
1 

CONFIDENTIA] #3 

D E P A R T M E N T O F I N D U S T R Y 

A S H D O V / N H O U S E 
123 V I C T O R I A S T R E E T 

L O N D O N SW1E 6RB 
T E L E P H O N E D I R E C T L I N E 01-212 7 7 n / i 

S W I T C H B O A R D 01-212 76,6 

-2o November 1979 
PS/ Secretary of State for Industry 

ft* 

M H a l l Esq 

P r i v a t e S e c r e t a r y to the 

C h a n c e l l o r of the Exchequer 


HH Treasury 

London SWI 


STRIKERS AND SUPPLEMENTARY BENEFIT 


F o l l o w i n g the Prime M i n i s t e r ' s request t h a t t h i s subject should 

be considered f u r t h e r before a d e c i s i o n i s taken on whether i t 

should be put to the Cabinet, my Sec r e t a r y of State has put 

together a f u r t h e r paper w i t h the he l p of the E(EA) S e c r e t a r i a t . 

He t h i n k s that the best way forward would be f o r there to be an 

i n f o r m a l d i s c u s s i o n of the i s s u e s w i t h the Chancellor, the 

Employment Secr e t a r y and the S o c i a l S e r v i c e s S e c r e t a r y . I 

understand t h a t the Cabinet O f f i c e are making the arrangements 

f o r the meeting. 


I am copying t h i s l e t t e r and i t s enclosure to the P r i v a t e 

S e c r e t a r i e s to the Employment Secr e t a r y and the S o c i a l S e r v i c e s 

Secretary and, f o r i n f o r m a t i o n only, t o the P r i v a t e S e c r e t a r i e s 

to the Prime M i n i s t e r , Lord C o c k f i e l d and S i r Robert Armstrong. 


I K C ELLISON 

P r i v a t e S e c r e t a r y 
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STRIKERS' AND SUPPLEMENTARY BENEFIT 


Note by the Secretary of State f o r I n d u s t r y 


1 I have been g i v i n g thought to where we now stand as a r e s u l t 
of d i s c u s s i o n s i n E(EA), and i n correspondence, over the i s s u e 
of s t r i k e r s and supplementary b e n e f i t . . . 
2 The attached note summarises the v a r i o u s arguments, Our 

supporters expect us to take some a c t i o n here. The d i r e c t 

consequences may be s m a l l , and even i  f cur changes are e f f e c t i v 

those who seek to use i n d u s t r i a l muscle w i l l probably vary 

t h e i r t a c t i c s . Nevertheless we made a commitment. 


3 The unions w i l l f i g h t the p u b l i c rela'tions b a t t l e hard 
and w i l l use the weapon of a l l e g e d hardship to do i t . My 

own view i s that we should face t h a t , and f i g h t i t by making 

i t c l e a r i n advance t h a t any such hardship i s e n t i r e l y the 

f a u l t of the unions i n paying inadequate s t r i k e funds. I 

would not t h e r e f o r e favour weakening our stance by a d m i t t i n g 

the p o s s i b i l i t y of hardship payments i f the going gets too 

rough. There are l a r g e r i s s u e s behind the small change we 

propose. I f we do succeed i n encouraging unions to b u i l d up 

s u b s t a n t i a l s t r i k e funds and to pay b e n e f i t we may f i n d that 

we have increased union s t r e n g t h . This may seem d e s i r a b l e 

i n s o f a r as unions are enabled t o keep the b a r g a i n they make, 

but i  t may prove harmful i  f they remain l u d d i t e . 


4 Subject to t h i s and any other l a r g e r i s s u e , I suggest t c 

colleagues that we should consider the p o l i c y summarised i n 

Para 23 of the paper. 


K J 


20 November 1979 
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STRIKERS AND SUPPLEI1ENTARY BENEFIT 


Note by the Secretary of State f o r Industry 


1 There have been three d i s c u s s i o n s i n E(EA) on the subject of 
S t r i k e r s and Supplementary B e n e f i t s . T h i s note p u l l s together the 

conclusions so f a r reached, and summarises the arguments on p o i n t s 

which remain i n doubt. 


The Purpose of L e g i s l a t i o n 


2 The Manifesto s a i d : 


" S t r i k e s are too o f t e n a weapon of f i r s t r a t h e r than 

l a s t r e s o r t . One cause i s the f i n a n c i a l treatment of 

s t r i k e r s and t h e i r f a m i l i e s . I n r e v i e w i n g the p o s i t i o n , 

t h e r e f o r e , we s h a l l ensure t h a t unions bear t h e i r f a i r 

share of the cost of supporting those of t h e i r members 

who are on s t r i k e . " 


3 Thus the aim i s to apply f i n a n c i a l pressure on unions t o discourage 

s t r i k e s , p a r t i c u l a r l y those s t r i k e s where a c t i o n i s taken without 

exhausting other p o s s i b l e avenues f i r s t . We a l s o hope t o do something 

to redress the balance between s t r i k e r s and.employers which i s at 

present' h e a v i l y t i l t e d i n favour of s t r i k e r s . 


The Size of the Problem 


4 Th<̂  i u r a t i c n of s t r i k e s i n 1976 and 1977 i s summarised i n Table 1 
i n the Annex. Two t h i r d s of s t r i k e s l a s t e d l e s s than a week, and 63% 

l e s s than 2 weeks. 

P o s s i b l e Levers f o r Government A c t i o n 


5 I t seems g n e r a l l y agreed t h a t the Government could not l e g i s l a t e 

t o r e q u i r e unions t o pay s t r i k e r s , b e a r i n g i n mind the d i f f i c u l t y o f 

enforcement. So the pressure has t o be i n d i r e c t . The f i r s t avenue 

i s p u b l i c i t y ; the Government could say t h a t , f o r t h e i r c a r t , they 

w i l l assume that unions pay at l e a s t £x p.w. i n s t r i k e pay, as 

many do now. The second avenue i s to act on supplementary b e n e f i t s ; 

the Government could take steps t o ensure t h a t s t r i k e r s ' f a m i l i e s 

d i d not r e c e i v e the f u l l amount of supplementary b e n e f i t thus p u t t i n g 

pressure on the trades unions to give s t r i k e pay. In adopting these 

courses of a c t i o n we would i n f a c t leave i t open to the unions to 

decide whether they would give s t r i k e pay to a l  l t h e i r members oi 

s t r i k e or o n l y to these who might have the supplementary b e n e f i t : 

payable to t h e i r f a m i l i e s reduced. I f they chose to give s t r i k e 

to a l l t h e i r s t r i k i n g members, the cost would be heavy; i f they chose 

t o l i m i t s t r i k e pay t o those who might otherwise have r e c e i v e d 

supplementary b e n e f i t the cost would be s m a l l . A p o s s i b l e t h i r d 

avenue, a c t i o n on PAYE rebates as described i n Annex D, i s not open 

t o us. 


Supplementary B e n e f i t Payments 


6 These have been the main focus of our c o n s i d e r a t i o n . But we 
should recognise they apply only to a very small p r o p o r t i o n of 


/ s t r i k e r s and ... 
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s t r i k e r s and people. B e n e f i t s are not normally'paid u n t i l the s t r i k e 
i s i n i t s t h i r d week, so that on the 1976-77 experience only 17% 
of s t r i k e s are relevant. And the great m a j o r i t y of s t r i k e r s are 
i n e l i g i b l e and a p r o p o r t i o n of those e l i g i b l e to c l a i m do not do so. 
Table 2 i n the Annex shows f i g u r e s of between 13% and 25% f o r the 
take-up between 1960 and 1977- The p r o p o r t i o n of a l  l s t r i k e r s who 
could i n p r i n c i p l e have taken up supplementary b e n e f i t s v a r i e d between 
1% and 8%. 

Suggested Courses f o r A c t i o n 


7 I t i s c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t any a c t i o n we take w i l l have very 
l i t t l e d i r e c t e f f e c t on the m a j o r i t y of s t r i k e s or the m a j o r i t y of 
s t r i k e r s . We must judge measures a l s o i n the l i g h t of t h e i r p o t e n t i a l 
i n d i r e c t e f f e c t s through changed a t t i t u d e s as" a r e s u l t of the 
p u b l i c i t y the l e g i s l a t i o n would a t t r a c t . 

8 The d i s c u s s i o n s i n E(EA).have l e d to the c o n c l u s i o n t h a t we 
steuld "deem", f o r s e t t l i n g the l e v e l of Supplementary B e n e f i t t o 
a s t r i k e r ' s f a m i l y , t h a t he r e c e i v e s £10 pw s t r i k e pay from h i s 
union. At the same time we would a l t e r the r u l e about "disregarded" 
income to say that the f u l l amount of deemed s t r i k e pay would be 
taken i n t o account i n s e t t l i n g supplementary b e n e f i t . I n the 
e a r l i e r E(EA) d i s c u s s i o n s we have not given- c l o s e a t t e n t i o n to 
what income should be disregarded. I n the f i r s t d i s c u s s i o n (E(EA)(79)2; 
i t was suggested that the present " d i s r e g a r d " which a p p l i e s to 
s t r i k e r s ' income ( n o t a b l y s t r i k e pay and t a x refunds) should, be 
abolished. This paper d i d not, however, consider the " d i s r e g a r d " 
i n favour of i - A pw of w i f e ' s earnings, i  f any. and £2 pw of s t r i k e r s ' 
earnings from a second job. Moreover, l a t e r papers from DHSS, and 
the examples of family income given i n them, which we considered, 

/pw were based on the a l t e r e d assumption t h a t £4/of income t a x refund 
would continue t o be disregarded. We could of course go e i t h e r way 
e i t h e r by t a k i n g more of the disregarded items i n t o f u l l account 
or, a l t e r n a t i v e l y , by a b o l i s h i n g o n l y the d i s r e g a r d on s t r i k e pay. 
I f we take the former course, i t would put the s t r i k e r i n a d i f f e r e n t 
s i t u a t i o n from other supplementary b e n e f i t r e c i p i e n t s and i  t might 
be represented that the Government wished to p e n a l i s e s t r i k e r s per se. 
On the other hand, s t r i k e r s place themselves i n a d i f f e r e n t p o s i t i o n 
to other r e c i p i e n t s of supplementary b e n e f i t and we could j u s t i f i a b l y 
p o i n t out t h a t the Government was t a k i n g f i r m a c t i o n t o avoid u s i n g 
taxpayers' money to s u b s i d i s e s t r i k e s . (Moreover, Annex C shows 
that there i s a l r e a d y discrimination a g a i n s t s t r i k e r s per se; non
s t r i k e r s have t h e i r income t a x rebate disregarded i n f u l l ) . There 
are t h e r e f o r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l arguments f o r a b o l i s h i n g the "disregards^ 
on both s t r i k e pay and income t a x rebates (and indeed i n respect of 
a l l sources of s t r i k e r s income except w i f e ' s earnings i  f any) or f o r 
r e t a i n i n g the d i s r e g a r d on income t a x rebates. But, i  f we wish our 
changes to be e f f e c t i v e on m o t i v a t i o n before and d u r i n g a d i s p u t e , 
t h e n we should a b o l i s h both " d i s r e g a r d s " . (The question of whether 
the d i s r e g a r d on income t a x refunds should be a b o l i s h e d f o r a l  l 
b e n e f i t • r e c i p i e n t s i s a wider issue r e q u i r i n g separate c o n s i d e r a t e 
Who are the S t r i k e r s ? 


9 I t i s very d i f f i c u l t t o be sure i n an i n d u s t r i a l dispute who i s 
w i l l i n g to work, and who i s prevented from doing so by the a c t i o n , 
the employer (a lock-out) or that of other employees. So i t i s io^ 

/ e s t a b l i s h e d - .... 
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e s t a b l i s h e d - by l e g i s l a t i o n going back more than 60 years - that 

a l l those who stand to b e n e f i t from an i n d u s t r i a l dispute are not 

e l i g i b l e f o r unemployment b e n e f i t or supplementary b e n e f i t while 

the dispute l a s t s . ( T h e i r f a m i l i e s are e l i g i b l e f o r Supplementary 

B e n e f i t once normal pay i s assumed to have run out - u s u a l l y the 

t h i r d week of the s t r i k e . ) Thus we see no way of d i s t i n g u i s h i n g 

the " m i l i t a n t " s t r i k e r from the man who would p r e f e r t o r e t u r n to 

work. But by not d i s t i n g u i s h i n g , and so p e n a l i s i n g some i n d i v i d u a l s 

i t w i l l i n t e n s i f y the pressure from the men onto the union or s t r i k e 

leaders to achieve a settlement. 


U n o f f i c i a l / O f f i c i a l S t r i k e s ? 


10 Most u n o f f i c i a l s t r i k e s are l i k e l y to l a s t l e s s than 2 weeks 

so that e n t i t l e m e n t to b e n e f i t does not a r i s e . But by saying that 

the Government intends to t r e a t u n o f f i c i a l and o f f i c i a l s t r i k e s 

s i m i l a r l y , i  t would encourage pressure to have s t r i k e s d eclared 

o f f i c i a l (so as to achieve e n t i t l e m e n t to s t r i k e pay). This could 

be two-edged. I t might increase the power of m i l i t a n t s w i t h i n the 

union. But however one views that argument, they key p o i n t i s th a t 

the other course would create converse pressure f o r unions t o make 

s t r i k e s " u n o f f i c i a l " so as to avoid the need to pay out s t r i k e pay. 


Union Members Only? 


11 Only union members can a c t u a l l y r e c e i v e s t r i k e pay from a union. 
So to deem th a t others do so would p e n a l i s e them f o r not being a 
union member. I f they are a l s o opposed to the s t r i k e , and jet have 
been denied b e n e f i t under para 9 above, the f u r t h e r penalty would 
seem doubly harsh. 
12 ' The unions w i l l argue that,by assuming t h a t a l l t h e i r members 

r e c e i v e s t r i k e pay, we w i l l be encouraging people to leave the unions 

and t h i s c l a i m would have some substance f o r any impoverished unions 

But b e a r i n g i n mind our o v e r a l l aim of "making unions pay a f a i r 

share" we should be able to face t h a t argument squarely. The remedy 


/and of the impoverished union i s i n t h e i r own hands/is to raise
s u b s c r i p t i o n s . 


13 We have a l s o been concerned t h a t i  t would be a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y 

d i f f i c u l t to decide who i s or i s not a union member at the poin t of 

paying out b e n e f i t . Annex B gives proposals on how t h i s might be 

done. Provided we asked simple questions of f a c t w i t h i n the knowled 

of the i n d i v i d u a l s t r i k e r , eg: 


a) Are you a. union member? 


b) I f so which union? 


c) I f i n doubt - "Have you pai d a union s u b s c r i p t i o n at any 

time i n the l a s t /3"7 months?" 


then i  t would be a c r i m i n a l offence f o r hirn to take money by making 

a f r a u d u l e n t d e c l a r a t i o n . We could make i  t a c o n d i t i o n of payment 

that the b e n e f i t o f f i c e r was s a t i s f i e d t hat the man was not a union
member. Thus the onus of proof could l i e on the s t r i k e r , and would 


/leave the scope 
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leave the scope f o r the DHSS to i n i t i a t e i n q u i r i e s to h i s employer 

etc i  f there was prima f a c i e i n d i c a t i o n of f r a u d . The l e v e l of 

abuse would prcrably be t o l e r a b l e i f the d e c l a r a t i o n i s made s u f f i c i e n t l y 

clear cut. There i s the o p t i o n of going f u r t h e r and t a k i n g a power 

to demand access to union membership l i s t s . But i t c a r r i e s the r i s k 

t h a t , i  f the union refused t o obey, there would be no e f f e c t i v e 

s a n c t i o n , and i  t could i n t e n s i f y union o p p o s i t i o n to the whole scheme. 


Hardship P r o v i s i o n s . 


14 We have examined proposals f o r making hardship payments ( p o s s i b l y 

recoverable when work recommences) to s t r i k e r s f o r whom the l o s s of 


/or tie whole/part of the deemed amount would take_ the f a m i l y income 
below the" "Requirements L e v e l " used i n s e t t i n g Supplementary B e n e f i t s . 
T h i s l e v e l r e l a t e s to the needs of dependents only and t h e r e f o r e the 
f a m i l y i s already some £15 below t h e i r normal e n t i t l e m e n t . But apart 
from a d m i n i s t r a t i v e complexity, hardship payments have the s e r i o u s 
disadvantage t h a t they cut at the r o o t s of the p r o p o s a l . We are 
i n any case only o p e r a t i n g on t h a t m i n o r i t y of s t r i k e r s who c l a i m 
Supplementary B e n e f i t s . My preference t h e r e f o r e would be to say 
ti a t there w i l l be no hardship p r o v i s i o n i n respect of the deeming, 
and that i t i s the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of the unions not Government to 
make sure t h a t the r i s k of hardship does not a r i s e . 

15 The great m a j o r i t y of s t r i k e r s manage t h e i r f i n a n c e s without 
c a l l i n g on b e n e f i t at a l l . The standing expenses of the f a m i l y 
r e n t , r a t e s , water, e l e c t r i c i t y , gas, telephone, HP, dothes -can 
a l l be d e f e r r e d . T r a v e l l i n g c o s t s are reduced. But I recognise t h a t , 
p a r t i c u l a r l y i n a long s t r i k e , the absence of a hardship p r o v i s i o n 
w i l l i n t e n s i f y p o l i t i c a l pressure. But i f the measure i s to achieve 
anything we must be prepared to face pressure, and r e p e a t e d l y t o 
place the onus on the unions. And I am sure there w i l l always be 
"hard cases" i n the media, as there have been i n past s t r i k e s 
under e x i s t i n g r u l e s , whether or not we adopt these p r o p o s a l s . 
16 I n E(EA) we have considered a t i m e - l i m i t e d hardship p r o v i s i o n 

(eg no hardship t i l  l the 5th week of the s t r i k e ) . But that would 
not prevent p o l i t i c a l pressure i n e a r l i e r weeks, and i t would 
remove the i n c e n t i v e f o r the unions to act themselves and might 
indeed encourage them to pay more i n e a r l i e r weeks and withdraw 
t h e i r payments once the hardship p r o v i s i o n i s a v a i l a b l e . I f we 
went t h i s way at a l l , a longer time l i m i t might be p r e f e r a b l e . 

17 I f we make a hardship payment at a l l , there seems no great 
o b j e c t i o n to making i  t r e c o v e r a b l e , since f o r many supplementary 
b e n e f i t r e c i p i e n t s such arrangements have already to be made to" 
recover the whole of the b e n e f i t which they r e c e i v e d u r i n g t h e i r 
f i r s t two weeks back at work, before normal pay i s resumed. And 
these are l i k e l y to i n c l u d e any people who have" no other resources 
and have claimed hardship. But we should keep i n mind th a t an 
i n c r e a s i n g debt of t h i s k ind may lead to pressure f o r a compensating 
lump sum settlement from theemployer to b r i n g about the end of the 
s t r i k e . And there i s the p o i n t t h a t any repayment scheme a l s o 
adds some work f o r DHSS s t a f f and employers. This would be the 
greater i f the union encouraged i t s members to make hardship c l a i m s . 

/'18 . 
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18 I recognise t h a t , without a simple r u l e f o r determining h a r d s h i 

payments, we could not r e t a i n a d i s c r e t i o n to deal w i t h hard cases 

connected w i t h the circumstances of the s t r i k e . Once there was 

acknowledged d i s c r e t i o n the unions would swamp the DHSS w i t h c l a i m 

and t h i s would give the worst of a l l worlds p r e s e n t a t i o n a l l y , i v i t h 

the Government a d m i t t i n g hardship -"but t a k i n g ' a long time to make 

payments. 


19 There would remain the c a t c h - a l l d i s c r e t i o n f o r e x t r a o r d i n a r y 
circumstances (eg f i r e or f l o o d ) u n r e l a t e d to the s t r i k e . But 
any hardship p r o v i s i o n more than t h i s destroys the whole b a s i s 
of what we are seeking t o achieve and would be e x p l o i t e d . 
Summary 


20 In summary t h e r e f o r e I consider t h a t the f o l l o w i n g scheme might 
be adopted i n f u l f i l m e n t of our Manifesto commitment: 

i The Government should s t a t e t h a t as a matter of good 
p r a c t i c e unions should pay at l e a s t £10 pw to members 
who are c a l l e d out on s t r i k e . 

i  i For i t s part the Government w i l l assume - from a commencing 
date i n 1930 - t h a t a l l union members w i t h an i n t e r e s t i n 
the outcome of a dispute are r e c e i v i n g at l e a s t £10 pw 
from t h e i r union. 

i i  i This sum w i l l t h e r e a f t e r be increased a n n u a l l y i n p r o p o r t i o n 

to the increase i n Supplementary B e n e f i t . 


i v Where the b e n e f i t o f f i c e r i s s a t i s f i e d that the s t r i k e r i s 
not a union member, the deemed amount would not be 
deducted. "Membership" of a union would be defined ( i n 
R e g u l a t i o n s ) as "having p a i d a s u b s c r i p t i o n to a union at 
any time i n the l a s t / 3/ months". 

v The Government should make i t c l e a r that a f a i l u r e f o r 

income to reach the Supplementary B e n e f i t Requirements 

l e v e l s because unions f a i l t o pay s t r i k e pay w i l l not be 

reckoned to c o n s t i t u t e hardship. 


v i The Government w i l l r e t a i n a r e s i d u a l d i s c r e t i o n to pay bene! 

only i n cases of extreme hardship caused by e x t r a o r d i n a r y 

circumstances u n r e l a t e d t o the s t r i k e . 


v i i The " d i s r e g a r d s " on s t r i k e r s ' income, from income t a x rebates 

and s t r i k e pay should be abolished, together w i t h the " d i s r e g 

i n respect of a s t r i k e r s second job. 


i i  i We should draw to employers (and e s p e c i a l l y small employers) 

a t t e n t i o n the scope that they have under e x i s t i n g l e g i s l a ~ i c 

to r e f u s e to pay PAYE rebates. 




ANNEX A 


1 t
 Duration of Strikes - 1976, 197.7 


Period Cumulative ^ 


Less than 1 day 
 1 0 . 4 


11 t i 
 1 week 
 6 5 . 3 


11 11 
 2 weeks 

8 3 . 3 


11 t i 
 3 weeks 
 8 9 . 8 


11 11 
 4 weeks 
 9 3 . 3 


11 11 
 6 weeks 
 9 6 . 5 

11 11 
 1  0 weeks 
 9 9 . 0 


More than 1  0 weeks 
 1 0 0 . 0 


2. Supplementary Benefit Claims 


jq_ of a l  l .strikers 


E l i g i b l e to 
 of the r; PClaim Benefit i ~ - 1 

lien of i t who received 


1 9 6 0 - 7 0 
 8 . 0 16 
1 . 3 


1 9 7 0 . - 7 4 
 3 2 . 0 
 8 . 0 
 2 5 


1 9 7 5 - 7 7 26.3 

3 . 4 
 1 3 
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ANNEX B 


fief i n i t j on of a Ur.icn-an i n ?"i s t i n g 1 o g i s l a t i on 


D e f i n i t i o n of Nr.: or, !/.nher 


(To "be l a i d down i n Regulations) " .*' • 


C r i t e r i a along the l i n e s of:~ 


Anyone v;ho has paid a subscription to a union i n the 


l a s t 3 months. 


Anyone who has resigned within the l a s t 2 months w i l l s t i l l 


be deemed to be a member. 


Q u a l i f i c a t i o n f o r No J'Decminr" deduction 


The Eencfit O f f i c e r must be s a t i s f i e d tr. the basis of h i s 


incrairios — to include a signed declaration by the claimant — 


that the claimant i s not a union member as defined. The 


claimant should be warned that making a f a l ^ e statement with 


intent to obtain benefit i s a criminal offence. 




DISREGARDS Oil I1JCOME FOR SuTPLEMENTARY BENEFIT 

The basic disregards for strikers' incomes when their supplementary benefit 


entitlement i s being calculated are: 


a. £4 a week of wife's earnings, plus 

b. £2 a week of the s t r i k e r ' s own^earnings i  f he has a separate 


part-tine job while on strike, plus 


c. £4 a week of miscellaneous ether income apart from child benefit, 
family income supplement and the main national insurance pensions and benefits. 

dis 
This last/regard i s the one which covers items of income such as strike pay, 
income tax refund and a war disablement pension. A l l such items of income are 
aggregated and a single £4 disregard given. The disregard i s not £8 i  f someone 
has for example both a tax refund and strike nay. 

The difference in treatment for claimants Who a re not strikers is t h a t income 
tax refunds are ignored in f u l l . (Such claimants do not, of course, receive 
strike pay.) 

Act referencesa. Supplementary Benefits Act 1 9 7 6  , Schedule 1  , para 2 2 ( 1 ) 

b• ditto. The disregard i s actually set at £4, but under 
their general discretionary powers the Supplementary Benefits-
Commission reduce i t to £ 2 : the disregard for the unemployed i s 
£ 2 and i t i s thought wrong to give a striker more favourable 
treatment than the unemployed 

c. Supplementary Benefits Act 1976, Schedule 1, para 2J> 



ANNEX D 


PAYE REBATES AND STRIKERS . 


1. PAYE rebates are one of the major sources of income f o r 
s t r i k e r s and might t y p i c a l l y amount to £11 or £12 pw or more f o r 
higher1 p a i d workers. Rebates a r i s e because workers pay t a x weekly 
(or mathly) on the assumption that t h e i r pay w i l l continue at 
approximately the same r a t e throughout the year. I f a worker's 
income f a l l s because,, f o r example, he goes o n . s t r i k e , he w i l l f i n d 
t h a t he has overpaid t a x and so becomes e n t i t l e d t o a rebate. This 
entitlement to rebates a p p l i e s to a l l taxpayers, i n c l u d i n g i n 
p a r t i c u l a r s i n g l e men, those without f a m i l i e s and those w i t h working 
wives who do not u s u a l l y r e c e i v e supplementary b e n e f i t . Rebates are 
almost always paid by the employer and s t r i k e r s are allowed to cross 
p i c k e t l i n e s and to go i n t o f a c t o r i e s to c o l l e c t t h e i r r e b a t e s . 
L e g a l l y , i t i s open to an employer to refu s e .to pay refunds. Those 
who refuse are r e q u i r e d to re p o r t the f a c t s t o the l o c a l t a x o f f i c e 
and, while the t a x o f f i c e i s under a duty to pay r e b a t e s , there i s 
no requirement to pay them prompt l j . I t i s t h e r e f o r e open to us 
to r e q u i r e employers not to pay t a x rebates dur i n g s t r i k e s and to 
delay payment by t a x o f f i c e s , but t o do t h i s would r e q u i r e l e g i s l a t i o n . 
2. Such a course would deprive s t r i k e r s of an important source 
of income and, u n l i k e a c t i o n on supplementary b e n e f i t , would have 
an impact on s i n g l e men etc who are not const r a i n e d from s t r i k i n g 
by f a m i l y o b l i g a t i o n s . On the other hand, the d e f e r r a l of t a x 
rebates would lead to more c a l l on supplementary b e n e f i t s . We are, 
however, prevented from l e g i s l a t i n g , even i f we wanted t o , on 
rebates by the Prime M i n i s t e r ' s c a t e g o r i c a l statement "I'm net 
going to pass l e g i s l a t i o n on tax rebates" ("Weekend World", 7 January 
1979). I t t h e r e f o r e seems tha t the only course open to us i s to 
draw a t t e n t i o n to employers' freedom t o r e f u s e t o pay out t a x rebates 
i f they so wish. 




