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New Unionism Network

www.newunionism.net
office@newunionism.net

16th May 2008

Meeting One:  1/5/08 to 15/5/08

Present: Andrew Vandenberg; Arthur Shostak; Bob Simpson; Chloe Gaul; Conor Cradden; Dave Feikert; Denis Lenihan; Derek Blackadder; Eamon Wadley; Eric Fink; Graham Elliott; Guillermo Vazquez; Jeanne Carpenter; Jennifer Larsen; Jodie Schulter; Josh Culinan; Kathy Luz Herara; Matt McCarten; Michael O’Donnell; Mike Rowley; Pamela Brown; Paul Smith; Paul Wratten; Peter Hall-Jones; Scott Batchelor; Sue Stroud; Tony Mullen.

Number of members who were eligible to attend and vote:
228.

Minutes

Below is a full record of all comments made and all confirmed votes received.

1.
Should we change our membership structure, as set out below?

Background

The donations we receive do not cover basic costs, yet alone projects. Volunteers are still stumping up out of their own pockets. One member has suggested that:
• people continue to be allowed to join for free, but that this should no longer include automatic voting rights. Instead... 
• full membership (ie with voting rights) should be for financial members only, based on both a donation and identity verification. To allow for people on low incomes, donations in the form of work should be allowed.
• a category of "organisational membership" should be established, to allow unions and labor-friendly groups to join. To protect the network structure it is suggested that organisational members have a single nominated spokesperson and a single vote.
Votes in favour:
17

Votes against:

8

Abstentions:

2

Discussion:

Peter Hall-Jones
05 May 2008

Essentially this is about sustainability. There are bound to be other ideas too - let's use this discussion to share them.  
Here's the issues as I see them:  
* Without a funding base or any other support we are reliant on volunteer goodwill - with all the precarity this implies. With a bit of bad luck we could disappear overnight. 
* only a small percentage of our membership ever makes a donation. People join by clicking "Okay", then we never hear from them again. Can we really call this a "membership"? 
* A proper membership structure would allow us to seek project funding. 
* At present there is almost nothing in place to prevent an anti-union group or some kind of tendency from joining as individuals and winning a voting majority.  
* Organisational membership allows groups, as well as individuals, to identify with and support the principles we are promoting.

Conor Cradden
05 May 2008

Seems reasonable to me, but I think we really do need to work out a more credible funding structure. I've commented more on this in the next two discussion areas.

Jodie Schluter

06 May 2008

If the network is to move forward and be viable, it is critical that we generate monetry income and not rely so heavily on volunteer contributions.

Arthur B. Shostak
13 May 2008

You cannot rely forever on pro bono efforts: A small dues structure is the logical next step.

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Denis Lenihan

13 May 2008

Perhaps the Network could obtain funding elsewhere - unions, EU, government (eg modernisation fund)

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Josh Cullinan

14 May 2008

I feel this is a little like our constitutional monarchy referendum here a while back. Tying all 3 to one vote should be resisted as I support the idea but not organisational membership.

Andrew Vandenberg
14 May 2008

I recommend the model of GetUp in Australia You need to register to vote but all and any donations are voluntary. Organisational membership as described would be fine.

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Mike Rowley

14 May 2008

Perhaps the question of rates for people on low incomes needs to be thought out a bit. Should there be a nominal rate, for example?

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Guillermo Vazquez
15 May 2008

We need the resources to embark on this mission at a much larger scale.

2.
Should we develop more of an organisational form?

Background

At present we do not elect representatives, nor do we develop collective views. This means that nobody can speak for the network. In turn, this has led to problems in obtaining organisational and project support. What do you think about the idea of us having:
• a spokesperson 
• a fundraiser/project co-ordinator .
Votes in favour:

24

Votes against:

3

Abstentions:

0

Discussion:

Russel Grieg

01 May 2008

A big part of the network is that there is no heirachy, and therefore is truly a democratic organisation. However, there are some things which like project support, or even campaigning support would be more beneficial if the network had a spokesperson or project co-orinadtors. However, it would be important to ensure that the views of the network as a whole are expressed. That being said, as members of the network we probably are not poles apart from each other on views.

Pamela Brown

05 May 2008

The spokesperson position could rotate every year?

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Conor Cradden
05 May 2008

I like both ideas, and I don't see why a single person should not do both things. We really need to set about the fundraising issue in a more dedicated way, but I think this is made more difficult by the fact that we the network have no positions on stuff other than the basic principles.

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Peter Hall-Jones
05 May 2008

A case in point came up on May Day during the Second Life celebration on Union Island. A South African woman there came up with a draft statement in support of Zimbabwean workers, and asked people to support it. If there was time I could have sent it round everybody, but they needed to go live with the story the same day. This kind of thing has been happening a fair bit. Without an accountable (!!) spokesperson to refer to we can't really say much.  
I also love Pamela's idea of a yearly change. It'd be fairly easy to set up an online nominations and voting process.

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Jodie Schluter

06 May 2008

I think fundraising is a critical issue for the network at this point in time.

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Jeanne Carpenter
10 May 2008

As a new member who hasn't checked out every piece of home page and therefore not fully informed in the organization, this would change the nature of this organization. When you ask for funds from organizations it can affect decision making on issues in the future. Even so, I will vote in favour.

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Arthur B. Shostak
13 May 2008

After infancy comes adolescence: Your time to get serious has arrived.

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Denis Lenihan

13 May 2008

Yes, and executive or something similar seems sensible. 


Andrew Vandenberg
14 May 2008

Both a spokesperson and a fundraiser would be good, as long as voting membership remains open to all comers.

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Guillermo Vazquez
15 May 2008

YES. There are hundreds of issues to deal with and having a system in place to have qualified individuals speaking on behalf of our collective interest is a natural next step.

3.
Should the network become involved in union campaigning?

Background
As a network we are often asked to become involved in campaigns. Until now we have felt obliged to say no. However we could seek a campaign-by-campaign mandate and commitment from members, and thus become much more involved in union affairs.

Votes in favour:

21

Votes against:

2

Abstentions:

2  (plus two non votes)

Discussion:

Russel Grieg

05 May 2008
I believe that this aspect can provide the network an extremely valuable conduit for promoting the values of the network and our principles. It would be important that the network seek a mandate from our members on a campaign by campaign basis. An important reason for this is to ensure that we are simply not signing up to everything and not concentrating on anything. Another important reason why this can be beneficial, we are all members of unions from across the globe and if we encourage our own individual unions to support campaigns, this can have a great global support for campaigns.

Kathy Luz Herrera
02 May 2008

I'm not sure about this one -- can someone explain the pros and cons?

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Peter Hall-Jones
06 May 2008

Regarding Kathy's question, here's some pros and cons I can think of:  
PROS:  
* It brings us more into the mainstream of union activity  
* It makes us more relevant: less talk-shop and more change agent  
* It helps activate members  
CONS:  
* We may risk alienating some members or some unions  
* We might over-commit ourselves  
* Unless we have member involvement it risks being an artificial exercise

Tony Mullen

02 May 2008

LabourStart promoted campaigns from around the world but its success lead to huge demand which I believe was becoming unmanagable. But then again, unionists are about campaigning. so how do we achieve this in a managable way? who makes the decisions on who makes the cut? so far a non-vote. 


Conor Cradden
05 May 2008

We definitely need a campaign-by-campaign mandate, along with background information on each campaign so that we can make an informed choice about whether to support it.

Jodie Schluter

06 May 2008

I think virtual campaigning encourages lazy activists - I admit I am guilty of this at times with the LabourStart campaigns. The global movement is a long way from being a collective movement - left and right fanctions and demarks are still significant issues that we would have to debate each time we were asked to support a campaign. If a majority vote decides which campaign to support, we risk alientating or losing from the network those who voted in the minority.

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Jeanne Carpenter
10 May 2008

There are many campaigns, it takes resources to follow all of them, and how does the organization choose to support which campaigns?

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Arthur B. Shostak
13 May 2008

Armchair-theorizing loses its salt quickly: It goes better when combined with action.

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Denis Lenihan

13 May 2008

Yes, but we would need to ensure that it is not duplicating campaigns by other orgs EG Labourstart & ITFU

Andrew Vandenberg
14 May 2008

Yes, put the option of such support to the network's members and encourage members to put campaing proposals to everyone else as well.

Like this comment? [yes] [no] (Score: 0 by 0)
Guillermo Vazquez
15 May 2008

YES. Many workers need the assistance from their brothers and sisters inside and outside of movement.

“Open Mike” section of the meeting: 

Peter Hall-Jones
06 May 2008

I'd like to suggest a new item. This year looks like it will be the worst ever for food prices. See http://www.economist.com/world/international/displaystory.cfm?story_id=11049284 (not that I agree with everything they say). Might New Unionism establish some kind of alliance with a suitable union-friendly NGO(s), so that solidarity donations can be channelled properly? By this I mean transparently, quickly and directly, and in such a way that workers can see concrete evidence of what their solidarity has achieved. We might not generate all that much money, but any amount well spent would save lives. Such a mechanism is long overdue, and I personally feel this is a looming global disaster we can't ignore.

Sue Stroud

14 May 2008

I believe we need to do this to find a way around governments who would restrict aid. In Myanmar some unions have found a way to get the funds to the monks and thence to the people.
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