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tection Acts 1975 and 1978. 80

lerefore recommend that no legislative action should be taken
| 4 the disqualification at this stage.
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to encourage a more rational bargaining Structure -
in line with the Government's objectives, Greater
pressure could then be exerted within this forum for haif
strikes to be used only as weapons of 1ast resort,
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80

on this subject would be highly

ial and unlike the legislation on supple-

82

venefits to strikers' families it would not
ng a Manifesto commitment or responding to
; if]en

d public concern. It would also affect eatit

84

A ather
rht be seen as the striker's own money I

of the taxpayer.

. against
is no objective evidence either for or ag )
: the number
ent that the 1977 changes have increased
o ure on the
on of strikes by lessening the press

s

irom workers

CONFIDENTIAL |
6

The existing

laid off as a result.




| CONFIDENTIAL |

e

rules provide a considerable discretion to the Insurance

officer, under the "direct interest" Provision, and the >
onus of proof is on the ¢laimant, Thus in the face of
greater selective action, the existing rules would allow

y 4 he wnlscats Ya o
workers at the place of the dispute who are not called out
3

on strike bu tand to gain from any pay increase, to be "
R disqualified under the "direct interest" Provision. A switch ]
from general to selective action would therefore not in itself
increase the numbers eligible to receive unemployment benefit, 10
S — —
iii. The provis in the Social Security (No 2) Bill to
reduce supplementary benefit payable to strikers' families
by £12 per week should have some effect on union behaviour, n
— There is a case for waiting to see whether this effect is i .-
satisfactory before deciding whether to take further action.
Bill also cuts unemployment benefit in three different 14
—— further measures will therefore be that mich harder S
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2 gETRA| iv. There is already pressure on the legislative timetable. Y
It is too late to include further provisions in this session's
Social Securit 2 Bill. The necessary provisions could be 18
added to a forthcoming Bill, eg the Social Security Bill dealing ’
Teml vith employers' sick pay obligations, but it would widen the scope 80

of the Bill, and cause controversy whereas the Government has been
anxious to seek all-Party agreement on the desirability of the .

. SiCk*pay change. 82
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matter high priority, or probably mmch consideration. If they 70
— did support it a public climate for change might be created - —~—
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