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Labour movement revival studies is such a critical contemporary subject that, the understanding of its context will seek first, to broaden our frame of reference with the causes of union decline, and then- reflect on the circumstances given rise to these causal factors. The learning process derive from this reflective exercise will help to provide understanding on the rationale behind the strategies for union renewal debates. This essay therefore sought to obtain knowledge on the path to trade union revival within the broader framework of the organising and partnership model approach. 

Studies on this subject reveals that from the 1980s through the 1990s changes in the UK domestic market exposure to globalisation, competition and multinational companies drive for continuous innovative work practice has frustrated the capacity for trade unions to either raise pay or block changes in staffing levels and working practices using collective bargaining (Heery 2002). This form of unionism based on bargaining is becoming unsustainable as organisation employ the use of HRM practice as team briefings, team working, quality circles and profit sharing schemes to promote greater levels of commitment among workers in the organisation. In consequence, rendering trade union activities less effective among employees (Kochan and Lansbury 1997).

Similarly, another factor that can contribute to the decline in unionisation (workers representation) activities is the extent and scope of legal support required for workplace union participation. The argument here is that, there is a relationship between the extent statutory provisions supplemented by legislation, supports unionisation purpose, for employees in the workplace. For example in the UK the neo-liberal policies of the conservative government was bent on weakening trade union influence in the work place and to create circumstances within which management could re assert authority among employees (Waddington 2003).In the same way the labour constitutional reform of the 1990 which was accompanied by a parallel initiative to diversify sources of funding to the union also contributed to the weakening of the scope of unionisation mobilization in the UK, as a result of the influence exerted through this mechanism, the union has failed to secure any major changes in the UK government industrial policy(Bach 2002; Waddington 2003). This was the main point of conflict between the unions and the party in Tony Blairs second term. The aftermath of this conflict of interest was the questioning of the source of financing the labour party, the eventual expulsion of the rail, marine and transport union for supporting non union labour candidates, the withdrawal of the fire brigade union and the success in union election of anti-Blair candidate to name just a few (Bach 2002). 

Furthermore the works of Hoffman (1993) suggest that the difference in the rate of unionisation between men and women arising from segregation of employment, has accounted for a shift in trade union membership growth –considering the position women occupy as the mass of UK working class population. This often discourages women commitment to union activities. Similarly the decline in the rate of unionisation among younger workers tend to be much higher than among workers above 46years of age (IRS 1994).For this reason Hoffman (1997) argues that younger workers are more individualized as a result of the social changes in the 1980s and 1990s, with the consequences that they are less susceptible to the collectivism that underpins trade unionism. Furthermore, to strengthen his position Hoffman (1997) emphasis that the formalities in trade union practice, do sometimes inhibit younger people interest in its cause. These young people tend to be more attuned to the greater informality which they are used to, like those concerned with anti-racism, animal right and environment. They prefer to give much of their commitments to these issues. In addition, other contributory factor to this trend is the relative decline of trade union membership among migrant workers and workers from ethnic minorities (Waddington 2000). Above all the sectorial difference in the rate of unionisation in the UK organised private sector is also a major area of concern for union decline. In general terms, the decline in the entire UK manufacturing employment has resulted in a large scale trade union membership loss (Waddington 2000).

For the most part, these analysed causal factors have resulted in union organisation becoming less effective in the workplace and in the broader society at large. The dominating effect of this trend is that union membership has become less attractive to potential members. For this reason the extent of the decline in membership, alongside the relative absence of union representatives in the workplace has raised the profile of issues, debates and organised labour effort to identify comprehensive proactive strategies that can both broaden the perspective and reverse this decline in union activities. The most significant strategies in today’s revitalization literature are reforms of union structures, coalition-building, international solidarity, and organizing and labour management partnership (Hickey 2003; Terry 2000; Kelly 2003). Our focus therefore is not on the first three- of which there have been somuch in depth studies till date, but on the last two (Organising and Partnership), which is central to current debate on present and future directions for unions in general (Heery 2002).

The principles of the organising model entails change in union interests, such that commitment of resources to recruitment becomes the primary objective of the union over servicing of existing members (Heery 2002).This extension of unionism (Union representation) to non traditional employment groups involves stimulating activism among their own workers which allow for freedom to resolve various unions problems with or without external representation. (Heery 2002). This approach to unionism denotes a set of organising techniques that can be deployed by trained organisers in dedicated organised campaigns. Heery (2002) posit that this techniques includes(i) mapping of targeted workforce to identify potential members and activist(ii)the use of representative organising committee to draw workers into the campaign(iii)reliance on action to render the union a visible focus for work identification(iii)person to person recruitment(iv)the use of advert or the media to pressure resistant employers. Overall the concept behind the model strategy is centred on the rationale that- the strength of the union is best sustained by effective workplace organisation.

On the other hand the Partnership Model is related to an approach to employment relation that involves mutual gain relationship between management and unions. The model emphasis that there are employers who find it both ethically responsible and economically effective to share with trade union issues on strategic matters of organisational change(Miquel Martins and Stuart 2002). In the context of the trade union interest, partnership is perceived to represent an opportunity for trade union to advance their historical concern to ensure that the right of workers in terms of the working environment i.e health safety, training, and non work related matters are enhanced by the employer. This emerge from a general desire to extend the political and social position of workers at work by having them enter into a new relation with management, the one based on a legitimate and independent voice (not managerial driven involvement) that allows risks to be shared, and common approaches to challenges be developed (Miquel Martins and Stuart 2002). 

From the foregoing, the political idealogical starting point for both model seek possible answers to how trade union can redefine themselves and change in the present and in the future, adopting to the new working environment. The organising model has as its core principle the questioning of managerial legitimacy and emphasises the self organisation of workers in opposition to management as its principal organising dynamic (Kelly1996;Gall 2001; Heery 2002).This involves an attempt to organize workers through a bottom up organizing, and relying on collective strength to secure recognition(Herery 2002).This attempt to organise in the workplace often extends to offering valuable service to workers to support training in their fields, career development and job search. This is done through systematic planning using specialist techniques. From a critical perspective, within the aforementioned framework on the techniques to organizing, some critics and advocates of the model argue that it’s important to look beyond the aforementioned techniques, but on strategic issues as impact of these organising processes on the unions internal structures and forms of leadership. These Critics posit that full time union officers accustomed to serving existing members may well feel threatened by such strategic shifts in their routine functions (Frege and Kelly 2003; Heery 2002).Similarly rank and file union members will have to – in some cases - be convinced of the need to redirect scarce resources away from servicing the existing membership towards organising non union members. 

In this regard, Carter (2000) observation on restructuring existing practice of unions may be the key to understanding the willingness to revert this trend. Carter (2000) argues from his observation that a consciously determined change in any complex organisation is difficult to achieve- this is because these policies are suppose to confront new circumstances, mediated by complex internal process. When such internal constraints are combined with the external obstacles to organising, as noted above, it is not surprising that the scope and nature of the possible organising model vary considerably (Carter 2000). While others argued that such situations had potentially profound implications for the nature of the relationship between union members, activist and officials. For instance Moris and Fosh (2002) question the effect on the union structures and the rationale behind the service strategy of organising. They argue that the treatment of individual union members as fee paying customers of service, diminish the traditional role of the union activist in the capacity of the union being democratic. Others strengthen this stance that exchanging benefit for membership contributions would lead to the relative exclusion of the representative functions within the union(Stirling 2005).In contrast Kelly and Heery(1994) who highlighted extensively; the concept of service for recruitment- in their works, reiterated that this service function is strategically aimed at encouraging workplace representation and expansion in the short run. In the event a general consensus exists that such approaches did not prove particularly effective in terms of recruiting new members (Carter2000; Stirling 2005; Waddington and Whitson 1997) nor it seems, were they any better at retaining existing membership (Richards 2006).

Instead several authors have argued for the continued prominence of collective reason for joining unions. Stirling (2005) points a strong evidence that new members join for collective reason related to support when facing problems at work, while Waddington and Whitson (1997) concluded that the individualisation of aspects of the employment relationship(i.e service for recruitment) do not necessarily mean the abandonment of support for a collective agenda. In any case, and in a valuable critical position William (1997) cast doubt on the value and validity of the notion of individualisation amongst contemporary workers in general, arguing that the view of workers becoming less solidaristic does not discourage the historical aspiration of trade unionism in general. To Williams (1997) the strategy of treating individual members as fee paying customers is not so much evidence of less solidarity for union cause or individualism as much –compared to the extent to which employers seek to resist unions to expand organising recruitment techniques to new potential non traditional employment groups (Williams 1997). Overall the practice of services by workers is prevalent where union organisation is relatively strong. Besides information reorientation mechanism can be devised by union leaders to educated members about the existence and impact of these external pressures on union revival change process(Flecher and Hurd 2001).

Turning to the manifestation of the labour management cooperation or partnership model as a strategic response to union revitalization. Much of the debate on its basic proposition has thus being seen as central to UK new labour government approach to labour policy and modernisation of UK employment relation (Martinez Lucio and Stuart 2000). In this context, state institutions as the Department of Trade and Industries- Partnership Fund, has provided subtle support and knowledge resources to locate new management-union relations within the paradigm of a broader set of interests, such as those of the individual, those of the employer and customer as well as those of the State. By applying this mechanism of partnership the state not only act as a third party and major guarantor of partnership, but as a facilitator of network and learning processes relevant to it (Rainbird 2004). Within the UK industrial relations policies and the ongoing difficulties management face in responding to the effect of environmental changes, alongside the likely impact of a potentially more labour friendly political environment. Authors as Arkers and Payne (1998) argued that management could not proceed to progress change without bringing unions on board in terms of decision making. Partnership thus afforded the union movement a clear opportunity for increase social and economic influence. In effect unions can deepen their institutional role at various levels at the workplace-such as strategic areas as training and quality management, alongside issues on the wider society at large (Arkers and Payne 1998).

However like many process of convergence that emerges from divergent positions and interests the partnership model is open to coexistence of opposing ideologies and political reinterpretations and uses (Martinez Lucio and Stuart 2004). Moreover much of the model debates has tended to focus on the extent to which partnership diminishes union representative capacity or the extent to which it enhances it. Within this broad paradigm, the critical considerations for most of the arguments includes the model commitment to business success and the sharing of this success, employment security, employment voice, opportunities for training and development, and flexibility (Guest and Pecci 1998 cited in Martinez lucios and Stuart 2002).These considerations, it is argued that successful partnership requires a set of reciprocal commitments and obligations between the organisation and the people working in it. These principles and commitments thus influences the institutional configuration(Thomas and Wallis 1998).Yet others question the content of the model principle ability to reshape management union relationships, raising criticism on the unmanaged political risk unions face adopting the model .For example Claydon(1998) argued the justification of the result of labour management partnership relationship when comparing and contrasting partnership and non partnership firm- the former do not appear to exhibit significant difference in terms of job security and profitability. In addition Taylor and Ramsey (1998) raise doubt that partnership based arrangements may draw trade unions into management strategy of enhancing work intensification. For example in the process of engaging in partnership, trade union may end up legitimating workplace change programmes that trade off employment security with greater work intensification. Put differently and to re-emphasise this position – a critical analysis on effective practice of partnership agreement on the part of trade union with management may lead unions to downgrade their activist resistant strategies, which can lead to a long term weakening of union structures (Geary and Roche 2003). Furthermore the content of the partnership model policies reveals more of a strategic human resource management driven work place strategy, and not simply a union oriented one (Stuart and Martinez Lucio 2000). Similarly from the management perspective Oxenbridge and Brown (2004) noted that managers expressed frustration with the lengthy negotiation and balloting process among union members the model practice entail. A related challenge was the tension that arise when key union representative loose the trust of their members as a result of their relationship with management. For example key union representative can become suspicious by union members on their stance from exposure to strategic information with management (Oxenbridge and Brown 2004).

Overall within these divergent positions of political interest from the two model there are areas unions position on workplace representation are compatible to management interest on various themes, and mutual problem solving- precisely where organising model idealogical roots share common interest with labour management partnership. For example labour management partnership agreement developing often in the aftermath of a strike in which the unions agree to support the company in return for the companys acceptance of the union (Hurd, Milkwan. etal 2003). Similarly this mutual agreement can also occur in the cause of union drive to extend workplace representation in non traditional sector were membership rate are low, unions ability to reach out to these employees in this sector maybe limited when they are unable to establish bargaining rights with employers in that sector (Bryson and Gomez 2005). To reverse this situation the available option open to unions will be negotiating terms of partnership with employers if they are to make substantial membership gains in the long run from that sector. 

For this reason a thorough examination of the academic literature to the study of union revitalization cannot help but reveal the political reinterpretations of many views and experiments going on with both approaches- which suggest that a one path solution is far from being clear. The majority of the studies in this essay have focused on how trade union can reinvent themselves within the critical considerations embedded in the two model approaches. The essay discussed the factors resulting in union decline, tracing the circumstances that gave rise to these factors. Its framework embraces an indepth explanation and critical analysis of the two models. It introduced critics and advocates that seek to diminish or enhance the strong points of each model .Overall it highlights conditions and areas of compatibility of both model. Consequently there is no one size fit all paths to union revitalization. Whether to choose the path of partnership, that of organising or a third way will vary depending on the nature of the workforce being represented and the industry characteristics. Whatever the circumstances union revitalization may need to be embedded in an ideology that define union purpose in broad and ambitious terms, so that unions can position themselves as more than a narrow interest group. To some extent the organising model may satisfy this requirement, however history has it that the accomplishment of deeply held political ideologies tend to be the outcome of investing in complex sets of network resources, organisation and collaborative strategies, which partnership model entails. Whatever the circumstance unions should comprehend that any new path must be that which shows results.
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