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WOMEN AND EMPLOYMENT
In its industry and ¢employment policics the Council is giving a bigh priority to the needs of women
for more and better jobs, improved training and higher wages. Such positive action in favour of women

is urgently required Yo counler the ways in which povernment policics and management responses to the
recession are feinforcing women's sccondary ceonomic posilion,

Government ministers have said guite explicitly that the place of the majority of women is in the
home. Their cutbacks in the home-help service, in provisions for the ciderly and the handicapped, in
the school meals service, in the health service and in child-care facilitics have meant that many women
have beca compelled to make their place in the home, Thus, women carry out for free the responsibilities
of the welfare state, !

The redundancy policics of employers in Greater London as sisewhere have further deprived many )

women of even a precarious foothold in the wage economy. Over 80 per cent. of part-time workers in
London are women; and whenever a company is in financial trouble it is the part-time workers who are
the fiest to be cut off the wage bill.

The intraduction of new technology and the ‘streamlining’ of offices is also making women's labour

dispeasaible.  The reorganization of the offices of the Lombard (inancial house is a typical case. 193 oul

of 417 jobs are to go: most of the women have been given their cards, while most of the men arc to be
redeployed.  The reorganization of officc employment is one reason why women workers in the south east
have been harder hit by unemployment thar in any other region: between 1974 and 1980 female unem-
ployment went up seven-fold, compared to a four-fold nationai rise in female unemployment, In the

Iast three years alone the number of women in Greater London who are registered as unemployed—and
many women do not register—has neasly trebled: in January 1979, 35.194 women were registered as

unemployed;  in January 1982, the sumber had shot up to 88.348.
The conditions and prospects of the majority of those wamen who remain in employment is also

grim. The Government’s cutback of training boards and further education has meant that many young
women have fost their chance 1o reach out of the ghetto of ungkilled, unfulfilling jobs in which most

wonten il themselves,  Moreover, i spite of the Ugual Pay Act of 1967 women's earnings are still on
average only 65 per cent. of those of men. In April 1981, men’s full-ime average gross weckly carnings
were £140.50, while the average for womicn was £91.40. .

, tIn order to transform women's cmployment prospects, the Council is carrying out a two-pronged
sirategy. - _
{1) As an ecmployer and purchaser the Council is setting an example by—
i) Establishing créche facilities for its employees:

(i) Carrying out a programme of positive action to overcome the effects of past discrimination
.against women; : '

(if) Adopting a code of good conduct on the pay and employment conditions of ‘ hom
as part of its contract with suppliers; . ' IR

v) Actively considering job sharing schemes Gt has aleady introduced one job-share seheme);
an - '

(v) Working towards a shorter working week and other forms of ficxible working arranpements.
These policies will atso apply to the Greater London Enterprise Board (GLEB).

(2) Inthe preparation of its industrial strategy and manpower plan over the mmihg year, the Council
‘through the Industry and Employment Cammittee, will— o
(i) Give priority to industrial sectors where there is high uremployment: this includes severa)
scetors which employ.ma!nly women, for example the clothing aind fuotwear industries.  Through
l!m GLEB the.Counclt will restricture companies within these sectors by encournging diversificn-
tion and new investment, to save existing jobs and create new jobs of A higher quality:
(i) Adopt 2 policy of positive ngtign towanis training for women buth by exerting pressuncs un
the Manpower Scevices Comimission and the remaining industrial training boards, and by
committing resources through the Manpower Board to truining schemes for women;

(ii‘i) Ensure that Planning agreements made by the GLEB in consultation with the unions and
with the companics for which it provides funds, have special provisions to protect and (urther
the intereats of women's employment;; and ‘

(i) Treat child-care and aspects of housework as an economic sector with consi
Ial:our-ln;cnsivn investment. For example, the Council will comsider the crea
child-care centres which will both provide new jobs for men and wome
nities availabls to parents of young children. o

The_indu_slriai strategy and manpower plan is to be drawn up with the active involvement of teads unjon
and community groups on & wide scale. 1t is to be nn exercise in democratic planning, Every efTort
will be made to encourage and provide the necessary resources for women—both in the home and in
employment—to contribute their ideas and their needs to this planning process. ‘

tion ol co-operative
n and extend the opposiu-

Ken LivinGsToNg, Leader of the Council

siderable scope for .
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The following report is submitted under standing order B21 (c) and will be considered on the motion
*That the report be referred to the Industry and Employment Committee’.
27 April 1983

BRITISH TELECOM AND THE TWO NATIONS

‘It remains our purpose, whenever possible, to transfer to the private sector, assets which can be better
managed there’. So said Sir Geoffrey Howe in his 1982 Budget speech. The Government has made no
secret of its intentions—the virtues of denationalization and privatization are widely extolled. They have
been proclaimed as relevant across the range of nationalized industries from British Airways to British
Gas, throughout the National Health Service and, increasingly, in the services provided by local anthorities.
What is not so clearly expressed is the motive behind the exercise.  The aim of privatization is presented
as to pruns costs, to eliminate waste and to protect the public purse. This respectable, indeed, laudable,
aim masks the trath. Privatization is no modest pruning tool. It is the Government's two-edged sword
which threatens working people doubly-—as consumers and as workers. In no cage is this clearer than
that of British Telecom. British Telecom is at the heart of technological developments which will shape
the pattern of life for years to come. Privatization in this area can shape the two nations of the twenty-
first centory, according to the vision of the dominant one of them—the owners and managers of capital.

Privatization will disfranchise the already dmdvanmged consumer in a world which increasingly
centres on communication technologies, because it is the business subscribers who bring the proniise of -
profits, not the pensioner living alone to whom a telephone can be a lifeline. Experience ofservioes]_
already privatized emphasizes this—*unproductive’, nnproﬁtablesnvmmnmtheraway .

Tathnworkfmofpnvaumdenmrpﬁuthcthnat:smoremsadxm Mometaﬁmhasfaﬂedto _
opemmeasmmstmmentofdluphnemthepublﬁcmmmthﬂmmmeﬁechvmnthasshomtowards
private industry, The public sector unions who have resisted government cuts so strenuonsly represent
& threat and they must therefore be broken. Privatization and its precursors are the means to fragment
organized labour, cut wages and casualize employment.

Bnﬁsh'relemm:scumﬁympom“ble forwvm(hatmnﬂmn umdemmucmml.
The telecommunications network is a precious resource that provides a vital, confidential mvicethateould -
hemwsﬂyabmedshmldltbeauowedhfaﬂmwthetmndaofpnmampaniﬁ. T P

‘ V‘ewedmthmmthoftthovmmmtsmobjecﬁves.thethmttoBﬂushTelwomisanin-,._ N
Mvemmdyamdmtha:dmndsampomfmmthewonbchalfofthosel.ondom"]
. whose future expectations as consumers aitd workers will be prejudiced by privatization. R

anﬁmumwouhbethcﬁnahhmhmmpalongamdonwm&mmhmmm .
set out. Over o number of years, and rapidly since the Telecommunicitions Act-1981, a nahonal
publicly-ouwmed service corporation has been turned into a business aimed at profitability. antmﬁon-——,
selling the business to private owners—would bethelosxmlwmpleﬁonafthxsexercise.aﬂowingpmms
‘to accrue directly to shareholders as well as coficentrating on services to those sectional initerests which
already dominate what is supposedly 8 publle service. ﬁﬂmtmasﬁmamdﬁ(ﬂimﬂhonwonhofﬁ
stock (de Zoéte and Bevan, Stockbrokers, recently valued British Telecom at this figure—Society of Telecomn ™
Executives—22 April 1983) on the mirket would cause a great deal of disruption. Investment capital * -
wouldbeinshmmpplywbichmnldqﬁumlyfomupmmw 'l'hispmmwou!ddimctly
cutacross any current attemypls to re-invest in British induttry. - R

 Privatization will remain a mare. costly service for the subscriber. Oantthehwmsopuaﬁns”
capital ‘of about £150,000 million, ‘only £3,500 million is at present interest-besring. The rest is the -
customers’ ﬁﬂu,whmhisbeingsoldoﬁ'mdwmhavemmkaadivideudforpﬁminm ‘l'he '
subscribers to the service will have to meet this dividend in increased-charges. '
. Bﬁﬁsthwomhasspenthrgammmofmmyonmmhmddwdopmtofmmmhim
and services. . Very often it has paid other companies to undertake this function for it.. - Thie removal of
this investment in the futore would not only mean that the dovelopmient of new systems in this country
wonwmmwmmdhnﬂmtmnyworkusmtheuhcommmhmnsmamuﬂngindmwwoum ‘
bemaderedundant. ,
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Privatization is purely a class issue—a matter of transferring power, wealth and resources to owners
and managers of capital and thus holding off any claims that working people might seek to impose on the
direction of the corporation’s development. Financially, British Telecom couid be as profitable—or
more 8o, if we s¢e dividends to shareholders as a drain on internal cash flows—if’ it remained a wholly
state-owned corporation. Capital investment in British Telecom is funded from current revenue, which
- iplies that current users have a moral right to control it. Even allowing for the fact that the dominant
users are inevitably businesses, not individual working people, a privately owned British Telecom, in
which users only have power as the market, would be less democratic and certainly less accountable. In
pressing for privatization the present Government is not concerned with morality. It is concerned
with class power, and the privatization of British Telecom would crown an edifice of legal and managerial
structures which seriously undermine the powers ofworkhgpeopleas both users of and workers in this
public service.

The Government has chosen to make privatization of British Telecom an election issue: if the current
privatization bill is passed it will be held over until after the election to be implemented. In these terms
the issue is plain.

Privatization of British Telecom is against the interests of working people-—in jobs and in service.
It challenges the basis of the Council’s economic policy. Privatization must be opposed. Ths privatiza-
tion of British Telecom is a test case, for a whole style of anti-working class politics. To London’s
85,000 Telecomn workers (55,000 in the London region and a further 35,000 headquarters. staff) and 2}
million residential subscribers, this is a major issue: domestic subscribers will lose money and services to
business users, and the workers will lose 10-15,000 of all jobs over five years. This is the danger inkerent
in exigting trends. It is certain if privatization goes through.

Privatization must not go through.

Liberalization: the customer or the profit

Before privatization came liberalization—breaking most of the wrading monopolies traditionally
eujoyedbythenationalmtetdmmeorporanon There is a level at which part of this action—accom-
plished in the 1981 Telecommunications Act—was necessary and desirable. This is expressed in the
rhetoric of turning British Telecom’s face ‘outwards, to face the customer”. This wonld be a rea! advance,
anthdmmsmlmpﬂtyMomm—dommmacmﬂyfawdandmﬁrm
needs addressed in the strategy of Britith Telecom. ' But this is not the effect, nor tho intent of Telecom's
liberalization. ‘The intent was to foree British Télecom to face the market, and the market is dominated
by highly aggressive profit-based sellers and profit-based buyers—business users. Liberalization is tiot a
moermlp&plesmd&bﬂarsﬂhﬂmwdemﬁngﬁnduofpnbﬁemm
mtmachingthepowofmomympwplc. _

. *Customer clivice’, promised by ‘liberalization’, isnot;hsmainimmmthoushthzremhwm
advantages to individual households. miasueisthe thatpenp!emdorgmizaﬁonswlthmancy
havegnt.mprevennngmtoﬂwmvioeb%m widestpmbleswumofthewmmnnity
power is especially that of corporate spenders. TdmnmwmﬂomActmmmdwithaminimnm
oftmdeunionopmsiﬁon-thes!deawmuuiommmwoppoﬂn the sequel, But ‘liberalization’,
like privatization, is an issue of class politics, - mmmﬂywmwlmkummm
sumuwhmhnwmmm-ﬁwahmﬁmnnﬁshnlm L

T?xedmmafrmdydom—-pmﬁtmnsmdamreammjzdm B
Tdnmmmnnimﬁmandmpuﬁng.mmﬂymuvagingmmasiuﬂmﬁmm maccntml
arena of capitalist sestructuring, and it is in this context that the significance of Britich Telecom's re-

begins to be clear. The ‘liberalization’ of telecom-—that is, opening British Telecom to the
nationally-owned

organization

fuﬂfomofin&mﬂmnalmpehﬁom—prw:ﬂdanmfmasﬁctdimimoﬂhe

corporation into profitable and unprofitable units, British Telscom now gperates. as a system of ‘profit
" centres’ mpamgmwithanuther muminmofmﬁﬁsh?ehwmspost-ﬂbemﬂmﬁmmd
reorganmﬁonm .

" (1) ‘Whole sections of work singled out as ‘mproductive’ (équating in meaning to unprofitabl)and

- . thercfore linble, onder British Telecom's new standards of performance, to beaxed, A primeexample
- of this is in the services provided by operators to callers, for example, directory enquiries.: - Another
cuse is maintenance and installation of telephonts in people’s homes, where levels of service are bound

to decline and costs arise. . Higher charges, reduced services and job cuts will flow in dus course, in

these and other ‘unproductive’ areas. Meanwhile sales and service to. business snbseribers will
. increase provided that British Telecom can cut its costs to match competition. | Installing

computerized
phnnesyswmsforoﬂimisoneamof ‘productive’ work (needing hardly any skill, thanks to ‘ad-

'vanm in technology). Running networks for fast, secure, inter-city transmission of voice and data
between business is the most ‘productive’ area of all, but the new profit-centred organization of
British Telecom does not allow profit from this area to subsidize services to people’s homes.

A e T it m
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{2) British Telecom is in the rush to sell new services down the phone line, or through cable links.
The plug-in highly styled telephone chosen from a growing variety on offer, is the thin end of a wedge
which British Telecom—Tlike other corporations—hopes will become a major new market comprising
sales of hardware and value added services.

(3) Because the corporation is state-owncd, for changes in British Telecom to serve lully the accumu-
lation of private capital the ‘productive’ parts of the corporation must be sold to private owners.
The *unprociuctive’ parts are then in line for cuts, back to an unavoidable minimum, using traditional
1actics of intensified work, rationalization, and investment in ncw technology (eg, System X Switching
systems).

(4) It is important to recognize how much damage has already been done. The criterion of public
service—providing jobs and services to meet directly the population’s needs—has been driven out by
the criterion of profitability. This is a policy which the Council, with its own cconomic pelicy of
protecting jobs, skills and services, cannot endorse,

(5) The demolition of public service as a principle has been taken through rapidly into practice.
British Telecom now is reorganizing all work within telephone areas according to profit standards,
and a comprehensive system of management accounting is operating, designed to enforce these
retrograde standards. These are real effects which will continue to work through in numbers of jobs,
pay, conditions and services whether the privatization bill becomes law or not. Their effect—and
their intent—is to force market discipline into every operation of the national telecommunications
corporation, thus tending to drive out policies and practices based on social criteria, and protection
of people who do not have any real power in the market—the old, the chronically ill or disabled, a
growing proportion of working class people, including the unemployed and those trapped in poverty
by low wages and regressive social security policies. This is one of monetarism’s legacies to the
working people of Britain.

(6) It is important to recognize that this strategy is not just economtic, in the sense of being ‘merely’
to do with creating conditions for profitable operation of telecoms companies. It is also a political
strategy—but not simply because it involves a powerful stream of deeply conservative and Victorian
ideology—profits, competitiveness, private ownership, ‘paying your way’. This reorganization of
British Telecom is a deliberate and thorough attack on the bargaining strength and trade union
organization of a not normally militant but potentially powerful section of public sector employees
servicing a vital national infrastructure.

(7) If the privatization bill becomes law then the fragmentation of British Telecom workers’ organiza-
tions will take a radical form—they may find themselves working for a range of different employers
and so wounld have different wages and conditions, and would either serve different markets or
compete in the same market and would be open to legal provisions against secondary picketing in

industrial action. No union organization can be expected to deal well with a blow like this, and the -
workers" conditions and pay, which because of present national negotiating systems are generally -
quite. good, will inevitably suffer, Even where expanding markets exist and pay rates might therefore '
remain high or increase, very aggressive international competition (eg in sales of terminal equipment
to business) and competition from under-unionized sub-contractors with fewer overheads (as. in, "

Iying optical fibre cable) would tend to lead to Iabour shedding,

(8) The division of British Telecom into profit centres—and the follow-thmugh from thls mto area
reorganization of management structures and (in some areas) job contents—is a textbook illustration

of the strategy put forward by the Institute of Directorsf or breaking the power of the trade union.

movement. The Institute’s report argues that further Tebbit-style legislation is not at present the
main priority. Instead, the public sector unions should be deliberately put under pressures which

will fragment their organization and allow existing legislation to pick off in small groups any workers
engaged in serious industrial action. According to the report; public sector unions are dangerous.

because they have “bargaining monopolies—that is, thﬁyrepreabntmnuymembersnauonaﬂy,mn‘
umﬁedormnmhon These monopolies must be broken, andthemommmdsdmeansforthtsns_

‘a massive programme of privatization’. Apain, British Telecom is the test case.

) urgewdcredwmnotbefumy,mmemmmmmmm:

accounting systems have been in opération for a few more months.  Existing redundancy agreements
are unlikely to hold in a post-liberalization commercial environment. Growing markets (which
exist only in some areas of business, such as the national network services, where Project Mercury,

British ‘Telecom’s only private scctor competitor to date offers weak competition) can in many cases
be potentially offset by labour-sawngdeﬂrmtechno!ogm which dispense with many demandson . ...
inbour among consfruction engineers, maintenance engineers, exchange operators and clerical staff,  ~

Hardly any workers will be significantly better off in the post-hherahmuon British Telecom, and

especially among non-managerial grades the prospects of most employea in pay and security of

employment are declining.

-
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(10) British Telecom workers’ pay and security of employment is an issue of obvious relevance to the
GLC's economic policy, given the size of this employment sector in London. The strategic import-
ance of the telecoms network, as a key growth point in each development and as the site of an anti-
trade union political strategy, merely underiines the urgency for the Council to take a definite line on
development in British Telecom.

London and Jobs

London differs from most locations, inciuding other cities, in the effetts of existing and proposed
changes. The natural tendency of the present British Telecom is two-fold: on one hand, sehctnvely to
favour the development of business (capital} goods and services over domestic goods and services in
restructuring the economy for renewed accumulation, and on the other hand, where expansion of domestic
markets can be profitable, selectively to favour househalds where there is spare income and where support
from state services is least needed.  This implies a potential aggravation of the already serious differentials
of poverty and afiluence visible for example between east and wist inner London.

It also implies a cushioning of the effects on some of London’s Telecom workers because of the intense
concentrations of ‘productive’ work in the City. Although not ‘productive’, the concentration of govern-
ment offices in Westminster is also not likely to lead quite so rapidly to carly cuts in levels of traffic and
services. However, same areas of outer London are much more similar to typical provincial telephone
areas, and share their susceptibility to cutbacks in investment and services. As with other aspects of
the Council's economic policy, these variations make it difficult effectively to defend, let alone create, new
jobs in London. No single policy will bring greater control by the Council and London workers gver the
future of their city's prospects.

Nationally, British Telecom employs about & quarter of a million workers, almost a third of them—
around 55,000—in the London telephone region and a further 30,000 in the headquarters. .(The region
is slightly larger than Greater London.) The largest section of the workforce is in the enginecting grades,
which lay cable, install phones and private exchanges, supervise the construction of exchanges and main-
tain them. Workmmthaesmdesmalmoaenﬁnlymm.mpmwdbythemomﬁmemng
Union (POEU). The two major clerical unions, the Civil and Public Servants Assocfation and the .
Society of Civil and Public Servants have 15,000 members between them most of whom are women. The
Union of Communication Workers (UCW) represents about 10,000 telephone operators, tel
carctakers and cleaners, the UCW the majority of them women telsphone operators and tnhgraphim.
In all there are six unions representing British Telecom employees, working together through the British
Telecora Union Committee (BTUC). Labour relations in British Telecam mchamctmudbyahishly
centralized, if often slow and bureaucratic, system of negotiations, and national agreements ovur pay, work
practices, staffing levels and technical standards.

Privatization and *liberalization® are not the only movements alfewng Bmish Telecom workers'
work andjobprospms. ‘Modsernization’ is an issue which has a longer history and is tled into thepment
restructuring. -To daté employment levels in engineering have not been scriously affected by the Gpdating .
of technology, but telephone operators were badly hit by the introduction of (Subseriber Teunk:Dialling ..
(STD)) and this year 400 telegraphists were made redundant in London as a direct result of new technolo-
gical systems. ‘The present wave of indovations will have a more serious and general effect, parﬂybmn

ofthemmumeialclimatem British Telecom and partly mmﬂmmimpaptofmm

and techniques. De-skilling, regrading, automation-reduced maintenance and
information and contro) areall direct implications of ‘modérnization”, " | ’ :
Sub-contracting is one form of privatization which is spreading-over }hc pablic mor, a8 in hosbital

laundnesoﬂomlgn\rmmentreﬁmdisme mﬂﬁttshTelwom.asmlnrgnwrporaﬁmgmnﬂy. B

there are many areas of work in which cost-cuitting managers could consider sub-contracting:. cleaning,
catering, evm—mmlly with ncw gencralions. of elecironic-equipment—maintenance of eachanges.

This would result'in o loss ofdzmgobs in British Telecom. The strategy is not yet widely adophd but

under present condltions it is almost certain to come into its own (although smaller scale building pro

have been sub-contracted for some time). Mjohsmwdinsuh-conmgﬁnnswould befemm'in“"\

‘number and conditions of employment generally far worse,

London is thé location of many of the office jobs connected with the prroducuve opem:tons af Bmmh
Telecom—National Network-Services (NWS) and British Telecom Enterprises (BTE). - Workers in theso
areas, and also in international switching centres and the British Telecom head office itself, are already -

underhmvymm NwerttwleesiuslmlikelythatoﬂiujcbsmBritisb’l‘elmmwmeampethnmal" P

movement ugainst overheads which is: beginning to be visible in London employmént, in part- mﬂc
possible by the new telécominunications technology being sold so avidly by NNS and BTE. -

Middle managem in British Telecom gentrally are said 2o be raring 0 go, full ofenthusiam fmwuﬁns
every operation in profit terms, for cutting costs rather than considering (non-finaricial) benefits.  On the
other hand many of British Telecom’s older middle managors are likely to be ‘beached whales*—anfitted to:
thnnewatyteofmanngement and too numerous to be producuvu—nwtheythmselvesmﬂbevicﬂmsof
a senior managers’ shake-out.

T e Uy I U,
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Detailed relevant statistics are unavailable on cmployment trends in London. It is possible, however,
to make order-of-magnitude estimates, taking into account the general tendencies outlined above. A
national figure of 45,000 job losses was scrupulously not repudiated by British Telecom®s chairman,
Mr Jefferson. Applied to London’s employment and roughly adjusted for London's unique mix of work
and markets, this gives a possible range of 10-15,000 jobs at risk in Londdn (probably towards the higher
end of that range). Asanothammate,ﬁpermoblossesoverﬂveymwouldnotbemnpﬁsmg
under present conditions (under privatization this would rise): this implies neaver 20,000 Bﬁmh Telecom
jobs at risk, and more if there is another term of monetarist government.

Privatization will not only mean more expensive domestic services, as subscribers will beﬁnancmg the

dmdendspmdtoshareholders,bntntmllhawamouseﬁ'ecton the quality of services available from the
telecommunications network. The scenario which follows is all too credible. Many of the non profit-
makmgbutessmtmlelcmentsoftheserviom,thosethatpeoplehavecometorelyupon,wmbeweeded
out to maintain profit margins. Already the residential connection charge is only £10 below that for a -
business subscriber and privatization will rule out forever the chance for those 25 per cent. of homes without ' -
a telephone to acquire one.  Furthermore, subscribers will be expected to carry out an increasing propor- -
tion of the installation work of the telephones in their homes. *‘Do-it-yourself” extension telephone kits -
are already on the market and will no doubt be promoted vigorously. Not oaly will the maintenance of
mstmmmtsbechargedscpamtclybutmmmwdlhavetotaketheurphommtonshopordepotm
order 1o get them repaired—taking up their own time and incurring travelling expenses. Directory
enquiries, & labour-intensified but crucial part of the present system would be priced beyond the reach of
domestic consurrers and ultimately axed by the private companies.

Non profit-making telephone kiosks would be reduced leaving large sections of the community wnthont
easy access to the emergency services. DesmteGovernmntprommeseventheemergencywviws
themselves—999 calls—could be at risk. At the very least private companies may seek to shift the burden
of emergency services to the local authorities (e.g. via the police) placing yet another burden onthelom
rates.

Tlnsumdencytomakethefamhﬁesoﬁ‘uedbytlwmonlyavmlabletoaumsingl smallﬂ C
‘more affluent section of the coramunity is farther highlighted by the major investment that is being under- oL
taken in providing the new cable network. Once again the pattern is emerging of the range of fnmhons A
thatwillmlybeavailnbletothnsewhocannffordtopaythmrmlatiwlyhlghoosls o '

Werkffmﬂlwmﬂ _ R
Ashasheenstrmdabovethete!ecommunmonsnetworkmalawatmhed N
Privatization, Jiberalization’, and the introduction of new technologies areaﬂleadms thc way 1o
grea.tly reduced setvices, employing many fewer people, yet at greatly increased costs for subscribérs:
The snbsequent reduction of workers' pay and bargaining power, andinﬁnembyusmandworkmom N
,theﬁltumafﬂwmmkmallpmblemsthalwillbemamdforwcrkmiflhmdmlopmntsate‘ o
‘allowed to continue, Pmatcundemocmucconmlofﬂwmdmisthcpohumlmlﬂmtinhemgumd
.tomakeallofthispoam‘ble.
ItmnthemtemsasofemybodymLondonthmthetelephemsymmmaswidelyavaﬂableasposdble
andeonﬁnnestomakemprasentimportantmmbnuontothemlysmnomy.bothintermsofjohsand

ERE

Vi

services. Itspotcnﬁalhassmrcdybeenwnchedasamofhdmngﬂwmdmdmnged—-me
¢lderly and disabled. deeummm&n:udmymmounﬂngmmpmgnsthmhnghﬁgbﬂhmpmms S
.tomnaptmofpubhcdahmethatwmmketbﬁedevelopmemspohncallyattraaive o o
The Council must help in this work to establish :— : _—
(1) The restomation of the network monopoly under national and local dcmocmuc eonttol in the
interests of jobs, skills and public services;
) Mdommbhworhngﬁnksbetmnthemdeummmbothtbepnvatennd publicseclom
of the industry and the users of the service; and
(3) The widzst possible public debate about the implications of these developments forthe mdustry

'Rmora!fonoftﬁemm
Thaemmqumonmummmmmumelydnﬁmﬂtwskwlﬂch,wmundansymhcnc
- _ment, might be dificult to complete. The crucial monopoly, however, mﬂneoperaﬁonandowmthof
'thcmorkmdf.amdtheweakshmgof?mjactmeleamthw—atpmnt—mbsﬁnﬁallym
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As in any activity ained at preserving and developing jobs and servives it is vitally lﬂlportantthat all -




1 MAY 1983 7

the interested parties are able to work together as closely as possible. The Council is committed to
supporting this process wherever possible.

The programme of ‘popular planning” work being carried out by the Council’s officers is directed
towards the development of new forms of workplace participation. The ceatral role of telecommunications
in determining power relations in socicty gives a strategic significance to popular planning in and around
British Telecom, whether or not privatization succeeds. Working people, organized together in research
and action, are the necessary basis of an anti-market steategy, that highlights the need to reorganize all
parts of industry in the interest of peaple rather than private profit.

In supporting the principle of closer working links to oppose the attacks implicit in the current re-
organization of British Telecom, the Council must do whatever it can. Already a programme of joint
workahopsmthmedeesUmonConmnowhemgarranpdbythe?opular?lanningUnitandthe
Council’s officers have undertaken to hold at an early date a number of workshop sessions involving
London members of all the Telecom's unions. Whatever else the Conncil can do—even if only offering
meeting rooms-~it must do. Again the Industry and Employment Committee should be asked to look at
all possibilitics.

Developing the public debate
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everyone. They will affect how we all can live in the future and should therefore be subject to the widest

possible public discussion. The Council is well piaced to promote this debate throughout London.
Officers of the Council have developed two packs of educational materials, on modernization and

reorganization in British Telecom, and on the cultural and employment implications of cable television.

These will be available in May and June respectively, forpmchasemdhmbytmdesunionhmmhea.

community organizations, Adult Education Institutions, trades councils, constituency political parties,.

shop steward committees and similar groups. Tthdeeommawnalsmdmgnedformmlargeor
small group discussions and are available from the Popular Planning Unit,

I propose that the Council asks the Industry and Employment Committes to investigate all the pos-

sible ways to promote this public debate that will build on the work currently being undertaken. . Public

inquiries with trade unions and community organizations presenting evidence about the implications of .

thﬂsecbangeseth lead on to the development of a plan to make sure the telecommunications network
eeps social need uppermost in its future activities, Dehatesinwmmunnycmmdnhsmdpnbsoonld
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