 female 10 total 41 

NUDAGO                                         

National Union of Domestic Appliances and General Operatives
7/8 Imperial Buildings (first floor),

Corporation Street, Rotherham,

South Yorkshire S60 1PB

t 01709 382820 

f 01709 382129

e nudago@btclick.com

m 1,813 f 198 total 2,011

main trades and industries domestic

appliance industries, engineering, foundries,

electronics and general workers

Gen sec Tony McCarthy

Delegate

Anthony McCarthy

male 1

NUJ                                                           

National Union of Journalists
Headland House, 308 Gray’s Inn Road

London WC1X 8DP

t 020 7278 7916 

f 020 7837 8143

e acorn.house@nuj.org.uk

www.nuj.org.uk

m 14,151 f 9,191 total 23,342

main trades and industries journalists

Gen sec Jeremy Dear

Delegates

Jeff Apter

Jeremy Dear

Anita Halpin

Paul Hardy

George MacIntyre

male 4 female 1 total 5

KFAT                               

National Union of

Knitwear, Footwear
and Apparel Trades

55 New Walk, Leicester LE1 7EA

t 0116 255 6703 f 0116 254 4406

e head-office@kfat.org.uk

www.kfat.org.uk

m 6,697 f 5,774 total 12,471

main trades and industries knitwear, lace, textiles, hosiery, dyeing and finishing, footwear, leather, gloving, made-up leathergoods and other apparel

Gen sec Paul Gates

Delegates

Jean Clare

Paul Gates

Barry Morris

male 2 female 1 total 3 

NULMW                                           

National Union of

Lock and Metal Workers
Bellamy House, Wilkes Street, Willenhall, West Midlands WV13 2BS

t 01902 366651 

f 01902 368035

e nulmw@zoom.co.uk

m 1,818 f 1,890 total 3,708

main trades and industries lock and metal manufacturing industries

Gen sec Ray Ward

Delegates

Maggie McGee

Raymond Ward

male 1 female 1 total 2 

NUMAST                                      

National Union of Marine,

Aviation and Shipping
Transport Officers

Oceanair House, 750/760 High Road

London E11 3BB

t 020 8989 6677 

f 020 8530 1015

e info@numast.org

www.numast.org

m 18,834 f 299 total 19,133

main trades and industries merchant navy and all related areas

Gen sec Brian Orrell

Delegates

Paul Keenan

Peter McEwen

Christine McLean
Brian Orrell

male 3 female 1 total 4

NUM                                                          

National Union

of Mineworkers
Miners’ Offices, 2 Huddersfield Rd, Barnsley

South Yorkshire S70 2LS

t 01226 215555 

f 01226 215561

total 5,001

main trades and industries coal mining

National sec Steve Kemp

Delegates

Steve Kemp
Ian Lavery

male 2

RMT                                      

National Union of Rail,

Maritime and Transport Workers
39 Chalton Street, 

London NW1 1JD

t 020 7387 4771 

f 020 7387 4123

www.rmt.org.uk

m 56,483 f 6,601 total 63,084

main trades and industries railways and

shipping, underground, road transport

Gen sec Bob Crow

Delegates

Keith Broddie

Roy Cartlidge

Francis Cochrane
Robert Crow

Malcolm Dunning
Dawn Elliot

Alex Gordon

Joe Gray

Neil Keith

Brian Munro

Steven Smart

Glenroy Watson

Martin Wicks

male 12 female 1 total 13

NUT                                                 

National Union

of Teachers
Hamilton House, Mabledon Place

London WC1H 9BD

t 020 7388 6191 

f 020 7387 8458

www.teachers.org.uk

m 55,422 f 176,858 total 232,280

main trades and industries teachers

Gen sec Doug McAvoy

Delegates

Lesley Auger

John Bangs

Jon Berry

Tony Brockman

Mary Compton

Tom Denholm

Emily Evans

Barry Fawcett

Olive Forsythe

Baljeet Ghale

Jerry Glazier

Bill Greenshields

Pat Hawkes

Ron Haycock

Rob Henderson
Mitch Howard

Janey Hulme

Max Hyde

John Illingworth
Arthur Jarman

Roger King

Tim Lucas

Doug McAvoy

Judy Moorhouse

Patrick Murphy
Robert Phillips

Martin Reed

Bernard Regan

Richard Rieser

Maureen Skevington

Kathryn Stallard

male 22 female 11 total 33

NGSU                                           

Nationwide Group

Staff Union
Middleton Farmhouse, 

37 Main Road

Middleton Cheney, Banbury

Oxfordshire OX17 2QT

t 01295 710767 f 01295 712580

e ngsu@ngsu.org.uk

www.ngsu.org.uk

m 2,913 f 8,720 total 11,633

main trades and industries all staff within the

Nationwide Building Society Group, including

Nationwide, Nationwide International Ltd,

Nationwide Life Ltd, Nationwide Trust Ltd and

UCB Home Loans

Gen sec Tim Poil

Delegates

Glesni Bradford
Tim Poil

Ray Ponsford

male 2 female 1 total 3

POA                                                  

Prison Officers’ Association
Cronin House, 245 Church Street, London N9 9HW

t 020 8803 0255 f 020 8803 1761

www.poauk.org.uk

m 23,732 f 6,669 total 30,401

main trades and industries persons employed in any penal or secure establishment or special hospital as a prison officer, a nursing grade, a non-industrial stores grade and special hospitals staff

Gen sec Brian Caton

Delegates

Brian Caton

Tony Freel

Gianrina Mania
Colin Moses

Joe Simpson

Don Wood

male 5 female 1 total 6

PFA                                                  

Professional

Footballers’ Association
20 Oxford Court, Bishopsgate

Manchester M2 3WQ

t 0161 236 0575 

f 0161 228 7229

e info@thepfa.co.uk

www.givemefootball.com

total 2,868

main trades and industries professional

football

Chief executive Gordon Taylor, BSc(Econ),

HonDArt, Hon MA

Delegates

Bobby Barnes

Simone Pound

male 1 female 1 total 2 

Prospect                      

Prospect House, 75-79

York Road

London SE1 7AQ

t 020 7902 6600 

f 020 7902 6667

e enquiries@prospect.org.uk

www.prospect.org.uk

m 86,119 f 19,361 total 105,480

main trades and industries engineering,

scientific, managerial & professional staff in

agriculture, defence, electricity supply, energy,

environment, health & safety, heritage, industry, law & order, shipbuilding, transport

Gen sec Paul Noon

Delegates

Tony Bell

Freddie Brown

Peter Clements

Clive Davey

Steve Duffus

Sue Ferns

Chris Finnerty

Ireene Goulding

Alan Grey

Graeme Henderson

Simon Hester

Andrew Mooney

Paul Noon

Charanjit Pabla

Caroline Rooney
David Simpson

Jenny Thurston

male 13 female 4 total 17 

PCS                                              

Public and Commercial

Services Union
160 Falcon Road, London SW11 2LN

t 020 7924 2727 

f 020 7924 1847

www.pcs.org.uk

m 114,116 f 171,466 total 285,582

main trades and industries government departments and agencies, public bodies, private sector information technology and otherservice companies

Gen sec Mark Serwotka

Delegates

Jane Aitchison

Steve Battlemuch

Chris Baugh

Roland Biosah

Sue Bond

Alison Carass

Helen Cawkewell
Christine Chorlton

Tam Dolan

Rachel Edwards

Janice Godrich

Hugh Lanning

Neil License

Vince Maple

Glenys Morris

Kevin O’Hagan


Dave Owens

Steve Ryan


Mark Serwotka
Brian Shaw

Graham Taylor

Yvonne Washbourne


Rob Williams

Danny Williamson


Sevi Yesildalli

male 15 female 10 total 25

SWSWU

Sheffield Wool Shear
Workers’ Union

17 Galsworthy Road, Sheffield S5 8QX

 total 15

Gen sec B Whomersley

SCP                                                             Society of Chiropodists

and Podiatrists

1 Fellmongers Path, Tower Bridge Road

London SE1 3LY

t 020 7234 8620 

f 020 7234 8621

e enq@scpod.org

www.scpod.org

m 2,137 f 5,455 total 7,592

Chief executive vacant

Director of industrial relations Joanna Brown

Delegates

Joanna Brown

Pradeep Solanki

male 1 female 1 total 2

SoR                                          

Society of

Radiographers
207 Providence Square, Mill Street,

London SE1 2EW

t 020 7740 7200

f 020 7740 7204

www.sor.org

m 1,958 f 14,013 total 15,971

main trades and industries NHS 

Chief exec officer Ann Cattell

Director of industrial relations Warren Town

Delegates

Ann Cattell

Stewart Clapperton

Ann Pollard

William Rea

male 2 female 2 total 4

T&G                                                     

Transport and General Workers’ Union
Transport House, 128 Theobald’s Road,

Holborn, London WC1X 8TN

t 020 7611 2500 

f 020 7611 2555

e tgwu@tgwu.org.uk

www.tgwu.org.uk

press enquiries 020 7611 2549/2550

m 660,857 f 174,494 total 835,351

main trades and industries administrative,

clerical, technical and supervisory; agriculture;

building, construction and civil engineering; chemical, oil and rubber manufacture; civil air transport; docks and waterways; food, drink and tobacco; general workers; passenger services; power and engineering; public services; road transport commercial; textiles; vehicle building and automotive.

Gen Sec Sir Bill Morris

Gen Sec elect Tony Woodley

Delegates

Peter Allenson

L Andrews

Andy Baird

Hilda Ball

John Bees

Alun Beynon

Peter Booth

John Boughton

Maurice Britton
Val Burn

Barry Camfield

Mick Chalmers

C Clayton

Ray Collins

Stan Cooke

Tony Cooper

Collette Cork-hurst
Doug Cormack

Gerard Coyne

Sheila Creely

Patrick D’Cruz

Jack Dromey

S Dulai


Joe Elba

Jimmy Elsby

Keith Falconer

John Fisher

Andy Frampton

Don Fraser

Betty Gallacher

David Glover

Sharon Graham

R Gray


Gill Greening

Bill Griffiths

Stella Guy

Michael Hague

Richard Halkes

Jim Hancock

Ahmed Hansdot

Brendan Hodgers
Diana Holland

P Hutchinson

Brenda Irvine

Sally Keegan

Rashid Khan

Pauline King

Peter Landles

Julia Long

Peter Love

Teresa MacKay

Martin Mayer

Dave McCall

Len McCluskey

Eddie McDermott
Christine McDonough

Jane McKay

Ian McKenna

Annie McPhee

Arthur Moon

Sir Bill Morris

Anne Morrison

Bernard Moss

Jim Mowatt

Brian Nelson

Lindsay O’Brien

C Perrett

Phil Pinder


Mark Plumb

Graham Randle


Brian Revell

Alan Richards

Dave Ritchie

Andy Richards

Ashok Salotra

Maggie Saville

Majinder Shergill
Stan Sims

Kuldev Singh

Agit Singh Gill

Peter Smith

Bryan Smith

Leonie Snell

Graham Stevenson

R Studham

Mohammad Taj

Robert Taylor

Phyllis Thompson

Alex Thompson
Monica Walsh

Ron Webb

Norman Wellings

Shirley Welsh

Chris White

Cherille White

Graham Whittaker

Fergus Whitty

Sharon Withers

Tony Woodhouse
Tony Woodley

male 71 female 29 total 100

TSSA                               

Transport Salaried

Staffs’ Association
Walkden House, 10 Melton Street

London NW1 2EJ

t 020 7387 2101 

f 020 7383 0656

e enquiries@tssa.org.uk

www.tssa.org.uk

m 22,255 f 10,090 total 32,345

main trades and industries administrative, clerical, supervisory, managerial, professional and technical employees of railways, London Underground, buses, road haulage, port authorities and waterways in Great Britain and Ireland. Also employees in the travel trade, hotel and catering industries

Gen sec Richard Rosser

Delegates

Singh Amarjit

Andy Bain

Hilary Hosking

Pauline McArdle

David Porter

Richard Rosser

male 4 female 2 total 6

UBAC                                    

Represents staff in the

Bradford and Bingley
Group and Alltel

Mortgage Solutions

18d Market Place, Malton

North Yorkshire YO17 7LX

t 01653 697634 

f 01653 695222

e ubac@btconnect.com

www.ubac@btconnect.com

m 996 f 1,724 total 2,720

main trades and industries All staff within the Bradford & Bingley Group and Alltel Mortgage Solutions

Gen sec David Matthews

Delegates

David Matthews
Neil Strevens

Barbara Taylor

male 2 female 1 total 3 

UCAC                                                    

Undeb Cenedlaethol

Athrawon Cymru
Pen Roc, Rhodfa’r Môr

Aberystwyth SY23 2AZ

t 01970 639950 

f 01970 626765

e ucac@athrawon.com

m 906 f 3,193 total 4,099

main trades and industries education - teachers and lecturers

Acting Gen sec Cruff Hughes

Unifi                           

Sheffield House, 

1b Amity Grove, London SW20 0LG

t 020 8946 9151 

f 020 8879 7916

www.unifi.org.uk

m 59,302 f 88,305 total 147,607

main trades and industries banking,

insurance, building societies and financial

institutions

Gen sec Ed Sweeney

Joint gen sec Rory Murphy

Delegates

Lindsey Adams

Sandy Boyle

John Brook

Mark Campbell


Andy Case

Sybil Dilworth


Stephanie Evison
David Frick

Wendy Gilligan
Stephen Hart

Peter Hayward

Margaret Hazell

Sheila Kettles

Gillian Lewis

Rory Murphy

Terry Neil

Jean Paterson

David Pearce

Hanne Perrin

Garry Richardson

Erica Roberts

Ian Seddon

Steve Smith

Ed Sweeney

Paul Tilbrook

Di Wood

Susan Worsley

Abbey Zeria

male 15 female 13 total 28

UCATT                                           

Union of Construction,

Allied Trades and

Technicians
UCATT House, 177 Abbeville Road

London SW4 9RL

t 020 7622 2442 

f 020 7720 4081

e info@ucatt.org.uk

www.ucatt.org.uk

m 113,909 f 1,098 total 115,007

main trades and industries construction and

building

Gen sec George Brumwell

Delegates

Neil Andrews

Roy Bleasdale

Richard Britton

George Brumwell

Tom Carroll

John Cronin

Denis Doody

David Hinnigan

John Kemp

Tom Lannon

Chris Murphy

Nigel Salt

Frank Tyas

Keith Williams

John Winstanley

male 15

USDAW                                 

Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied

Workers
188 Wilmslow Road, 

Manchester M14 6LJ

t 0161 224 2804 f 0161 257 2566

e enquiries@usdaw.org.uk

www.usdaw.org.uk

m 129,937 f 191,214 total 321,151

main trades and industries retail, 

distributive, food processing and manufacturing, laundries, catering, chemical processing, pharmaceutical, football pools, home shopping, warehouses, insurance agents, clerical, milkround and dairy process, call centres

Gen sec Sir Bill Connor

Delegates

Jeff Beresford

Sylvia Bew

Ian Bradley

Merdy Briggs

Declan Byrne

Marge Carey

Audrey Clifford
Paula Colbourne

Sir Bill Connor

June Drinkwater

Pat Fitzgerald

Bruce Fraser

Pamela Hallett

John Hannett

Audrey Hendrie
Peter Hunt

Jan Jervis

Shaun Jones

Maureen Madden
John McGarry

Charles Muir

Frank Murphy

Mike Murray

Amanda Owens

Geoff Page

Cara Peattie

Christine Prue

Bernadette Sherlock

David Stokes

Alf Storey

Karen Trout

Anne Walters

male 16 female 16 total 32

UNISON                                    

1 Mabledon Place, 

London WC1H 9AJ

t 0845 355 0845 

f 020 7551 1101

text tel 0800 0967 968

www.unison.org.uk/

m 364,487 f 924,513 total 1,289,000

main trades and industries local government,

health care, the water, gas and electricity

industries, further and higher education,

schools, transport, voluntary sector, housing

associations, police support staff

Gen sec Dave Prentis

Delegates

Bob Abberley

Peninah Achieng

Catherine Ahrens
Dave Anderson

Angela Bagum

Yunus Bakhsh

Pam Baldwin

Roger Bannister

Sarah Barwick

Lilian Bold


Jean Boswell

Michelle Brankin


John Brown

Jocelyn Browne


Jim Burnett

Malcolm Cantello


Ivy Carlier

Jane Carolan


Louise Couling

Graham Cuffley


Robert Dagg

Bob Deacon


Sandra Dean

Ann Donnelly


Simone Doyle

Margaret Dunbar


Veronica Dunn

Carol Dutton


Mike Folliard

Shirley Ford


Sue Forster

Mark Fysh


Gerry Gallagher
Paula Gavin


Jean Geldart

Dave Godson


Emma Goodall

Catherine Gray


Martin Gregory
Brenda Hall


Mike Hayes

Linda Heywood


Susan Highton

Linda Holder


Graeme Horn

Kevin Hussey


Helen Jenner

Maggie Jones


Denis Keatings

Glenn Kelly


John Kidd

Jackie Lewis


Angela Lynes

Colm Magee


Carole maleham
Myfanwy Manning


Angie Marriott

Maggie Martin


Jan Matthews

Anne McCormack


Ross McGivern

Bev Miller


Gloria Mills

Fiona Monkman
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