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Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen (ASLEF)τwritten 
evidence (TUP0027) 
 

1. ¢ƘŜ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ [ƻŎƻƳƻǘƛǾŜ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ CƛǊŜƳŜƴ ό!{[9Cύ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ 

train ŘǊƛǾŜǊΩǎ ǳƴƛƻƴ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ нлΣллл ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘǊŀƛƴ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ 

companies and freight companies as well as London Underground and light rail systems. 

ASLEF is affiliated to the Labour Party. 

2. ASLEF believes there needs to be a wide ranging debate on party political funding. There 

has been considerable discussion around trade union financing of the Labour Party over 

the last year. Regrettably these debates have not extended to the large donations from 

businesses and hedge funds which bankroll the Conservative Party. Trade Unions are 

already amongst the most regulated and transparent organisations in the United 

Kingdom with union finances published for the public inspection by the Certification 

Officer. 

3. The trade union movement created the Labour Party and the links between the two are 

a cornerstone of British democracy. That is not to say that all trade unionists support 

the Labour Party. For that reason, many do decide to opt out of the political fund, an 

option taken by many hundreds of ASLEF members. However, even the Conservative 

Party until recently recognised this link. Margaret Thatcher said in a cabinet meeting in 

мфуп άƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ [ŀōƻǳǊ tŀǊǘȅΣ 

would create great unease and should not be ŜƴǘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ƭƛƎƘǘƭȅΦέ 

4. Indeed when the matter was previously investigated, the Conservative Party explained 

ά¢ƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

Conservative Party. We recognise the historic ties that bind the trade union movement 

ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ [ŀōƻǳǊ tŀǊǘȅ ώΧϐ ¢ƘŜ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ tŀǊǘȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƭƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜ 

for the trade union movement to provide support for political parties." Perhaps this is 

why the Conservative Party of the time introduced different regulation in regards to 

political funding than that currently under discussion. We already have legislation 

introduced in 1984 that dictates that for a union to have a political fund it must ballot its 
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members. To maintain that fund, a union must then re-ballot members every ten years. 

The Trade Union and Labour Relations Consolidation Act 1992 additionally prevented 

the transfer of money from the general fund to the political fund. These laws put further 

obstacles in the way before unions can spend money on political activities. Unions have 

to be open about where this money comes from, and members can opt out of this 

funding individually and also vote to end it collectively. ASLEF would argue that this is 

unnecessary and obstructive regulation as its stands. However there can be no doubt 

that the political fund is already extremely transparent, democratic and is often 

correctly referred to as the cleanest money in politics. 

5. Big businesses often make large donations to political parties, yet do so virtually 

unimpeded in comparison to the administrative requirements placed on union funding. 

For example, companies do not need separate political funds nor do they need company 

rule books explaining how these funds work. Shareholders are not given the option to 

contract out of donations or balloted on the matter.  

6. It would appear that the current Conservative Government are trying to go even further 

than the Thatcher government did in weakening the political voice of trade unions. This 

is for partisan reasons with no other aim other than trying to silence opposition.  No 

ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ǿƘŀǘ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ ŀǊŜΣ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜǎ ƛƴ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ 

agree that it is damaging for one political party to be vastly better funded than others. 

Clearly some parties will attract bigger donations than others, especially larger ones or 

ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǿŜŀƭǘƘȅ ŘƻƴƻǊǎΦ .ǳǘ ǘƻ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘŜƭȅ ŀǘǘŀŎƪ ƻƴŜ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ 

way is fundamentally undemocratic. It also breaks with the consensus that party funding 

should be discussed cross-party on a non-partisan basis. 

7. The main argument given by the Government for changing to an opt-in system is that 

those who want to contribute to the political fund will still be able to do so by opting-in. 

However the government is also aware that inertia or oversight likely to mean that most 

members who do not object to trade union political spending, are unlikely fill in a form 

and post it out on this matter. Many trade union members are active and follow these 

matters closely. Many on the other hand, want their trade union to campaign for them, 
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and be there when they are needed, however give very little consideration to them at 

most times. These members will almost certainly know their union is campaigning for 

them politically and will certainly have access to detailed information about how this is 

financed. This does not mean they chose to look in to the matter further. In short inertia 

will lead to people no longer funding something they wish to. 

8. Inertia is an area that the government has considered before and legislated on the basis 

ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŀƴ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘΦ !{[9C Ŧǳƭƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ 

ƻƴ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΩ ŀǳǘƻ-enrolment. This legislation means that people must be automatically 

ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴǳǎǘ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƻǇǘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƛǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōŜΦ ¢ƘŜ 

theory is that that most people would choose to be in a pension, but may not get 

around to filling in the appropriate paperwork. This is true for union members and 

political campaigning too. Unions clearly campaign politically as well as industrially so 

there is no issue of deception. This government by changing to an opt-in system is 

relying on inertia to reduce Labour Party funding rather than truly giving consideration 

to how consent works.  

9. Consideration must also be given to internal Labour Party changes. Union members 

must now opt-in in order to become affiliate supporters of the party and have the union 

contribute £3 a year on their behalf to the party. Therefore the most explicit form of 

party political donation is already administered on an opt-in basis. 

10. The Labour Party General Secretary Iain McNicol has already told this committee 

estimated that the change will cost the party £8 million a year. This combined with cuts 

to public funding of opposition parties of 19% show an all-out attack on the Labour 

Party and a government attempting to silence opposition by any means necessary. 

11. Over several decades, the main Westminster parties have always attempted to deal 

with party funding on a bipartisan, cross-party basis. These changes introduced as part 

of the trade union bill constitute party funding legislation through the back door. They 

are significant changes but ones which only impact one political party. Hitting an 

ƻǇǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǳƴƛƭŀǘŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƛǎ ǳƴŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻǇǘ-in 
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system are nothing to do with trade union democracy but a party political attack on the 

Labour Party and an attack on the voice of organised labour.    

 
12 February 2016 
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Rt Hon Dame Margaret Beckett MPτwritten evidence (TUP0037) 
 
I was a member of the CSPL at the time of its 2011 report on Political Party Finance. 
 
I dissented, as the committee is aware, from parts of that report and I have been asked 
whether my position has changed at all since 2011. 
 
My position has only changed to the extent that the more and the longer I think about these 
issues the more convinced I am, sadly, of the limitations of the committee's extremely well 
intentioned proposals for reform of political party funding. 
 
It is also very much my view that the proposals in the Trade Union Bill do relate to that report 
and strengthen my concern. 
 
The impact of the report's proposals 
 
I had, almost throughout our discussions, two particular difficulties with the report by the non-
political members of the committee. 
 
I feel a degree of guilt in saying so, because there is no doubt that the committee members put 
in a tremendous amount of work and thought very deeply about these issues. I have little doubt 
that if one were starting from scratch in, say, a new democracy and wishing to look at how 
political parties might be funded there is much in the committee's report that has considerable 
merit. 
 
I did in fact observe to the committee, somewhat flippantly, that their task would be easier if 
only there were no Labour party. This was though, an expression of genuine concern. The 
committee's approach struggles somewhat with the basic fact that the Labour Party is, and has 
been since its inception more than 100 years ago, in effect, a federation whose membership is 
drawn from different groups. 
 
There are individual full members of the Party. There are affiliated members, some from the 
trade unions but others, also, from socialist societies. This is not a structure which applies, as I 
understand it, in other political parties. 
 
What it means is that a substantial part of the funding received from trades unions is in the 
form of a membership fee, though one of a different character to the fee due from an 
individual member. 
 
The Coop party 
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The committee's specific proposals would indeed have driven out of existence the long 
established Co-operative Party. This party has been for many years a sister party, but a separate 
party organisation from the Labour Party as such, and with its own organisation & conference. 
 
The committee's anxiety to ensure that people could not evade their proposals for 
transparency meant that the Co-operative Party would no longer be allowed to differentiate 
itself from the Labour party, and raise its own separate funds. 
 
Other sources of income 
 
There was discussion as to the scope for encouraging political parties to rely more on raising 
funds from their wider membership than from large individual donations. 
 
Contrary to popular perception, this is what the Labour Party already does. Something of the 
order of fifty percent of its income is already raised from individual small donations. 
 
The scope therefore for the Labour Party to make up a reduction in income from large 
donations in this way thus appears to be substantially less than is possible for the other major 
political parties. 
 
¢ǊŀŘŜǎ ǳƴƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ΨƻǇǘƛƴƎ ƛƴΩ 
 
My second major concern was the sheer bureaucracy which would be inflicted on trade unions 
by the proposals that there should be individual 'opting in' of payment of affiliated membership 
to the Labour Party, - which costs, presently, SIX PENCE per week. 
 
It seemed to me that the extra bureaucracy which would be called for in the handling of such 
sums was wholly disproportionate and unjustifiable. 
 
The donor 
 
One of the underlying concerns of the committee was the wish to reduce the influence, real or 
perceived, of a substantial individual donor. 
 
In this context there was something of a disagreement between myself and other members of 
the committee. 
 
A parallel was perceived between payment of a single donation by a particular wealthy 
individual and the payment of a similar donation on behalf of a trade union, often made in the 
name of its General Secretary. To me the parallel was, by no means, exact. 
 
A trade union General Secretary operates at the behest of his or her members, and is bound by 
the decisions of their conference, and of the executive elected by those members. 
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It seemed to me that to equate such a trade union donation to one made by a rich individual 
was to fly in the face of reality. This is especially the case because members are already 
empowered to make an individual decision as to whether they wish to make a contribution to 
their union 's political fund, from which, should the unions' members choose to affiliate to the 
Labour Party, (about half of trades unions do not), such an affiliation fee must be paid. Similarly 
it is from the political fund that any donation to the party outside the payment of affiliation 
must come. 
 
I cannot but notice that, even in the discussions which have been held of late in the House of 
Lords, it is far from clear that everyone understands that the political fund is NOT THE LABOUR 
PARTY'S MONEY, even in trade unions which do affiliate to the party. It is required to support 
ALL the 'political' activities of a trade union . 
 
The CSPL recommendations 
The committee adhered from the outset to the principle that nothing should be proposed 
whose impact might be specifically disadvantageous to any of the parties.  
 
However in making these judgements the committee was seriously disadvantaged by the 
limited data available to assess such potential impacts. 
 
For example, it recommended a donation limit of £10,000 per individual donation. Because this 
would be a substantial sum for anyone on median or average earnings the possibility of a 
(much) lower figure was considered. 
 
However, no information is collected by the Electoral Commission for donations below, as I 
recall, a figure of £7,500. This meant that it was impossible properly to assess what the impact 
of such a donation limit would be on the income of existing political parties. 
 
Furthermore, apart from the dearth of specific information, the most recent, and therefore 
most relevant, period over which any financial information was available was one of the most 
atypical in the history of both of the major parties. 
 
During the ten year period for which information was available, the Conservative Party was 
more unpopular, and receiving less financial support, than at, probably, any time in its history. 
 
Conversely the Labour Party was more widely popular and receiving more funding than at any 
time in its history. 
 
This made it particularly difficult to assess the real long term financial implications of specific 
proposals. 
 
Spending limits 
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The CSPL also proposed that limits on campaign spending should be cut. Quite apart from the 
desire to ease the pressure to raise substantial funds, it was reported to us that, at that time, 
no party had ever spent up to the existing limit on any national election. 
 
(This committee will however be aware that just before the last General Election, the Coalition 
Government, far from cutting the then limits on campaign spending, actually increased them.) 
 
Public funding 
 
There was also the proposal for new public support to political parties. Again the CSPL strove to 
strike a balance between making up to some degree for the reductions in funding which would 
follow the implementation of the report's proposals, and not making a proposal which would 
sound unreasonable or over generous. 
 
There was discussion too about funding mechanisms, - public funding related to votes obtained 
and/or public funding in the form of tax relief on donations. 
 
The first is driven by the electoral support a political party receives from the public. 
 
The second, (tax relief), however means that to those who already have, even more will be 
given. Although there are precedents, such as charity donations, I was, myself, unhappy about 
that part of the proposals. 
 
Clauses 10 and 11 
 
As I argue above, it is primarily the impact and the sheer bureaucracy of an opt-in system that 
causes me concern. 
 
I am aware, of course, that the Collins Report for the Labour Party examines the introduction of 
such a system, although it seeks to maintain the opportunity for collective affiliation of a trade 
union as well as individual affiliation of its members. 
 
What is most noticeable, however, is that the Collins Report, (whose practicality has yet, of 
course, to be tested), proposed a transition period of some five years. 
 
This contrasts sharply with what I understand to be the transition period offered in the Bill. I am 
told that those who, like myself and millions of others, have already consented to pay into the 
political fund, will have only three months in which to respond, individually, and IN WRITING, to 
say that we still wish to reaffirm our contribution. The chances of great numbers of members of 
the public noticing this abrupt reversal in procedure seems, to me, to be slight. 
 
Moreover I cannot but notice that a government which increasingly insists on people making, 
and communicating, their decisions online, (for example in applying for Universal Credit, which 
can only be done online), is refusing to allow trade unions or their members to make or 
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communicate their decisions online. It is hard to see this is anything other than the most 
deliberate and contrived obstruction. 
 
The impact of these changes will undoubtedly be considerable and adverse with regard to the 
relationship between the Labour Party and its affiliated organisations and will have a 
consequential impact on the finances of the Labour Party. I believe others have made you 
aware of the likely scale of that financial impact. 
 
But it should also be noted that there will be direct challenge to the structure of the Labour 
Party itself - for example, altering the voting strength of our affiliates at our national conference 
which should not be the subject of influence by the government of the day. 
 
Certainly this seems to me to have a major potential impact on political funds and, 
consequently, on all the activities of trade unions, not just their capacity to support the Labour 
Party. 
 
As I write I understand the Government is also proposing to prevent or hinder charities from 
engaging in the kind of campaigning which, for trade unions, has to be supported from the 
political fund. It would appear therefore that this is part of a bigger picture and it is in this 
context that it is particularly likely to have, as you ask, a broad effect on party politics. 
 
Donation rules 
 
In your final questions you ask about comparisons with requirements for trade unions and 
others. 
 
Comparisons are often drawn between the capacity of companies to make donations to, say 
the Conservative Party, without the active consent of their shareholders, and the existing legal 
constraints on trades unions, who wish either to affiliate, or to donate, to the Labour Party. 
 
i.e. (The requirement to have a separate political fund, reaffirmed by a membership ballot 
every 10 years, from which all such moneys must be drawn, and the additional requirement 
that all union members must be free to 'opt out' of making such a contribution). 
 
I am told that since a requirement for shareholders to be consulted was introduced, very little 
Conservative party funding is now received from public companies. It is said that the bulk of 
their funding now comes from private companies or private individuals, where, of course, the 
question of consent from other participants does not arise. 
 
Consensus 
 
Finally you ask what is the basis for the claim that party funding matters are normally reformed 
on the basis of consensus. As others have done one need only examine previous reports on 
party funding and speeches in the house from Churchill to Clegg for such evidence. 
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That has always been my understanding and certainly it was part of what lay behind the 
consideration of the CSPL. Indeed because of concern that different proposals in the report 
could be used to disadvantage one party or another, the committee went out of its way to 
write into the report the insistence that their proposals should be considered as a whole, rather 
than being cherry picked. 
 
It seems to me that the developments in the Bill you are considering, alongside others being 
taken at the present time, is destroying any such convention, should it once have existed, and is 
likely to have, I would have thought, a quite dramatic and substantial effect on the approach of 
the different parties to funding issues. 
 
Finally I should not close before reminding the committee that, what I believe to be, the 
unprecedented action of the government in proposing to reduce, & then freeze for the duration 
of the parliament, the 'Short' money paid to support the parliamentary work of opposition 
parties, should be seen as very much part of the picture which has, as its context, the proposals 
in the Trade Union Bill. 
 
This specific proposal, (which is in sharp contrast to steps taken in the 1990s by the then Labour 
Government to substantially increase the funding of opposition parties and inflation proof  the 
settlement), does of course affect, not only the Labour Party, but also all the opposition parties. 
Its impact on the smaller parties is likely to be particularly severe. 
 
It comes at a time when the numbers and funding of government Special Advisors has 
substantially increased above the level in 2010. 
 
Such other, though more minor, proposals do, I believe, illuminate the climate in which the 
approach on the Trade Union Bill is being made. 
 
15 February 2016 
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1. Context 
 
I was a partner at KPMG for 20 years, ending up as Deputy Chairman of KPMG International. I 
served as an auditor and advisor to large companies during a career of more than thirty years. 
 
I have advised the Labour Party since the late 1990s including financial matters such as: the 
response to the funding crisis that the party faced in 2007, being a member of the Risk and 
Audit Committee that was set up in response to that crisis to oversee finances, giving strategic 
oversight to fund raising and budgeting for the 2015 general election campaign, and being part 
of the team that reveiwed the 2015 election result on behalf of the National Executive 
Committee of the Labour Party. 
 
While I am a Labour Party member, I have in this note applied both my knowledge of the Party 
and my own professional skill and mind-set. 
 
My overall view is that the Labour Party is already at a significant disadvantage because of its 
financial capacity and that the proposals under Clause 10 of the Trade Union Reform Bill will 
increase this disadvantage and could well make it difficult for the party to operate and 
campaign effectively, with a detrimental impact on the democratic process. 

 

2. Financial position 
 

The party faced considerable financial strain in the mid to late 2000s. It responded to the 
immediate crisis and put new controls in place. For example, it renegotiated its borrowing from 
banks and individuals and adopted a new financial strategy that included a requirement to 
systematically pay down debt as the first priority, while only spending on campaigning from 
resources that were specifically raised for that purpose. 
 
The party subsequently undertook a restructuring, which reduced head-count, tightened 
procurement and reduced costs. 
 
 The result of all this is that by November 2015, after almost ten years of hard work and good 
house-keeping, the party was debt free. 
 
While Labour is debt free for the first time in a generation, it can ill afford to lose revenue if it is 
to continue to act as an effective opposition in Westminster and to campaign effectively across 
the country. The party had net assets of only £1million at the end of March 2015 and therefore 
there are no reserves to draw on to absorb shocks. In addition, after many years of needing to 
focus on managing its debt, it would be highly surprising to find new cost savings or untapped 
income source that would enable the party to replace any significant level of Union funding. 
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For any enterprise, there will always be, at least theoretically, new sources of income and more 
costs to cut. However, in my time at the party both its fund-raising teams and its careful cost 
management have impressed me. The fund-raising teams are hard working, systematic and 
professional and throughout the last parliament worked hard to overcome the inbuilt  financial 
disadvantage that the party faces. The Party finance team has already taken advantage of the 
types of cost reductions, that would be considered best practice across the private sector, while 
keeping very strict control over day-to-day spending.  
 
Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ tŀǊǘȅ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƘŀƴŘƭŜ ǘƘŜ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ Ŏǳǘ ƛƴ ά{ƘƻǊǘ ƳƻƴŜȅέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƻƴƭȅ 
available for specific activities would cause additional difficulties. 
 
3. The role of union funding 

 
Since I began my involvement with the Party, it has been clear that the funding from the Trade 
Unions is a key component of Labour Party funding. It of course represents a large amount of 
the funding ς in very broad terms, Union funding represents, half of general election campaign 
costs. The Campaign budget for the 2015 election was met as follows: 
 

¶ Trade Unions 50% 

¶ High value donors 26% 

¶ Members and digital campaigning combined 24% 
 
Union funding is critical not just for the general election campaign but also for day-to-day 
operations. Political parties, and specifically the Labour Party, have a relatively high fixed over-
head base and therefore it is difficult to operate without funding that is both sufficient and 
predictable. In my experience, this has become more so in recent years for at least four 
reasons: 
 

¶ First, elections and referendums are now regular events ςgeneral and local elections, by 
elections, EU elections, the forthcoming EU referendum, mayoral elections and police 
commission elections. 

¶  {ŜŎƻƴŘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ άōƛƎ Řŀǘŀέ ƎƛǾŜǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ŀ 
fixed base of systems, campaign staff and information, rather than relying on a burst of 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άǎƘƻǊǘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴέ ƻf a general election.  

¶ ¢ƘƛǊŘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƛȄŜŘ ǘŜǊƳ ǇŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǘ Ƙŀǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άǎƘƻǊǘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴέ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ 
a rush of activity following a sometimes surprising election being called, but builds in a 
sustained way over a long period 

¶ Finally, the compliance requirements rightly placed on political parties, along with other 
regulations, increase the need for high quality staff and external advice in these areas 

 
¦ƴƛƻƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǎŎŀƭŜΤ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜŘǊƻŎƪ ƻŦ [ŀōƻǳǊΩs 
funding, enabling the Party to operate, and to demonstrate to its auditors that it is a going 
concern. In a typical year the Trade Unions provide around one third of running costs. 
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¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘǿƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘǎΦ άIƛƎƘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŘƻƴƻǊǎέ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ŀƴ 
individually significant sum to the party, and membership income from a wide group of party 
members.  
 
Raising money from high value donors is significant for all major parties but proportionately 
much more significant for the Conservatives than for Labour. This not only places Labour at a 
monetary disadvantage but also gives the Conservatives the certainty to build its well-
publicised large central machine that is required to fight modern elections. The Conservatives 
ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ǿƛŘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜǊǎ ǘƻ Ŏŀƭƭ ƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ŀ άǇƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻ ŜŦŦŜŎǘέ 
which gives a high level of assurance that income will continue to be received.  
 
LŦ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎΣ [ŀōƻǳǊΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛty to raise money in this way, where they were already at a strong 
historic disadvantage has reduced further, in part because of fear of press intrusion on behalf of 
potential donors. In the run up to the general election in 2015 and the immediate aftermath my 
calculation is  that: 
 

¶ The Conservatives received gifts of more than £1million from 10 individuals or closely 
held private companies, amounting to around £ 14 million 

¶ The Conservatives received an additional 100 gifts of over £100,000 from the same 
group 

¶ Labour received only one non monetary gift of more than £1million from 
individuals/companies during this period and fewer than 30 gifts of more than £100,000 

¶ The total received by the Conservatives from these high value donors was more than 
£37million 

¶ The equivalent amount received by Labour from its high value donors was at most £8 
million, 

 
All figure are for the whole of calendar 2014 and the first three quarters of 2015. They 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭȅ ōŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƻ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ά.ƛƎ ƳƻƴŜȅ Řƻƴŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ǊŜƭating to the 
election, its run up and its immediate result. 
 
Labour has made great strides in raising money from the rank and file of its members. It has 
further professionalised its membership operation and built an effective online fund raising 
team. However these sources of funding are unlikely to rise significantly in the near future, not 
least because of the limited financial resources of most Labour members. Much has been made 
of the increase in Labour membership since the 2015 election but the additional income is not 
significant when compared with the potential loss of Union funding  
 
4. The 2015 election 
 
While there were other reasons why Labour lost the 2015 election, money mattered. The 
disparity described above meant that whereas the Conservatives ƘŀŘ ŀ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ άǿŀǊ ŎƘŜǎǘέ 
with which to plan and fight the election. Labour did not. Labour therefore not only could 
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ǎǇŜƴŘ ƳǳŎƘ ƭŜǎǎΣ ōǳǘ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƘŜŀŘ ƻǊ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ƛƴ ŀ ƭƻƴƎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊ ōȅ Ƙƻǿ 
much the Conservative Party outspent Labour. It is likely to have been much more than the 
reported 30% as that figure refers only to central costs for the later stages of the campaign 
when Labour is relatively more able to spend. 
 
During the review conducted by Margaret Beckett, many Labour candidates in key marginal 
seats were debriefed. It was quite clear that the Conservative party was able to campaign in 
ways that were impossible for Labour. This activity was driven by a well-funded central machine 
which was set up several years ahead of the election and which in turn relied on certainty of 
funding. For example, the Conservatives were able to plan and fund: a long campaign of 
individually tailored letters to carefully identified key swing voters, bill boards focused on 
specific subjects in key marginals, paid for online advertisements and high visibility 
advertisements in local newspapers. This was all only possible because of the level of funding 
ǘƘŜ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƘŀŘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǿŜƭƭ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ άǎƘƻǊǘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴέ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘΦ  

 
WhƛƭŜ [ŀōƻǳǊΩǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǿŀǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ƛƴ нлмр ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ нлмл ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǾŜǊȅ ǘƛƎƘǘΣ 
unpredictable and late. It was therefore impossible to hire highly paid full time election 
managers ς in contrast to the well-publicised payments by the Conservatives - and make large 
investments in systems. Even basic activities such as polling were restricted so that it was only 
possible to partially understand the electorally landscape. 
 
5. The impact of the TU Bill on union political funds 
 
It is important to put the potential impact in perspective.  
 
The Trade Unions provide much of the support needed to maintain the infrastructure of the 
party. Costs have been cut and tightly managed and all sources of income maximised. Therefore 
any significant reduction in Union funding will result in a reduction in activity. There is 
inevitably a fixed cost of maintaining the party, including its national and regional offices, 
compliance units, income generating teams. Therefore a fall in income will reduce expenditure 
in activities that can be cut ςincluding the fighting of elections. Therefore Labour is exposed to a 
further erosion of its campaigning strength, to an extent that threatens the democratic process. 
 
L ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜŀŘ ǘƘŜ άLƳǇŀŎǘ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ǿƘƛŎƘ is meant to analyse the likely fall in funding to 
Labour if the proposals in Clause 10 of the Trade Union reform bill are enacted. I have worked 
for many years in professional assignments that seek to predict the financial impact of certain 
decisions and events. I do not believe that the Impact Assessment demonstrates the impact of 
the proposed legislation on Labour.  

 
An effective Impact Assessment should take the proposed changes and using evidence of 
similar events in analogous situations demonstrate, within reasonable bounds what the impact 
will be. The Impact Assessment fails to do this and is (in technical terms) merely a sensitively 
analysis which illustrates (rather than demonstrating) the impact on administrative costs of 
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Trade Unions, (rather then income to the Labour party) based on possible but necessarily 
unsupported levels of decreased political contributions. 

 
In the absence of an effective impact assessment, it is impossible to predict with a degree of 
certainty how large the impact of a switcƘ ǘƻ άƻǇǘ ƛƴέ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜΣ ōǳǘ Ƴȅ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ 
to be significant.   
 
I understand that Labour Party officials believe that the fall in the size of political funds would 
be between 70% and 90% based on analogous situations such as changes in political funding in 
Northern Ireland and Union elections. 

 
In the private sector, online businesses seek to encourage customers who buy a single order 
from them, to become repeat or regular customers. If their experience, is relevant then the 
expectations of Labour party officials are likely to be optimistic. I understand that a reasonable 
expectation for repeat business (i.e. simply making a second order) in online companies is in the 
region of 50% and for becoming a regular customer is in the region of 25%. However online 
businesses have the advantage of being able to communicate unlimited times with their 
potential customers, online, whereas the Trade Union reform bill seems to envisage a single 
written communication. Additionally online businesses will commit substantial resources to 
customer retention, which Trade Unions are unable to do. Private sector business would expect 
ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ р҈ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ Ƴŀƛƭ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŀ άǿŀǊƳέ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ 
only 1% from a simple cold campaign. 

 
Impact on the Labour party needs to be considered at two levels. Having determined the 
ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛƻƴǎΩ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎΣ ƻƴŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƪƴƻŎƪ ƻƴ 
effect of contributions from those funds to the Labour Party. My experience of advising the 
ǇŀǊǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊŀŘŜ ¦ƴƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǿƛŘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ 
political activities to finance and that a fall in the size of their political levy may have a 
disproportionately larger impact on the Labour Party rather than in some way being mitigated. 
 
6. Conclusion 
 
The Labour Party has in recent times been at a financial disadvantage. This has been heightened 
by the change in the nature of political campaigning. The Labour Party has already reduced 
costs and worked hard to increase revenues but relies heavily on funding from Trade Unions 
both to operate and to campaign, whereas the Conservative Party is dependant on large 
individual donations There has been no effective assessment of the impact of the proposed 
changes but it is hard to conclude that they will be other than seriously negative for Labour and 
increase its financial and therefore electoral disadvantage. 
 
10 February 2016 
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Examination of Witness 

Rt Hon Nick Clegg MP 

 

Q67  The Chairman:  Mr Clegg, we apologise for keeping you waiting. Thank you for that. We 

have had a busy morning so far. As you know, we have to do the whole exercise in a very 

compressed timetable. Is there anything you would like to say by way of an opening statement? 

Mr Clegg: I am very honoured to be invited to be with you for a short period of time this 

afternoon. The work of the Committee is tremendously important. Aside from the detailed 

substance of the Bill under scrutiny, my viewτgiven that its impact, whatever anyone says, is 

disproportionately aimed at one political party to the exclusion of othersτis that it departs from 

a long-standing habit or tradition, if I can put it that way, that issues to do with money and power 

in British politics are dealt with on a cross-party basis. 

It is a very unwelcome development when a new Government, in effect, Americanises 

Westminster politics. That is what is going on. In America, there a very unseemly tradition of new 

incumbents in power busily trying to rig every rule in sight to the detriment of their opponents. 

We have generally avoided that in our country, whether it is party funding, electoral reform, 

House of Lords and so on. In all those quasi-constitutional issues we have sought to try to move 

as a flotilla of parties working across party boundaries. That is being grievously damaged. 

I also think that, politically, the Government will rue the day they do this because one day the 

boot will be on the other foot. It might not feel like it at the moment, but one day the 

Conservatives will not be in power. I do not think people will forget in a hurry that they sought 

to use this legislation for partisan purposes. I know this only because I spent five years blocking 

these measures precisely because I felt their partisan intent was not right. Quite understandably 

perhaps, the Conservatives, free from the constraints of coalition, have now decanted all those 

measures into this measure. 

CǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƘŜƭǇ ǘhey can get from other parties to 

make the wider case in the national interest about Europe in the run-up to the referendum. This 

Bill, combined with the cut in Short money, which is a very spiteful and petty measure, the 
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growing evidence that constituency-wide funding limits have been breached and the 

politicisation of special advisers and so on, sours and significantly departs from the broad 

framework of cross-party collaboration on these issues in the past. That is a great shame. 

The Chairman: Why do you think the parties were unable to reach agreement following 

publication of the report of the Committee on Standards in Public Life, which put forward a 

proposal that had impacts on all parties? It seems to have gone nowhere and, as far as we can 

see, there is very little activity in this area. 

Mr Clegg: Dare I say that your smile might suggest that you anticipate the answer that there was 

no interest, particularly from the two larger parties, in entering into agreement? I remember 

vividly over 2012-13 takinƎ /ƘǊƛǎǘƻǇƘŜǊ YŜƭƭȅΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƭƻƻǎŜ 

blueprint. I convened the cross-party committee. The political parties circulated various worthy 

documents saying they would do this, introduce a limit here and deal with trade union funding 

there and all the rest of it. When push came to shove, the political decision was taken to pull the 

plug on the whole thing, because no party, particularly the better funded and larger ones, had 

any interest in reaching a compromise. Between the Conservative and Labour parties in particular 

there was always an obvious trade-off between moving to something akin to what we have in 

this legislationτopt-in and so onτbut, on the other side of the ledger, the Conservatives 

accepting a cap on individual donations. Every single committee and cross-party group that has 

ever looked at this question has accepted that you need some kind of limit on individual 

donations. Everyone accepts that that is the basic symmetry of the deal. It became quite obvious, 

as I was told by senior Conservatives, that they did not want to do anything that would prevent 

them keeping their coffers in the healthy state to which they had become accustomed. 

Q68  Lord Whitty: You indicated clearly that you broadly supported the Chris Kelly report. In 

relation to various bits of it, the issue we are discussing today about opting in or opting out of 

the political fund was not in those terms in the Chris Kelly report. The bit in that report, as far as 

Labour Party money coming from the trade unions was concerned, related to affiliation fees and 

the individualisation, if I can put it that way, of those fees. Since then the Labour Party has 

adopted rules that, as far as affiliation fees go, will work out very close to the Chris Kelly 
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proposition. Would you agree with that? Do you regard it as at least a partial delivery of that side 

of things, albeit not in the overall context of all the other recommendations of Kelly? 

Mr Clegg: I thought Kelly pulled his punches on that particular issue. The Kelly recommendations 

were a blueprint; they were a compromise among themselves. Personally, I had never had any 

first-principle objection to the idea of the opt-in model. I am not a Labour Party member so I am 

not very close to this, but the Collins reforms were clearly about the affiliation fee. Some analysts 

and academics have observed that, even if the £3 that goes into the affiliation fund is done 

automatically rather than individually, it would still give trade unions a huge war chest to play 

with. 

I am no sepia-tinted romantic when it comes to the trade union-Labour link. I personally suffered 

from what I thought was wholly unacceptable use of trade union funds for political purposes in 

my own backyard of Sheffield for many years. The principle I am defending is not whether the 

Collins reforms are a sufficient surrogate for what is in the Bill, which perhaps lies behind your 

question, but the fundamental injustice in my view of applying an asymmetrical solution that 

affects only one partyτin this case the Labour Party. That is what is so very wrong. 

I do not have huge objections to the idea that you have an individual opt-in approach and it is 

renewed every few years. It clearly goes further than the Collins reforms. The Collins reforms go 

some way to meeting the Kelly suggestions. I agree with all that, but in trying to distinguish one 

from the other I do not think I am particularly well equipped to adjudicate. I am better equipped 

to adjudicate when I say it is fundamentally wrong to do this in such a partisan way. 

Lord Callanan: You said in relation to the 2011 report that the Government believed the case 

could not be made for greater state funding of political parties at a time when budgets were 

being squeezed. Do you still believe that? 

Mr Clegg: Yes, at a time of austerity. At the time, David Laws on my behalf distributed countless 

creative ways of using more intelligently the substantial public fundingτrather more substantial 

than the public is awareτthat already goes to parties. Quite a lot of money goes in from the 

public coffers either by proxyτfree airtime, broadcastingτor directly by Short money, 

Cranborne and so on. What we proposed at the time was not a net increase. I am now speaking 
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on behalf of myself as then leader of the Liberal Democrats. We did not advocate a net increase 

in public funding but a more sensible, fairer and more transparent redistribution of it. 

I accept these are strong words, but I feel very strongly about it. It is petty and spiteful for a new 

Government to come in and make a 20% cut in the public money through Short funding that goes 

to their opponents, particularly when the Conservatives in opposition got a whacking increase in 

Short money granted by the Government of the day. That is why they will rue the day. The wheel 

goes round in politicsτI hope; I believe. That is why it is so important that over time people take 

the longer view and do not try to secure short-term advantage when the roulette wheel happens 

to be spinning in their favour. 

Q69  Lord Robathan: Nick, you will be surprised to hear I agree with a couple of things you say, 

not least that it would be very dangerous to get into an American-style petty war on this. It may 

be that one day the Conservative Party will not rule this country. Who knows? I take your view 

that one does not want tit for tat. That is absolutely right. What you have missed out, if I may say 

so, is that this was a manifesto commitment on which the British people voted. Not many of them 

may have read the details, but they did vote it in as a manifesto commitment. Do you agree that 

it is extremely important that a Government just coming in hold to their manifesto 

commitments? 

Mr Clegg: Yes, of course, but you cannot invite me to agree with the Conservative Party 

manifesto. I thought it was petty and partisan when it was in the Conservative Party manifesto. 

Lord Robathan: But it was voted for by the good British people. 

Mr CleggΥ L ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŜǘ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳŜƴǘ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳŜƴŎȅ ǿƘƻ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ǿŜ ǘƘƛƴƪ 

the Conservatives deserve our vote is because they are ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ [ŀōƻǳǊ tŀǊǘȅέΦ L ŀƳ 

ǎƻǊǊȅΤ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜΦ [Ŝǘ ƳŜ ǊŜǇƘǊŀǎŜ ǘƘŀǘΥ άŘƻ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ [ŀōƻǳǊ tŀǊǘȅ ōȅ 

ǳǎƛƴƎ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŜƴŘǎέΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ L ŀƳ ǾŜǊȅ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ 

behind it is that, as I intimated earlier, very senior Conservatives invited me on numerous 

occasions over five years of coalition Government to introduce these measures, either the opt-

in or the threshold as the trigger for strike ballots, time and time again. I kept saying no, not for 

the reason that I object to the substance of opt-inτI have no principled objection to itτbut 

because I thought the coalition Government should be what it said on the tin, which was two 
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parties, albeit temporarily, acting in the national interest, not a permanent realignment of two 

parties ganging up against another one; and because if we had done it then, it would be, as this 

legislation now is, a breach perhaps not of a formal convention but certainly a long-standing habit 

and tendency for political parties to try to agree. 

I spent much of my time over the past several years trying to cajole politicians from other parties, 

whether it be on alternative vote, House of Lords or party funding, all fruitlessly as it happens in 

those cases. 

Lord Robathan: The great British people voted against PR. 

Mr Clegg: They did, and thank you for reminding me of it. 

Lord Robathan: Overwhelmingly. 

Mr Clegg: Okay, but the point still holds that the vote in that instance was preceded by lots of 

deliberation across parties. As you have raised it, ironically the thing that made its way on to the 

ballot paper was the policy of the Labour Party, not the policy of either the Conservatives or 

Liberal Democrats. That is one of those little ironies of history. My point is that all that effort 

showed meticulous adherence to a cross-party approach to how money and power are circulated 

in the British political system. That is what is being breached here, and that is wrong. 

Q70  Earl of Kinnoull: I am probing the status of the Kelly report. We had Lord Bew here earlier 

ǘƘƛǎ ǿŜŜƪΦ IŜ ǎŀƛŘ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΥ ŦƛǊǎǘΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘƻǎ ǎŀƛŘ 

progress was needed in the area of party funding; and, secondly, that not a single party had 

formally endorsed the Kelly report over the period, which I must say I had not picked up in the 

past. What is the status of the Kelly report? Perhaps you could comment. Is it a bible that we 

should all pay a lot of attention to?  

Mr Clegg: It is not a tablet of stone. I am afraid it is just one of countless reports on party funding 

that have been issued over time. 

Earl of Kinnoull: But it is the very report we are being asked to examine. 

Mr Clegg: It is the latest one and it is a very creditable piece of work. It was done diligently with 

great authority, but I do not think Christopher Kelly, certainly in the conversations I had with him, 

ever expected he would produce a tablet of stone and everybody would fall to their knees and 

ǎŀȅΣ άIŀƭƭŜƭǳƧŀƘΗ ²Ŝ ǿƛƭƭ ŀŘƻǇǘ ƛǘ ƘƻƻƪΣ ƭƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƴƪŜǊέΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ 
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for cross-party negotiation, but I think everybody accepted the dilemmaτthe problem it sought 

to solveτand the basic tramlines and trade-offs it established between a cap on individual 

donations on the one hand and reform of trade union funding on the other. Those are the two 

political pillars. They represent the big sacrifices or compromises by the two larger parties in 

.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΦ ²ŀǎ ŜǾŜǊȅ άǘέ ŎǊƻǎǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜǊȅ άƛέ ŘƻǘǘŜŘ ŀnd 

endorsed by every party? Of course it was not, and I do not think he would have expected it. 

Q71  Lord Wrigglesworth: Would you agree with the assertion that the evidence of the last 

campaign in particular demonstrates that the Americanisation of British politics, to which you 

referred, is going on apace in the scale of money being spent, by those parties which have it, on 

electioneering? Do you agree that in many respects there is a sea change in the amount of money 

and the part that money plays in our political process? 

Mr Clegg: Part of the problem is that we have rules that look a bit quaint, frankly, in the face of 

the ingenuity with which technology is now used by political parties and campaigners. Do not 

take my word for it. Jim Messina, the American chap who apparently did so much to help the 

Conservatives, said publicly that he thought they had spent about £30 million on the election 

campaign when the national limit should have been £18.5 million. He said that they had spent 

well beyond the limits under which they should have operated. My hunch is that the way that 

happened was that they funnelled huge amounts of money through nationally produced 

ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘΣ ƛƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘΣ ǿŀǎ ŘŜŎŀƴǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŘƻƻǊǎǘŜǇǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƻǊƳŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 

their mailboxes in the guise of local campaign literature. In other words, the local constituency-

wide spending limits were made a mockery of, first, because all this stuff was being mailed out 

centrally and, secondlyτone has to acknowledgeτbecause of some very ingenious, intelligent 

and smart, if ruthless, use of digital technology, which costs money. You have to buy databases 

and that costs a lot of money. That is done centrally but then deployed locally. Some of the hired 

guns of the Conservatives are already on public record as saying they spent far more than they 

should have done, but the question beyond that is that those slightly old-fashioned constituency-

level limits can be easily circumvented through central funding, or through the use of new 

database campaigning techniques. 
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Q72  Baroness Dean of Thornton-le-Fylde: Lord Robathan talked about the Conservative Party 

manifesto and the intention to legislate on trade union opt-in. The second sentence of that said: 

ά²Ŝ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ǎŜŜƪ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ŀ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǊŜŦƻǊƳέΦ ²Ŝ 

have had no evidence from any source that there has been any attempt to carry out that part of 

the Tory party manifesto. Looking at Clause 10 of the Billτthe opt-in clauseτI seek your opinion 

about not just the opt-in but the fact that every single member of the union will have to opt in, 

whether or not they have done it before, so it applies to current as well as new members. It will 

have to be in writing; it will have to be within three months of Royal Assent, or perhaps a little 

later, as we were told last night in the House; and it will have to be renewed every five years, 

unless the member, within three months of that five-year period, proactively remembers and 

then writes again to the union. What is your view of that? 

Mr Clegg: As I intimated earlier in response to Lord Whitty, on the substance, I find it quite 

difficult to recoil from the idea that individual trade union members are invited to make choices 

for themselves and renew them. I am a liberal. I do not believe in corporatism; I do not like people 

being signed up en masse either to provide membership fodder or money to political parties. It 

is not the kind of politics I believe in: I am a liberal. I do not recoil from the process by which it is 

done formally and explicitly renewed. I find it difficult to object in first principle, although I am 

not that close to the details. 

My objection is that it is clearly intended, whatever the Government say, to have a 

disproportionate and asymmetrical political effect on their principal political opponents. That is 

why in the past this was never abstracted in isolation from a wider package of cross-party political 

funding reform, and it should not be abstracted from that wider picture now. You mentioned, 

quite rightly, that this and previous Governments have said, although the words seem especially 

hollow this time round, that they are going to make concerted efforts to resuscitate the cross-

party approach to party funding reform. For instance, I remember discussions with my erstwhile 

Conservative colleagues on tricky issues like taxation of high-end property, when I would be told 

ƛƴ ƴƻ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎΣ ά²ŜΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎΦ Lǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ŀ ǎŜƴǎƛōƭŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ōǳǘ ƻǳǊ ŘƻƴƻǊǎ 

ǿƻƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘέΦ LŦ ǘƘŜ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǿ ƻǇerating in is one where very wealthy donors 

appear, at least according to what I heard, to have a material effect on how taxation policy is 
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formed in this country, it cannot be right. It cannot be right that that should be happening, and 

it certainly cannot be right that in that context a party should be able unilaterally to affect the 

funding stream to its principal political opponent with no sacrifices made to its own funding 

stream. That seems to me to be wrong. 

Baroness Dean of Thornton-le-Fylde: I accept that you have no first-principle objection to an opt-

in. That is not really the point I am pressing you on. If the Bill passes into law in its present state, 

is it your view that it will damage the Labour Party? 

Mr Clegg: Clearly, it will damage the Labour Party financially, yes. 

Q73  Lord De Mauley: I think you implied earlier that the effect of introducing all the Kelly 

ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀōƻǳǘ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ ƭŜǾȅΦ ¸ƻǳ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άōŀƭŀƴŎŜέΦ 

Do you accept that it would be a big plus for the Lib Dems, because of the introduction of more 

state funding? 

Mr Clegg: We departed from Kelly in some respects. As I hinted earlier, I was not entirely on 

board with Kelly on his slightly opaque recommendations on trade union funding, but he was 

much more forthright on an increase in state funding that is politically deliverable or justifiable 

at a time when the Government are still making huge savings. The Liberal Democrat position in 

the ill-fated cross-party talks in 2012-13 was not a net increase but a significant reordering and 

restructuring of the fairly significant amounts of money being provided to parties. 

We now have the almost loopy situation where the Chancellor is whacking up the pay of his 

special advisers by an astronomical amount. Specialist advisers in government are now being paid 

far more money than was traditionally the case in the past. By the way, because of a change in 

the Cabinet Manual rules, which the Government introduced with no wider consultation, for the 

first time ever special advisers are now allowed to campaign for their political party even though 

they are employed by the taxpayer in government. All of that is happening while there is a 20% 

reduction in the money going to the basic boiler-room operations of the opposition parties that 

ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅ ǘƻ ƪŜŜǇ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘƻŜǎΦ ά5ƻǳōƭŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎέ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŜǾŜƴ 

scratch the surface to describe how flagrantly uneven that kind of approach is. I very much hope 

this Committee will be forceful in rejecting it. 
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Q74  Lord Sherbourne of Didsbury: You said you had no objection in principle to opting in. Can I 

probe it in one particular respect to understand how that lack of objection in principle arises? Is 

it your judgment that a number of trade union members might not be aware they can either opt 

out under the present system or that part of their money might be going to a political party and 

they might be supporting the Labour Party by default rather than by conscious decision? Is that 

part of the reason you think that? 

Mr Clegg: Yes. Perhaps at a more fundamental level, I have never understood the almost 

assumed equation between being a member of a trade union and supporting the Labour Party. 

There are plenty of trade unionists who do not support the Labour Party. Would you believe that 

there are trade unionists who support the Liberal Democrats? They exist. You may be surprised. 

I regard political opinion, affiliation and support as a sovereign decision for an individual citizen. 

One of the fundamental building blocks of an open democracy is that people make up their own 

mind regardless of whether they are princes, paupers, trade unionists or bankers. That is what 

democracy is about. It is your decision in the privacy of the ballot box, and yours alone. 

I have never liked the idea that somehow by hook or by crook an assumption is made about your 

political affiliation or your opinions just because you happen to be a member of a trade union. 

Of course, there are long-standing links, institutional and historical, between trade unions and 

the Labour Party. One needs to be mindful and respectful of that, but I cleave to a fairly old-

fashioned idea that we are all completely autonomous in the political choices we make as citizens 

of Britain. 

The Chairman:  Thank you very much, Mr Clegg. It was very kind of you to come, and we are very 

grateful.  

  



Mr David Cockburnñoral evidence (QQ 31ð37) 

Mr David Cockburnτoral evidence (QQ 31ς37) 
Examination of Witness 

Mr David Cockburn, Certification Officer 

 

Q31  The Chairman: Good morning, Mr Cockburn. Thank you very much for coming to see us. 

We have had some background on your current responsibilities. Would you like to make an 

opening statement? 

Mr David Cockburn: Simply to introduce myself, I have been the certification officer since 2001. 

Before that, I was a partner in a firm of solicitors that specialises in trade union law. My 

appointment is just for three days a week. I have had other appointments since, including being 

an employment judge for 13 years. My office is a very small one, and, historically, since 1975, it 

has been a very small one. I currently have seven staff and a budget of £560,000. 

You said that you have looked at my responsibilities. They cover a broad spread of quasi-judicial, 

supervisory and investigatory functions. All my quasi-judicial ones are appealable to the 

Employment Appeal Tribunal, the Court of Appeal, et cetera, so my accountability is largely 

through the judicial process. One of my many responsibilities includes the political funds. 

Historically, the political funds have not occupied a great deal of the cŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΩǎ ǘƛƳŜΦ 

My statutory duties with regard to the political funds are largely to approve political fund rules 

originally and again at the 10-yearly review ballot, as at present. I have to approve the rules of 

the political fund themselves. Then, if there are complaints about breaches, the statute is framed 

in such a way that they come to me as breaches of the rules, not as breaches of the statute. My 

other responsibility is adjudicating on complaints brought by members of the union about such 

breaches of the rules. I must say that there have been very few cases; two cases in the last 10 

years involved complaints about breach of the political fund rules. 

The other aspect where I interface with political funds is through the annual report. I require 

unions to report to me on their political funds, both financially andτalthough it is not accounting 

informationτon the number of members, exempt members and people who do not qualify for 

membership of the political fund. After that has been sent to me, a union is under an obligation 

to send a statement to members within eight weeks summarising the accounting information in 
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its annual return, so members will get a statement that includes the total income and 

expenditure from the political fund. I look at all that again at the end of the year, when I do my 

annual report. I am sure your briefing note has summarised the information in it about the 

number of members in the political fund and the number of exempt members. It may have 

brought out that members can apply to me for exemption certificates. In fact, last year only five 

people applied to me for an exemption certificate, which I issued. 

My last reporting year was a big year for review ballots. Thirteen took place and were reported 

to me. All of them voted in favour of retaining the political fund, with an average turnout, 

calculated over the last 10 years, of 27.5%, with fairly large majorities. That is a brief overview. 

The Chairman: Thank you very much. Presumably, you have had a look at the Bill that is currently 

going through Parliament. How do you see your duties in respect of trade union political funds 

changing as a result of that Bill? 

Mr David Cockburn: I take that question in respect of Clauses 10 and 11. Clause 10 is about the 

opt-in. Trade unions will have to have new rules in place to give effect to the opt-in. If there are 

new rules, I have to approve them. It is a minimal administrative thing, but I will have to approve 

24 new sets of rules. A more practical impact is that, in order to have new rules, trade unions 

may have to change them in accordance with their rulebook, which may require an annual or a 

special meeting. That could have an impact on the implementation date, although there is a fast-

track route under Section 92 of the 1992 Act that could be used, if it is open to the particular 

union. That is the impact of Clause 10. 

The impact of Clause 11 will cause me a great deal of work. There are a number of reasons why I 

say that. One is that I can see that it will cause unions quite a lot of difficulty, for very practical 

reasons. In essence, it all looks very straightforward, but the practical things that I see are as 

follows. A trade union has to report on every recipient of funds. Trade unions give money from 

their political funds at not only national but regional and branch level, and there is a job of 

collating to do. If there is sometimes use of a trade union room for general political purposes, 

who is the recipient? There is an issue of doubt there. Each payment has to be categorised under 

one of the six headings in Section 72 of the 1992 Act. A lot of those overlap, so which category is 
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it put into? The report has to give the nature of the expenditure. There are issues about the 

degree of detail. 

In my experience, uncertainty gives way to litigation, and there are a number of issues that could 

give rise to uncertainty. It is not only members who can complain to me about these things; 

anyone can raise them with me. Given the political nature of the subject matter, which is likely 

to be highly contentious, and the fact that what is reported to me is likely to be forensically 

examined, I can see many more issues being brought to me about what is reported.  

A further issue is that now, it will not necessarily be a complaint, where it is member X against 

union Y; it may be someone raising something with me, which I must then investigate. If there is 

a prima facie case, I will put that together and put it to the union for it to answer, so I am the 

prosecutor. Then, I adjudicate. The role of investigator, prosecutor and adjudicator has certain 

tensions, which we are trying to manage. We are trying to sort something out to make this thing 

workable. 

Lord Sherbourne of Didsbury: Can I follow up what you have just said about Clause 11? I have 

two questions. Firstτwithout going into great detail, but in generalτdo you think that there 

could be a change in the reporting requirements in Clause 11 that would give the unions the 

opportunity to explain where their money is going, without some of the detail that is obviously 

bothering you as regards potential administration? 

My other question is quite separate, but it also relates to Clause 11. We know that the political 

fund, which is what the Bill is dealing with as regards opting in, is spent on a whole range of 

different things. Often they include affiliation to Labour, but there are other activities as well. Do 

you have any evidence of how aware members of trade unions are of where moneys from the 

fund are going? 

Mr David Cockburn: On your first question, I think it is an awfully difficult way of putting it. I can 

see that people would want more information, but I would find it very difficult to come up with 

a way of expressing it that covers all the situations a trade union would wish to spend its money 

on. I regard the six headings in Section 72 as my Bible when I am seeing whether unions have 

spent money outside their political objects. It is a well-worn part of the Act, so it is something the 
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unions may or may not collect data on already. I do not know whether they do, but I suspect not. 

It is an extremely difficult point, and I do not have an answer to it. 

On the second point, the average trade union member may not know a great deal about what 

the political fund is being spent on, although there is a lot of national publicity about the trade 

unions funding the Labour Party and what have you. For those who care to lookτif you become 

an anorak on the subjectτthere is quite a lot of information available to trade union members 

about how it is spent. Their starting point would be the annual return, where there is some detail. 

The degree of detail varies between unions. There is the statement to members, which might 

ŀƭŜǊǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭǎΣ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŀƳƻǳƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƴȅ [ƻǊŘΩǎ ǉǳŜǎǘion is 

directed. If a union member is seriously concerned about this, under the 1992 Act there is the 

right to access to accounting records. An application can be made to the union, in the first place, 

to see the accounting records for the political fund or aspects of the fundτunions keep the 

information in different waysτand if the union does not give access, there are grounds for 

complaint to me, and I order the production of the accounting records. In the generality, the 

ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƛǎΣ άbƻǘ ƳǳŎƘέΣ ōǳǘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ are really interested, there are routes to get to more detailed 

information. 

Q32  Lord WhittyΥ ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ŀƴȄƛƻǳǎ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ 

propositions. You said that you deal with a very low level of complaints. Is there something 

administratively difficult about the current legislation and the requirements of union rules that 

you think needed addressing or improving? If the answer is yes, does the Bill actually do it? 

Mr David Cockburn: All rules can be improved. No one has complained to me at any time that 

they have been impaired in making a complaint or pursuing what they want to do. Of course, that 

does not mean that they do not feel that wayτit is just that it has not been reported to me. The 

answer to the first part of your question is that I am not sure; there is no evidence of that. What 

was the second part? 

Lord Whitty: If there had been evidence or if you had reached that conclusion, does the Bill 

address it? 
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Mr David Cockburn: The Bill approaches it from a totally different perspective. They are not trying 

to tinker with what exists; they want a new model. I do not think it is fair to say that it is successful 

or not successful in perfecting the existing model. 

Lord Whitty: I have one supplementary, which relates to the accounting and the Clause 11 

propositions. Of course, whereas you cannot spend the general fund on political objectives, you 

can spend the political fund on non-political objectives. Therefore, if you required more detail 

about the political funds, you would have to address not just what is in the 1992 Actτnot just 

who the recipients were, which is what the Bill saysτbut the totality of expenditure that was 

drawn from the political fund. 

Mr David Cockburn: That is a moot question. I would have to look at it more closely. My off-the-

cuff response is that you have to report just on political expenditure, not on all expenditure from 

the political fund, but I might be wrong on that. 

Lord Whitty: Would you accept that, because of the relatively wide definition of political 

activities, to be safe, unions have often spent money from the political fund to ensure that they 

were not challenged? 

Mr David Cockburn: Frequently, they report to me on expenditure that is general fund 

expenditure. I presume that is for the avoidance of doubt, but it is unnecessary. 

Q33  Lord Callanan: Are you required to police the form in which unions make the right to opt 

out of the political fund available to members? Do you have any information on that? It is alleged 

that some unions are more transparent than others in making members aware of their right to 

opt out. 

Mr David Cockburn: The form of the exemption notice was created by the certification office 

many years ago. We insist in a very polite way that that form is in the political fund rules and is 

used by the union as the form of exemption. The nature of the exemption is quite clear. The 

publicity they give to it is often commented upon, and I have no evidence about that. 

Lord Callanan: It is not within your remit to say that they have to write to every member to say, 

ά¸ƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ƻǇǘ ƻǳǘέΣ ƻǊ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ŎƭŀǳǎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŦƻǊƳ ƻǊ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƭƛƪŜ 

that. 
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Mr David Cockburn: There is a statutory obligation for them to tell members of the right to be 

exempted. That statutory obligation is reproduced in the model political fund rules, which 

become the political fund rules of the union. I would know how and to what extent it is 

implemented by the union only if someone brought a complaint to me about breach of it. No one 

has brought a complaint to me about that. 

Lord Callanan: They have to tell members that there is a right to opt outτ 

Mr David Cockburn: Yes. 

Lord Callanan: But there is no detailed guidance about the form in which they have to tell them. 

They could include it in subseŎǘƛƻƴ но ƻŦ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ пс ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊǳƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅΣ ά¸ƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎƻǇȅ ƻŦ 

ǘƘŀǘΤ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǘƻƭŘέΦ 

Mr David Cockburn: They have to be given specific notice of the right to be exempted, but it does 

not say in which font and on what page, as you might insist when having a libel apology printed. 

It is a general obligation to inform the members that they have the right to be exempted. I am 

not an expert on union membership application forms, but sometimes it is reproduced on those. 

The obligation is not to send it in a letter to each member. It is a duty to communicate it in a way 

ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜ άƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΦ 

That is the statutory formula that appears in four or five places in the 1992 Act. 

The Chairman: Can people opt out electronically? 

Mr David Cockburn: Can they send an email to the union? I think they can. You can tell from my 

quizzical look that it is not something I have thought about. 

The Chairman: There is quite a bit of debate about opting in electronically, so I wondered about 

opting out. 

Mr David Cockburn: I see that Clause 10 provides for opting in by post or by person. I cannot 

think of anything in current Section 84 on that subject. 

Earl of Kinnoull: I have been looking at the annual report for the last four yearsτ 

Mr David Cockburn: I am sorry. 

Earl of Kinnoull: Actually, it is very interesting. In particular, I was looking at appendix 9. I noticed 

that the percentage of those opting out was 24% in 2011-12 and 23% in 2012-13. In 2013-14, it 

dropped to 15%, and it is now down to 11%. In numbers of heads, more than 800,000 who used 
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to opt out are no longer doing so. That is a very big swing. I wonder whether you have any 

information to tell us about what is going on there and what people are saying. Generally, what 

are your views on that? 

Mr David Cockburn: I did not do those statistics myself. The only general information that I can 

bring to that idea is that over the past four or five years, a number of unions have been cleaning 

up their membership lists, partly in view of the Transparency of Lobbying, Non-Party 

Campaigning and Trade Union Administration Bill, which is now enacted. It may be that, in the 

course of that exercise, members who were exempt have been deleted as members. I cannot be 

very helpful in explaining that statistic. 

Q34  Baroness DrakeΥ Lƴ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ [ƻǊŘ .ǳǊƴǎΩǎ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ȅƻǳ ŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜŘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

questions that I was going to ask. I will finish it off, so to speak. It comes back to the assessment 

of what is required under Clause 11. You expressed the view that there is a lot of work and detail 

in there. Given all the debate generally in society about regulation and compliance burdens, 

would you like to express a view on whether a light, proportionate or heavy compliance burden 

is imposed by Clause 11? 

Mr David Cockburn: It is certainly heavier than is the case at the moment. Time will tell how 

heavy. Looking at the practicalities of my officeτhow many staff we have and planning what we 

are doingτI anticipate a number of complaints in this area, which in itself will make trade unions 

more alert and will cause extra care and burdens. Working backwards from the impact on my 

office, I think the impact on the trade unions is likely to be significant. 

Baroness Drake: When answering questions, you said that anyone can now raise a complaint 

about the information provided under Clause 11, and that your role will be to assess whether 

there is a prima facie case for that complaint and then to take it forward. That means that anyone 

can raise a complaint, but also that anyone can challenge both your view on whether there is a 

prima facie case and any decision that you may make on a case. Does that mean that you, as 

certification officer, could be subject to more legal challengeτto judicial reviews, perhaps? How 

do you see that affecting not just your relationship with the trade unions but generally, as a 

regulator, in the extent of the challenge you will face and the legal responses you will have to 

embrace? 



Mr David Cockburnñoral evidence (QQ 31ð37) 

Mr David Cockburn: Quite correctly, any of my decisions is open to challenge. The problem with 

this area is that it is so vexed and political. I anticipate that there will be a lot of heat created and 

that challenges can be expected. I do not know the effect of that in the long termτwhether you 

put more complaints through, for fear of judicial review, or whether you stick to your guns and 

are judicially reviewed and subject to criticism. It is one or the other. You just have to manage 

the situation that is before you. 

Baroness Drake: Presumably, if more complaints can be raised by external participants, that 

could well translate into extra duties for the unions because they would also have to provide 

information and would be subject to querying from you, in order to address the complaint that 

had come in. That in itself would increase the dutiesτ 

Mr David Cockburn: I am not sure that that part would add extra work for the trade union. The 

judicial review would be an examination of my decision-making, on the information available to 

me. 

Baroness Drake: What if you were pursuing a complaint that had been raised and you had 

decided that there was a prima facie case? 

Mr David Cockburn: The judicial review assumes that I have found that there is no prima facie 

case. If the person wants to argue that I am wrong and perverse, the High Court will examine my 

decision on the basis of the facts that were before me then. I suppose my fear is that I will be 

doing more diligent fact-finding of the trade union before I make my decision to turn down the 

complaint on the basis that there is no prima facie case, so that my decision that there is no such 

case is unassailable on judicial review. 

Lord Robathan: Maybe I did not quite understand or I was dozing when you said that last year, 

only five people applied for an exemption certificate. I note that paragraph 7.18 of your annual 

report last year also says that, yet there are over 619,000 members who do not make a political 

fund contribution. Could you elaborate slightly on that? It seems counterintuitive. 

Mr David Cockburn: Yes. Some members of a trade union do not qualify for the political fund by 

reason of being retired members, apprentices or non-paying recipients of freebies, as an 

introductory offer. They are members of the union, but they are not entitled to membership of 

the political fund. That is a large number of people. Then there are the people who claim 
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exemption from paying the political fund of their own volition, by approaching their union and 

telling it. That is the vast bulk. Some may have difficulty obtaining an exemption certificate from 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅΣ ά²ƛƭƭ ȅƻǳ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ƎƛǾŜ ƳŜ ƻƴŜΚέ ǎƻ L ǎŜƴŘ ǘƘŜƳ ŀ 

draft exemption certificate. 

Lord Robathan: To clarify this absolutely, we are talking about a very small number of people 

who have perhaps entered into some sort of heated discussion with their union. The union would 

not give them an exemption certificate, but you have them given one. Is that correct? 

Mr David CockburnΥ ¸ŜǎΦ ²ƻǳƭŘƴΩǘΣ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘΣ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘτI do not know, but they needed to come 

to me. 

Q35  Lord Richard: Your job is to look at the way in which unions behave. Is it fair to say that you 

are one of the experts on trade union behaviour and how they react? 

Mr David Cockburn: I regard myself as the person who applies the 1992 Act. I do not hold myself 

out as a general expert on trade unions, although I have been around trade unions all my life and 

I happen to know a thing or two about them. 

Lord Richard: Yes. You know how they work, what they have to do and the technicalities of their 

operations. 

Mr David Cockburn: There are people in this room who know more. 

Lord Richard: There are lots of people in this room who know less, including me. The unions are 

complaining bitterly about two things in the Bill. One is the length of transition for the opt-in 

procedure, which is three months. The second is the idea that you now have to do it all by post 

or by personal delivery and that you cannot use any kind of electronic mail. I am not asking you 

about the merits of that proposal, but, just as a matter of interest, did the Government consult 

you as to whether that made sense in relation to the way trade unions operate? 

Mr David Cockburn: No, I was not consulted. 

Lord Richard: You were not consulted at all. 

Mr David Cockburn: Not before the Bill. 

Q36  Lord Wrigglesworth: I was somewhat alarmed by your comments on the consequences for 

your office of Clause 11. Have you made any estimate of the impact on the cost to your office of 

carrying out those functions? 
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Mr David Cockburn: We have estimated to the department that the £560,000 budget will go up 

to perhaps nearly £2 million. There are costs of £1.5 million and some soft costs, because at the 

moment ACAS pays for our HR and ICT. The trade unions pay a levy. In future, we will have to see 

how much will be in the levy and we will have to include all those costs. The budget will go up to 

include all those extra soft costs, on top of the actual costs. 

Lord Wrigglesworth: The number of complaints could increase very considerably. You mentioned 

ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άŀƴƻǊŀƪέΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŀƴƻǊŀƪǎ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜτit may also be political activists who 

are antagonistic towards the trade unions doing this, and they may want to complain about all 

the details that will be published under the clause. What estimate have you made of the number 

of complaints that you may get? 

Mr David Cockburn: We have not put a number on that, but you have put your finger on our fear. 

Apparently, you should do only a certain amount of forward planning while the legislation is at 

Bill stage, as you cannot move forward too quickly with public expenditure at that point. Our 

provisional thinking on all this is to recruit some new members of staff and then to play it by ear 

and recruit as we go along. The figure that I mentioned is our provisional view, but we are warning 

our funders, ACAS, that we may ask for more money. 

Lord Wrigglesworth: You also mentioned that your role was going to change somewhat as a 

result of the clause. It seemed fairly obvious from the comments you made that you might end 

up with a conflict of interest, in that you would be carrying out so many different roles that it 

would be almost impossible for you to do it. How will that problem of conflict of interest be 

overcome? 

Mr David Cockburn: I have no absolute solution firmly in my head at the moment, but the almost 

trite comment is that I will have to subcontract out either the adjudication role or the 

investigation role, so that the mind of the adjudicator is not prejudiced by the mind of the person 

bringing the complaint. 

Lord WrigglesworthΥ L ŀƳ ƴƻǘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǎǳōŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ƻǳǘέ ƳŜŀƴǎΦ 5ƻŜǎ ƛǘ ƳŜŀƴ 

establishing another office, or another officer, to adjudicate or to carry out the separate 

functions? 
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Mr David Cockburn: I have within my powers the power to appoint assistant certification officers 

and to delegate to them any responsibilities that I care to delegate. It is not the way forward that 

I have decided, but we are considering appointing further assistant certification officers who will 

stand apart from the organisation and will be called in as adjudicators, once a case is prepared. 

Lord Wrigglesworth: Are the Government aware of the consequences that you have described 

to us? Have you made it clear to the Government what the consequences may be if this legislation 

goes on to the statute book? 

Mr David Cockburn: We have explained the difficulties of the 

investigator/prosecutor/adjudicator role. I have tried to find, and have asked for, an example of 

a body, such as the Financial Conduct Authority, that investigates and adjudicates, as you read in 

the press, to see how it does that. There is nearly always an independent body. The FCA has an 

independent body that makes recommendations, and the decision is made by the board. The 

only example we have been given is that of the groceries adjudicator, who apparently does the 

same thing. 

Lord Wrigglesworth: Has that sort of consideration been included in your £2 million budget? 

Mr David Cockburn: Yes. We will have to be fleet of foot as this develops. I do not want to employ 

rafts of people, only for them to be underused. I want to see what happens, and to be 

strategically placed to deal with the current position and able to increase numbers as 

appropriate. 

Lord Wrigglesworth: I am slightly puzzled. You said that you had had only two complaints. 

Mr David Cockburn: Yes. 

Lord Wrigglesworth: Where do you think the pressure for these changes has come from? 

Mr David Cockburn: I have no evidence of pressure for change. 

Q37  Baroness Dean of Thornton-le-Fylde: I should declare that I am probably the only person 

in this room who has been subject to a complaint to the certification officer, when I was general 

secretary of the union. It was not on the political side; it was on general issues, and I think that 

the complainant fell into the category of the anorak brigade, rather than a messianic political 

gang. Needless to say, I was completely exonerated. 
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Good morning, Mr Cockburn. You talked earlier about the ballots that have been conducted in 

the last year. You said that there were 13. 

Mr David Cockburn: Yes. 

Baroness Dean of Thornton-le-Fylde: Based on your vast experience of trade union ballots, what 

is your view on the requirement to opt in to the political fund in writing or by hand delivery? Do 

you think that will impact on the Labour Party in a detrimental way, as regards numbers in the 

fund? 

Mr David Cockburn: My office has some experience of problems with the post; some complaints 

have arisen from that. Our experience of electronic communication is that most union members 

now communicate with my office by email and download my materials from the website. Some 

do not; some are paper-and-pen people. By and large, I find that most of the correspondence in 

my office is dealt with electronically. 

Baroness Dean of Thornton-le-Fylde: Would the quid pro quo be that the requirement to switch 

to handwritten or hand-delivered communication had a detrimental effect? 

Mr David Cockburn: The immediate consequence is that any union will send out pre-paid 

envelopes to members, which will be awfully expensive to procure, to stop the member having 

to put a stamp on it to send it back. The union will bear that expense. The 1992 Act is premised 

on postal voting for everything. Trade union members are aware that it is premised on postal 

voting. The facility that trade union members have with electronic mail suggests that that would 

be more convenient. 

Baroness Dean of Thornton-le-Fylde: Funding for the pre-paid postage would have to come out 

of the political fund, on this occasion. 

Mr David Cockburn: Would that be an expenditure for one of the purposes in Section 72? That is 

debatable. 

The Chairman: Thank you very much, Mr Cockburn.   
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Lord Bew, Chair, Committee on Standards in Public Life, and Sir Christopher Kelly, former Chair, 
Committee on Standards in Public Life 

 
Q20  The Chairman: Good morning, Lord Bew and Sir Christopher. Thank you very much for 

coming to the Committee today. As you know, we are looking at the whole question of Clauses 

10 and 11 of the Trade Union Bill. One issue that has very much come to the fore is the 

relationship between that and political funding. Do you want to say anything by way of opening 

remarks? 

Lord Bew: I will make a brief opening statement to explain the division of labour between Sir 

Christopher and myself today. I was appointed chair of the Committee on Standards in Public Life 

in 2013, for a five-year term. The committee is made up of four independent members and three 

political members, representing the Conservative, Labour and Liberal Democrat parties. Of the 

current membership, only two members, Dame Margaret Beckett and Lord Alderdice, were 

members at the time of the publication of the 2011 report that is at the centre of our discussions 

today. Indeed, at that point, Dame Margaret Beckett published a dissenting minute, which is 

included in the body of the report, and which you will have seen. 

Sir Christopher Kelly, who was then chairman, is here to speak about the background to that 

report and its detailed recommendations. However, I repeat the assertions that I made in the 

House that to extract one element of the reforms recommended by the committee in 2011 is not 

in the spirit of the report. Time has moved on. The 2011 model was based on information 

available at the time. Certain perceptions of certain issues have changed, and it now requires 

ǳǇŘŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƳƻŘŜƭƭƛƴƎΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ǇƻƛƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ƎŀǇǎ ƛƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ 

funds and expenditure should be filled in and parties should move to the common accounting 

standard set out by the Electoral Commission, to allow proper comparison and accountability. 

The Chairman: Thank you very much. By way of an opening question, can you give us any insight 

into where you think we are in the whole debate around political funding? 

Lord Bew: Right now? I wrote to all the party leaders after the election. I cannot describe the 

responses as particularly positive. The party manifestosτincluding the Conservative manifesto, 
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not just in 2010 but in 2015τall make reference to progressing the issue of reform in this area. 

bƻǘƛŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΣ L ǎŀƛŘΣ ά[ƻƻƪΣ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘέΦ L ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŀƴȄƛƻǳǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǾŜȅ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ L 

understood the difficulties of the issues, which relate not just to the attitudes of the parties on 

particular points but to the attitude of the public to one of our suggestions, which is state funding. 

The public are deeply unsympathetic to that particular proposal. None the less, we really need 

to advance this and to have a serious discussion; it would be wrong to leave the thing just sitting 

there, in a very unsatisfactory state. 

Only the Conservatives replied. In their reply, they draw attention to the fact that the public are 

unsympathetic to state funding. It is not a particularly encouraging reply. We are still waiting for 

replies from the other parties. There have been changes of leadership and so on, but we have 

asked a number of times and are still waiting for those replies. That gives you some indication 

that it would be wrong for me to say to the Committee that I was detecting enthusiasm to move 

the situation forward. There are a range of issues, including the expenses of parties generally, 

where the parties may have slipped into a slightly too casual mode. I would love to see something 

more active. 

The Chairman: What do you think your next steps will beτfirst, with the committee? 

Lord Bew: Although the public are not sympathetic to state funding, they believeτthe Electoral 

Reform Society figures are 77%τthat people give money to political parties only because they 

expect something in return, such as a peerage. However fair or unfair that may be is not quite 

the point at this stage. There is that perception, which is deeply rooted. One of the big issues in 

ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘǊǳǎǘΦ L ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ άǘǊǳǎǘǿƻǊǘƘƛƴŜǎǎέΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ 

the level of real trustworthiness among people in politics may well be higher than the level of 

trust related to the question of money in politics, which is increasingly showing a worrying 

downward trend. We intend before too long to encourage a debate in that area. We were talking 

in the office yesterday about having another seminar on the issue, which would attract some 

public attention to it. 

Lord Robathan: Sorry. Could you say that again? 

Lord Bew: I am sorry, Lord Robathan. We will have another seminar and debate on the subject 

and ask the parties to come. We are also going to poll again on questions such as the cap. Is the 
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figure in our report for a cap on donations realistic? Would the public have a different view? That 

might feed into a modernisation of some of our recommendations. 

The Chairman: Interpreting what you have said, would it be fair to say that, as far as seeing real 

progress in this area is concerned, we should not hold our breath? 

Lord Bew: Absolutely. All I can do is write to the parties, which I do periodically. I have no reason 

to believe that there is any enthusiasm at this point to address this or other cognate issues. 

I want to let Sir Christopher in. However, while I have the floor, could I make an additional point 

on this? If we have a discussion, wherever it is promoted, it is reasonable to say that we are 

moving into new terrain. What justifies my belief that there should be a new look at this is the 

fact that, for example, as far as the Labour Party is concerned, if the legislation goes through, the 

situation has changed and, in its view, at least, changed for the worse. That is obvious and is 

something thaǘ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ǇƛŎƪ ǳǇ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜΦ 9ǉǳŀƭƭȅΣ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ {ƛǊ hƭƛǾŜǊ IŜŀƭŘΩǎ ŘƛǎǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ 

ƳƛƴǳǘŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƛǘǎ ŀƭƻƴƎǎƛŘŜ aŀǊƎŀǊŜǘ .ŜŎƪŜǘǘΩǎ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ȅƻǳ ǿƛƭƭ ǎŜŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ƻƴ 

ǘƘŜ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ ōŜƘŀƭŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇ ŀǊe not realistic, because 

at that time the Conservatives had donors who loved them for a while and then went off. The 

tacit assumption was that averaging out donations might be a way the Conservative Party could 

live with the proposals in our report, but he ǎŀȅǎΣ άbƻΦ [ƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŀǘέΣ 

and gives examples of recent donors. The pattern at that timeτsay, four years agoτwas that 

Conservative donors loved them for a while and then shot off to UKIP. Is that still true? I think we 

are in different terrainτpossibly, significantly different terrainτfor both parties. That is why 

they have every reason to push forward the debate. I am trying to encourage a debate here. 

Q21  Lord Tyler: Sir Christopher, could I ask you about the preparation of your report, which the 

House has specifically asked us to examine? Lord Bew has already referred to the issue that 

caused most anxiety when the report was published: the suggested increase in state funding. Did 

your committee look at ways of reallocating existing state funding? For example, I have just seen 

ǘƘŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǊŜǇƭȅ ȅŜǎǘŜǊŘŀȅ ǘƻ Ƴȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜ 

Lord Rennard. The cost of delivering election mailings for candidates last year was £41.7 million. 

There is a similar figure for the European parliamentary election. Did your committee consider 
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whether there was any possibility of reallocating state funding in a way that might be more 

acceptable? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: We looked at that to some extent, without turning it into a firm 

recommendation. We tried to put what we were suggestingτa relatively modest amount of state 

funding, which at that point we thought would probably be necessaryτin the context of the 

much greater public subsidies that were already provided for the purposes of supporting 

democracy. I refer not just to free postage, but to the availability of buildings, Short money, 

Cranborne money and all that. We were anxious to make the point, first, that this was not a new 

principle and, secondly, that some of that moneyτparticularly the postal money, as you 

suggestτmight be out of date, in an age of web-based campaigning. 

Lord TylerΥ ¢ŀƪƛƴƎ ǳǇ [ƻǊŘ .ŜǿΩǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƛŦŜ Ƙŀǎ ƳƻǾŜŘ ƻƴΣ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ 

think your committee would now want to re-examine? For example, presumably your 

recommendation on cutting the limits on spending is something you would want to look at again 

in the light of the latest figures. Figures from the Electoral Commission tell us that the Labour 

Party spent £7.3 million on unsolicited material for electors, the Conservative Party spent £4.3 

million, the Liberal Democrats spent £1.9 millionτI do not know where they got that from. 

Lord Wrigglesworth: Ask the treasurer. 

Lord Tyler: UKIP spent £267,000. Obviously, that has increased dramatically since your report. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: Lord Tyler, can I answer that question in a slightly indirect way? I will begin 

by explaining why we thought that this was a package, which is part of the issue anyway. We put 

this forward and laid a lot of stress on it as a package, for two reasons. One was principled and 

one was pragmatic. 

The principle was that we thought it was wrong that any of the parties should be almost wholly 

reliant on significant sums from significant donors, whether they were people who had made 

their own money, or people who were donating through private companies or trade unions. We 

thought that was wrong in principle. Whether or not the system was absolutely corrupt, it was, 

ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ άŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŎƻǊǊǳǇǘƛōƭŜέΦ !s Lord Bew said, the public believe that. On the basis of the 

polling that we did, the public were clearly as worried about donations from trade unions as they 
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were about donations from millionaires of one sort or another. The principle was that, if we were 

going to take big money out of politics, we needed to address both of those simultaneously. 

One practical reason was that we were conscious of the difficulties there would be in reaching 

agreement between the parties on doing this, not least in view of the history and the failed 

attempt brokered by Sir Hayden Phillips. It was quite clear that, if we were putting forward a set 

of proposals that had any chance of success, it was important that they looked to be reasonably 

fair in their effects on the major parties. Fortunately, on the basis of the evidence that we could 

collect, which was very limitedτthe figures were incomplete and you needed to predict changes 

in behaviour, which was very difficultτit looked as if, approaching the proposals as a package, 

the effects on at least the two main parties were of a similar order of magnitude. Therefore, 

neither of them would like it, but they might make compromises, if they thought that everybody 

was having to do so. 

The second practical reason was that, even though some people do not like the idea, political 

parties are a public good, in the sense that if they did not exist we would have to create them in 

order to run our system of democracy in an effective way. If they are a public good, clearly they 

need to be funded up to some level. If we are cutting the main source of funds, funds have to be 

found from somewhere else. That is why we reluctantly came to the view that, in the absence of 

anything elseτparticularly since it was a new principleτthere should be some limited further 

assistance from public funds. We also said that you would need to look at this again in the light 

of experience, and we suggested a long lead-in period. If, at the end of that period, it appeared 

that no further subvention from public funds was necessary, that would be a consummation 

devoutly to be wished. 

There were other elements of the package. The most important was that we thought it was 

entirely unreasonable, if you were asking the public to agree to more subsidy from public funds, 

not to ask the parties to cut their campaign expenditure, because it would be extremely irritating 

for people to see public funds going and then appearing on the cost of what they might think of 

as unnecessary election posters. That would probably be symbolic, because at that stage none of 

the parties was spending up to the limit they could. 
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The second element of the package that is worth bringing to your attention is our suggestion for 

tax relief on small donations, on the analogy of gift aid, with the benefit of the relief going not to 

the donor but to the recipient. Again, that would probably be symbolic. HMRC told us that it did 

not think that gift aid had made any difference to the willingness of people to donate to charities. 

However, we thought, first, that a tax subsidy would be more acceptable to the public than a 

direct grant and, secondly, that it might in a small way give parties a greater incentive to go after 

additional membership. Despite what HMRC said, it might make people more willing to donate. 

That would be good for public engagement, which we thought was also a consequence to be 

wished. 

It was a package, in that sense. You are quite right that if we were to look at it again, in the light 

of the figures now available, we might want to propose an even lower limit for campaign 

expenditure, although that is easily got around. We might want to suggest a number of different 

things, but we would not want to change the overall shape of the package. The additional public 

subsidy was not a point of principle. It was a residual, after everything else had been done. 

Lord Richard: Sir Christopher, I am very interested in what you have just said. Broadly, you were 

telling us that in the package, which was meant to be a package, you wanted the pain to be evenly 

spread between the two partiesτin the hope, I suppose, that each party would go away equally 

dissatisfied with your report but would nevertheless accept it. That was probably the strategy 

you were aiming at. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: That is absolutely right. 

Lord Richard: You say in your report on a number of occasions that you were trying to achieve a 

ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ άŦŀƛǊέ ŀƴŘ άǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜέΦ LŦ ȅƻǳ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ ƛǘ ŀƎŀƛƴΣ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŀōƭȅ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

exactly the principles that you would use to try to arrive at a fresh report, as opposed to your last 

one. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: Indeed. 

Lord Richard: There is no change in the idea of having a package, no change in the idea that it 

ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ άŦŀƛǊέ ŀƴŘ άǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜέΣ ŀƴŘ ƴƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀƴ Ŝǉǳŀl balance, as 

broadly as you can, in the pain between the two parties. Then, you would produce a package that 

you would hope everybody could accept. 
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Sir Christopher Kelly: Indeed. 

Baroness Dean of Thornton-le-Fylde: Lord Bew, is that still the position? 

Lord Bew: Yes. I have said a number of times that I would love to see consensus arrive on the 

issue. We are nowhere near it at the moment, to be honest. The only conceivable way you could 

achieve consensus would be if there was a perception that it was a fair and balanced report. That 

is the only possible route to that end. I agree completely with what Sir Christopher said. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: Can I add two points? First, it would have been great if we could have 

achieved a rough balance between all three main parties. In practice, it was difficult to conceive 

of a system that did not work to the advantage of the Liberal Democrats, simply because they 

were not very good at raising money from other people and, therefore, their income looked 

grossly disproportionate to the number of votes they received. 

Secondly, since this is germane to the subject of your inquiry, it seems to me that picking up only 

one element of the package is not just a missed opportunity but is likely to do further damageτ

I do not know whether Lord Bew agreesτin the sense that this is not politicians agreeing among 

themselves to put their house in order in relation to an issue that clearly worries a lot of people, 

as the surveys keep showing; instead, it looks like a partisan, cynical move that is likely, one would 

have thought, to bring the whole process into even greater disrepute. 

Lord Bew: I understand that there is a manifesto commitment on the Conservative side that is 

prayed in aid of the current legislation. No committee of our sorǘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ŀ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎŀȅΣ άaƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ 

ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǾƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǿŀȅΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŎŀǊŜέΦ IŀǾƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŎŜŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΣ 

which everyone in the room accepts and understands, it is none the less absolutely true that the 

Committee on Standards says in its report, and still believes today, that if you are going to address 

this question properly you have to do so in a way that is fair and balanced across the terrain. 

There may be this or that detail in our report where time has moved on, but our report is based 

fundamentally on that philosophy. The committee is still in favour of that concept. To be 

absolutely honest, if we are talking about what electoral manifestos say, that was the underlying 

assumption in what the parties were saying. If there is a manifesto commitment related to this 

legislationτI understand that pointτthere is also a manifesto commitment by all the major 

parties to try to progress the issue. In that sense, I am absolutely for manifesto commitments 
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that millions of people have voted for. The Committee on Standards is behind that manifesto 

commitment all the way and wants to benefit from it, if possible. 

Q22  Lord Wrigglesworth: I declare my interest, as a member of the Liberal Democrats and, very 

appropriately, given the comments that have just been made, the national treasurer for the last 

four years, during which we raised over £20 million for the party and, consistently every quarter, 

more in individual donations than the Labour Party. That is quite an important point. The Labour 

Party relies very considerably on trade union funds. We consistently raise more in individual 

donations than the Labour Party. 

My question relates to what is clearly the Achilles heel of your proposals: state funding. It may 

be premature, because you have not had the further discussions, but I wonder whether you have 

any further thoughts on how that might be overcome. I cannot see a time when political parties 

will be willing to go to the taxpayer and ask for money for their own organisations. Do you see 

any way round that stumbling block of a balanced package? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: I would like to think that there was a way round. As I said, we conceived of 

it only as a residual. If people look at the figures again, it is quite possible that they will find that 

it is unnecessary. I do not know how we can do that until we put it into practice, because with a 

very different system in place, all sorts of behavioural changes could be expected. What was in 

the mind of the committee was that at the point of moving to the new system it would be 

necessary to have an additional public subsidy. However, the hope would be that, in combination 

with the other things, as time moved on we would find that it could be phased out. 

Despite the fact that I was a civil servant for a long time, I still have some faith in rationality. In 

the report, we made a lot of play of the fact that at the time we were talking about something 

that was equivalent to the price of a first-class stamp per electorτa small amount relative to all 

the other public money already spent in this area. The other thing that we found when we had 

focus groupsτwith all the defects of focus groupsτǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ 

ƳƻǊŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƳƻƴŜȅ ƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƻ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΚέ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŀȅΣ άbƻǘ ƻƴ 

ȅƻǳǊ ƴŜƭƭȅέΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳΣ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǿƻǊǘƘ ǇŀȅƛƴƎ ƛƴ 

ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ōƛƎ ƳƻƴŜȅ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΚέ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŀȅΣ άhŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜέΦ LŦ ŀƭƭ 

three parties, particularly at the beginning of an electoral cycle, were to get together and decide 
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that there should be an additional, relatively small amount of money of this kind, I do not think 

it would be impossible to ride the storm that would undoubtedly result. It is easy for me to say 

that, because I would not have to justify it to my electors. 

Q23  Lord Sherbourne of Didsbury: Can I ask about the status of your report, compared with 

other reports that your committee produced in the past? When you have done other reports, 

have you sometiƳŜǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ǎŀȅΣ ά¸ŜǎΣ ǿŜ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘέΚ Iƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ 

you? Presumably, some reports have the agreement of the parties. As I understand it, this report 

has had no acceptance. Is that correct? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: It is a matter of deep regret that this is the first report by the committee 

that has not been accepted in large part. 

Lord Sherbourne of Didsbury: Its status is that it has not been accepted by the partiesτneither 

by the Labour Party, nor by the Conservative Party, nor by the Liberal Democrat party. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: Absolutely not. 

Lord Sherbourne of Didsbury: Its status is that nobody has accepted it. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: Yesτup to now. 

Q24  Earl of Kinnoull: Can I take you back to the balance of pain that you were describing? I 

assume that, while preparing a view of the balance of pain, you had some numbers on what the 

pain was going to be. I wonder what you had for the transition to the opt-in basis, using your 

mechanics, rather than the mechanics proposed in the Bill. Could you talk about that subject? 

We have heard a lot of numbers about what the pain might be. I would be very interested to hear 

your view. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: The numbers we used are in the report. The only fair thing to say is that it 

would be quite wrong to put too much faith in any of them. In relation to the sizeable donations, 

we looked at what would have happened to what we knew about donations over the past period 

if the new rules had been in force. With the affiliation fees, all you can do is stick a finger in the 

air, because the question you have to ask yourself is: what would happen to behaviour? There is 

no basis on which to make an accurate prediction about what would happen to behaviour in 

those circumstances. 
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Lord Whitty: My question concerns that very point. We are focusing on Clause 10, which provides 

for an opt-in, rather than an opt-out. Sir Christopher, your report had an opt-in proposition that, 

whereas a donation from a trade union would be treated under the cap, the affiliation fees could 

be treated as a series of individual opt-in donations, were the rules of the Labour Party to change. 

That is different from the proposition we have here, which is an opt-in to the political fund, rather 

than to the affiliation. 

Nevertheless, some things have moved on since your report appeared. Could you tell us two 

things? First, do you think that the rule changes that the Labour Party introduced meet your 

proposal for an opt-in to the affiliation fee? Secondly, did you calculate the effect of your 

proposition and, therefore, the post-Collins review rules of the Labour Party on the level of 

affiliation fee paid to the Labour Party? What you have just said indicates that you probably could 

not, but we are anxious to see whether we can make such a calculation. You make a calculation 

as to what the effect would be if affiliation fees remained the same and were excluded, but 

obviously they would not remain the same. Did you make any calculation as to what the effect, 

or the range of effects, would be? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: The question we asked ourselves was: what would have to happen to the 

affiliation fees in order for it to be reasonable to regard them as simply a convenient way of 

collecting together individual contributions, in the same way as companies can collect together 

contributions to charity, through payroll deduction? I will probably forget some of the things on 

the list, but we thought that these were the most important ones. The first was that people 

should take a direct decision to make the contribution, which is where you get to opt in. The 

second was that, once they had made the contribution, it effectively became the property of the 

political party and was not in the ownership of the trade union. It followed from that that the 

trade union would not be able to decide how many members to affiliate; it would simply pass 

over the amount of affiliation fees that it collected.  

We also suggested that there should be transparency over what had happened and finallyτ

because people thought that this was very importantτthat it should be possible to continue to 

make a contribution to the political fund if you wanted to support the political activities of the 
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trade union, while not paying an affiliation fee. I do not fully understand the changes that the 

Labour Party made, but I do not think that they match all those criteria. 

As to the amount, the issue of equal pain could be addressed only in a by-and-large way. We had 

ǘƻ ǎŀȅΣ ά²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΣ ōƻǘƘ ƻƴ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŦŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ Řonations from major 

ŘƻƴƻǊǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛŘŜΚέ ¢ƘŜ ƧǳŘƎƳŜƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ Ŝǉǳŀƭ Ǉŀƛƴ ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ άōȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜέΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ 

reason why, having proposed a long lead-in, we suggested that a stocktake should be done at the 

point before implementation. People could then take a decision about where to set the 

parameters precisely, both on things like the limit on campaign spending and on the cap. 

Lord Whitty: Could you indicate in which way the Collins review changes do not meet your 

criteria? After the transition period, it will be impossible for the Labour Party to pay affiliation 

fees for anybody who does not opt in to paying them, so I think it meets the main proposition. If 

there are other aspects, perhaps you could spell them out. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: Certainly. Could I be permitted to do so afterwards? 

Lord Whitty: In writing? Certainly.  

Lord Callanan: Can I probe you further on an answer that you gave the Earl of Kinnoull a few 

moments ago? This Committee has been asked to look at the possible effect of the change from 

opt-out to opt-in on the finances of the Labour Party. If I heard you correctlyτcorrect me if I am 

wrongτyou said that you thought that it was impossible to say what the effect of changing from 

opt-out to opt-in might be. You just do not know. The wƻǊŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǳǎŜŘ ǿŜǊŜ άǎǘƛŎƪ ŀ ŦƛƴƎŜǊ ƛƴ 

ǘƘŜ ŀƛǊέΦ 

Sir Christopher Kelly: That was probably an exaggeration. It would be very difficult to do so 

accurately. You could suggest a fairly large range, which is the view that the committee took. 

The Chairman: But you took it for granted that fewer people would opt in than are currently 

there. 

Sir Christopher KellyΥ !ōǎƻƭǳǘŜƭȅΦ Lǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŘŜǇŜƴŘ ƻƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ ǿƛǎƘŜǎΣ ƛƴŜǊǘƛŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

arrangements that the different trade unions concerned made to make it easier, or to persuade 

people to pay their affiliation fees, all of which are variables that could change. 

Lord Callanan: The reason I asked you that question was that the general secretary of the Labour 

Party came along to our meeting last week and told usτhe managed to tell the Times at the 
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same timeτthat the proposals would have the effect of a £9 million diminution in the finances 

of the Labour Party. You are saying that it is impossible to come up with a number like that. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: He may have access to information that I do not have. 

Lord Callanan: If he does, he did not share it with us. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: Remember, the information that I have is five years old. He may have 

different information available. 

Lord De Mauley: Sir Christopher, you have talked about the option that you consideredτopting 

in to affiliation fees. Did you consider the slightly different issue of opting in to political funds? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: No, we did not. 

Q25  Baroness Dean of Thornton-le-Fylde: Good morning. I would like to ask Sir Christopher a 

question. It is about opt-in, but it is about your proposals on opt-in and what we as a Committee 

are considering at the moment. Could I hear your view on the concept of renewal of opt-in? Your 

report talks about opt-in as part of its package. The theme all the way through is fairness. The Bill 

says that individual members have to opt in in writing, either by letter or by delivering their 

noticeτby no other means. They then have to renew that opt-in after five years, unless they 

actively notify the unionτagain in writing, I presumeτthree months before that five-year period 

is up. The rules mean that funding for all the administration of that would have to come out of 

the political fund. What is your view of that concept? Does it attack the proposals that you make 

in your package? Will it be fair? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: We did not go into any detail on the nature of the arrangements, other 

than to say what principles we thought would follow, because we did not think that was within 

our remit. We thought that, if the parties could agree, it was a practical matter to be sorted out 

by sensible negotiation. We did not address the issue of how the opt-in should be done, nor the 

period for which it should last. I notice that there are different periods around. As I understand 

itτcorrect me if I am wrongτthe decision to have a political fund has to be renewed every 10 

years. 

Lord Whitty: Yes. 
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Sir Christopher Kelly: Quite a long time ago, the rules were changed in relation to donations from 

plcs, so that a plc could make a donation only if the shareholders voted in favour of it. I believe 

that the rule is that that vote lasts for four years, or whatever period is specified in the vote. 

Baroness Dean of Thornton-le-Fylde: Would you accept that in this case we are dealing with 

unions that may have half a million members? The five-year period will be up at different times 

for most of those members, not all at the same time. If the Bill became an Act, they would all 

have to opt in, if they chose to, but as new members joined, the renewal dates would change. In 

your view, would that affect the fairness of what we are talking about, as between the parties? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: Clearly, it would be a bureaucratic, resource-intensive thing to do. My 

committee did not take a view on that. 

The Chairman: Earl of Kinnoull? 

Earl of Kinnoull: My question has been very successfully covered by Baroness Dean. 

Lord RichardΥ L ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ Řƻǘ ŀƴ άƛέ ŀƴŘ ŎǊƻǎǎ ŀ άǘέΦ ¸ƻǳ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ 

whether you could give a firm figure as to how much the Labour Party would lose from this. You 

cannot do anything with mathematical certainty on this, can you? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: No. 

Lord Richard: Do you have any doubt that it would have a detrimental effect on Labour Party 

finances? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: No, of course not; absolutely. 

Lord De Mauley: A moment ago you talked about the question of the 10-year period or a lesser 

period. There was a time when people worked for an employer for life. Do you think that has 

changed? If so, have you any idea how long people work for an employer, on average? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: I imagine that it has changed. I have no idea what the current figure is. 

Lord Robathan: Sir Christopher, you said that you have no doubt that this would have a 

detrimental effect on Labour Party funds. In your inquiry, did you find, therefore, that some 

people who were subscribing to the Labour Party through their union donation were probably 

doing it unwittingly or unwillingly? That is the implication of what you have just said. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: Yes. As we mention in the report, we found that some trade unions at the 

timeτI have no idea how this has changedτwere less than fully transparent about what was 
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happening to their affiliation fees. It follows from that that it would be surprising if there were 

not some members who were not aware that they were paying an affiliation fee. The effect would 

relate not just to that, but to all the other things you would expect, such as inertia about having 

to take a deliberate decision, rather than having one that happensτ 

Lord Robathan: A lack of keenness to donate. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: That is a different way of describing the same thing. 

Q26  Lord Robathan: I have a second, unrelated question. Since your report appeared, the world 

has moved on and, in particular, the political landscape has moved on. You now have a party in 

Scotland that almost certainly got fewer votes than the Liberal DemocratsτI am not quite sure 

of the numbersτbut has seven times the number of MPs the Liberal Democrats have. Has either 

of you received representations from the Scottish National Party or, indeed, from other partiesτ

UKIP or whomsoever it might be? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: I cannot remember whether at the time we received representations from 

the SNP. The list of people who gave evidence is at the back of the report. I have just checked it, 

and, yes, we did receive evidence from the SNP. Clearly, it did not leave a big impression in my 

mind. We had a chapter at the end about the other nations and the effect on them, because it 

seemed to us that in a number of respects the rules had not caught up with the fact of devolution.  

The most interesting discussion we had was with the Co-operative Party, which woke up rather 

late to the fact that this could have implications for it and that special arrangements would need 

ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŦƻǊ ƛǘΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƛƴ aŀǊƎŀǊŜǘ .ŜŎƪŜǘǘΩǎ ŘƛǎǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ƴƻǘŜΦ Lƴ ǊŜǘǊƻǎǇŜŎǘΣ 

it is probably fair to say that we might have had rather more discussion about whether particular 

different arrangements were needed for the Co-operative Party. I fear that at the time I regarded 

that as a detail and that, if the major parties could sort out the main issues, there would then be 

some discussion about any special arrangements that were needed for the Co-operative Party 

or, indeed, any other of the smaller parties. 

Q27  The Chairman: In his minority report, Oliver Heald commented that he thought that the 

modelling or data were not in a terribly good state for you to make some of the decisions and 

estimates that you made. Is that information in any better shape today? If one were to redo that 

exercise, would you feel that you were in a better position to do it? 
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Sir Christopher Kelly: I was asking Lord Bew that. 

Lord Bew: That is why in recent daysτǇŀǊǘƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ L ƘŀŘ ǊŜǊŜŀŘ hƭƛǾŜǊ IŜŀƭŘΩǎ ǊŜƳŀǊƪǎτI have 

been calling in public for common accounting. No, it is not, to my knowledge. 

The Chairman: It is no better. 

Lord Bew: Interestingly, in reaction to what I said in blogs and elsewhere, people who are working 

in this field seem to be believe that it is no better. 

To be fair to the SNP, may I come back to the previous question? I realise that I was slightly unfair 

ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǿƘŜƴ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ The SNP did respond to my letter after the general 

election. It pointed out that it was excluded from the previous round of talks and that it stands 

ready to participate if the two main political parties decide to advance a discussion in this area. 

In relation to the previous question, it is only fair to the SNP to say that it responded in that 

fashion. 

Earl of Kinnoull: Lord Bew, we have just heard from Sir Christopher, in answer to both Lord 

Callanan and Baroness Dean, that the methodology for opt-in will affect the percentage of 

successτor notτof opt-in, which I assume was the evidence when Sir Christopher was in charge. 

Do you agree with that? 

Lord Bew: What Sir Christopher says sounds entirely reasonable to me. The world has moved on 

in five years, but not quite that much, on that particular point. 

Lord Tyler: I do not know whether I am putting words in your mouths, but you both seem to be 

saying that, although five years have elapsed, there is nothing you can see in the current situation 

that takes you away from the major principle conclusions of your report five years ago: you felt 

that this was a wide area of concern to the public, it needed addressing and it could not be 

addressed on a unilateral basis. If I may say so, you seem to be agreeing with the majority in your 

[ƻǊŘǎƘƛǇǎΩ IƻǳǎŜ ŀ ŦŜǿ ǿŜŜƪǎ ŀƎƻΦ ²ƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜ ŀ ŦŀƛǊ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΚ 

Sir Christopher Kelly: I am very happy to have those words put in my mouth. I would add only 

that it is important to produce a result. We should not allow difficulties with the figures to get in 

the way of addressing a major issue as far as the public are concernedτthe distrust that makes 

it impossible for people to believe that there is no connection between big donations, whether 

they come from trade unions or from individuals, and subsequent action. That is a major issue 
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that needs to be dealt with. Allowing uncertainties about the figures to get in the way is just a 

way of kicking it into the long grass. 

Changes of this kind need to be sustainable. We do not need to get into the situation with opting 

in and opting out in the past, when, as different Governments came into power, they switched 

from one thing to another. Surely, we need to address this in a way that is sustainable and will 

last. 

Lord Bew: Can I add a gloss to what Sir Christopher said? It is absolutely true. If we are going to 

address the question of party funding, it should be addressed across the terrain. I would like to 

add one more thing, for any work that the Committee does. I think it has to be said. While 

everybody accepts that in certain respects there are figures that have to be looked at againτ

that more figures are required and so onτI do not rule out the possibility that, in a discussion, 

ideas and concepts may come in. If the parties agree to concepts that are not there, Sir 

/ƘǊƛǎǘƻǇƘŜǊ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ hƴŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ ά¸ƻǳ Ƴǳǎǘ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜƭȅ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ƻǳǊ 

conceptual framework. The only thing we are willing to talk about is that we know there are 

issues with some of the numbers and that the ǿƻǊƭŘ Ƙŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƛƴ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǿŀȅǎέΦ Lǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

very unwise for us to do that. There may well be other concepts or new approaches. What we 

really want is consensual agreement. We want to be a party to that, rather than to fetishise any 

detail or idea in the 2011 report. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: Absolutely. 

Lord Wrigglesworth: I wonder whether either of our witnesses this morning has come across any 

evidence of pressure from organisations or individuals for the sort of changes we are looking at 

in the Bill at the moment. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: No, I have not, but I would not. 

Lord Bew: Have we received any pressure? 

Lord Wrigglesworth: Noτare you aware of any pressure? 

Lord BewΥ !ōǎƻƭǳǘŜƭȅ ƴƻǘΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ [ƻǊŘ ¢ȅƭŜǊΩǎ aƻǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ Ǉǳǘ before 

the House and the later Motion then came forward, for us to make clear our position. If that is 

pressure, so be it. Apart from that, there has been absolutely none. 
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One thing that has to be said is that the Government are not claiming to be implementing one 

part of our report. We had an understandable concern, going back over quite a period of time, 

that things might come before this Parliament that would claim to cherry-pick from our report. 

It is entirely right to say that the view of the Committee on Standards in Public Life is that this 

should be dealt with across the terrain, in a way that aims for fairness to all parties. That is and 

remains our view. However, there has been no pressure, simply because the Government are not 

ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎŀȅΣ ά¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƳŜŀƴǘέΣ ƻǊ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŀǘΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŜŀƴΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ 

is where we stand. 

Q28  Lord Whitty: You both said that the information available to you in 2011 and now was not 

sufficient for various purposes. The Electoral Commission publishes a huge amount of 

information on donations. There are requirements on the unions to make submissions to the 

certification officer, whom we are about to see. Are there any specific forms of information that 

you think should be in the public arena that currently are not? You may write in about this, if you 

would prefer. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: I do not know how things have moved on since 2011. In 2011 we discovered 

that there was no standard accounting practice between the accounts of the different parties. It 

was therefore difficult to compare the accounts of the different parties at that point. The 

Electoral Commission had been discussing with the parties a set of common standards. There are 

difficulties, because the parties have different constitutionsτfor example, the Liberal Democrat 

party is a more federal partyτso funds are recorded in different ways. My understanding is that 

not all parties have yet signed up to the common methods of reporting, but I stand to be 

corrected on that. The second deficiency in the data was simply that the Electoral Commission 

only publishes donations above a certain level. Information about donations below that level was 

available only from the party accounts and was in the hands of those who receive them. 

Q29  Lord Robathan: One thing in your report with which I agreed entirelyτI should say that I 

did not agree entirely with everythingτwas that the amount of money that can be spent on 

political campaigning should be reduced. My own view is that a huge amount of money that is 

spent on political campaigning is completely wasted. Conservative spending in the 1997 election, 

when we lost appallingly, having outspent everybody else, was a particular example of that. In 
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your investigations for the report, did you receive any evidence that a lot of spending was 

regarded as, and was indeed, nugatory? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: First, there was the factual evidence that said that the limits were not biting. 

As I recall, at one point the then treasurer of the Conservative Party told us that they had bitten 

on him, but the figures did not support that contention. There was quite a gap between what the 

limits were and what was actually spent. That may have changed since 2011. We have received 

plenty of anecdotal evidence from people who say exactly what you have just saidτthat a lot of 

this is wasted. Please tell me which bit of it is wasted, so that I can start working through it. 

Lord Robathan: I will give you half an hour, if you want. 

The Chairman: I am reminded that there was a very famous actor whƻ ǎŀƛŘΣ άIŀƭŦ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎƛƴƎ 

ƛǎ ǿŀǎǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀƭŦέΦ 

Sir Christopher Kelly: Exactly. That is what I meant. 

The Chairman: We must wrap up now. Thinking back to your time as a financial ombudsman and 

what you saw of financial services, if one accepts the arguments that you have made about the 

balance of funding, do you think that inherently, there is a good case to be made for opting in, 

rather than opting out, when it comes to people making commitments to all manner of things? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: Yes, I do, recognising the point that Baroness Dean madeτthat it is more 

complicated administratively. One hopes that, in the age of current IT, that becomes much easier 

than it might have been some years ago. 

Lord Richard: If you are allowed to use it. 

Q30  Baroness Drake: First, can I declare my interests, as a Labour peer and a member of the 

CWU? Sir Christopher, you laid out very clearly the two strands of reasoning for the packageτ

the reason based on principle and the pragmatic reason. Could I ask for your views on how the 

opt-in requirements for unions compare with what other organisations are required to do if they 

make donations to political parties? If this change is implemented, what does it mean, in your 

view, when looking at other organisations? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: I am not sure what other organisations you mean. Plcs have to put it to a 

vote of their shareholders, so in that case a deliberate decision is taken to donate. For third-party 

organisation donations, the rules are very similar to the rules for individual donations. With 
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individual donations, by definition, everyone takes a deliberate decision to donate. When we 

looked at what would be necessary to conclude that it would be reasonable to regard affiliation 

fees as simply a collection of individual contributions, the fact that people were taking a 

deliberate decision that their affiliation fee be used in that way was the most important principle. 

Lord Whitty: Let us focus on the plcs. Would you accept that, although there is a requirement for 

a vote on the largest companies, there is no requirement on those companies to have a separate 

political fund and no obligation to provide for an opt-outτor, indeed, an opt-inτfor individual 

or collective shareholders? 

Sir Christopher Kelly: That is true. Of course, donations from plcs have almost completely 

disappeared now. 

Lord Whitty: Indeed, but not from private companies, of course. 

Sir Christopher Kelly: We had a large section on private companies and made a number of 

suggestions about the way the arrangements there could be tidied up, so that they were not used 

as a way of disguising donations from individuals. 

The Chairman: Lord Bew, Sir Christopher, thank you very much.    
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Committee on Standards in Public Lifeτsupplementary written evidence 
(TUP0036) 
 
On Tuesday 9 February 2016, Sir Christopher Kelly (former chair of the Committee on Standards 
in Public Life) and I appeared before the second evidence session of the House of Lords Select 
Committee on the Trade Union Bill. 
 
During the course of the evidence session, Lord Whitty asked Sir Christopher to clarify whether 
the changes introduced by the Labour party as part of the post-Collins review, met the 
/ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ нлмм ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀtion. 
 
I am replying on behalf of Sir Christopher. 
 
It may be helpful if I outline the relevant recommendations of the 2011 report. As you are 
aware these provisions were intended to clarify how affiliation fees would need to be managed 
in order to be treated as individual payments under the donation cap proposed as part of the 
total package of reforms: 
 

¶ Individual members of unions or other affiliated bodies should have to make a positive 
decision to contribute through their organisation to the Labour Party. In other words, 
they should opt in to the affiliation fee; 
 

¶ Their decision should be made on the basis of full information. The arrangements for 
opting in, the amount of the affiliation fee and the different rate payable in the event of 
not opting in should be clearly set out in information given to members at the point of 
ƧƻƛƴƛƴƎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴǘƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΤ 
 

¶ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘΣ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ 
they decide not to opt in to the affiliation fee; 
 

¶ A union or other affiliated body should not be able to give the party in affiliation fees an 
amount larger (or smaller) than would be implied by the number of members who have 
opted in; 
 

¶ It should be clear that the union or other affiliated body is simply collecting the 
affiliation fee on the part of the party. Once collected, the fee should be the property of 
the party in the same way that charitable donations collected through payroll giving are 
the property of the recipient charity and not the collecting employer. Affiliation fees 
should be handed over automatically and not be capable of being held back for any 
reason; 
 

¶ Affiliated unions and other affiliated bodies should include in their published accounts, 
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in a prescribed form, how much they donated to which political parties in the year, and 
how much of that represented affiliation fees. 

 
Lord Whitty asked about the recommendation of the Collins report of February 2014 which, I 
understand, was that after a transitional period of five years, affiliation fees shall only be 
accepted on behalf of levy payers who have consented to the payment of such fees. 
 
This would appear to lead to a requirement to opt in to the affiliation fee and thereby meet the 
/ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǾiduals actively to opt in to the affiliation fee. However, I am 
not in a position to know whether the rule changes introduced by the Labour Party have met or 
will meet the other specific provisions outlined above once the transitional period comes to an 
end. 
 
Lord Bew 
Chair, Committee on Standards in Public Life 
 
15 February 2016 
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Communication Workers Union (CWU)τwritten evidence (TUP0028) 
 

1. The Communication Workers Union (CWU) represents approximately 190,000 members 
in the postal, telecommunications, financial and business service sectors. The CWU is 
strongly opposed to the Trade Union Bill which we believe is an attack on trade unions 
and the wider labour movement. In particular, we believe the provisions on political 
funding are designed to reduce political opposition to the government, through both 
the Labour Party and wider trade union campaigning.  

 
2. The Select Committee on Trade Union Political Funds and Political Party Funding is 

examining these clauses as part of the Committee stage of the Bill in the House of Lords. 
We welcome the additional scrutiny of these provisions given the wider political effects 
they will have and the fact that they are being imposed by a Conservative government 
unilaterally.  

 
3. The Committee has asked for short submissions on these clauses which it is considering 

in the light of the 2011 report from the Committee on Standards in Public Life, (CPSL) 
Political Party Finance: ending the big donor culture.  

 
4. The Committee has firstly asked whether the Bill will have an impact on the finances of 

political parties and it is clear to us that clause 10 of the Trade Union Bill will have a 
significant direct impact on the finances of one political party, Labour, which we believe 
will see a sizeable reduction in funding should it take effect. In turn it will have a 
significant (indirect) impact on the financial position of other parties relative to it.  

 
5. In particular we believe the Committee must recognise that the Bill will give the 

Conservative Party an even greater financial advantage than it already has. In 2014, the 
Conservatives received £38m, compared to £32m for the Labour Party, and as the 
Committee is aware, the Labour Party believes the change will reduce its funding by 
tens of millions of pounds per year. 

 
6. As has been emphasised in both the House of Commons and the House of Lords stages 

of the Bill, the CPSL report stipulated clearly that the government should not proceed 
with reforms to the funding of just one party. Yet this is precisely what is happening 
under the Trade Union Bill.  

 
7. The CWU is the fifth largest union affiliated to the Labour Party and we have around 

160,000 levy paying members. As it is currently drafted, clause 10 would leave unions a 
window of just three months to get 6 million people to opt-in to paying the political levy 
(around 4.8 million of whom are affiliated to Labour). This is a huge administrative 
undertaking which will inevitably mean a significant reduction in these numbers ς and 
unions will have to repeat this exercise, at significant additional cost, every five years.  
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8. We believe this change is wholly unnecessary. Trade unions are already obliged to ballot 
members on the existence of a political fund every ten years; must allow members to 
opt-out of paying into a political fund; are democratic organisations subject to members 
control (with, for instance, legal requirements for elections); and are subject to 
independent regulation through the Certification Officer. We do not, therefore, see any 
justification for making the change or for proceeding with it in a manner (with a three 
month window) that appears to be calculated to reduce the political voice of working 
people.  

 
9. The simple fact is that getting people to opt in to anything is difficult and particularly in 

such a short space of time. There are countless examples to point to which substantiate 
this ς annual (self-assessment) tax returns, the digital TV switchover and PPI claims are 
three instances of vast sums of money being spent to encourage people to take some 
kind of action, over lengthy periods of time, even when it is clearly in their interest to do 
so. So while the government has suggested the Labour Party should see no reduction in 
its funding, if trade union members want to be affiliated to it, we regard this as 
disingenuous.  

 
10. In particular, one of the difficulties unions will have is contacting members with no fixed 

place of work. We have thousands of members, particularly in the telecoms industry, to 
whom this applies ς they are particularly likely to be disenfranchised should the Bill go 
through in its current form.  

 
11. In relation to the CSPL report, the Committee is considering the differences between the 

Bill, and the recommendations this put forward. There are a number of important 
differences we would highlight. Firstly, the CSPL recommended an opt-in for affiliating 
to a political party, not into paying into the political levy. Clause 10 is therefore far wider 
in its scope than the CSPL recommendations and undermines wider political 
campaigning unions carry out from the political fund.  

 
12. Secondly, clause 10 addresses just one element of party funding, money received from 

trade union members, and will impact almost exclusively upon the Labour Party. The 
/{t[Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ƻǇǘ-in for affiliation fees was part of a broader package 
of measures including a £10,000 cap on all donations and it stressed that changes to 
funding should apply fairly to all parties and that should not be taken forward in a 
piecemeal way by one party for its own advantage ς this is exactly what we believe the 
Bill is doing.  

 
13. Thirdly, clause 10 will leave unions with a window of just three months to get individuals 

to opt-in to the political fund after the Bill takes effect and require them to repeat this 
ŜǾŜǊȅ ŦƛǾŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΦ ²Ŝ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŘƛŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ /{t[Ωǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƛƳŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
required to allow parties to adapt to any new funding arrangements ς indeed, the CSPL 
recommended that the majority of its proposals should come into effect after a four 
year window. While the CSPL stressed the need for changes to be fair and 
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proportionate, and ensure parties have sufficient funding to be able to carry out their 
democratic functions effectively, this is entirely absent from the proposals in the Trade 
Union Bill.  

 
14. Finally, the CSPL recognised that its proposal for an opt-in for affiliation fees would be 

likely to have a significant impact on the Labour Party and therefore recommended that 
there should be a review of its proposals both at the point of implementation, and two 
years after this, to ensure fairness between all parties. Again, there is no provision for 
this under the Trade Union Bill.  

 
15. In each of these four respects the Trade Union Bill will hit political activities of trade 

unions and the Labour Party in a way the CPSL did not consider to be acceptable. The 
CWU would therefore call on the Select Committee on Trade Union Political Funds and 
Political Party Funding to recommend to the whole House of Lords that the provisions 
covering political funding be dropped from the Bill in their entirety.  

 
12 February 2016 
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Community Trade Unionτwritten evidence (TUP0024) 
 

1. Community is the modern union for a changing world. We believe that by working with 

employers, not against them, we can deliver a decent standard of living for our 

members and a better employment environment. Community has a long and proud 

history of working constructively with employers, often assisting them to overcome 

serious challenges through working in partnership and taking difficult but necessary 

decisions. 

2. Community believes that trade unions are an important part of British political and civic 

life. Embedded within local communities across the country, unions have campaigned 

for and won many of the employment and social rights which are now celebrated across 

the political spectrum. Trade unions play a healthy role in democratic life; engaging 

millions of working people with political debate and activism. 

3. Community believes that while this committee will examine only the political 

implications of the bill, it is important to understand the wider, positive role that trade 

unions play in our society. Responsible trade unions are a force for good in the 

workplace and in communities. On a daily basis trade unions are making workplaces 

safer, smarter and stronger - helping businesses compete globally, delivering public 

services more efficiently and encouraging long-term thinking. Our problem is that while 

this approach is recognised by those involved it does not reach beyond a very narrow 

section of industry and society more generally. Attacking trade unions will only make 

this problem worse. 

4. Trade unions should not be seen as the natural enemies of business or government; 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴƛǎƳ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ social 

ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ ¢ǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ Řǳǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ 

ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴǎ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀƭƛƎƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎΣ 

sustainable businesses and a prosperous country. 

5. The proposed changes to restrict the use of trade union political funds are an 

unashamedly partisan attack on unions. The new requirements to make trade union 

members opt-in to paying the political levy every five years, as well as the onerous new 

requirements for reporting campaigning activities to the Certification Officer, are so 

nakedly party-political and opportunistic that they should be treated with the contempt 

they deserve. 

6. It is perverse that a government that has made so much of reducing red tape and 

regulation is so determined to ignore that principle when it comes to organisations that 

collectively represent 6.4 million citizens. Already trade unions have to ballot their 

members every 10 years to retain a political fund, and political funds are subject to 

extremely stringent regulation with stiff penalties attached to their misuse. The 
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proposals are designed to attack the finances of the Labour Party, pure and simple. It is 

shameful that the government is seeking to introduce these changes without a cross-

party deal on party funding while continuing to turn a blind eye to massive donations 

ŦǊƻƳ ōƛƎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ ƻǇŀǉǳŜ ΨŎƭǳōǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǿŜŀƭǘƘȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜΦ 

7. ¢ƘŜ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōƛƭƭΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ƙŀǎ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ŦƻŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

relationship that some trade unions have with the Labour Party. This has ignored the 

ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ŀ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴΩǎ ΨǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭΩ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŦƻŎǳǎǎŜŘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƴƻƴ-party 

ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦ Lƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƻǳǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘ ǘƻΤ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŦƻǊ 

a level playing field for UK manufacturing, call for a living wage, lobby for effective 

procurement that supports sustainable jobs and skills, push for action to make betting 

shops safer and back efforts to end legal loan sharking. 

8. Clause 11 of the bill seeks to impose punitive regulation on trade unions which the 

government would ask of no business, charity or public body. A line by line account of 

every pound spent is simply an unacceptable ask of an organisation whose primary 

responsibility is to its members. It simply represents a partisan attack by the 

government, cloaked in the pretence of transparency. 

9. The UK economy faces enormous challenges in this era of globalisation and in the wake 

of recession at home and overseas. Now, more than ever, the UK needs government 

and trade unions working together to deliver a more sustainable and productive 

economy that can continue to compete on a global basis. Government needs to 

recognise that trade unions are not a problem that needs to be resolved; trade unions 

have to be an integral part of any strategy that works to deliver long-term economic and 

inclusive growth. 

10. By attacking the ability of trade unions to freely campaign on political matters, the 

government is undermining any hope for a constructive relationship with trade unions. 

Clauses 10 and 11 of the Trade Union Bill are unnecessary and extremely damaging to 

constructive modern trade unionism - Community condemns these clauses in their 

entirety in the strongest possible terms. 

 
12 February 2016 
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Conservative Friends of Israelτwritten evidence (TUP0009) 
 
Conservative Friends of Israel works to promote its twin aims of supporting Israel and 
promoting Conservatism in the UK. 
 
Executive Summary 
 

¶ The current system of trade union political funding enables trade unions to use their 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ŦŜŜǎ ǘƻ ŦǳƴŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅΣ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ 
concerns for accountability. The inclusion of Clauses 10 and 11 of the Trade Union Bill would 
address the lack of transparency and accountability regarding political funding within trade 
unions. 
 

¶ Clauses 10 and 11 of the Bill are not about donations to the Labour Party. Trade Unions spend 
more than half of their political funds on campaigns and political movements targeting 
specific causes. On 4 February 2016, Mr Ian McNichol, General Secretary of the Labour Party 
stated that of the £22million raised by the political funds of trade unions affiliated to the 
Labour Party, £12million or 54.5% of the sums raised is actually spent on political campaigns 
and not on donations to the Labour Party.1 

 

¶ A number of trade unions support the Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions movement (BDS), 
a political movement whose objective is the undermining of Israel. The costs amassed from 
the active support of BDS by trade unions and the significant donations given to 
parliamentarians who campaign against Israel are financed by the political funds of trade 
unions.  

 

¶ At present, union members contribute to the political fund of a union unless they opt-out of 
doing so. There is no active decision by union members to contribute. As a result, many union 
members may be unaware that a portion of their membership fee funds campaigns that 
attack Israel, and other political campaigns. Given the controversial nature of these 
campaigns, clear consent from the individual member making the financial contribution is 
imperative.  

 

¶ The proposed opt-in policy of Clause 10 will ensure that the consent of union members is 
unambiguous; apathy is not a political decision and should not continue to be regarded as 
such.  

 

¶ Political campaigns are funded by the fees of trade union members, yet it is union leaders 
who determine the direction of spending. Clause 11 will allow members to see a breakdown 
of political spending, providing them with a clear and transparent understanding of how their 
money is spent. 

                                            
1 Ian McNichol, Evidence to  Select Committee on Trade Union Political Funds and Political Party Funding, 4 February 2016 
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¶ Due to the lack of transparency for payments into political funds, union members may not be 
aware that they are inadvertently funding these campaigns. The inclusion of Clauses 10 and 
11 would ensure the accountability of the political funding process and empower members 
to scrutinise the spending of their unions. 

 

¶ This evidence focuses on four major UK trade unions advocating the BDS movement in order 
to expose the financial support given to Members of Parliament who actively campaign 
against Israel. This document is not intended to be a comprehensive review of the political 
spending of trade unions; this evidence instead seeks to provide a digestible account of the 
spending policy of major trade unions regarding anti-Israel activity.  An additional list of union 
activity considered to be anti-Israel is attached and marked Annex A.  

 
1) What difference would an opt-in policy make? 

 
1. Between 1927 and 1946, following the repeal of the 1927 Trade Disputes and Trade Union 

Act, union members were required to opt-in rather than opt-out of the political levy.  This 
was reversed in 1946 by the post-war Labour Government, but retained by the Government 
in Northern Ireland.  
 

2. The present system does not give union members an active choice. They may not wish to 
contribute to the political fund of their union but are either unaware of the ability to opt-out 
or find it difficult to do so. Their fees may therefore be used to fund campaigns that the 
member would prefer not to support. 

 

3. If union members were required to opt-in rather than opt-out, they may examine more 
closely how their money is spent and decide against opting-in if their money goes towards 
supporting campaigns such as BDS and those indicated in Annex A.  

 

4. By implementing an opt-in policy, as set out by Clause 10, members would be able to exert 
greater control over their union membership fees, and monitor the political expenditure of 
their union. 

 
Evidence 
 
Unite 
 
5. Unite the Union, the biggest trade union in the UK, with 1.42 million members, supports BDS, 
ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎΥ άǘƘŜ ōƻȅŎƻǘǘ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ƎƻƻŘǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ 
in the West Bank; divestment from financial holdings in any companies, funds or 
organisations complicit in the ongoing illegal occupation and oppression of the Palestinian 
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people; sanctions against Israel for its continued illegal occupation, flouting of international 
law, and construction ƻŦ ŀƴ ŀǇŀǊǘƘŜƛŘ ǊŜƎƛƳŜέΦ2 
 

6. ! Ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǎǎŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ нлмп ǎǘŀǘŜŘΥ ά/ƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ 
government continues to govern as an apartheid state and is guilty of the crime of apartheid. 
The oppression faced by ordinary Palestinians at the hands of their colonial oppressors and 
the way in which their plight is used as a political bargaining chip cannot be allowed to 
ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ŀǎ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ŘƻƴŜ ŦƻǊ ǎƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΧέ3 

 
7. Unite donated £5,000 in June 2015 to Richard Burden MP, a Labour MP with well-

documented anti-Israel views. Burden repeatedly accuses Israel of apartheid and uses Twitter 

regularly to attack Israel.4  

 

8. Unite donated £3,000 in June 2015 to Jim Cunningham MP, an anti-Israel campaigner in 

Parliament. Cunningham regularly ŘŜƴƛŜǎ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀǎ ŀ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀ 

section on his website to expressing his anti-Israel views.5 

 

9. Unite donated £3,900 in June 2015 to Louise Haigh MP, the Vice-Chair of Labour Friends of 

Palestine and the Middle East.6 

 

10. Unite donated £4,000 to Lisa Nandy MP (Shadow Secretary of State for Energy and Climate 

Change) via Wigan Constituency Labour Party in March 2015. Nandy is the Vice-Chair of 

Labour Friends of Palestine and the Middle East and campaigned strongly for the Labour 

tŀǊǘȅΩǎ ōƻȅŎƻǘǘ ƻŦ Dп{ όŘǳŜ ǘƻ Dп{Ωǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘύΦ7 

 

UNISON 

 

11. ¦bL{hbΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ мΦо Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜ .5{ 

movement.8 

 

12. In June 2015, UNISON launched a campaign to press local government pension funds to divest 

ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ άŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴŜέΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊ 

Dп{ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŦŜƴŎŜ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΦ ¦bL{hb ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǘƻ άƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ώǘƘŜƛǊϐ 

ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴέΦ9 

                                            
2 http://www.unitetheunion.org/news/statement-of-solidarity-with-the-palestinian-people/  
3 http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/UNITE%202014%20composite%20Israel%20and%20Palestine%2011-
18858.pdf  
4 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm/cmregmem/160208/160208.pdf  
5 Ibid.  
6 Ibid. 
7 Ibid.  
8 https://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2015/07/2015-National-Delegate-Conference_Decisions_Booklet_20150702.pdf  
9 https://www.unison.org.uk/news/article/2015/06/palestine-is-your-pension-fund-investing-in-the-occupation/  

http://www.unitetheunion.org/news/statement-of-solidarity-with-the-palestinian-people/
http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/UNITE%202014%20composite%20Israel%20and%20Palestine%2011-18858.pdf
http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/UNITE%202014%20composite%20Israel%20and%20Palestine%2011-18858.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm/cmregmem/160208/160208.pdf
https://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2015/07/2015-National-Delegate-Conference_Decisions_Booklet_20150702.pdf
https://www.unison.org.uk/news/article/2015/06/palestine-is-your-pension-fund-investing-in-the-occupation/
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13. A campaign pack ǿŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ¦bL{hb ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ άtŀƭŜǎǘƛƴŜΥ Lǎ ȅƻǳǊ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴ 

ŦǳƴŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΚέ10 Also made available was a model presentation for branch 

meetings and further information on the BDS movement.11 

 

14. This campaign, funded by UNISON members, undoubtedly cost a significant amount of 

ƳƻƴŜȅΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ōǊŜŀƪŘƻǿƴ ƻŦ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƻŦ ¦bL{hbΩǎ 

political campaigns; members are not informed on how their fees are spent. 

 

National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers (RMT) 

 

15. The National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers (RMT) has over 80,000 members 

and supports the BDS movement; encouraging members to boycott all Israeli goods.12 

 

16. wa¢ ōƻȅŎƻǘǘǎ ŀƭƭ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ ƎƻƻŘǎΥ άhǳǊ ǳƴƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ boycott of Israeli goods 

as one of the ways that we can register our outrage and horror at the massacre that has been 

ǳƴƭŜŀǎƘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜέΦ13 

 

17. RMT donated £4,000 in June 2015 to Grahame Morris MP. Morris is a staunch anti-Israel 

campaigner in Parliament and Chair of Labour Friends of Palestine and the Middle East.14 

 

18. RMT donated £2,500 to Lisa Nandy MP (Shadow Secretary of State for Energy and Climate 

Change) via Wigan Constituency Labour Party in March 2015. Nandy is the Vice-Chair of 

Labour Friends of Palestine and the Middle East and campaigned strongly for the Labour 

tŀǊǘȅΩǎ ōƻȅŎƻǘǘ ƻŦ Dп{ όŘǳŜ ǘƻ Dп{Ωǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘύΦ15 

 

National Union of General and Municipal Workers (GMB) 

 

19. The National Union of General and Municipal Workers (GMB) has 631,000 members and 

supports the BDS movement.16  

 

20. In 2013, GMB banned its members from visiting Israel and the Palestinian territories with 

Trade Union Friends of Israel (TUFI). It voted in June 2013 to uphold a 2011 decision to άάǘŀƪŜ 

                                            
10 https://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2015/06/On-line-Catalogue23247.pdf  
11 https://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2015/05/TowebPalestine-Pension-pack-appendix-3-presentation.pptx  
12 https://www.rmt.org.uk/news/support-for-demonstrations-to-stop-the-massacre-in-gaza/  
13 Ibid.  
14 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm/cmregmem/160208/160208.pdf  
15 Ibid.  
16 http://www.gmb.org.uk/assets/media/documents/congress/congress2013/GMB%20CONGRESS%202013_%20DAY%203.pdf 

https://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2015/06/On-line-Catalogue23247.pdf
https://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2015/05/TowebPalestine-Pension-pack-appendix-3-presentation.pptx
https://www.rmt.org.uk/news/support-for-demonstrations-to-stop-the-massacre-in-gaza/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm/cmregmem/160208/160208.pdf
http://www.gmb.org.uk/assets/media/documents/congress/congress2013/GMB%20CONGRESS%202013_%20DAY%203.pdf
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ŀ ƭŜŀŘ ƛƴ ŘǊƛǾƛƴƎ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ ōƻȅŎƻǘǘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ άŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ǿƘƻ ǇǊƻŦƛǘ 

ŦǊƻƳ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀƭƭέΦ17 

 

Conclusion 

 

21. Clauses 10 and 11 of the Trade Union Bill have the potential to deliver transparency and 

accountability and would be well-received by a public increasingly cynical of powerful but 

opaque institutions. 

 

22. Currently, trade unions use their political funds to gain influence within Parliament, with 

many donating money to specific MPs as well as directly financing the Labour Party. 

 

23. The financial support provided to a number of MPs inevitably aids activity favourable to the 

trade union; in this instance the Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions movement has been 

highlighted as a major cause for concern.  

 

24. Though the trade union leadership have objected to the proposed policy changes put forth 

in the Trade Union Bill, Clauses 10 and 11 are in the interest of all trade union members as 

well as the wider public who stand to benefit from such constructive change.  

 

25. In no other walk of life would it be considered acceptable to have to opt-out of donating 

money to a cause or organisation. Donation to a cause or political party by a member of any 

organisation should be an act of individual choice. The current opt-out system of the trade 

union political fund fails to provide this choice and does not offer transparency to a union 

member. 

 

26. Trade union members should be made aware of how their contribution to political funds is 

spent; many members may currently be unaware that the political fund of their union is spent 

supporting campaigns such as BDS and may choose to opt-out if a breakdown of expenditure 

(as required by Clause 11) was provided. 

 

27. The Conservative Party Manifesto stated that these transparent processes would be put in 

place during this parliament; it is in the interest of transparency that these changes are 

delivered.  

  

                                            
17 Ibid. 
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ANNEX A 

TRADE UNIONS: Anti-Israel Activity (2010-2016) 

 
Unite ......................................................................................................................................... 70 

GMB ......................................................................................................................................... 73 

Unison ...................................................................................................................................... 74 

Communication Workers Union .............................................................................................. 74 

USDAW ..................................................................................................................................... 75 

UCATT ....................................................................................................................................... 75 

BFAWU ..................................................................................................................................... 75 

ASLEF ........................................................................................................................................ 75 

TSSA .......................................................................................................................................... 76 

Fire Brigades Union .................................................................................................................. 77 

RMT .......................................................................................................................................... 78 

TUC ........................................................................................................................................... 78 

 

Unite 

¶ Unite the Union are affiliated to Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC Trade Union Network, 

accessed 4 February 2016, link). 

 

¶ In 2015, Unite promoted a demonstration arranged by the Palestine Solidarity Campaign 

outside the Israeli Embassy (Unite Protest for Palestine, 16 October 2015, link). 

 

¶ In 2014, Unite promoted a march through London on the behalf of the Palestine Solidarity 

/ŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ΨŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǎǎŀŎǊŜ ƻŦ ƛƴƴƻŎŜƴǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ DŀȊŀ ǎǘǊƛǇ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ 

Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘ ōƻƳōŀǊŘƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ ŀǊƳȅΩΦ 

¦ƴƛǘŜ ǊŜƳƛƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ψ[ƻƴŘƻƴ ŀƴŘ 9ŀǎǘŜǊƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƛǎ Ŝxpecting a large turn out 
ŦǊƻƳ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƘƻǿ ƻŦ ǎƻƭƛŘŀǊƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴŜΩ όUnite the Union London 
and Eastern News, 24 July 2014, link). 

¶ ¦ƴƛǘŜ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ ŀ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ Dп{Σ ŀŎŎǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ ΨǎŜǊƛŀƭ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ 

ŀōǳǎŜǊΩΦ 

Lƴ ǘƘŜ ōǊƛŜŦƛƴƎ ǇŀŎƪ ǘƘŀǘ ¦ƴƛǘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴƛǎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ ΨǊŜƎƛƳŜ 
tramplŜǎ ƻƴ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ƛƴ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜŘ ōȅ Dп{Ω ŀƴŘ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ Dп{ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŎƛǘȅ 
in the suppression of Palestinian rights is overwhelming. G4S can carry on until someone 

http://www.palestinecampaign.org/get-involved/trade-union-network/trade-unions-uk/
http://www.unitetheunion.org/how-we-help/listofregions/londonandeastern/londoneasternnews/protest-for-palestine/
http://www.unitetheunion.org/how-we-help/listofregions/londonandeastern/londoneasternnews/march-through-london-in-support-of-civilians-in-palestine/
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ǎǘƻǇǎ ǘƘŜƳΦ aƻǎǘ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΧƘŀǾŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǎƻƭƛŘŀǊƛǘȅΦ ²Ƙŀt are we 
ǿŀƛǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊΚΩ όUnite the Union Stop G4S, accessed 4 February 2016, link). 

¶ In 2013, Unite hosted a briefing for trade union activists from Action for Palestinian 

Children and encouraged members to access information about meetings the NGO were 

holding elsewhere (Unite the Union London and Eastern News, 14 November 2013, link). 

¶ At their 2010 policy conference, Unite unanimously passed a motion to boycott Israeli 
companies.  

 
¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴ ǘƻ ΨǾƛƎƻǊƻǳǎƭȅ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ŀ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻŦ ŘƛǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ 
ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ōƻȅŎƻǘǘ ƻŦ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ ƎƻƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ΨǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōƻȅŎƻǘǘ ƻŦ {ƻǳǘƘ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ 
ƎƻƻŘǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜǊŀ ƻŦ ŀǇŀǊǘƘŜƛŘΩ όThe Jewish Chronicle, 4 June 2010, link).  
 

¶ Unite issued a statement of solidarity with the Palestinian people describing Israel as an 

ΨŀǇŀǊǘƘŜƛŘ ǎǘŀǘŜΩΣ ƛƴ Wǳƭȅ нлмпΦ 

¢ƘŜȅ ǎŀƛŘΥ Ψ¦ƴƛǘŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀƭǘ 
its military action and to make it clear that should it fail to do so then a move for international 
sanctions will be launched within the United Nations Security Council and the European 
¦ƴƛƻƴΧ 
¦ƴƛǘŜ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǊƻŎƪŜǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ 
DŀȊŀΦ LǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ Israel fighting to maintain its control over Palestinian lives, and Palestinian 
land.  
LǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ LǎǊŀŜƭ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳƛǘ ǿŀǊ ŎǊƛƳŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ƛƳǇǳƴƛǘȅΦ LǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 
ǿƻǊƭŘ ƳŜŘƛŀ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ ƭƛǾŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǿƻǊǘƘ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ ƭƛǾŜǎΦ LǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 
fact that Palestinian children are being killed at the rate of one evŜǊȅ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŘŀȅǎΦ LǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ 
Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴǎ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΦ LǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ōǊǳǘŀƭ ǎƛŜƎŜ ƻƴ DŀȊŀΣ ŀƴŘ 
ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ŀǎǎŀǳƭǘ ƻƴ ŀ ǘǊŀǇǇŜŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ с ȅŜŀǊǎΦ LǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ 
sixty laws that discriminate against Palestinian citizens of Israel.  
LǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ-ǎǘŀǘŜ ǊŀŎƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ ŀǇŀǊǘƘŜƛŘΦ LǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ ŎƭŜŀƴǎƛƴƎΦ LǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ 
ŎƻƭƻƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊ рллΣллл ǎŜǘǘƭŜǊǎΦ LǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ Ǿƛƻƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 
ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŀǿ ŀƴŘ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΩ όUnite the Union News, 11 July 2014, link).  

¶ ¦ƴƛǘŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǎǘǎ ǘƻ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ Ψŀƴ ŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ŀƎƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴΩ ǘƻ ΨǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ 

boycott, divestment ŀƴŘ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΩ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΥ 

 

o the boycott of any goods produced from illegal Israeli settlements in the West Bank;  

o divestment from financial holdings in any companies, funds or organisations complicit in 

the ongoing illegal occupation and oppression of the Palestinian people; 

o sanctions against Israel for its continued illegal occupation, flouting of international law, 

and construction of an apartheid regime (Unite the Union News, 11 July 2014, link). 

 

¶ They sent two Unite delegations to the Palestinian Territories in 2013, arranged by PSC, to 

ƘŜƭǇ ΨǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ¦ƴƛǘŜΩǎ ǎƻƭƛŘŀǊƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩΦ 

http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/G4Sshort11-17591.pdf
http://www.unitetheunion.org/how-we-help/listofregions/londonandeastern/londoneasternnews/palestinian-kids-group-to-speak-at-unite/
http://www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/32579/unite-votes-boycott-israel
http://www.unitetheunion.org/news/statement-of-solidarity-with-the-palestinian-people/
http://www.unitetheunion.org/news/statement-of-solidarity-with-the-palestinian-people/
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¶ A 2013 Unite Conference on Palestine committed to:  

- ΨwŀƛǎŜ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΣ ōǳƛƭŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΣ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ ƭƻōōȅ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŦǊŜŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ 

Palestine;  

- Highlight the suffering, and support the Palestinian population in Gaza living under siege; 

Palestinians living in the West Bank who are seeing their land illegally seized by Israeli 

settlements and are forced to navigate checkpoints to go to work, school and hospital and 

in Israel, where they are treated as second class citizens and subject to racist laws;  

- Work with other NGOs and all other supportive bodies in the UK and around the world 

and develop a Unite campaigning and leverage strategy around BDS within the next 12 

months. Notably against complicit companies involved in the occupation, the apartheid 

wall and tƘŜ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ±ŜƻƭƛŀΣ Dп{ ŀƴŘ {ŀƛƴǎōǳǊȅΩǎύ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜ 

pressure, contracts and pension funds; 

- Encourage members to call on supermarkets and retailers to stop using companies which 

export goods from illegal settlements;  

- Continue to support and offer practical help to the Palestine Solidarity Campaign, and 

encourage all branches to affiliate to PSC; 

- Encourage branches and regions to send representatives on delegations to Palestine, to 

further strengthen the solidarity with Palestinian workers;  

- Organise and facilitate with other union bodies and campaigning groups, a national 

speaking tour to include lawyers and child prisoners/families in the next 12 months;  

- Raise the issue and table motions for support of the BDS campaign in the European and 

Global Federations;  

- Organise and facilitate national or regional delegations to be sent to Palestine at least 

ǘǿƛŎŜ ŀ ȅŜŀǊΤΩ 

(Unite the Union: Israel and Palestine Global Solidarity & Peace, accessed 4 February 2016, 
link). 

¶ After a three day conference in 2014, Unite joined the BDS campaign and pledged to 

develop a campaigning and leverage strategy together over the next year.  

 

¢ƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƻƴ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ΨǘƘŜ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǇŀǊǘƘŜƛŘ ǿŀƭƭ 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΩ όi24 news, accessed 4 February 2016, link).  

 

¶ In 2015, the General Secretary signed a letter calling for Prime Minister Benjamin 

Netanyahu to be tried for war crimes. 

The letter ŀƭǎƻ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ǘƻ ΨƛƳǇƻǎŜ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŀǊƳǎ 
embargo on Israel until it complies with international law and ends the blockade and the 
ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ όThe Guardian, 7 September 2015, link). 

http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/UNITE%202014%20composite%20Israel%20and%20Palestine%2011-18858.pdf
http://www.i24news.tv/en/news/international/36462-140706-uk-s-biggest-trade-union-supports-israel-s-boycott
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/sep/07/netanyahu-deserves-sanctions-not-a-welcome-to-the-uk-say-union-leaders-and-others
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¶ In July 2014, Unite resolved to campaign for boycott of goods produced by Israeli 
settlements and divest from any financial holdings in any companies or funds linked to the 
settlements (Unite press release, 11 July 2014, link).  

GMB 

¶ GMB are affiliated to Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC Trade Union Network, accessed 4 

February 2016, link). 

 

¶ GMB supported the National Lobby of Parliament for Palestine which included an e-tool to 

allow activists to lobby their MPs and attempt to book meetings with their MP, a 

Parliamentary event in Portcullis House, campaign literature and an evening rally. The 

stated aims of the lobbying day was to persuade MPs to: 

 

¶ Ψ/ƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ ŎƭŜŀƴǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƻǊȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΤ Support the campaign against 

the ethnic cleansing of Palestinian Bedouin from their homes and land in the Naqab 

(also known as the Negev desert) in Israel; 

¶ .ŀƴ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƎƻƻŘǎΤ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ƻƴ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ ƭŀƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜ 

UN, EU and UK acknowledge that these settlements are harmful and illegal ς but if 

they are illegal, what are goods produced in settlements doing in our shops?; 

¶ wŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƛǎƻƴŜǊǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŜƴŘ ǘƻ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ 

prisoners, including children; ask your MP to challenge imprisonment without charge 

or trial and to press for proper medical care. Ask them to pledge support to help end 

the abuse of Palestinian children; 

¶ An end to the siege on Gaza; the blockade of Gaza started in 2007 and continues 

ǘƻŘŀȅΦ LǎǊŀŜƭ ǎŜǾŜǊŜƭȅ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴǎΩ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ƻŦ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΤ ōƭƻŎƪǎ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŀƭƭ 

exports and restricts imports, creating a humanitarian catastrophe. Tell your MP it is 

ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōƭƻŎƪŀŘŜ ƻŦ DŀȊŀΩΦ όFinal Lobbying, 5 February 2016, link). 

 

¶ In July 2013, the GMB voted to support boycott and divestment initiatives against Israeli 

settlements.  

 

They also banned its members from visiting Israel on delegations organised by the Trade 

Union Friends of Israel. The measures included a compromise amendment condemning 

Hamas as well as Israel (BDS News, 11 June 2013, link; The Jewish Chronicle, 17 September 

2009, link).  

 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴ ƘŀŘ ŀŦŦƛǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ΨǳƴŀǎƘŀƳŜŘƭȅΩ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴŜ {ƻƭƛŘŀǊƛǘȅ 
Campaign (BDS News, 11 June 2013, link). 

http://www.unitetheunion.org/news/statement-of-solidarity-with-the-palestinian-people/
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/get-involved/trade-union-network/trade-unions-uk/
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/final-lobbying-briefing-for-particpants.pdf
http://www.bdsmovement.net/2013/major-uk-union-votes-against-trade-union-friends-of-israel-11044
http://www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/unison-and-unite-back-israel-boycott
http://www.bdsmovement.net/2013/major-uk-union-votes-against-trade-union-friends-of-israel-11044
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Unison 

¶ Unison are affiliated to Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC Trade Union Network, accessed 

4 February 2016, link). 

 

¶ Unison had adopted a policy of BDS before the TUC voted to back the measures (The Jewish 

Chronicle, 15 September 2009, link).  

¶ In June 2015, UNISON launched a campaign to lobby councils to divest their Local 
DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ tŜƴǎƛƻƴ {ŎƘŜƳŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨLǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴŜΩ (A UNISON guide to pension fund engagement and divestment, accessed 4 
February 2016, link).  

Communication Workers Union 

¶ CWU are affiliated to Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC Trade Union Network, accessed 4 

February 2016, link). 

 

¶ CWU supported the National Lobby of Parliament for Palestine which included an e-tool to 

allow activists to lobby their MPs and attempt to book meetings with their MP, a 

Parliamentary event in Portcullis House, campaign literature and an evening rally. The 

stated aims of the lobbying day was to persuade MPs to: 

 

¶ Ψ/ƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ ŎƭŜŀƴǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƻǊȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΤ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ 

the ethnic cleansing of Palestinian Bedouin from their homes and land in the Naqab 

(also known as the Negev desert) in Israel; 

¶ .ŀƴ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƎƻƻŘǎΤ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ƻƴ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ ƭŀƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜ 

UN, EU and UK acknowledge that these settlements are harmful and illegal ς but if 

they are illegal, what are goods produced in settlements doing in our shops?; 

¶ wŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƛǎƻƴŜǊǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŜƴŘ ǘƻ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ 

prisoners, including children; ask your MP to challenge imprisonment without charge 

or trial and to press for proper medical care. Ask them to pledge support to help end 

the abuse of Palestinian children; 

¶ An end to the siege on Gaza; the blockade of Gaza started in 2007 and continues 

today. Israel severely restrictǎ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴǎΩ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ƻŦ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΤ ōƭƻŎƪǎ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŀƭƭ 

exports and restricts imports, creating a humanitarian catastrophe. Tell your MP it is 

ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōƭƻŎƪŀŘŜ ƻŦ DŀȊŀΩΦ όFinal Lobbying, 5 February 2016, link). 

 

¶ CWU supported a campaign urging as many people as possible to sign a petition calling for 

a United Nations Human Rights Commission of Inquiry to investigate possible war crimes 

in Gaza (CWU News, 15 October 2014, link). 

http://www.palestinecampaign.org/get-involved/trade-union-network/trade-unions-uk/
http://www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/unison-and-unite-back-israel-boycott
http://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2015/06/On-line-Catalogue23247.pdf?bcsi_scan_20ba9603161b691b=1
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/get-involved/trade-union-network/trade-unions-uk/
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/final-lobbying-briefing-for-particpants.pdf
http://www.cwu.org/media/news/2014/october/15/supporting-the-children-of-gaza/
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USDAW 

¶ USDAW are affiliated to Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC Trade Union Network, accessed 

4 February 2016, link). 

UCATT 

¶ UCATT are affiliated to Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC Trade Union Network, accessed 

4 February 2016, link). 

 

¶ hŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴŜΣ ¦/!¢¢ ǎŀƛŘΥ ΨUCATT backs Palestinian self-determination and 

an end to the Israeli occupation. The Executive Council supports the boycott and sanctions 

camǇŀƛƎƴ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ LǎǊŀŜƭ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ƻƴ ōǊŀƴŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴŜ {ƻƭƛŘŀǊƛǘȅ /ŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΩ 

(Building Worker, accessed 5 February 2016, link). 

BFAWU 

¶ BFAWU are affiliated to Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC Trade Union Network, accessed 

4 February 2016, link). 

 

¶ Supported the movements calling on the British GovernƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ΨŘŜƴƻǳƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜƴǘƭŜǎǎ 

attacks on innocent Palestinians and to hold the Israeli Government to account for 

the ŀǘǘŀŎƪǎ ƛƴ DŀȊŀΩΦ wƻƴƴƛŜ 5ǊŀǇŜǊΣ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ .C!²¦ ǎŀƛŘΥ Ψ¢ƘŜ .C!²¦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ 

TUCG statement and would urge our members, fellow Trade Unionists and affiliates to join 

the rallies and demonstrate against the attacks on Gaza and make the call for sustainable 

peace. In the meantime, we would ask supporters to write to their local MPs asking them to 

bring these issues into the wider political arena and make the call for a peaceful, two-state 

ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǊƪǎ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩ (Trade Union Co-Ordinating Group, accessed 5 February 

2016, link).   

ASLEF 

¶ ASLEF supported the National Lobby of Parliament for Palestine which included an e-tool 

to allow activists to lobby their MPs and attempt to book meetings with their MP, a 

Parliamentary event in Portcullis House, campaign literature and an evening rally. The 

stated aims of the lobbying day was to persuade MPs to: 

 

¶ Ψ/ƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ cleansing and discriminatory policies; Support the campaign against 

the ethnic cleansing of Palestinian Bedouin from their homes and land in the Naqab 

(also known as the Negev desert) in Israel; 

¶ .ŀƴ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƎƻƻŘǎΤ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ōǳƛƭǘ on Palestinian land. The 

UN, EU and UK acknowledge that these settlements are harmful and illegal ς but if 

they are illegal, what are goods produced in settlements doing in our shops?; 

¶ wŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƛǎƻƴŜǊǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŜƴŘ ǘƻ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ of Palestinian 

prisoners, including children; ask your MP to challenge imprisonment without charge 

http://www.palestinecampaign.org/get-involved/trade-union-network/trade-unions-uk/
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/get-involved/trade-union-network/trade-unions-uk/
http://ucatt.infobo.co.uk/files/buildingworker/Building-Worker-2010-Summer.pdf
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/get-involved/trade-union-network/trade-unions-uk/
http://tucg.org.uk/component/content/article/2-uncategorised/388-tucg-trade-unions-call-for-immediate-action-to-stop-bombing-of-gaza
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or trial and to press for proper medical care. Ask them to pledge support to help end 

the abuse of Palestinian children; 

¶ An end to the siege on Gaza; the blockade of Gaza started in 2007 and continues 

ǘƻŘŀȅΦ LǎǊŀŜƭ ǎŜǾŜǊŜƭȅ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴǎΩ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ƻŦ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΤ ōƭƻŎƪǎ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŀƭƭ 

exports and restricts imports, creating a humanitarian catastrophe. Tell your MP it is 

ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōƭƻŎƪŀŘŜ ƻŦ DŀȊŀΩΦ όFinal Lobbying, 5 February 2016, link). 

 

¶ In 2015 the General Secretary signed a letter calling for Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu 

to be tried for war crimes ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ǘƻ ΨƛƳǇƻǎŜ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ 

arms embargo on Israel until it complies with international law and ends the blockade and 

ǘƘŜ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ όThe Guardian, 7 September 2015, link). 

 

¶ ASLEF is affiliated with the Palestine Solidarity Campaign. In a leaflet ASLEF states: 

ΨtŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊ LǎǊŀŜƭƛ ƻŎŎǳǇŀtion struggle every day: to get work permits, 

to get past checkpoints, to find work, and to negotiate acceptable wages and working 

conditions. They struggle to access adequate housing, basic sanitation, health care, food and 

water. Many have been displaced and forced into exile. It is because of these injustices that 

ASLEF, along with 14 other national unions, is affiliated to the Palestine Solidarity Campaign 

and calls for a complete lift of the on-going blockade and for Israeli compliance with 

internationŀƭ ƭŀǿ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴŜΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ƎƻŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ 

ǿŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ !{[9C Ŏŀƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ t{/Υ  Ψ.ȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ-raising, developing 

international solidarity and using economic, political and social pressure, we aim to bring 

hope to Palestinians and to realise lasting justice and peace in the region. That is why ASLEF 

ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ t{/ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴŜ ōȅ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ t{/Ωǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎ ŀƴŘ 

events, encouraging local PSC and ASLEF branches to build links, encouraging ASLEF members 

to visit Palestine on PSC delegations, lobbying MPs for more progressive government policies 

for the region, speaking about these issues at conferences and fringe meetings and attending 

t{/ ¢ǊŀŘŜ ¦ƴƛƻƴ !ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΩ όASLEF, accessed 5 February 2015, link). 

 

¶ aƛŎƪ ²ƘŜƭŀƴΣ !{[9CΩǎ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅΣ ǿŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴ ŘŜƭŜƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ 

Territories. During the trip between the July 21st and 28th 2015 he visited the Palestinian 

Territories alongside other Union executives including Colin Smith and Marz Colombini. 

(ASLEF, September 22 2015, link). 

TSSA 

¶ TSSA are affiliated to Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC Trade Union Network, accessed 4 

February 2016, link). 

 

¶ In 2015 the General Secretary signed a letter calling for Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu 

to be tried for war crimes ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ǘƻ ΨƛƳǇƻǎŜ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ 

http://www.palestinecampaign.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/final-lobbying-briefing-for-particpants.pdf
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/sep/07/netanyahu-deserves-sanctions-not-a-welcome-to-the-uk-say-union-leaders-and-others
http://www.aslef.org.uk/files/135543/FileName/ASLEF-PSCleaflet2013.pdf
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/july-2015-tu-del-report/
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/get-involved/trade-union-network/trade-unions-uk/
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arms embargo on Israel until it complies with international law and ends the blockade and 

ǘƘŜ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ όThe Guardian, 7 September 2015, link). 

 

¶ Sent a delegation alongside Unite to the Palestinian Territories in 2013.  The delegation was 

ǎŜƴǘ ǘƻ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴŜ Ψǘƻ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜΣ ǘƻ ƻŦŦŜǊ ǎƻƭƛŘŀǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǿŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ .Ǌƛǘŀƛƴ 

Ŏŀƴ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘŜƳ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƻƴƎ ǎƻǳƎƘǘΩ όTSSA news, accessed 5 February 

2016, link).  

¶ WƻƛƴŜŘ ŀ ōƻȅŎƻǘǘ ŦƻǊ ΨƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ƛƴ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴŜΩ. A TSSA conference in September 2015 joined with 
the international campaign for boycotts, divestƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ΨŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ŀƴŘ 
Ŝǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩΦ όTSSA Journal, accessed 5 February 2016, link)  
 

¶ Made a donation to the Labour Friends of Palestine (TSSA Executive Committee Report, 

accessed 5 February 2016, link). 

 

¶ TSSA was one of the groups that funded a report into the Palestinians by Union Solidarity 

International. The report was published on the 14th September 2015. (USI, accessed 5 

February 2016, link).  

Fire Brigades Union 

¶ FBU are affiliated to Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC Trade Union Network, accessed 4 

February 2016, link). 

 

¶ FBU supported the National Lobby of Parliament for Palestine which included an e-tool to 

allow activists to lobby their MPs and attempt to book meetings with their MP, a 

Parliamentary event in Portcullis House, campaign literature and an evening rally. The 

stated aims of the lobbying day was to persuade MPs to: 

 

¶ Ψ/ƘŀƭƭŜƴƎe ethnic cleansing and discriminatory policies; Support the campaign against 

the ethnic cleansing of Palestinian Bedouin from their homes and land in the Naqab 

(also known as the Negev desert) in Israel; 

¶ .ŀƴ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƎƻƻŘǎΤ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀre built on Palestinian land. The 

UN, EU and UK acknowledge that these settlements are harmful and illegal ς but if 

they are illegal, what are goods produced in settlements doing in our shops?; 

¶ wŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƛǎƻƴŜǊǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŜƴŘ ǘƻ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǘreatment of Palestinian 

prisoners, including children; ask your MP to challenge imprisonment without charge 

or trial and to press for proper medical care. Ask them to pledge support to help end 

the abuse of Palestinian children; 

¶ An end to the siege on Gaza; the blockade of Gaza started in 2007 and continues 

ǘƻŘŀȅΦ LǎǊŀŜƭ ǎŜǾŜǊŜƭȅ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴǎΩ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ƻŦ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΤ ōƭƻŎƪǎ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŀƭƭ 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/sep/07/netanyahu-deserves-sanctions-not-a-welcome-to-the-uk-say-union-leaders-and-others
https://www.tssa.org.uk/en/whats-new/news/index.cfm/palestine-the-urgent-struggle-for-justice
http://tssaunion.org/live/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Monday.pdf
https://www.tssa.org.uk/en/whats-new/news/index.cfm/executive-committee-report-march-2015
https://usilive.org/israeli-soldiers-evict-palestinian-pensioner/
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/get-involved/trade-union-network/trade-unions-uk/
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exports and restricts imports, creating a humanitarian catastrophe. Tell your MP it is 

time to end the blockade of GaȊŀΩΦ όFinal Lobbying, 5 February 2016, link). 

 

¶ The FBU successfully lobbied to have the TUC back a boycott of Israeli goods.  

Before the vote, their activity prompted Unite and Unison to back BDS (The Jewish Chronicle, 
15 September 2009, link).  

¶ A resolution was passed in 2011 to further the international work of the FBU and to support 

the Palestinians. ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΥ Ψ/ƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǳǊƎŜǎ ǘƘŜ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ 

political allies to exert continued pressure on the UK Government to not only impose 

sanctions against Israel, but also to provide support to Emergency Service Workers in East 

Jerusalem, Gaza and the Occupied West Bank. Conference further instructs the Executive 

Council to investigate a further project, in conjunction with other UK Trade Unions where 

possible, which will provide phyǎƛŎŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ 9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ²ƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ όFire 

Brigades Union Policies, accessed 5 February 2016, link).  

 

¶ The FBU have been long standing supporters of Nablus since 1982. In 2011 the FBU raised 

money to buy two fire engines and drive them 2,500 miles to the West Bank to donate to the 

fire service in Nablus. The FBU also provide co-coordinators to firefighters from the Palestine 

Civil Defence and help them receive training in firefighting, water rescue, traffic collision, and 

urban search and rescue. (The Guardian, 11 February 2015, link). 

RMT 

¶ RMT are affiliated to Palestine Solidarity Campaign (PSC Trade Union Network, accessed 4 

February 2016, link). 

 

¶ In 2015 the General Secretary signed a letter calling for Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu 

to be tried for war crimes ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ǘƻ ΨƛƳǇƻǎŜ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ 

arms embargo on Israel until it complies with international law and ends the blockade and 

thŜ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΩ όThe Guardian, 7 September 2015, link). 

TUC 

(N.B. the TUC is the umbrella group for trade unions in the UK. About seven million workers 
belong to the 58 unions which pay to affiliate to the TUC. (BBC News, 28 August 2008, link). 

¶ In 2014 the TUC voted overwhelmingly to endorse a statement from its General Council 

ŎŀƭƭƛƴƎ ΨŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǎǇŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦-Israel Association Agreement until the rights of 

tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘΩΦ 

¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜŘ ΨǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǳƴƛǘȅ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΣ 
which necessarily invoƭǾŜǎ ōƻǘƘ CŀǘŀƘ ŀƴŘ IŀƳŀǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǳǊƎŜŘ ΨǘƘŜ ¦Y DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩΦ 

http://www.palestinecampaign.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/final-lobbying-briefing-for-particpants.pdf
http://www.thejc.com/news/uk-news/unison-and-unite-back-israel-boycott
https://www.fbu.org.uk/policy/2011/palestine
http://www.bing.com/search?q=Naibus+fire+fighthers&qs=n&form=QBRE&pq=naibus+fire+fighthers&sc=0-12&sp=-1&sk=&cvid=C34305076F4B4D4A9050460173EB2C0A
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/get-involved/trade-union-network/trade-unions-uk/
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/sep/07/netanyahu-deserves-sanctions-not-a-welcome-to-the-uk-say-union-leaders-and-others
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk_politics/5321254.stm
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It also called on the Israeli state to pay for humanitarian assistance and rebuilding Gaza and 
urged unions and their members to give to international trade union humanitarian aid funds 
aimed at providing assistance to the people of Gaza (PSC News, 10 September 2014, link).  

¶ The Director of PSC Sarah Colborne responded: Ψ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŀƴŘƳŀǊƪ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ Ǉǳǘǎ ǘƘŜ ¢¦/Σ ŀƴŘ 

the 54 unions it represents, combining a total of nearly six million workers in the UK, firmly 

behind the Palestinian struggle. 

Its significance cannot be underestimated. Thanks to this statement, it is now official TUC 
policy to campaign for an arms embargo on Israel, a suspension of the EU-Israel Association 
!ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǇǳǎƘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǘƻ ǎǘƻǇ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ǇǊƻŦƛǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ 
crimes. 
This is a huge boost to the solidarity movement, and is strongly welcomed by PSC, which 
ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǳƴƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜ ŦƻǊ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ tŀƭŜǎǘƛƴƛŀƴǎΩ όPSC News, 
10 September 2014, link).  

¶ In 2010, the TUC Congress instructed the General Council to actively encourage affiliates, 

employers and pension funds to disinvest from, and boycott the goods of, companies who 

ΨǇǊƻŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ŀƭƭΩ (TUC 

Policy, accessed 2 February 2016, link). 

10 February 2016 
  

http://www.palestinecampaign.org/tuc-commits-6m-members-struggle-free-palestine-read-statement/
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/tuc-commits-step-campaign-free-palestine-psc-response/
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/tuc-policy/
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Conservative Partyτwritten evidence (TUP0023) 
 
I wish to respond to the call for evidence on behalf of the Conservative Party. I understand 
Conservative Ministers will be responding on behalf of HM Government. Notwithstanding, this 
submission provides a party perspective on the salient issues in the Bill. 
 
Trade union legislation and party mandates 
 
1. The Trade Union Bill delivers on clear and explicit Conservative manifesto pledges of trade 

union reform. The Bill is not about party funding. The 2015 Conservative manifesto states 
ƛƴ ŀ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴ ǊŜŦƻǊƳΥ ά²Ŝ ǿƛƭƭ ǘŀŎƪƭŜ ƛƴǘƛƳƛŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴƻƴ-striking workers; 
legislate to ensure trade unions use a transparent opt-in process for union subscriptions; 
tighten the rules around taxpayer-ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ǇŀƛŘ ΨŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƛƳŜΩ ŦƻǊ ǳƴƛƻƴ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎΤ ŀƴŘ 
ǊŜŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ hŦŦƛŎŜǊέ όǇΦмфύΦ18 The Bill delivers on those pledges, and 
would be within the scope of the Salisbury Doctrine. 

 
2. We recognise that the Labour Party and the Liberal Democrats may have different policy 

positions on this Bill. However, trade union legislation has always been subject to different 
party views, and it has never been the case that it has been dependent on cross-party 
ΨŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎΩΦ 

 
3. The current law on political funds was substantively amended in the Trade Union Act 1984 

by the Thatcher Government to strengthen the rules on political objectives and political 
fund ballots. As with the 2016 Trade Union Bill, the Conservative Government had clear and 
explicit pledges to reform political funds in its (1983) election manifesto. The very same 
arguments made today by the Labour Party against this Bill were deployed back then by 
ǘƘŜ [ŀōƻǳǊ tŀǊǘȅΦ [ŀōƻǳǊ ŦǊƻƴǘōŜƴŎƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ WƻƘƴ {ƳƛǘƘΣ ŀǎǎŜǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘ ǊǳƭŜǎ άƘŀǎ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŀǊǘȅ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇŀǊǘȅ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
the Conservative party seeks to use its parliamentary majority to do as much financial 
damage as it can to the Labour party, through attempting to weaken the financial 
ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ [ŀōƻǳǊ ǇŀǊǘȅέΦ19 Had such arguments 
carried weight, no changes would ever been made to trade union law in the 1980s. The 
Labour Party has historically parroted such lines ς that any reforms are somehow partisan 
or unfair ς each time that trade union law has been reformed. Labour continue to cry wolf 
over the provisions in this Bill.  

 
4. Contracting-in and the debates around it are not new. Opt-in operated in Great Britain for 

two decades, having been introduced by Baldwin Government in the Trade Disputes and 

                                            
18 TherŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǇŀƎŜ пфΥ Ψƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ tŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘΣ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴǎ ǳǎŜ ŀ 
transparent opt-in process for subscriptions to political parties. We will continue to seek agreement on a comprehensive 
package of partȅ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǊŜŦƻǊƳΩ όŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ŀŘŘŜŘύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǘ-in reference for union subscriptions on page 
19. We address that different issue later in this submission. 

19 Hansard, 2 April 1984, Col. 684. 
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Trade Union Act 1927 following the 1926 general strike. It was reversed in Great Britain by 
the Attlee Government through the Trade Disputes and Trade Unions Act 1946. As a 
consequence of decisions taken by the Stormont Government, Northern Ireland has 
operated opt-in consistently since 1927, as it resolved not to repeal opt-in in 1946. Indeed, 
under the period of Northern Ireland direct rule, the House of Lords re-affirmed its 
continuing operation in 1995, ratifying without dissent the extant secondary legislation that 
continues to provide the legislative basis for bƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ ƻǇǘ-in regime.20 

 
5. The minority Labour Government of 1931 attempted and failed to introduce to repeal 

various provisions of the 1927 Act, including proposing to abolish opt-in. Speaking in 
Opposition to the 1931 Bill, Stanley Baldwin warned of the workers being unduly pressured 
from contracting-out under the old system of opt-ƻǳǘΥ ά¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ŀ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ ǿƘƛŎƘΣ 
under the old system of contracting-out, hit him [working men] very hard and made it very 
difficult for him either to claim or to get the exemption to which, I think, he was tally 
entitled. I am quite sure that the party opposite would have no desire to feel that they were 
being partly financed by Liberals and by Conservatives. It would be no satisfaction to me to 
be financed by members of the Labour Party... We on this side of the House feel very 
strongly that the present regulations should be preserved for the separation of political 
ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅ ŦǳƴŘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴΦέ21  

 
6. [ŀōƻǳǊΩǎ мфпс !Ŏǘ ǿŀǎ an extremely partisan piece of legislation: it repealed the 1927 Act 

(in Great Britain) in its entirety, implementing a 1945 Labour manifesto pledge to restore 
άǘƘŜ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴǎΣ ŘŜƴƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊŀŘŜ 5ƛǎǇǳǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŀŘŜ ¦ƴƛƻƴǎ !Ŏǘ 
мфнтέΦ ¢ƘŜ [ŀōƻǳǊ [ƻǊŘ /ƘŀƴŎŜƭƭƻǊΣ [ƻǊŘ WƻǿƛǘǘΣ ǘƻƭŘ ǘƘŜ IƻǳǎŜ ƻŦ [ƻǊŘǎΥ άLƴ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
{ŜŎƻƴŘ wŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀ .ƛƭƭ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ȅƻǳǊ [ƻǊŘǎƘƛǇǎΩ IƻǳǎŜΣ L ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ȅƻǳǊ 
Lordships whether the Bill is or is not controversial. Carrying out my usual practice, let me 
ŀǎǎǳǊŜ ȅƻǳǊ [ƻǊŘǎƘƛǇǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ .ƛƭƭ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƻǾŜǊǎƛŀƭ ƛƴ ŜǾŜǊȅ ƭƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ŎƻƳƳŀΦέ22 Yet 
the Lords allowed the Bill to receive Royal Assent, given the clear pledge in the Labour 
manifesto. 

 
7. Such historical references illustrate a simple fact: we do not deny that the parties have 

significantly different views on the issue of political funds. But they always have. Political 
parties have consistently sought to amend (or oppose) changes to the political fund 
legislation based on their underlying political convictions. There has never been cross-party 
consensus, and it is unlikely there ever will be. However, we believe that there is a strong 
public interest ς and a democratic mandate ς for the Conservative Party to implement its 
2015 manifesto pledges on trade union reform.  

 

                                            
20 Trade Union and Labour Relations (Northern Ireland) Order 1995, which mirrored broader changes to trade union legislation 
that were introduced in Great Britain. 

21 Hansard, 22 January 1931, Col. 422. 

22 Lords Hansard, 30 April 1946, Col. 916. 
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8. The assertion made by some that the Conservative Government of the 1980s did not repeal 
opt-in is a straw man argument. The Thatcher and Major Governments made ten 
substantives changes to primary legislation affecting trade unions and industrial action.23 
This included overhauling the law on political funds, which the Labour Party of the time 
vehemently opposed. It was not until the election of Tony Blair as Labour Party leader that 
[ŀōƻǳǊ ŎŀƳŜ ǘƻ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǿƛǘƘ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴ legislation. By contrast, under the 
current Labour leadership, the Labour Party not only opposes this Trade Union Bill but also 
wishes to rip up the broader 1980s trade union reforms.24  

 

9. Moreover, as we outline later in this submission ς the Conservative Government in 1984 
left open the prospect of legislating for contracting-in if the trade unions did  meet certain 
conditions on transparency on opt-out. We will show that these have not been met.  

 
Trade union political levy ς the case for reform 
 
10. Trade unƛƻƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǊƻƭŜ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀȅ ƛƴ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ ōǳǘ 

this must be matched by transparency, with union members able to choose clearly if they 
want to pay for political campaigning. With opt-in rather than opt-out, there is no change 
to the underlying policy intent of asking union members to make a choice. But we believe 
that this should be an active choice, with prior consent. UK trade unions have had no 
practical problem with operating this opt-in system in Northern Ireland since 1927. 
Introducing contracting-in would empower four million individual union members, 
ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ 

 
11. Our analysis of union membership forms has found that 7 out of 10 trade unions with 

political funds in Great Britain make no reference at all to the right to opt-out on their 
membership forms. Only 1 in 10 provide a clear choice on the opt-out. The remainder only 
mention the opt-out in tiny small print, and require joining members to write in separately 
in order to opt-out; they fail to provide an opt-out tick box. A full breakdown is listed in 
Annex 1. A few unions may bury information on the political fund in the depths of their 
ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ ȅŜǘ ǎǳŎƘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƴƻǘ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ Ψŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŀƭŜΩ ǿƘen the member 
signs a contract with the union and authorises the financial transaction of a direct debit or 
payroll deduction. 

 

12. The same unions do provide an opt-out tick box for data protection law. One must ask why 
an opt-out box can be included for data protection legislation but the unions seem unable 
to provide one on the same form for trade union legislation. We would observe that 
forthcoming revisions to data protection legislation (from the re-cast of an EU Directive) 

                                            
23 Employment Act 1980; Employment Act 1982; Trade Union Act 1984; Public Order Act 1986; Employment Act 1988; 
Employment Act 1989; Employment Act 1990; Trade Union & Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992; Trade Union Reform 
and Employment Rights Act 1993; Employment Rights Act 1996. 

24 Jeremy Corbyn quoted in Daily TelegraphΣ άWŜǊŜƳȅ /ƻǊōȅƴ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ΨƳƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǳƴƛƻƴǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǎŎǊŀǇ ¢ƘŀǘŎƘŜǊƛǘŜ ŀƴǘƛ-strike 
ƭŀǿǎέΣ но {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нлмрΦ ¢ƘŜ ¢¦/Ωǎ ǎƻ-called Trade Union Freedom Bill is supported by John McDonnell and Jeremy Corbyn.  



Conservative Partyñwritten evidence (TUP0023) 

are likely to require opt-in to ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦŀǳƭǘ ǘŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘΣ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ άǎƛƭŜƴŎŜΣ ǇǊŜ-
ǘƛŎƪŜŘ ōƻȄŜǎ ƻǊ ƛƴŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘέΦ25 We would 
correspondingly argue that the absence of an opt-out box effectively deprives members of 
their right to contract-out. 
 

13. Such misleading selling practices on opt-out would be classed as illegal under consumer 
protection law ς ŀǎ άƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ōȅ ƻƳƛǎǎƛƻƴέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƪƛƴ ǘƻ ǎŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŀ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ 
optional warranty, but bundling the warranty into the overall price, and not mentioning the 
warranty is voluntary. It is a misleading a practice as the Payment Protection Insurance 
misselling undertaken by many banks over the last decade.  

 

14. Indeed, the Consumer Contracts (Information, Cancellation and Additional Charges) 
Regulations 2013 ban the opt-out selling of any product which commits the consumer to 
additional payments under a contract.26 The Financial Conduct Authority is intending to ban 
opt-out selling in financial services markets (where it is not already covered by the 
consumer regulations), and move to an opt-in regime.27 We believe a strong case can be 
made that such consumer protection laws should cover the sale and marketing of trade 
union membership, given it is essentially a service aimed at individuals. The Trade Union 
Bill delivers this consumer protection in relation to the sale of political funds through the 
opt-in provisions. 

 

15. The recent Etherington review into the regulation of fundraising by charities recommended 
the use of opt-ƛƴΥ ά/ƘŀǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƻƴƻǊǎΣ ǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 
they will revƛŜǿ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ŀŘƻǇǘ ŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ΨƻǇǘ ƛƴΩ ƻƴƭȅ 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ28 Such recommendations are clearly guiding and relevant to the 
consideration of the regulation of fundraising by trade unions. 

 

16. In light of such the current deceptive, rip-off practices by most unions, we believe that the 
fair and simple solution would be to introduce the tried-and-tested system of opt-in (as 
operates in Northern Ireland). Of course, one could legislate to spell out that an opt-out 
box was visibly provided on membership forms. Yet we would argue that opt-in would 

                                            
25 wŜŎƛǘŀƭ нр ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ 5ŀǘŀ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΥ ά/ƻƴǎŜƴǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ōȅ ŀƴȅ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ 
method enabling a freely given specific and informed indication of the data subject's wishes, either by a statement or by a clear 
affirmative action by the data subject, ensuring that individuals are aware that they give their consent to the processing of 
personal data, including by ticking a box when visiting an Internet website or by any other statement or conduct which clearly 
indicates in this context the data subject's acceptance of the proposed processing of their personal data. Silence or inactivity 
ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘΦέ 

26 wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ пл ǎǘŀǘŜǎΥ άόмύ ¦ƴŘŜǊ ŀ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ǘǊŀŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊΣ ƴƻ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ payable in addition to the 
ǊŜƳǳƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀŘŜǊΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǳƴƭŜǎǎΣ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ōƻǳƴŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀŘŜǊ 
ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊΩǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘΦ όнύ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘ όƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ōŜύ ŦƻǊ the purposes of this 
paragraph if consent is inferred from the consumer not changing a default option (such as a pre-ǘƛŎƪŜŘ ōƻȄ ƻƴ ŀ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜύΦέ 

27 άCƻǊƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǳƴ-tick a box at the end of a purchase is not making an informed choice. Our work shows that the opt-out 
model means too often consumers are buying a product when they have not been able to give any thought to whether or not 
ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ƛǘέ όFinancial Conduct Authority press release, 25 March 2015). 

28 Etherington et al, Regulating Fundraising for the Future, September 2015, p.63. 
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guarantee active and informed consent by union members on whether they wish to pay for 
political campaigning. It would avoid the possible evasion of the opt-out option being 
hidden or obscured in tiny small print; it would be financially detrimental to a union (it 
wanted to maximise its political fund) if it were to obscure an opt-in box. 

 

17. Contracting-in would also ensure that union members who do not wish to join a political 
fund receive a lower membership fee, and the monies saved are clearly visible. Parliament 
will rightly want to consider the administrative procedures by which opt-in should operate, 
yet the guidelines produced by the Northern Ireland Certification Officer are already 
understood by the majority of UK trade unions which operate in both Northern Ireland and 
Great Britain, and would involve minimal changes to IT systems. The Select Committee may 
want to compare and contrast the membership forms of specific unions ς in Great Britain 
and in Northern Ireland. 

 
18. Although trade unions must undertake a political fund ballot every 10 years, no facility is 

granted in that balloting process every decade to allow an individual member to opt-out as 
part of their process. The majoritarian view decides whether a political fund continues. We 
believe such ballots should operate in addition to an informed choice for individual 
members on whether to participate in that fund. 

 

19. In 1984, the Conservative Government explicitly told the trade unions that it was prepared 
to legislate for contracting-in in the future, if the TUC did not deliver full transparency and 
choice on opting-out. The Secretary of State, Tom King, explained to the Commons:  

 
ά¢ƻƳ YƛƴƎΥ Χ L ƳŀŘŜ ƛǘ ŎƭŜŀǊΣ ŀǎ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘatement, that the union members must avoid 
being unaware of their rights on the funds, and be able to exercise them freely. The 
statement requires the union to make it clear that its members do not even need a form 
to contract out. Under the 1913 Act, the members are required to contract out only in 
such form as is appropriate. Those are not the exact words, but the effect is that a form 
ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΧ L ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǇŜŀǘ ǿƘŀǘ L ǎŀƛŘ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳƛƴƎ 
our acceptance to the general secretary of the TUC. I wrote to Mr. Murray in the following 
terms: I must, of course, make it clear that the Government's decision not to proceed with 
ǎǳŎƘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ .ƛƭƭ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊƳ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¢¦/Ωǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ 
will in practice be effective. If it were not to prove effective then the Government must, 
of course, reserve its right to legislate to ensure that union members are fully aware of 
the choice ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƭȅ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƘƻƛŎŜΦέ29  
 

From the evidence we have show above, most unions have broken the letter and spirit of 
that TUC agreement, illustrating why opt-in legislation is now necessary. 

 
Effect of opt-in on political fund membership 
 
                                            
29 Hansard, 02 April 1984, Col. 753, emphasis added. 
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20. We disagree with the assertion by the Labour Party that contracting-in would have 
significant adverse effects on Labour Party funding. We believe their claims are 
ŜȄŀƎƎŜǊŀǘŜŘΦ [ŀōƻǳǊΩǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƭȅƛƴƎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ƳŜǊŜ м ƛƴ мл ƻŦ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴ 
members would pay the political levy under opt-in30 ς which is not borne out from the 
experience of Northern Ireland. Some unions in Northern Ireland routinely get over 80 per 
cent opt-in rates.31 If the Labour Party really do believe that opt-in rates in Great Britain 
would be so low, they are effectively admitting that almost 4 million union members are 
currently being ripped off by deceptive fundraising practices.  

 
21. Notwithstanding, at present, we would observe some unions have astonishingly small opt-

out rates. In Great Britain, in 2013-1432, only 1 single individual out of 336,736 members 
opted-out of NASUWT (0.0003 per cent). PCS had a 0.2 per cent opt-out rate, BECTU 0.6 
per cent and UNISON 0.7 per cent33. Unsurprisingly, none of these unions make any 
ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ƻǇǘ-out on their membership forms.  

 
22. The Labour Party does not operate in Northern Ireland and the political party system 

operates on different lines, so far less effort is made to sign union members up to a political 
levy and in order to drive party affiliation. On that basis, there is no reason why even higher 
opt-in rates cannot be achieved in Great Britain than Northern Ireland. It merely requires 
communication with members, persuading them of the merits of the political fund. This 
improved engagement would be beneficial to the democratic process. 

 
How political funds are spent 
 
23. The terms of reference of this Select Committee are excessively narrow by viewing political 

funds merely as funding for political parties. We would suggest that the Select Committee 
should also examine how monies from political funds go towards political campaigning 
other than through party donations. Of the 25 unions with political funds in Great Britain, 
10 are not affiliated to the Labour Party, and the remaining 15 will also fund political 
campaigning unconnected with the Labour Party.   

 
24. There is a lack of transparency over how such political funds are spent. Clause 11 of the Bill 

directly addresses this. Such transparency would assist union members in having an 
informed choice over whether to sign up to paying a political levy. This would build on the 
reporting reforms introduced by the Transparency of Lobbying, Non-Party Campaigning 
and Trade Union Administration Act 2014. 

 

                                            
30 Internal memos from the Labour Party cited in The Observer, мм WŀƴǳŀǊȅ нлмсΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳŎƘ ŜȄŀƎƎŜǊŀǘŜŘ άƳŜƳƻǎέ 
were designed to leak and be briefed to the media. 

31 85 per cent opt-in for POA and 82 per cent for RMT in 2013-14. The figures for 2014-15 were 100 per cent and 72 per cent 
respectively. 

32 Figures from Hansard, 9 June 2015, PQ 1755. 

33 UNISON on its membership form provides a choice of political fund ς Labour-affiliated or General Political. But there is 
absolutely no reference to the right to opt-out from either political fund in the first place. 
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25. Annex 2 to this submission lists examples of non-party political fund expenditure, based on 
some initial desk-based research. In particular, it illustrates union funding in relation to: 

¶ Supporting the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament. 

¶ Opposing sale of council housing. 

¶ Opposing out-sourced contracts in the public sector. 

¶ Opposing welfare reform. 

¶ Opposing Israel. 

¶ Funding a socialist think tank. 
 
26. aŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘƛƻǳǎΦ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŘŜǘŜǊǊŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ 

the British public; indeed, many manufacturing jobs depend on it. The public back reforms 
to benefits to reduce welfare dependency. The Right to Buy has allowed workers to get 
onto and move up the housing ladder. The right of Israel to defend itself from terrorism 
would be strongly supported by many, particularly amongst those of the Jewish faith.  

 
27. ²ƘŀǘŜǾŜǊ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǊƛǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǳƴǊŜŀǎƻƴable that union 

members are actively asked on whether they want their pay packets to support such 
ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴƛƴƎΦ Lǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǘƻ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘŀǎǘŜǎΦ CǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅΣ 
contracting-in is not an issue about Labour Party funding, rather it is about choice for 
consumers on whether they want their own money spent on politically contentious issues. 

 
The debate on party funding  
  
28. The Trade Union Bill makes no change to the way that trade unions may decide to affiliate 

and/or donate from their political funds to any political party. No restrictions are placed on 
ǳƴƛƻƴǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴȅ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ƭǳƳǇ ǎǳƳ Řƻƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
or donations based on individual affiliation fees.  
 

29. We would note that companies already have to get active consent of their shareholders 
each year to make a corporate donation, and this decision is made public in their annual 
accounts. The Labour Government legislated through the Political Parties Elections and 
Referendums Act 2000 to require companies to pass a shareholder approval resolution if 
they wish to make donations, above a threshold, to a political party. 
 

30. ¢ƘŜ .ƛƭƭΩǎ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘ ƻǇǘ-in are entirely different to the suggestions in the 
Committee on Standards in Public Life report. The 2011 report proposed that union 
members opt-in to any affiliation fee to a political party. This affiliation opt-in would be 
additional and quite separate to the continuing process of opt-out for any member wishing 
to join a trade union political fund.34 Opponents of the Bill have wrongly conflated the two 

                                            
34 ¢ƘŜ /{t[ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜŘΥ ΨLƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǳƴƛƻƴǎ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘŜŘ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ Ǉƻǎƛǘive decision 
ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ [ŀōƻǳǊ tŀǊǘȅΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƻǇǘ ƛƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŦŜŜΧ Lǘ ǎhould 
be clear that the union or other affiliated body is simply collecting the affiliation fee on the part of the parǘȅΧ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘΣ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŘŜŎƛŘŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ƻǇǘ ƛƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŦŜŜΧ ¢ƘŜ 
cap would still apply to any other donations made by unions or other affiliated bodies on top of affiliation feesΧ ¢ƘŜ 
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ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ .ƛƭƭ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ΨŎƘŜǊǊȅ-ǇƛŎƪΩ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻm the Committee on Standard 
in Public Life, because contracting-in to political funds was never a recommendation of the 
Committee. 
 

31. CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ нлмп [ŀōƻǳǊ tŀǊǘȅ ά/ƻƭƭƛƴǎέ ǊŜŦƻǊƳǎΣ Da. ŀƴŘ ¦ƴƛǘŜ ƴƻǿ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ 
opt-in tick box on membership forms asking whether the union member wishes to affiliate 
to the Labour Party. This was an initiative of the Labour Party, not the (Coalition) 
Government. But neither the GMB or Unite forms have any mention of there being an opt-
out from the political levy. In that context, the 2014 Labour Party reforms are irrelevant to 
the Trade Union Bill. The reforms included by the Labour Party in 2014 do not add any 
transparency to informed choices on paying the political levy. At most, the Labour changes 
of 2014 are little different to the existing Unison practice of giving two choices of Political 
Fund to sign up to; Unison still fails to mention at all that their political levy is optional on 
the membership form. 

 

32. An affiliation opt-in is something we support (as indicated on page 49 of the Conservative 
election manifesto) ς asking a union member if they wish to join a political party and have 
a vote in their elections. But this Bill is not about such a proposal. It does not seek to change 
the way that the Labour Party signs up its members. Affiliation fees should not be confused 
with the political levy. 

 
33. There is a danger of giving far too much weight to the 2011 report, which is in a long line 

of assorted reports on the issue of party funding. The Committee on Standards in Public 
[ƛŦŜΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ нлмм ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƻōǘŀƛƴ ŎǊƻǎǎ-party consent amongst the political 
parties, and indeed, it had dissenting opinions in its own report.35 For assorted reasons, 
Labour, Liberal Democrats and Conservatives disagreed with the repoǊǘΩǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎΦ 
Hence, contrary to the implication of the resolution setting of this Select Committee, the 
report did not and does not represent a basis on which to reform party funding legislation. 
We would also observe that the Committee on Standards in Public Life in its 1998 report 
(the Neill Committee) took a lead from the 1997 Labour Party election manifesto.36 For 
obvious reasons, the 2011 report fails to reflect the 2015 Conservative election manifesto 
and the election of a majority Conservative Government. 

 
34. Any broader package of reform on party funding which involved a cap on donations would 

also need to consider issues such as state funding. Given the need to pay off the deficit left 
by the last Labour Government, the Conservative Party does not believe there is a case for 
more state funding ς savings need to be made to the cost of politics. Indeed, as then Deputy 
tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΣ bƛŎƪ /ƭŜƎƎΣ ǎŀƛŘ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ нлмм [ƛŦŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΥ ά¢ƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 

                                            
ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŀƴȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƻǇǘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǳƴƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ 
fundsΩ ό/{t[Σ Political Party Finance, November 2011, pp.66-68, emphasis added). The Trade Union Bill does not do this. 

35 Outlined in Appendix 8 of the 2011 report. 

36 As set out in Committee on Standards in Public Life, The Funding of Political Parties in the United Kingdom, October 1998, 
p.15-16. 
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believe that the case cannot be made for greater state funding of political parties at a time 
ǿƘŜƴ ōǳŘƎŜǘǎ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ǎǉǳŜŜȊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅΦέ37 
We believe that this remains the case. The issue of contracting in/out on trade union 
political funds is not and should not be contingent on state funding of political parties.  

 
35. The assorted inter-party party funding talks over the last decade have failed to reach any 

consensus ς not least since they have focused on controversial and complex structural 
changes. Party funding reform has become the embodiment of Waiting for Godot. 
Notwithstanding our aspirations towards a comprehensive settlement, we would 
practically suggest that ς entirely separate to this Bill ς there may be smaller reforms that 
could command some broad support, rather than trying and failing to achieve an all-or-
ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎΣ ΨōƛƎ ōŀƴƎΩ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴΦ  

 
36. There is a recognition across all parties that we should actively encourage more, smaller 

donations from wider audiences. As part of a broader approach of promoting giving to good 
causes, the Government may wish to review how it could remove excessive regulation 
which makes it harder to fundraise, particular in relation to raising funds online from small 
donors. The Government could even support some pilot schemes to trial innovation and 
best practice in online giving; this would not have to require changes to legislation. 

 
37. Online fundraising reforms could potentially involve tax relief on small donations, as 

originally recommended by the Committee on Standards in Public Life in 1998, using the 
existing Gift Aid mechanisms. Such a cost could be funded by corresponding savings to the 
cost of politics elsewhere, so it would be neutral to the public purse, given the priority of 
deficit reduction. Such grassroots fundraising would encourage public engagement and 
ǿƛŘŜƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ōŀǎŜΣ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ όƻǘƘŜǊ 
than those that commanded the most public support). 

 
38. However, such considerations are entirely separate from this Trade Union Bill; they could 

instead be taken forward by the Cabinet Office through a discussion paper. The very act of 
trying to conflate such an issue with trade union law makes it less likely that such positive 
reforms would ever get off the ground.  

 
Lƴ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴΣ ǿŜ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊŀŘŜ ¦ƴƛƻƴ .ƛƭƭΩǎ ǊŜŦƻǊƳǎ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƻŘ ŦƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎŜ ƻŦ 
disruption caused by trade union militancy, and good for four million trade union workers by 
enhancing their consumer rights. Subject to Parliamentary scrutiny, the majority Conservative 
Government has a clear mandate to deliver on its promises to the British public. 
 
I hope this clearly sets out our position.  
 
Yours faithfully, 
 

                                            
37 Hansard, 23 November 2011, Col. 25WS. 
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Simon Day 
Chief Executive Officer & Registered Treasurer 
Conservative Party 
 
 
 

[Annexes overleaf] 
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ANNEX 1: MEMBERSHIP FORMS ANALYSIS 
 
The table below outlines what information about the political levy is placed on union 
membership forms (trade unions in Great Britain, as of January 2016). 
 

Unions with 
political funds 

Opt-out 
mention? 

Notes 

Association of 
Revenue and 

Customs 
yes (clear) Genuine opt-out box with clear cost of political levy 

Educational 
Institute of 
Scotland 

yes (clear) Genuine choice 

Musicians Union yes 
Opt-out buried in 1 page of tiny print, and no tick 
box ς member must write separately to opt out 

National Union of 
Teachers 

yes 
Opt-out in tiny print, and no tick box - member must 
write separately to opt out 

POA yes 
Opt-out in tiny print, and no tick box - member must 
write separately to opt out 

Union of Shop 
Distributive and 
Allied Workers 

(USDAW) 

yes 
Opt-out in tiny print, and no tick box - member must 
write separately to opt out 

Associated Society 
of Locomotive 
Engineers and 

Firemen (ASLEF) 

no no reference at all 

Bakers Food and 
Allied Workers 

Union 
no no reference at all 

Broadcasting 
Entertainment 
Cinematograph 

and Theatre 
Union (BECTU) 

no no reference at all 

Communication 
Workers Union 

(CWU) 
no no reference at all 

Community no no reference at all 

Fire Brigades 
Union 

no no reference at all 

GMB no separate tick box on supporting Labour Party 
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Unions with 
political funds 

Opt-out 
mention? 

Notes 

National 
Association of 
Schoolmasters 

Union of Woman 
Teachers 

(NASUWT) 

no no reference at all 

National Union of 
Rail Maritime and 

Transport 
Workers (RMT) 

no no reference at all 

Prospect no no reference at all 

Public and 
Commercial 

Services Union 
no no reference at all 

Transport Salaried 
Staffs Association 

(TSSA) 
no no reference at all (based on online form) 

Union of 
Construction,  

Allied Trades and 
Technicians 

no no reference at all 

UNISON: The 
Public Service 

Union 
no choice of two political funds, but no opt-out 

Unite the Union no 
separate tick box on supporting Labour Party on 
some forms 

Unity no merged with GMB - referred to GMB joining page 

University and 
College Union 

no 
political levy rate is listed at end, but no mention of 
opt-out 

National 
Association of 

Colliery  Deputies 
and Shotfirers 

(NACODS) 

n/a no reference to membership on website 

National Union of 
Mineworkers 

n/a no reference to membership on website 
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ANNEX 2: POLITICAL FUND EXAMPLES 
 
Unison Political Fund 
 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 
 

Unison is nationally affiliated with the CND (Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on 
February 2, 2016, link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on February 2, 
2016, link). 
 

Campaigning against Israel 
 

In June 2015, UNISON launched a campaign to lobby councils to divest their Local 
Government Pension Schemes from companies linked with the Israeli occupation of Palestine 
(A UNISON guide to pension fund engagement and divestment, link). 
 
Evidence political funded: Listed as an affiliated trade union to the Palestine Solidarity 
Campaign (PSC website, link). The PSC affiliation form requires a payment. 
 

Hope Not Hate 
ΨhǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ мл ȅŜŀǊǎ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ƻǳǊ political fund to campaign for Hope Not 
Hate ς ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦŜŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .bt ǘƻ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊƻǎƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ¦YLtΩ όElectoral 
Commission, accessed 2 February 2016, link). 
 
Evidence politically funded:  (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party 
Returns, accessed 2 February 2016; Unison, accessed 2 February 2016, link). 
 

Campaigns against Government cuts 
 

 ΨLƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊǎ ¦bL{hb Ƙŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘ ǘƻ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΣ ²ŀƭŜǎΣ 
Greater London and the North of England, lobbying vigorously for effective staff protection. 
It assisted in the peace process in Northern Ireland. It has also been used in campaigns against 
cuts, privatisation and attacks on the National Health Service and local government. It has 
ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ŀ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ .bt ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ όPolitical Funds Fact 
Sheet, accessed 3 February 2016, link). 
 

Unison: Campaign against housing sales 
 

 ΨMuch of the high profile political campaign work you see from UNISON is paid for by the 
DtCΦ .ǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ōƛƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ DtC ŦǳƴŘǎΦ !ƭƭ ǎƻǊǘǎ ƻŦ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ 

http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
http://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2015/06/On-line-Catalogue23247.pdf?bcsi_scan_20ba9603161b691b=1
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/information/other-organisations/affiliated-trade-unions/
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/
https://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2014/10/On-line-Catalogue224383.ppt
http://www.devoncountyunison.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/unison-political-funds-fact-sheet1.pdf
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ŀƴŘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜΥ Χ /ŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ 
council housing sell-ƻŦŦΦΩ όUnison South West, accessed 3 February 2016, link). 
 

Unite Political Fund 
 
Stop G4S 
 
ΨwŜŎŜƴǘƭȅΣ ¦ƴƛǘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ tƻƭƛŎŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴŜŘ ōȅ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƛǾŀǘƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
jobs. Front-line police staff could be outsourced to G4S. Disastrous for jobs, terms and 
conditions ς but also for the public as policing is weakened ς Unite campaigned against this. 
We polled the public. We organised demonstrations. We made it an issue during the Police 
Commissioner elections, asking candidates to sign a pledge against privatisation. We asked 
members to send postcards to candidates. We won. The plans to sell off the service were 
ŀōŀƴŘƻƴŜŘΦ ²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀ tƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ CǳƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭΩ όUnite the Union PFB Activists 
Guide, accessed 3 February 2016, link; Stop G4S campaign page, accessed 3 February 2016, 
link). 

 
Campaigning against Israel 
 

In July 2014, Unite resolve to campaign for boycott of goods produced by Israeli settlements 
and divest from any financial holdings in any companies or funds linked to the settlements 
(Unite press release, 11 July 2014, link). 
 
Evidence political funded: Listed as an affiliated trade union to the Palestine Solidarity 
Campaign (PSC website, link). The PSC affiliation form requires a payment. 

 
Hope not Hate 
 
Ψ¦ƴƛǘŜ ƛǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻΧƭƛƴƪ ǿƛth a support the campaigns by HOPE not Hate and Unite 
!Ǝŀƛƴǎǘ CŀǎŎƛǎƳΩ όUnite Policy Conference, 2 February 2016, link). 
 
ΨIn Barking, east London, in 2010, the extreme right BNP was waging a well-resourced 
campaign to win a Parliamentary seat for their leader Nick Griffin. Unite believed that a racist, 
Hitler-supporting party would be bad for our society and communities, bad for Barking and 
bad for our members. We campaigned against the BNP, mobilising our activists, and defeated 
Nick Griffin. This meant spending small amounts of money from the Political Fund to support 
the campaign. We could not mount this fight against racism if as a union we had not 
ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ǾƻǘŜŘ ¸Ŝǎ ǘƻ ŀ tƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ CǳƴŘΩ όUnite the Union PFB Activists Guide, accessed 3 
February 2016, link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; Unite Policy Conference, 2 February 2016, link). 
 

Save our NHS 

http://www.unisonsouthwest.org.uk/committees-groups/gpf.ashx
http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/5481_PFB_Activists_Guide_Final.-v2-May11-8615.pdf
http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/G4Sshort11-17591.pdf
http://www.unitetheunion.org/news/statement-of-solidarity-with-the-palestinian-people/
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/information/other-organisations/affiliated-trade-unions/
http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/Decisions%20of%20the%20Policy%20Conference%20201411-21375.pdf
http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/5481_PFB_Activists_Guide_Final.-v2-May11-8615.pdf
http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/Decisions%20of%20the%20Policy%20Conference%20201411-21375.pdf
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¦ƴƛǘŜ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ΨǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ bI{Σ ¢ƘŜ IŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ {ƻŎƛŀƭ /ŀǊŜ !Ŏǘ ώǿƘƛŎƘϐ 
has unleashed chaos into the health service. A full competitive market is trampling on 
cooperation and fragmenting service delivery, paving the way for private companies to cherry 
ǇƛŎƪ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇǊƻŦƛǘŀōƭŜ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘǎΩΦ 
 
Unite have produced a top tips sheet on how to lobby MPs on the Health and Social Care Act 
ŀƴŘ bI{ ǇǊƛǾŀǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ŀƛƳǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƭƻōōȅ atǎ ǘƻ ΨǇǳōƭƛŎƭȅ ǇƭŜŘƎŜ 
ǘƻ ōŀŎƪ ŀƴ bI{ ŦǊŜŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊƻŦƛǘΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ΨtƭŜŘƎŜ ǘƻ ǊŀƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜ {ŀǾŜ ƻǳǊ bI{ 
campaign in the Houses of Parliament by challenging the secretary of state and by raising 
ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳŜƴǘǎΩ όUnite the Union Website, accessed 2 February 2016, link).  
 
Evidence politically funded: Ψ²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀ tƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ CǳƴŘΣ ¦ƴƛǘŜ Ŏŀƴ Řƻ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘŜŦŜƴŘ ƻǳǊ 
bI{Ω όUnite the Union Political Fund Guide, accessed 3 February 2016, link).  
 

Stop Benefit Sanctions 
 

Unite coordinated protests, created a twitter campaign and launched a digital campaign 
seeking out banning consecutive sanctions. They created a petition against the government 
and issued a guide for members encouraging them to challenge sanctions (Unite the Union, 
accessed 2 February 2016, link).  
 
 ΨIƻǿ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛǘ ōŜ ƛŦ ǿŜ ƭƻǎǘ ƻǳǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘΚ We would be barred from spending 
any money at all on national campaigning activity which criticises the government of the day. 
Much of the campaigning we currently take for granted would no longeǊ ōŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘΩ (Unite 
the Union Political Fund Guide, accessed 3 February 2016, link).  
 

Stop TTIP 
 

Unite and USW [a US union] formed a group called Workers Uniting in 2008 calling for the 
TTIP to include a tax on financial transactions to support social programs. The statement also 
demands that the European Works Council directive, chemical safety standards, and other 
European social legislation be expanded to include American workers (Workers Uniting, 
accessed 2 February 2016, link).  
 

Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament  
 

The following UNITE unions are affiliated - North West Region, Unite London and Eastern 
Region and Unite North East, Yorkshire and Humberside have also affiliated.(Campaign for 
Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on February 2, 2016, link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on February 2, 
2016, link). 

http://www.unitetheunion.org/how-we-help/list-of-sectors/healthsector/healthsectorcampaigns/unite4ournhs/saveournhslobbyyourmp/saveournhswhatwewant/
http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/5481_pfb_activists_guide_final.-v2-may11-8615.pdf
http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/Guide%20Sanctions11-21537.pdf
http://www.unitetheunion.org/uploaded/documents/5481_pfb_activists_guide_final.-v2-may11-8615.pdf
http://www.workersuniting.org/doing
http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
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CLASS (Centre for Labour & Social Studies) 
 

In 2014-15, UNISON donated over £1,000 to CLASS (CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, 
link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, link). 
 

GMB Political Fund 
 

 ΨDa. ƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴ 
can campaign collectively on the issues important to them like NHS, rights at work, housing, 
ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ όGMB Newsroom, 9 July 2013, link). 

 
Hope not Hate 
 
ΨDa. ƛǎ ǇǊƻǳŘ ǘƻ ǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘΧƻǳǊ ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜǎ ŀǘ ŀƴǘƛ-racism organisation Hope not 
IŀǘŜΩ (GMB Website, 9 December 2015, link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; GMB Website, 9 December 2015, link). 
 

Campaigning against Israel 
 

In July 2013, the GMB voted to support boycott and divestment initiatives against Israeli 
settlements, and banned its members from visiting Israel on delegations organised by the 
Trade Union Friends of Israel (link). 
 
Evidence political funded: Listed as an affiliated trade union to the Palestine Solidarity 
Campaign (PSC website, link). The PSC affiliation form requires a payment. 

 
CLASS (Centre for Labour & Social Studies) 
 

In 2014-15, GMB donated over £1,000 to CLASS (CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, 
link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, link). 
 

National Union of Teachers Political Fund 
 
Hope not Hate 
 

http://classonline.org.uk/about
http://classonline.org.uk/about
http://www.gmb.org.uk/newsroom/gmb-ballot-on-political-fund
http://www.gmb.org.uk/newsroom/gmb-sponsor-hope-for-christmas-event
http://www.gmb.org.uk/newsroom/gmb-sponsor-hope-for-christmas-event
http://www.bdsmovement.net/2013/major-uk-union-votes-against-trade-union-friends-of-israel-11044
http://www.palestinecampaign.org/information/other-organisations/affiliated-trade-unions/
http://classonline.org.uk/about
http://classonline.org.uk/about
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ΨThis is the first general election at which the Union has a political fund and can explicitly 
campaign against the British National Party (BNP). At these elections there is a real danger 
that the BNP could take control of at least one local council and win their first parliamentary 
ǎŜŀǘΦ CƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ IƻǇŜ ƴƻǘ IŀǘŜΩ όTeachers, 2 February 2016, link).  
 
Evidence politically funded: (General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, accessed 2 February 
2016, link; Teachers, 2 February 2016, link). 
 

Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 
 

NUT is nationally affiliated with the CND (Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on 
February 2, 2016, link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on February 2, 
2016, link). 
 

CLASS (Centre for Labour & Social Studies) 
 

In 2014-15, NUT donated over £1,000 to CLASS (CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, 
link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, link). 
 

Communication Workers Union Political Fund 
 

 Ψ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ōȅ ƻǳǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ fund: 

¶ Save Our Royal Mail 

¶ Closing the Loopholes ς Justice for Agency Workers 

¶ /²¦ Ψ.ƛǘŜ-.ŀŎƪ /ŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΩ  

¶ YŜŜǇ ¢ƘŜ tƻǎǘ tǳōƭƛŎ /ƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ 5ŜƭƛǾŜǊƛƴƎΩ 
(CWU CCTV, accessed 3 February 2016, link). 

 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 
 

CWU is nationally affiliated with the CND (Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on 
February 2, 2016, link). 
 
Evidence politically funded:  (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party 
Returns, accessed 2 February 2016; Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on 
February 2, 2016, link). 
 

http://www.teachers.org.uk/makeyourmark
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/
http://www.teachers.org.uk/makeyourmark
http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
http://classonline.org.uk/about
http://classonline.org.uk/about
http://www.cwu-cctv.org/article.php?articleid=575
http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
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CLASS (Centre for Labour & Social Studies) 
 

CWU funds CLASS (CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, link). 
 

Fire Brigade Union Political Fund 
 
Ψ²Ŝ ƴŜŜŘ ƻǳǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǾƻƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘ ǘƻ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƻƴΥ 

- Attacks on our pensions 
- Pay and attacks on pay 
- Safety laws and standards 
- Cuts or investment in our service 
- Employment rights and compensation for those killed or injured 
- CƛǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŎǳŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ψ 
(FBU Political Fund, accessed 3 February 2016, link). 
 

No to Police & Crime Commissioner takeover 
 
¢ƘŜ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ƛƴǎƛǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨCƛǊŜŦƛƎƘǘŜǊǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘŀǊƛŀƴ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀƎŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƴƻǊ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƭŀǿ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜǊǎΦ CƛǊŜŦƛƎƘǘŜǊǎ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ 
produced literature advising members on how best to lobby their MPs (FBU Website, 
accessed 2 February 2016, link).  
 

Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 
 

FBU is nationally affiliated with the CND (Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on 
February 2, 2016, link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on February 2, 
2016, link). 
 

CLASS (Centre for Labour & Social Studies) 
 

FBU funds CLASS (CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, link). 

 
TSSA Political Fund 
 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 

http://classonline.org.uk/about
http://classonline.org.uk/about
http://www.southwestfbu.com/political-fund
https://www.fbu.org.uk/no-pcc-takeover
http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
http://classonline.org.uk/about
http://classonline.org.uk/about
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TSSA is nationally affiliated with the CND (Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on 
February 2, 2016, link). 

 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on February 2, 
2016, link). 
 

CLASS (Centre for Labour & Social Studies) 
 

In 2014-15, TSSA donated over £1,000 to CLASS (CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, 
link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, link). 
 

ASLEF Political Fund 
 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 
 

ASLEF is nationally affiliated with the CND (Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on 
February 2, 2016, link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, accessed on February 2, 
2016, link). 
 

CLASS (Centre for Labour & Social Studies) 
 

In 2014-15, ASLEF donated over £1,000 to CLASS (CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, 
link). 
 
Evidence politically funded: (Electoral Commission, General Election 2015 Third Party Returns, 
accessed 2 February 2016; CLASS Online, accessed 2 February 2016, link). 

 
12 February 2016 
  

http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
http://classonline.org.uk/about
http://classonline.org.uk/about
http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
http://cnduk.org/about/item/1154
http://classonline.org.uk/about
http://classonline.org.uk/about
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Simon Crampτwritten evidence (TUP0034) 
 
Via the portal re clause 10 and 11  
 
I am a disabled person who is also a member of the a union  
 
In answer to the question posed yes of course it will have a impact to the polticial parties . if if 
the bill is spossed to be so far  
 

1. ²Ƙȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ government cut or restrict heage funds as non guntree income  

2. Prositiute all banks that provide funding to parities that have casue or are part of the 

banking fisco re the credit crunch  

3.  And finally that the tories with the labour party and other parties do get party funding 

but that special adviser are cut by 50 per cent for the next 30 years as the public should 

not have to pay for adviser when everyone else who is poor struggling  

Simon cramp 
15/02/2016 
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Sue Dockettτwritten evidence (TUP0015) 
Whether you join a union and which union you join is a matter of choice. You can choose to join 
a trade union which is affiliated to labour, not affiliated or choose not to join a trade union at 
all. If you choose to join a union which is affiliated you can choose whether or not you want to 
pay into a political levy which goes to the Labour party.  
 
Given the common knowledge of the link between trade unions it is not beyond the reasonable 
wit of someone considering joining to ask if any of their subs will be donated to Labour and 
what to do if not. I would suggest that when someone chooses to join a union that donates to 
the labour party it is reasonable to assume they are so doing in the knowledge that they may be 
donating to the Labour Party. The onus therefore reasonably shifts to the individual who feels 
strongly about that to ask how they can avoid doing so. 
 
In the recent past 2 unions have disaffiliated from Labour with one of those recently choosing 
to re-affiliate. It is therefore clearly reasonably possible for members to choose to affiliate or 
disaffiliate or even to affiliate to another political party through the normal democratic decision 
making procedures of the union. Given that many ǳƴƛƻƴ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǾƻǘŜ [ŀōƻǳǊ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ 
be said to be beyond the reasonable ability of members to disaffiliate their union or to affiliate 
to another political party. 
 
My own union UNISON asks on the application form if they wish to opt in to the affiliated or 
general political fund. Why should these union members be required opt in again? 
 
The reality of the situation is therefore: 
 

1. There is no pressure from union members who do not support the Labour party to seek 

any legal changes to the status quo. 

2. Union support for Labour is very transparent. 

3. There are plenty of opportunities within the rules and procedures of unions for 

ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǇǇȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǳƴƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ 

party to achieve change. 

4. There are no impediments for members wishing not have part of their subscription 

donated to Labour. 

5. It is reasonable to presume where someone chooses to join a union affiliated to Labour 

and chooses not to opt out that they are feely assenting to a small part of their subs 

being used to support the Labour Party whether or not they would actually choose to 

make a donation by other means. 

6. Where opt in arrangements already exist these should not be disturbed by legislation. 

 
Given the reality of the situation there is no basis for the government and the law to intervene 
in internal union affairs in this way. It clearly is a piece of vindictive legislation aimed at 
undermining opposition to the conservative party. It has to be viewed in connection with the 
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/ƘŀƴŎŜƭƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜŎƛsion on short funding which is again determined to undermine opposition to 
the government. As such it is an attack on our democracy. Should this legislation be passed it 
would become a stain on our parliament and democratic traditions. 
I urge all peers, whatever their party affiliation or none, to use whatever means at their 
disposal to prevent this section of the TU Bill from becoming law. 
 
11 February 2016 
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Electoral Commissionτwritten evidence (TUP0030) 
9ƭŜŎǘƻǊŀƭ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ŀǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊ 

1.1 The Electoral Commission is an independent regulator established by the UK Parliament 
in 2000, following the Fifth Report of the Committee on Standards in Public Life (CSPL). We 
want to see transparency in party and election finance, with high levels of compliance. The 
organisations and individuals that we regulate under the Political Parties, Elections and 
Referendums Act 2000 (PPERA) include political parties, non-party campaigning38 organisations 
at elections, registered campaigners at referendums, and other political actors including 
individual members of political parties, holders of elected office, and associations of party 
members.  

1.2 Our statutory functions under PPERA include:  

¶ receiving, analysing and publishing information about party donations and campaign 
spending  

¶ advising those we regulate on how to comply with the law and what the rules mean for 
their campaigning plans  

¶ monitoring compliance   

¶ dealing with possible breaches of the rules  
 
1.3 We also have responsibilities relating to the compliance of candidates at elections under 
the Representation of the People Act (RPA) 1983, but breaches are dealt with by the police.  

1.4 This response to the House of Lords Select Committee on Trade Union Political Funds and 
Political Party Funding explains how PPERA and our regulatory role relate to trade unions. We 
regulate donations given by trade unions to political parties and other organisations and 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ tt9w!Φ  ²Ŝ Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴǎΩ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŎŀǊǊȅ 
out election or referendum campaigns intended to influence voters and promote parties, 
candidates or outcomes (as set out in the Parts of PPERA which cover non-party campaigning at 
elections or referendum campaigning). 

Data on donations and campaign spending 

1.5 We hold and publish data that is required to be submitted to us under PPERA. Registered 
political parties are required to report to us about their donations, election campaign spending 
and annual accounts. We also publish information about campaign spending by non-party 
campaigners at elections and campaigners at referendums, and donations towards that 
spending. In addition, we publish records of donations given to regulated individuals, such as 
holders of elected office, and political party members and associations of party members. 

                                            
38 ²Ŝ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ Ψƴƻƴ-ǇŀǊǘȅ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴŜǊΩ ǘƻ ŘŜscribe individuals or organisations regulated under part 6 of PPERA and 
ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨǘƘƛǊŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ !ŎǘΦ 
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Charts of relevant donations and spending 
1.6 ¢ƘŜ {ŜƭŜŎǘ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ Ƙŀǎ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴǎΩ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ [ŀōƻǳǊ 
tŀǊǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƪƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ōȅ ǳƴƛƻƴǎΦ  CƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ 
first charts in the appendix set out information about reported donations to political parties 
registered in Great Britain from trade unions and other types of donors. The other charts show 
reported donations to registered non-party campaigners from trade unions and information 
about reported campaign spending by trade unions at recent elections.  

Further information available from the Electoral Commission website in visualisations and 
online registers 
1.7 Further information about donations, loans, campaign spending and annual accounts 
regulated under PPERA can be accessed through our website.  We publish a range of 
visualisations on our website. These interactive charts can be adjusted by the user to focus on 
particular campaigners, types of donors and date ranges.  

¶ Overview charts of reported donations and loans to political parties are available at 
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-subject/political-parties-
campaigning-and-donations/donations-and-loans-to-political-parties/overview-of-
donations-and-loans-since-2001  
 

¶ Overview charts of reported party campaign spending at previous elections are available 
at http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-subject/political-
parties-campaigning-and-donations/political-party-spending-at-elections/details-of-
party-spending-at-previous-elections  
 

¶ Overview charts of reported non-party campaigner spending at previous elections are 
available at http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-
subject/political-parties-campaigning-and-donations/non-party-campaign-spending-
and-donations-at-elections/details-of-non-party-campaign-spending-at-previous-
elections  
 

1.8 All of this data is also available to view as itemised records through the  
PEF Online searchable register at http://search.electoralcommission.org.uk/   

http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-subject/political-parties-campaigning-and-donations/donations-and-loans-to-political-parties/overview-of-donations-and-loans-since-2001
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-subject/political-parties-campaigning-and-donations/donations-and-loans-to-political-parties/overview-of-donations-and-loans-since-2001
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-subject/political-parties-campaigning-and-donations/donations-and-loans-to-political-parties/overview-of-donations-and-loans-since-2001
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-subject/political-parties-campaigning-and-donations/political-party-spending-at-elections/details-of-party-spending-at-previous-elections
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-subject/political-parties-campaigning-and-donations/political-party-spending-at-elections/details-of-party-spending-at-previous-elections
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-subject/political-parties-campaigning-and-donations/political-party-spending-at-elections/details-of-party-spending-at-previous-elections
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-subject/political-parties-campaigning-and-donations/non-party-campaign-spending-and-donations-at-elections/details-of-non-party-campaign-spending-at-previous-elections
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-subject/political-parties-campaigning-and-donations/non-party-campaign-spending-and-donations-at-elections/details-of-non-party-campaign-spending-at-previous-elections
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-subject/political-parties-campaigning-and-donations/non-party-campaign-spending-and-donations-at-elections/details-of-non-party-campaign-spending-at-previous-elections
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/find-information-by-subject/political-parties-campaigning-and-donations/non-party-campaign-spending-and-donations-at-elections/details-of-non-party-campaign-spending-at-previous-elections
http://search.electoralcommission.org.uk/
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The regulatory requirements under PPERA 

Donations and loans 
1.9 PPERA places obligations on the recipients of donations and loans valued over £500, but 
not on the donor or lender. Examples of regulated donations include gifts of money or other 
property, sponsorship, subscription or affiliation payments and free or specially discounted use 
of property or facilities. 

1.10 Registered political parties are only permitted to accept donations and loans from 
permissible UK-based sources39. Other registered campaigners must follow similar rules in 
relation to the sources of donations towards their regulated campaign spending. Political 
parties must provide quarterly reports on donations and loans that they have received and 
accepted. Other registered campaigners must provide reports on funding towards their 
campaigns after the relevant election or referendum, and are required to submit reports before 
some polls. Donations given by trade unions could be accepted and reported under PPERA by 
political parties or by other regulated individuals or organisations, such as party members or 
another trade union registered as a non-party campaigner. 

1.11 The Select Committee has sought information on how the proposed opt-in requirement 
for trade unions would compare with what other organisations are required to do if they make 
donations to political parties.  Whilst PPERA does not currently place any obligations on the 
donor or lender, other types of legislation currently do place obligations upon donors. For 
example, company law requires public companies to seek shareholder consent in certain 
situations but tƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜƳƛǘ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ƻǊ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ 
details of whether donor companies are public or private. 

1.12 The Political Parties and Elections Act 2009 included two provisions which would expand 
the requirements placed on political parties and add new responsibilities for donors under 
PPERA. It included a requirement for donors giving more than £7,500 to declare whether any 
other person has provided a benefit to them in connection with the donation. It also included a 
requirement for donors who are individuals giving more than £7,500 to declare that their tax 
ƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ άǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΣ ƻǊŘƛƴŀǊƛƭȅ 
ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƳƛŎƛƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YέΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿho are not 
domiciled in the UK for tax purposes, but who would otherwise be permissible donors because 
they are on an electoral register, from making donations. These two provisions have not been 
commenced so they are not in force.  We commented on the workability and enforceability of 
these proposed requirements in our 2013 Regulatory Review of Party and Election Finance on 
pages 40-4140. 

1.13 The changes proposed by clauses 10 and 11 of the Trade Union Bill would alter the 
working practice of trade unions, but do not appear to affect the obligations of any individual or 

                                            
39 Examples of permissible sources include individuals registered on a UK electoral register, UK-registered companies and UK-
registered trade unions. 
40 ! ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜ ƭŀǿǎΥ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ WǳƴŜ нлмо 
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/157499/PEF-Regulatory-Review-2013.pdf  

http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/157499/PEF-Regulatory-Review-2013.pdf
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organisation that receives donations from trade unions and is required to report them under 
PPERA. The Bill does not propose any consequential changes to PPERA or the regulatory remit 
of the Electoral Commission. We do not therefore have any direct comments on the workability 
of the proposals. The Select Committee has also sought information on the potential impact of 
the clauses. To assist with assessing this, the charts in the appendix provide illustrations of 
donations given by trade unions and other donors.  

Campaign spending 
1.14 PPERA requires registered political parties that are standing candidates at elections to 
submit a spending return after the poll.  It also requires non-party campaigners to register with 
the Electoral Commission if they intend to spend over specified sums of money on campaigning 
that can reasonably be regarded as intended to influence voters and affect the electoral success 
of political parties or candidates.   

1.15 The following trade unions are currently on the register of non-party campaigners41: 

 

¶ Communication Workers Union 

¶ UNISON: The Public Service Union 

¶ Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers (USDAW) 

¶ Fire Brigades Union 

¶ GMB 

¶ Unite the Union 

¶ National Union of Teachers 

¶ NASUWT The Teachers' Union 

¶ Educational Institute of Scotland 

¶ National Union of Rail, Maritime and Transport Workers 
 
1.16 The Select Committee has sought comments about the proposed requirement in clause 
11 of the Bill for unions to provide more details of their political expenditure in their annual 
accounts to the Certification Officer. Whilst we do not have any direct comments on the 
proposals relating to the Certification Officer, we note that trade unions are already required 
under PPERA to submit details of political expenditure that can reasonably be regarded as 
intended to influence voters and that costs over £20k in England or £10k in Scotland, Wales or 
Northern Ireland. We publish this information on our online registers.  

1.17 The Select Committee may wish to note this regulation of trade union political 
expenditure under PPERA, if considering in the round the regulatory requirements placed on 

                                            
41 Under PPERA, organisations included on the register of non-party campaigners may have registered in respect of campaign 
spending planned or incurred within the past 15 months, or in respect of spending that is intended in the future 
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ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŜƴŜǾŜǊ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ 
overlapping regulatory systems42. 

The development of the party funding rules  

1.18 The Select Committee has sought views on whether measures relating to party funding 
traditionally proceed only with the agreement of all parties. The Fifth and Thirteenth Reports of 
the Committee on Standards in Public Life (CSPL) present a summary of the major published 
reports over the past 40 years. 

1.19  The Fifth CSPL report published in October 1998, included a brief summary of five reports 
about funding of political parties over the twenty five years prior to its own considerations43. 
Several of these reports are referred to as cross-party or were undertaken by independent 
committees.  The 1998 report led to the Political Parties, Elections and Referendums Act, which 
received Royal Assent in January 2ллл ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŦƻǊ 
party political finance and us as the Electoral Commission. 

1.20 We contributed to the ongoing debate on the nature of the regulatory regime for political 
finance, through our 2004 report, The Funding of Political Parties and a set of principles we 
ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ нллс ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ {ƛǊ IŀȅŘŜƴ tƘƛƭƭƛǇǎΩ ǊŜǾƛŜǿΦ ¢ƘŜ IŀȅŘŜƴ tƘƛƭƭƛǇǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ 
2006 considered the case for introducing limits on party political donations, and led to cross-
party talks which ended without agreement in 2007. 

1.21 The PPERA regulatory system was strengthened in 2006 and 2009.  The 2006 reforms 
were originally proposed by the Constitutional Affairs Select Committee and were followed by 
the Electoral Administration Act 2006, which made loans subject to the same transparency 
rules as donations, whether or not made on commercial terms. In 2007, the CSPL published its 
Eleventh Report, recommending changes to our regulatory role and powers and these were 
implemented through the Political Parties and Elections Act 2009. These changes gave us access 
to new investigatory and sanctioning powers in respect of PPERA offences from December 
2010, to help us to secure compliance particularly in respect of breaches of the law that do not 
warrant criminal prosecution44. 

1.22 ¢ƘŜ /{t[Ωǎ ¢ƘƛǊǘŜŜƴǘƘ wŜǇƻǊǘ άtƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜΥ 9ƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōƛƎ ŘƻƴƻǊ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜέ ǿŀǎ 
published in 2011. We contributed to this review by commenting on our experience as the 
regulator and supporting the CSPL secretariat with analysis of fƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŘŀǘŀΦ ¢ƘŜ /{t[Ωǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ 
ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŀ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜ ƻŦ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ƛǘǎ ŀƛƳ ōȅ άǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ŀƴȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 
donor can give, reducing the amount the parties need to raise by limiting their expenditure, 

                                            
42 Prior to the May 2015 UK Parliamentary general election and the May 2016 elections to the Scottish Parliament, National 
Assembly for Wales and the Northern Ireland Assembly, the Electoral Commission has worked with trade union representative 
bodies and with charity regulators and charity representative bodies to advise on the practicalities of organisations being 
regulated by two regulatory systems 
43 /{t[Ωǎ CƛŦǘƘ wŜǇƻǊǘΣ ǇŀƎŜǎ мф-нлΥ άtǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ƻƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎέ 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/336870/5thInquiry_FullReport.pdf  
44 Electoral Commission submission to CSPL inquiry into ending the big donor culture, October 2010, 
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/106142/Party-funding-The-Electoral-Commissions-
submission-to-the-Committee-on-Standards-in-Public-Life.pdf  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/336870/5thInquiry_FullReport.pdf
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/106142/Party-funding-The-Electoral-Commissions-submission-to-the-Committee-on-Standards-in-Public-Life.pdf
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/106142/Party-funding-The-Electoral-Commissions-submission-to-the-Committee-on-Standards-in-Public-Life.pdf
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[and] providing funds from a source which does not risk improper influence, meaning the public 
ǇǳǊǎŜέ45.   

1.23 CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /{t[Ωǎ ¢ƘƛǊǘŜŜƴǘƘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ 5ŜǇǳǘȅ 
Prime Minister Nick Clegg launched talks with representatives of the Conservative, Labour and 
Liberal 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎέ46. These talks began in 2012 and continued into 2013 but did not 
reach agreement.  

1.24 In July 2013, the Coalition Government introduced the Transparency of Lobbying, Non 
Party Campaigning and Trade Union Administration Bill in Parliament. Part 2 of this Bill 
proposed changes to the regulation of non-party campaigners originally established by PPERA 
in 2000. The Bill did not undergo pre-legislative scrutiny but was considered by a number of 
Parliamentary committees during its passage through Parliament. The Act was passed in 
January 2014 and included a provision for a statutory post-election review to report not more 
than 18 months after the date of the first UK parliamentary general election47. Lord Hodgson of 
Astley Abbotts has been appointed to carry out this review and is expected to report in 2016. 

1.25 On 22 July 2015, Lord Bew the current Chair of the CSPL, wrote to the Conservative Party 
leader and Prime Minister David Cameron and leaders of five opposition political parties. 
Following the 2015 ¦Y tŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ Ƙƛǎ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŦƻǊ άŀƭƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
main political parties to re-convene those cross party talks to look again at the reforms needed 
to bring greater integrity into the funding of our political parties48Φ [ƻǊŘ .ŜǿΩǎ letter called for a 
wider range of parties to be involved in future talks than has previously been the case.  

 

                                            
45 CSPL Thirteenth Report: Political Party Finance: ending the big donor culture, November 2011 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/political-party-finance-ending-the-big-donor-culture  
46 ../ bŜǿǎΣ άbŜǿ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘŀƭƪǎ ōŜƎƛƴέ мм !ǇǊ нлмн  
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-17677195  
47 Transparency of Lobbying, Non Party Campaigning and Trade Union Administration Act, s39 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2014/4/section/39/enacted  
48 Letters to the leaders of the Conservative Party, Labour Party, Liberal Democrat Party, UK Independence Party, the Green 
Party and the Scottish Nationalist Party https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cspl-chairs-letters-to-party-leaders-
calling-for-reform-of-political-party-finance  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/political-party-finance-ending-the-big-donor-culture
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-17677195
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2014/4/section/39/enacted
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cspl-chairs-letters-to-party-leaders-calling-for-reform-of-political-party-finance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cspl-chairs-letters-to-party-leaders-calling-for-reform-of-political-party-finance
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Chart 2 
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Chart 3 
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Chart 4  

 
 
Donations were reported by registered non-party campaigners 
Hope Not Hate, Unite Against Fascism, Fabian Society and Centre for Labour & Social Studies 
(CLASS) 
 
 
Chart 5 
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Electronic voting (e-voting) is not used for major statutory elections and referendums in the 
UK. Electors at UK elections, including United Kingdom general elections, elections to 
devolved parliaments and assemblies, elections to the European Parliament, local elections, 
mayoral elections and Police and Crime Commissioner elections may vote in person at a 
polling station, by post or by proxy, but not online. 
 
Some organisations, including certain mutual organisations and membership organisations, 
do, however, allow voting using electronic channelǎΦ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ мп ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ άƘŀǾŜ ǳǎŜŘ 
internet voting for binding political elections or referendums, but Estonia is the only one to 
ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŜǘ ǾƻǘƛƴƎΦέ[1] 
 
The Commission believes that voter choice is important to encourage participation. 
However, the security of any proposal to introduce e-voting voting would need to be 
ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŀƴȅ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƻ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜ ƛǘΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ŝ-
ǾƻǘƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ŎƻƘŜǊŜƴǘ ƳƻŘŜǊƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘǊategy. 
 
Any modernised electoral system needs to be more reflective of how society engages with a 
range of other public services, and e-voting should be part of that conversation. Electronic 
and other new ways of voting have the potential to increase participation in the democratic 
process, and may also improve the efficiency of the administration of elections.  
 
In research published in 2003, the Commission found that there was significant demand for 
electronic voting. The research showed that more than half (55%) of English adults said that 
being offered e-voting in some form would encourage them to vote at the next local 
election. And the youngest group - 18-24 year olds - were most keen to try the new methods 
with three-quarters saying that e-voting would encourage them to participate. 
 
Voting via the internet was seen as most likely to encourage participation (41%) followed by 
text messaging (33%), electronic kiosks (30%) and digital TV (26%). 
 
However, it is clear that a number of barriers to nationwide e-voting remain. In 2007, the 
Government ran a range of electoral modernisation pilots at the local elections, including e-
voting. The Commission reported in May 2007[2] on all the electoral pilot schemes and 
found that, while the pilots had, on the face of it, been delivered successfully, there was an 
unnecessary high level of risk associated with all pilots and the levels of testing, security, 
reliability and quality assurance adopted were insufficient. There was a general lack of 
transparency around the technology and its use. 
 
Feedback on the e-voting pilots found that the internet voting channel was particularly well 
accepted by those who used it, with 87% describing the internet voting process as easy. 
Approximately 73% of all those polled and 87% of those who used internet voting wanted to 
see the provision continued at some or all elections in the future. 
 

                                            
[1] Digital Democracy Commission (2015) hǇŜƴ ¦ǇΗ wŜǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ 5ƛƎƛǘŀƭ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅ, p. 60. 
http://www.digitaldemocracy.parliament.uk/documents/Open-Up-Digital-Democracy-Report.pdf 
[2]http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/electoral_commission_pdf_file/0008/13220/Electronicvotingsum
marypaper_27194-20114__E__N__S__W__.pdf  

http://www.digitaldemocracy.parliament.uk/documents/Open-Up-Digital-Democracy-Report.pdf
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/electoral_commission_pdf_file/0008/13220/Electronicvotingsummarypaper_27194-20114__E__N__S__W__.pdf
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/electoral_commission_pdf_file/0008/13220/Electronicvotingsummarypaper_27194-20114__E__N__S__W__.pdf
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There were a greater number of usability problems with telephone voting. Although 67% 
described the telephone voting process as easy, around one third (32%) said they found the 
experience difficult. Nonetheless, approximately 66% of all electors polled and 85% of those 
who used telephone voting wanted to see the provision continued at some or all elections in 
the future. 
 
Candidates and agents, however, raised a number of concerns regarding e-voting. The main 
issue was that the internet voting systems were not open to scrutiny and relied almost 
entirely on trust.  
 
¢ƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘΣ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅ Ǉƛƭƻǘ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΥ 
 

¶ to ensure that the security and reliability of the remote e-voting process is sufficient 

¶ to increase the transparency of the solutions adopted to ensure continued 
stakeholder acceptance of the technology 

¶ for a centrally managed accreditation and certification process to provide 
independent assurance of e-voting solutions and to enable local authorities to make 
an informed choice regarding the use of appropriate technology 

 
We continue to call on the Government to bring forward proposals for a comprehensive 
electoral modernisation strategy, setting out how the wider use of technology in elections 
will ensure the achievement of transparency, public trust and cost effectiveness. 
 
12 February 2016 
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Summary of Electoral wŜŦƻǊƳ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎΥ 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ΨƻǇǘ-ƛƴΩ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ ƛǎ 
only one piece of the puzzle of party funding reform. Without the other pieces, this 
measure risks starting a tit-for-tat war between parties, thereby destabilising the party 
system, damaging the proper functioning of government, and worsening public 
perceptions of politics, parties and the way parties are financed. 

¶ We would only support the principle of an opt-in process on democratic grounds if 
measures to tackle the concentration of individual, company and business group 
donations are introduced at the same time. 

¶ Reforming the party funding system requires a whole range of measures and a 
transitional timetable, as indicated by the Committee on Standards in Public Life report 
on party funding. Tackling one aspect of this issue without tackling the rest makes little 
sense, both in policy and political terms. 

¶ We are concerned that clauses 10 and 11 as currently drafted would create 
unnecessarily high barriers for those trade union members who wish to opt into political 
funds. The requirement to give written notice as opposed to opting in through more 
traditional means ς such as use of a tick box ς could decrease the number of people 
participating in our democracy through donations to parties. 

Will clauses 10 and 11 of the Trade Union Bill have an impact on the finances of political 
parties? 

1. Clause 10 would make it unlawful to require a member of a union to contribute to a 
political fund unless he or she has indicated in writing a willingness to do so. This would 
change political fund contributions from an opt-out to an opt-in arrangement. The opt-in 
agreement would expire after five years, subject to the possibility of renewal.  

2. Clause 11 would require unions to publish details of political expenditure in their annual 
returns if this expenditure exceeds £2,000 per annum. The annual return must detail the 
amount spent on political objects and the recipient (s) of each item of expenditure. 

3. Clauses in the Trade Union Bill which introduce a stringent opt-in process to the political 
fund will have a significant impact on the finances of political parties ς  but importantly, not 
to all parties equally. We agree that an opt-in is an important part of cleaning up party 
funding, but it is one that should be embedded within wider reforms that deal with party 
funding equally across all parties and ensure a stable and sustainable footing for party 
funding in the future.  

4. There are serious problems with our system for funding political parties, and these need 
to be addressed. In our most recent polling research, 72% of the public agreed or strongly 
agreed ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ΨŎƻǊǊǳǇǘ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘΩ49. However, a 
unilateral approach to reforming party funding not only undermines the principle of seeking 
cross-party agreement on such matters, but is likely to lead to retributive attacks on party 

                                            
49 BMG polling for ERS, sample 1504, conducted between 22nd ς 27th October 2015 
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funds, damaging public faith in the process and creating a race to the bottom on party 
funding.  

5. Parties are essential for our democracy. They require sustainable and stable funding to 
perform multiple functions, from engaging citizens in democratic participation to providing 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǎŎǊǳǘƛƴȅ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ƴƻ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ōȅ 
ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƘƻƭŜ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ 9ƭŜŎǘƻǊŀƭ wŜŦƻǊƳ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ƭƻƴƎ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ 
modest and sensible public funding regime is essential to meet any shortfall from measures 
to reduce large donations, and that transitional arrangements are necessary. It is not clear 
from these proposals how the likely impact on funding will be mitigated to ensure that 
stable future for political finance.  

6. Donating to a political party is an important and valuable political act. The Hansard 
{ƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ !ǳŘƛǘ ƻŦ tƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ 9ƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ о҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƘŀŘ 
donated to a political party in the last year but that 8% were willing to do so if they felt 
strongly about an issue50. We support changes to party funding that would encourage 
greater and more democratic participation. However, whilst an opt-in process has the 
potential to improve political engagement around one aspect of party funding, failure to 
address the huge influence of large individual, company and business group donations at the 
same time creates a dangerous precedent. Large individual donations ς those made by just a 
handful of citizens ς make up a significant proportion of party funding. Donations over 
ϻнрлΣллл ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ ŦǳƴŘǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ нллм 
and 2010, yet these sums came from just 224 individual donations over the decade. What is 
more, these 224 donations came from jǳǎǘ сл ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ΨŘƻƴƻǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ ς related individuals 
and companies as well as trade unions51. We know that the public are concerned about the 
role of big money in politics. Our focus group research found that voters readily assume that 
donors expect something in return for their money and that the system smacks of 
corruption52, but their concern is focused on the influence of large individual donations.  

7. Whilst we support the principle of an opt-in within the context of other party funding 
reforms, we are concerned that the nature of the opt-in could have a significant impact. The 
Committee on Standards in Public Life report recommended that individual members should 
ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ΨƳŀƪŜ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ Ŧǳƭƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ όǇΦссύΦ ¢ƘŜ 
ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ƴƻǘƛŎŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛǾŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǘǎ ŀ 
high bar for opting-in, which is likely to have a significant impact on the numbers of people 
who donate in this way. We are against any opt-in measures which create unnecessary 
barriers to payments which constitute a positive form of political engagement. 

If the two clauses will have such an impact, how would that relate to the 
recommendations of the CSPL report and/or party funding reform? 

8. The recommendations of the CSPL report represent a package of measures that ensure 
equality across parties and a logical phasing of reforms. We have tested these reforms in our 

                                            
50 Hansard Society, (2015) Audit of Political Engagement 12.  
51 S, Wilks-Heeg and S. Crone research http:// blogs.lse.ac.uk/politicsandpolicy/just-50-%E2%80%98donor-
groups%E2%80%99-have-supplied-over-half-of-the-conservative-party%E2%80%99s-declared-donation-income-in-the-last-
decade-a-fact-disguised-by-legal-%E2%80%98fame-avoidance/  
52 ERS focus group research conducted by Greenberg Quinlan Rosner, January 2014 

http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/politicsandpolicy/just-50-%E2%80%98donor-groups%E2%80%99-have-supplied-over-half-of-the-conservative-party%E2%80%99s-declared-donation-income-in-the-last-decade-a-fact-disguised-by-legal-%E2%80%98fame-avoidance/
http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/politicsandpolicy/just-50-%E2%80%98donor-groups%E2%80%99-have-supplied-over-half-of-the-conservative-party%E2%80%99s-declared-donation-income-in-the-last-decade-a-fact-disguised-by-legal-%E2%80%98fame-avoidance/
http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/politicsandpolicy/just-50-%E2%80%98donor-groups%E2%80%99-have-supplied-over-half-of-the-conservative-party%E2%80%99s-declared-donation-income-in-the-last-decade-a-fact-disguised-by-legal-%E2%80%98fame-avoidance/
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research with voters across the political parties53. We found significant support for a 
donations cap which applies across the board. Support for this reform withstood counter-
argument. 67% of those we subsequently polled think no individual should be able to donate 
more than £5,00054. Likewise, voters believe parties should try to reduce their campaign 
spending. Our focus groups also revealed that funding imbalances between parties are seen 
as unfair. In sum, our research supports the balance of measures suggested in the CSPL 
report. It also demonstrates that a unilateral approach affecting one party and failing to 
address the larger question of major donations across the board is out of step with what the 
public want to see. 

9. ERS supports a package of reforms including a universal donations cap, lower spending 
cap and review of existing public funding arrangements. For further details of our work on 
party funding, view our latest report. 

9 February 2016 

  

                                            
53 Ibid 
54 ERS poll of 1,402 people by Greenberg Quinlan Rosner (24-27 February 2014) 

http://www.electoral-reform.org.uk/sites/default/files/files/publication/deal-or-no-deal.pdf
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Electoral Reform Societyτsupplementary written evidence (TUP0017) 
This note provides further details of the ERS commissioned research on public attitudes to 

party funding referenced in our evidence submission dated 9th February 2016.  

 

In 2014 the Electoral Reform Society, in partnership with the Joseph Rowntree Reform Trust, 

commissioned Greenberg Quinlan Rosner to conduct research into public attitudes towards 

party funding reform.  

 

Focus groups were held in January 2014 with swing-voters with a mixture of current voting 

intentions. The focus groups tested attitudes towards party funding reforms including 

donations caps and public funding.  

 

The following is a summary of the key findings: 

 

The focus groups have demonstrated that there is a surprisingly receptive and robust 

audience for party funding reform. Voters readily accept the argument that politics is being 

ōƻǳƎƘǘ ōȅ ΨōƛƎ ƳƻƴŜȅΩ Řƻƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘƛǎΦ  

 

Donations cap 

±ƻǘŜǊǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ΨōƛƎ ƳƻƴŜȅΩ ŘƻƴƻǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ an expectation of something in return and 

believe the system smacks of corruption.  They support the idea of a donations cap and 

remain supportive even in the face of counter-arguments. The level of the cap is not a factor 

in their support though some felt £5,000 was too low. 

 

Public funding 

Whilst voters are not convinced that the money lost through a donations cap needs 

replacing (they think parties should get by on less), they were surprised to hear that actual 

spending by parties is just in the tens of millions, believing it to be much higher. Voters also 

see funding imbalances as unfair, favouring the big guy. Voters view party diversity as 

important for politics. Whilst they may never vote for them, supporters of established 

parties see smaller parties and Independents as valuable and want a more level playing field.  

 

Whilst there is a fear that additional public funding could be at their expense, they are 

receptive to the idea of redistributing existing state funding. One policy which received 

widespread support was that of reforming the election postage subsidy, consolidating 

information into a single book to save on costs which could be used elsewhere. 

 

Follow up polling55 found: 

¶ тр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘƘƛƴƪ Ψbig donors have too much influence on political ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ 

                                            
55 GQRR poll of 1,402 people (24-27 February 2014) 
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¶ см҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘƘƛƴƪ ΨǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŎƻǊǊǳǇǘ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘΩ 

¶ пм҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘƘƛƴƪ Ψŀ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŦŀƛǊŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ 

ƻƴŜ ǿŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƘŀǾŜΩ 

11 February 2016 
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Fire Brigades Union, NASUWT, Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied 
Workersτoral evidence (QQ 60ς66) 
Mr Tony Dale, Deputy Head of Research and Economics, Usdaw, Ms Ruth George, Political 
Officer, Usdaw, Mr Matt Wrack, General Secretary, Fire Brigades Union, and Mr Gareth 
Young, National Official (Campaigns, Policy and Communications), NASUWT 

 

Q60  The Chairman: Thank you very much for coming. It would be helpful if you could 

introduce yourselves, and follow up with any introductory statements that you would like to 

make. 

Mr Tony Dale: My name is Tony Dale. I am the deputy head of research at Usdaw. 

Ms Ruth George: I am Ruth George, political officer at Usdaw. 

Mr Matt Wrack: I am Matt Wrack, general secretary of the Fire Brigades Union. 

Mr Gareth Young: I am Gareth Young, national official for campaigns, policy and 

communications at the NASUWT. 

The Chairman: Do any of you wish to make an opening statement? 

Mr Tony Dale: If I may speak on behalf of Usdaw for a couple of minutes, I would like to thank 

you for the invitation to give oral evidence today. We welcome the opportunity to share with 

you some of the information that we have. We are very concerned that there has been no 

proper consultation on this part of the Billτthis is the first proper consultation that we have 

hadτand we have had no opportunity to comment on the impact assessment. 

USDAW has 440,000 members. We have a political fund of 420,000 members. The last political 

fund ballot voted 93% in favour of keeping the political fund. Alongside the whole discussion 

about opting in and opting out, which obviously we have been following, we want to flag up a 

couple of issues and the fundamental problems, which are quite often practical problems, 

with the mechanism outlined in the proposal. At the moment, new members sign up to the 

union when they meet shop stewards in the workplace and start a job. That is most commonly 

when people join a trade union. At that point there is a statement on the membership form 

explaining opt-out. The discussion about opting out takes place with the shop steward at that 

point. 

We are very concerned by the suggestion that there should be a mail-out. Increasingly, we 

find that mail-outs advertising anything are a very poor way of communicating with the 

membership. Our response in mail-outs for elections is disappointing. In postal ballots we have 
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turnouts of about 5%, which raises very serious concerns that the whole process of opting in 

or opting out will be fundamentally damaged by the society-wide issue that people are not 

very proactive in responding to their mail. We are extremely concerned that the proposals as 

outlined will result in the decimation of our political fund, not because people are not happy 

with the fund or because there is general disillusionment with it but because they will not 

respond to the mail-out that would take place every five years. 

Usdaw is unashamedly a strong supporter of the Labour Party, and has been for a very long 

time. We give hefty funding to the Labour Party because we think that a political party linked 

to trade unions is important. Currently, we give about £1.9 million in donations, affiliations 

and conference delegations to the Labour Party. We see that being decimatedτbeing reduced 

to less than 10% of the current amount we contribute to the party. On a broader level, we feel 

that will place serious question marks over the funding of the opposition party in this country 

and over democracy and how it operates. 

The Chairman: You are signing up to the notion that you will get only 10% of what you are 

getting at the moment. 

Mr Tony Dale: According to the risk assessment under which we are operating, we think we 

could get anywhere between 5% and 10%, and we can say why we have come to that 

explanation shortly. We think that the measures are disproportionate and that there is a 

whole issue about fairness. On renewal every five years, if we are looking at an initial drop in 

ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘ ǘƻ мл҈Σ ǿŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǎǇŜƴŘ ƻƴŜ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘ Ƨǳǎǘ ƳŀƛƭƛƴƎ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ ƛƴ 

the union asking them to sign up to the political fund. We would end up having to spend more 

and more of our political fund just communicating with members, as opposed to funding 

political activity. The impact would be disproportionate. 

The Chairman: You are saying that the cost of what you would be required to do is a high 

proportion of the existing income of the political fund. 

Mr Tony Dale: It would be a high proportion of what we anticipate the political fund would 

become. For instance, we would expect an initial response of about 5% to the political fund 

through a mail-out. Through organiser activity, we would hope to push that up to 10%. That 

would mean that the political fund was reduced to 10% of its current size. As the clause is 

currently outlined, every five years we would mail all the members asking them whether they 

wanted to opt in to the political fund. That is a mail-out to 440,000 members. We believe that 
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ǿƻǳƭŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ϻнллΣлллΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƻƴŜ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ŦǳƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ 

the document we submitted yesterday. 

The Chairman: Unfortunately, we have not had a chance to read it yet. 

Mr Tony Dale: The end result is that the political fund will be effectively dismantled. We will 

not be able to have a say. We will not have a political fund to affiliate to the Labour Party and 

to campaign, because we will have to spend more and more money just communicating with 

members. 

The Chairman: Are there any other opening statements? 

Mr Matt Wrack: The Fire Brigades Union represents the vast majority of firefighters across 

the UK. The perspective that we can bring is that of a smaller or medium-sized union, and I 

would argue that additional problems arise for us; for example, we have far fewer staff than 

other colleagues. Echoing one of the points that my colleague has just made, we very much 

rely on volunteersτfirefighters who do work on behalf of the unionτbecause the union is a 

voluntary organisation of workers who come together to organise themselves to better their 

interests. We are very much reliant on our lay officials and not full-time staff to do the work 

required. 

We are dealing with an industry with some 2,000, mainly small, workplaces, which might, for 

example, be a fire station of five people on a Scottish island, so I highlight the need to engage 

in face-to-face work. The impact of the whole process on us is a huge resource-intensive 

challenge. 

I picked up some of the points made in the earlier session about awareness of the rules and 

ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ƻǇǘ ƻǳǘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ƘƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛƻƴΩǎ ǊǳƭŜǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƻǳǊ 

members, and we can bring to the session today our experience of how members are actually 

recruited to the union rather than the perceptions that you may have from simply reading 

websitesτagain reflecting my colleague. You cannot join the Fire Brigades Union online. 

There is a membership form online, but you have to apply and go through a process to join. 

All recruitment is done face to face, and our reps who recruit people explain the process in 

detail. For example, the contribution rates are clearly set out on our website; the political fund 

is set out as a specific rate within the contribution, so any member applying to join will be very 

aware of the different rates of contribution. 

Mr Gareth Young: The NASUWT represents just under 300,000 teachers across the UK. We do 

not affiliate to any political party, so our political fund is used in other forms of campaigns, 
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including recent anti-racism campaigns, and campaigns on child poverty, the cost of 

education, SEN and so on, which are perhaps very different campaigns from some of the 

others. The amount for the political fund is about £1. 

The Chairman: A pound a year. 

Mr Gareth Young: Yes. Every member is sent a membership form and with that they are given 

details of what the cost would be with and without the political fund, so it is very clear. 

The ChairmanΥ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊŜŦƛƎƘǘŜǊǎΩ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴΚ 

Mr Matt Wrack: Our contribution is 16p a week. Our rulebook is based on people being paid 

weekly, fortnightly or monthly. The rules are still based on people paying weekly. 

The Chairman: Is that £8 a year? 

Baroness Dean of Thornton-le-Fylde: Is that for the political fund? 

Mr Matt Wrack: The political fund is 16p a week. 

Mr Tony Dale: For Usdaw, it is 10p a week to the political fund. 

The Chairman: It is £8 and £5. Ms George? 

Ms Ruth GeorgeΥ L ŀƳ ŦǊƻƳ ¦ǎŘŀǿ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΣ ǎƻ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ L ŎƻƴŎǳǊ ǿƛǘƘ Ƴȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜΩǎ 

statement. 

Q61  Lord Sherbourne of Didsbury: As you know, we are trying to get evidence of what the 

impact of the changes will be. One of the areas that we are looking at is the behaviour of union 

members, because how they react to different systems is important. I would like to put my 

question initially to Usdaw; the other unions may want to come in as well. If the same very 

transparent and clear information that you give your members about how they can opt out 

was used with an opt-in system, why do you think fewer members would choose to opt in 

than opt out? 

Ms Ruth George: Throughout the history of the unions and the Labour Party movement, 

unions have supported the Labour Party, so our members very much expect that that is what 

we do. We campaign quite openly on behalf of the Labour Party at election time. We send 

every member a magazine about voting Labour, and we send them emails about the 

differences between the policies. Our members expect the union to vote Labour. They do not 

expect to have to opt in to contribute; they expect that a proportion of their subscription will 

go towards those political objects anyway, and they are told about the right to opt out. 

Lord Sherbourne of Didsbury: My question was not that. My question was: if you had the 

same transparent system of informing your members how they can opt out that was used to 


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































