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ABSTRACT

This paper takes issue with the claim that processes of individualisation signify a retreat from organised collective resistance based upon class, and indeed the very existence of class divisions. Whilst some class theorists have tried to incorporate individualist argument into their theories (for example most recently in Mike Savage’s work), these have largely focused on either social mobility or culture, and have taken the individualisation thesis for granted in relation to collective action. On the contrary this paper argues that class struggle has itself become increasingly individualised in response to a range of factors: economic restructuring, changes in civil and industrial citizenship, and changes in the strategies and tactics of trade unions. The paper poses a challenge to some current sociological wisdom regarding social movements and individualisation. Rather than class based collective action being in decline, it is argued that its repertoire of contention has changed, both in terms of its form and content. People pursue their economistic class interests in an individualised manner, but they are dependent on collective actors such as unions in pursuit of these interests. Theoretical debates around social movements, individualisation and class are considered in the light of a range of diverse secondary empirical data. Secondary data around trade union membership, popularity and strike behaviour, the pursuit of individual casework by unions and the Citizens Advice Bureaux, workplace restructuring, additional civil rights in the labour market of ‘minorities’ are all analysed to suggest that individuals are pursuing class based or class related grievances.

WORK IN PROGRESS: NOT FOR QUOTATION WITHOUT THE PERMISSION OF THE AUTHOR.

Introduction


The debate around individualisation has focused largely on issues around culture, identity and private life (Smart and Neale, 1999; Jamieson, 2000). However, one of the main themes of one of the leading theorists of individualisation – Beck – has always been the individualisation of class and the labour market. Beck, despite the bias of many users of his ideas towards questions of risk and privacy, does address economic, institutional  cultural aspects of class in his initial account of individualisation. In general his arguments about institutionalised individualism are arguments about the redundancy of class analysis, and in particular the decline of class struggle as a concept relevant to the analysis of contemporary societies. In this paper I argue that rather than ‘class struggle’ being undermined by the disembedding consequences of individualisation, collective class actors and individuals occupying particular class locations are changing their repertoire (Tilly, 1995) of class struggle in response to processes of social change seen by Beck and others as institutionalised individualisation.

Mike Savage (2000) has recently made a cogent case for cultural aspects of class becoming ‘individualised’. However, I think he is only partly right in his arguments, and I think he tends to follow a conventional pessimistic view of work related politics in contemporary Britain. In summary, I think Savage concentrates too much on the individualisation of class condition, and the individualisation of class cultures to the neglect of the individualisation of class action. Others have discussed individualisation in employment in relation to human resource strategies, employment contact and new labour processes. Some of these discuss individualisation in employment with not reference at all to these wider sociological debates about individualisation, and seem to use the term in a purely empiricist common sense manner (Bacon and Storey, 2000; Brown et. al. 2000). In what follows I want to expand upon Savage’s ‘individualisation of class’ thesis. What I want to suggest is that the repertoire of class struggle has changed. Whilst it is manifestly no longer dominated by collective action, it is increasingly individualised. Individuals have conflicts with their employers around their economic rights as employees, and their economic rights as members of status groups such as gender, disability and ethnicity. However, these struggles often require and make use of collectivised resources – the trade union. Where they do not, they make use of other sources of support such as Citizen’s Advice Bureaux (Abbott, 1998; Towers, 1997: 236).

Savage follows the standard individualisation arguments of Giddens and Beck only so far. He wants to retain class as an analytic tool for sociology, however, he does seem to follow Beck’s view of class action. Class action in these debates is thought of in terms of the classic manual working class union committed to strikes and other collective actions within a voluntaristic framework of industrial relations. Savage’s analysis tends to give too much credence to dominant individualisation thesis claims about the decline of class action. Like him I feel that there is a kernal of truth to their arguments. His argument focuses too much on cultural aspects, aspects of social mobility and the middle classes, and this overlooks the enduring character of ‘class grievances’ within the workplace and how they may be expressed. Manost now accept that the working class significantly weaker in political terms, and their work and labour market situations have been radically transformed over the past 25 years. However, the issues I want to pose here is what can employees do to address their grievances when there is no union, and little opportunity for effective collective action? The impression that one is given by the individualisation debate, particularly among those who have used Beck’s ideas, rather than Beck himself, is that there are no longer any significant class realted grievances.

The overall impact of economic restructuring has been described as the de-collectivisation of labour, and what was assumed to follow from this was the simple decline and disappearance of class struggle. At best what remains is a neo-Weberian analysis of status groups (Pakulski, 1996; Waters, 1996) What it may induce, or rather create the conditions for is the paradoxical sounding de-collectivisation of collective action.

The rest of this paper falls into three sections. First of all I discuss in some detail Beck’s account of institutionalised individualism and its relationship to changes in the workplace and his account of the decline of class as a modality of collective action. Somewhat pre-empting the later sections I argue that Beck over-estimates the decline of class, but that certain parts of his individualisation argument carry considerable weight and insight. In the second section I present a variety of data about Employemnt Tribunal cases and ACAS caseloads. I argue that these are expressions of individualised class struggle, and the easily documented tremendous increase in these public expressions of grievances arising from employment deserve more serious attention. In the third section I try to make sociological sense of the emergence of individualised class struggle through a development and application of T.H. Marshall’s idea of industrial citizenship and certain concepts in social mvoement theory.

Beck’s Theory of Institutionalised individualisation


Ulrich Beck’s work is perhaps better known for its focus on questions of risk, yet his work on the risk society is just as much about individualisation, and he has re-iterated this aspect in his most recent work (Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 2002). Beck’s concepts of risk and individualisation form part of his more general claims about reflexive modernisation. This he sees as a ‘second modernity’ transforming what had become the ‘traditional’ aspects of industrialism:

… reflexive modernization dissolves the traditional parameters of industrial society: class culture and consciousness, gender and family roles. It dissolves these forms of the conscience collective, on which depend and to which refer the social and political organizations and institutions in industrial society. These detraditionalizations happen in a social surge of individualization. At the same time the relations of inequality remain stable… Against the background of a comparatively high material standard of living and advanced social security systems, the people have been removed from class commitments and have to refer to themselves in planning their individual labour market biographies. (Beck, 1992: 87)


Within these changes Beck saw class as both remaining stable in terms of what one may call ‘class condition’, but dissolving into individualism at the levels of culture and class based action. Consequently people experience, think about and act in relation to their employment conditions in an increasingly individualised way:

The separations in the hierarchy of income and the fundamental conditions of wage labour have remained the same. On the other hand, ties to a social class receded mysteriously into the background for the action of people. Status-based social milieus and lifestyles typical of a class culture lose their luster. The tendency is towards the emergence of individualized forms and conditions of existence, which compel people – for the sake of their own material survival – to make themselves the centre of their own planning and conduct of life. (Beck, 1992: 88)

For Beck’s work at this stage the juridification of labour relations is an important aspect of change in the labour market that is a source of ‘institutionalised individualism. He sees this as undermining established forms of collective class representation through unions and parties:

The differentiation of labour law as a special form of legislation leads to an individualization of interests which no longer depend upon highly aggregated interest groups (e.g. organizations and parties) for their recognition. Individuals who are affected are thus able to defend their rights (which they strongly defend) directly in the courts. (Beck, 1992: 95)

However, I think this is too excessive an argument for individualisation. Certainly in Britain there is evidence for this being a major source of individualisation of class conflict as we shall see, but individuals often still need some kind of collective organisation or other kind of collective support in order to defend their rights as individual employees. I think the problems arise because Beck equates class too strongly with ‘tradition’:

Class society will pale into insignificance beside an individualized society of employees … In contrast to class society, which is defined essentially in terms of tradition and culture, a society of employees must be defined in terms of labour law and by means of socio-political categories. (Beck, 1992: 100)

This means that class has lost its force as both a source of collective identity and as a basis for collective action. Beck reinforces this image with his very traditional and narrowly economic view of trade union power:

The political strength of the labour movement rests upon its capacity to stop work in the organized form of the strike.’ (Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 2002: 38)

Furthermore, social inequality becomes individualised in such a way that problems and crises that have social origins are increasingly experienced as individual crises and individual faults (Beck, 1992: 100). However, there have long been arguments within British sociology for people having instrumentalist and individualist reasons for joining and supporting class organisations sucah as trade unions, what has been termed ‘instrumental collectivism’ (Marshall, et. al. 1988). These types of arguments suggest that class action is not so much based on tradition, but upon the resources and opportunities that are available for the collective expression of individual concerns. My argument is that the contours of this ‘instrumental collectivism’ remain essentially the same, although the resources and opportunities for its expression have changed. They have become individualised.

However Beck adds a further layer to his account of the declining significance of class in the face of individualisation. These are ‘non-class’ groups of individuals who share some kind of ascribed characteristic:

… permanent conflicts tend to arise along the lines of ascribed characteristics, which now as much as ever are undeniably connected with discriminations. Race, skin colour, gender, ethnicity, age, homosexuality, physical disabilities – these are the major ascribed characteristics. Under the conditions of advanced individualization, such quasi-natural social inequalities lead to the development of quite specific organizing effects. These attempt to gain political muscle by focusing upon the inescapability and permanence of such inequalities as well as their incompatibility with the achievement principle… (Beck, 1992: 101)

The further connection that Beck fails to make here is with the juridification of employment relations that is associated with these inequalities and conflicts around ‘ascribed characteristics’. These again may be a source of individualisation of work place struggle. Like general employees rights they are individuals’ rights, but they require collective organisation to bring these rights into effect, and this often involves organisation within and through traditional class organisations, i.e. unions rather than separately and independently of them (Humphrey, 1998; 2000).

Beck’s analysis of individualisation explicitly echoes that of Marx. However, Beck does not see the collective experience of class conflict as countering the individualising consequences of capitalism. He tends to see any instances of collective solidarity under capitalism as ‘Feudal remnants’. Individualisation for Beck involves an increasing commodification of peoples’ lives, he sees people as being forced to be increasingly dependent on the market for both work and consumption. Whilst those who of have drawn upon Beck’s work have tended to emphasise the increasing significance of consumption, and the plasticity of inter-personal relations, whilst simply seeing class and work as of declining significance in social life (Bauman, 2000; 2001; Giddens, 1991).

Beck’s most recent work on individualisation requires careful interpretation. The recent text published with his wife (Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 2002) contains several passages concerned with issues of class, employment and individualisation, but these date from the early 1990s. His most recent writings on work (Beck, 2000) present an account of change that is driven largely by flexibility and globalisation, and is much less subtle and convincing than the broader analysis to be found in his earlier work.


For the purposes of my argument, there is a core aspect of Beck’s thesis that remains empirically sound, the decline of traditional forms of collective action such as strikes. However, I would add ‘for the moment’, as historical analyses suggests that such collective mobilisations come in waves or cycles (Kelly, 1998; Traugott, 1995), and I think Beck is far too confident in his predictive statements. Another point I want to take from this discussion of Beck relates to his insights about the role juridification plays in the individualisation of conflict around employment. This means that grievances arising out of the workplace relationship can be increasingly addressed in individualistic terms, and I want to examine that claim empirically in the next section.

Analysing Individualised Class Struggle

One of the convenient features for the sociologist of traditional class action – strikes - is that they are so economically and politically disruptive that for many years systematic data on their incidence and pattern has been collected and published in readily accessible forms. Consequently we almost take for granted the decline of trade union membership and strike action since the early 1980s, and take them as rough and ready indices of the decline in class solidarities, organisation and collective class action. The problem with accepting this particular operationalisationof the concept of ‘class struggle’, is that it is all too convenient for the ‘end of class’ theorists to ignore other evidence. In this section I shall discuss data that demonstrate the continued significance of workplace based economic conflicts. These data are largely concerned with data on individual grievances taken to Employment Tribunals and ACAS. Whilst there has been a dramatic decline in trade union membership and strike action since the early 1980s, there has been an even more dramatic increase in the pursuit of individual grievances by employees.

Figure 1: Indices of Strikes (Collective Class Struggle) and Employment Tribunal Applications (Individualized Class Struggle). About here

Figure one shows the familiar story of the decline of strikes in Britain since 1980. However, since about 1990 Employment Tribunal Applications have risen dramatically. The index was around or below 100 until 1990, since when it has risen to over 300 by the end of the last century. Over 130,000 Employment Tribunal Applications were made in 2000. A parallel pattern can be found when looking at Figure 2 for Collective and Individual conciliation requests to ACAS.

Figure 2: Indices of Conciliation Requests to ACAS 1975-2000. About here

Figure 2 also demonstrates that collective class struggle has declined, as individualised conflicts have increased. The index for requests to ACAS for Collective Conciliation has fallen since 1980 from 82 to 57 by the end of the century, whilst the Individual Conciliation Request Index rose from 160 in 1980 to 575 in 2000. Between 1975 and 2000 there were a total of over 1.7 million requests for individual conciliation to ACAS. As people’s opportunities for the collective expression of grievances have been blocked they have seized the opportunities for the institutionally individualised ways of expressing grievances arising from conflict in the workplace.

Figure 3:ACAS Individual Conciliation Cases Received, By Jurisdiction. About here

Figure 4: Indices of ACAS Individual Conciliation Cases Received: Sex, Race and Disability Jurisdictions About here

Figure 5: ACAS Individual Conciliation Cases Received, By Jurisdiction (Percentages) About here

Figures 3, 4 and 5 give the total numbers of Individual Conciliation Cases by jurisdiction, the Indices of Individual Conciliation Cases for Sex, Race and Disability Jurisdictions and Percentages of Individual Conciliation Cases by Jurisdiction, respectively. For heuristic purposes at this stage in my argument I want to make a distinction between the core class jurisdictions of Unfair Dismissal, Breach of Contract, Protection of Wages and Others on the one hand the non-class collective identity jurisdictions of Race Relations, Sex Discrimination, Equal Pay and disability Discrimination on the other.

The data presented in figure 3 demonstrates two points. Firstly there has been a growth of both class and non-class jurisdictions in the sense of new rights being created, for example with the introduction of disability discrimination legislation being a new non-class cluster of individual rights associated with a collective identity, and the new core class based rights of Breach of Contract for example. Secondly, increasing use is being made of both class and non-class jurisdictions. The data in figures 4 and 5 give greater clarity to this finding. Using indices of conciliation cases to ACAS under non-class collective identity jurisdictions figure 4 shows that these have increased massively since 1985, with the index for Sex discrimination cases for instance rising from 100 in 1985 to over 1500 in 2000. However, Figure 5 shows that these non-class jurisdictions remain relatively insignificant as a proportion of all individual conciliation cases. Core class questions of Unfair Dismissal, Breach of Contract and Protection of Wages jurisdictions account for the vast majority of cases. On these points we can conclude that it is not primarily the expansion of grievances associated with sex, race and disability that is driving the individualisation of workplace conflicts. Rather it is the overall juridification of employment relations that is central.

Figure 6: Indices of Representation of Applicants at Employment Tribunal Hearings. About here

Figure 7: Representation of Applicants at Employment Tribunal Hearings About here

Figures 6 and 7 show clearly that unions are not a significant source of representation at Employment tribunal hearings. However, there are years when the union representation index peaks, as illustrated by the data in figure 6 for 1993-94 and 1998-99. Furthermore, these peaks do not correspond with those for other forms of representation, so they cannot be explained by some underlying factor common to all types of representation such as the state of the labour market or the impact of new legislation. What they represent are clusters of individual cases co-ordinated by unions, in other words collective actions by groups of workers with a common grievance (Dickens, 2000: 74).


This last point rasises some important issues. There is evidence that tribunal cases supported by unions are more successful, as 95 per cent of union backed cases are won compared to 71 per cent of all other cases (Pandya, 2001). On the other hand it may be the case that certain types of case, such as sex and race discrimination, are perceived as ‘hard to prove’, and therefore people do not pursue the matter or withdraw their complaint (Dickens, 2000: 77). Clearly there are many and complex reasons why people pursue these grievances, and the data presented here is only the ‘tip of the iceberg’, since others will be resolved at the level of the workplace, and yet others will fail to see the light of day due to lack of resources, confidence and knowledge of how to use the system.

The Changing Balance of Collective and Individual Conflict

Examined superficially the above data could be read as signifying a simple shift from collective to individual action. However, analysts of social movements have long recognised that apparently isolated individual acts can be part of a collective social movement:


… even some forms of defiance which appear to be individual acts … may have a collective dimension, for those who engage in these acts may consider themselves to be part of a larger movement. Such apparently atomized acts of defiance can be considered movement events when those involved perceive themselves to be acting as members of a group, and when they share a common set of protest beliefs. (Piven and Cloward, 1979: 4)

Whilst Piven and Cloward and others who have made related points about individual acts of resistance (Scott, 1985) had in mind acts such as industrial sabotage, graffiti etc. I think what we are seeing here is a juridification and making public of individual grievances against employers. Whilst these data represent many, indeed millions of acts of defiance against employers, there is surely a collective dimension to them. Nor are they exceptional. For instance non payment of the poll tax was ‘individualised’, although collectively co-ordinated. Non-payment was massive, yet public protest on demonstrations was more muted. Individual non-registration and non-payment indicated a widespread sense of grievance and injustice. (Bagguley, 1996). I want to argue that a different kind of ‘moral economy’ (Thompson, 1993) of the workplace has emerged. There is a new ‘common set of beliefs’ that employees share: their sense of rights against the interests of their employer.

Thompson’s moral economy sanctioned public collective action. It was very much concerned with traditional or ‘pre-industrial’ forms of protest. The modern moral economy has both its public, institutionalised and juridified side and its private, uninstitutionalised side where people share a sense of justice. This side has a network of informal and formal support, a ‘culture of solidarity’ to seek redress in cases of grievance against an employer. Whereas, in the traditional moral economy people defended traditional rights and customs (Thompson 1993: 188), in the modern moral economy they defend their legal rights as citizens. This is based on modern ideas of social norms and the obligations that employers have towards their employees. Unfair practices by employers offend modern sensibilities of fairness and morality. Thompson saw the traditional moral economy as approving direct action by the crowd to seek redress (Thompson 1993: 212), however, the modern moral economy encourages individual action through institutionalised legal channels albeit often with collective support both formal and informal. Thompson saw that the food riot required little organisation and was an ‘inherited pattern of action’ (Thompson 1993: 238). However, this modern moral economy requires ‘expertise’ and specialised knowledge, as a pattern of action has to be learnt, and this learning has partly led to the widespread recourse to these institutionalised and juridified forms of redress. The traditional moral economy can be seen as ‘particularistic’ and ‘localised’, whilst the modern moral economy of the individualised employee is ‘universalistic’. The traditional moral economy sought to regulate economic life with non-economic norms of behaviour (Thompson 1993: 340). In a comparable way the modern moral economy seeks to institutionalise these norms in legal forms with state sanctioned and co-ordinated forms of redress. Thompson wrote that food riots took place not among the ‘helpless’ and the ‘hopeless’, but among those who ‘… sense that they have little power to help themselves…’ (Thompson 1993: 340). I think this also captures something important about present circumstances, where organised labour is relatively weak, yet people are not entirely hopeless nor helpless.

The data also show that whilst class conflict has become juridified and individualised, the same also applies to ‘new social movement’ collective identity struggles as they emerge within the workplace. Whilst the debate about individualisation has been used to interpret the emergence of ‘new social movements’, it does so in a way that ignores the interface between ‘identity’ politics and class politics. Employment rights and the expression of individual grievances within the workplace are precisely where the two meet and coalesce.

An earlier theme that I introduced to argue against Beck’s individualisation thesis was Marshall et. al.’s idea of ‘instrumental collectivism’. This argument continues to find support from evidence about reasons for trade union membership The reasons people give for joining a union or being a member are overwhelmingly concerned with support or protection in case of a problem at work that they might face as individuals. (Gallie, 1996: 145; Waddington and Whitson, 1997: 521). People are seeking collective support against individual risks, threats or needs arising out of their position as employees, from their social relation with an employer. In this sense ‘instrumental collectivism’ is alive and well, and is just as congruent with the conditions of individualised class struggle as the conditions of collective strike action. Whilst strike action and trade union membership have declined grievances still arise in the workplace, and the perceived need for protection is also expressed in the support for unions to be found in opinion polls. In Gallup polls during the 1970s 54 per cent agreed that unions were a ‘good thing’, during the 1980s this increased to 63 per cent and during the 1990s increased still further to 73 per cent (decade averages calculated from Gallup, 1990; 1996).

These struggles are still at one level class struggles. They are about the conditions of the employment relationship, the power relation between employer and employee. Why are they individualised? Whilst labour market changes account for some of this, through the decline of industries that had high levels of union density and sometimes large numbers of strikes. Legal changes affecting the balance of unions’ rights and powers and individuals’ employment rights are significant. This is best thought of as a transformation of industrial citizenship. In short the restructuring of industrial citizenship has restricted opportunities for collective action, but created opportunities for individualised action.


The idea of industrial citizenship was of course found in Marshall’s original essay on citizenship and social class. However, he regarded industrial citizenship as secondary to civil citizenship,as he thought that unions merely excercised civil rights onbehalf of their members. This neglect of industrial citizenship in the sociological literature has coninued apart from some notable exceptions (Barbalet, 1988: 22-7; Gersuny, 1994; Janoski, 1998; Janowitz, 1980; Muller-Jentsch, 1991; Streeck, 1997; Woodiwiss, 1997). However, even these fail to develop the concept significantly. In particular I think we need to distinguish between collective industrial citizenship and individual industrial citizenship (Bagguley, 2001). The former refers to the rights, powers and liberties of unions as collective legal subjects, and the latter the rights, powers and liberties of individual employees. What most industrial relations and employment legislation since 1980 has effected is a decline in collective industrial citizenship, whilst strengthening individual industrial citizenship. Legal changes between 1980s and 1993 for example placed restrictions on the liberties of unions to organise clossed shops, the run their own internal affairs, to organise industrial action, whilst removing certain legal immunities that they enjoyed. Simlutaneously there has been a growth of the legal rights of individual employees, and some of these rights have been delivered as part of the necessity to meet EU directives, that ACAS has a statutory duty to handle (Dickens, 2000). Interestingly much of this legislation was introduced by conservative governments. Unfair dismissal rights were introduced in 1972, the Wages Act of 1986 was a de-regulating piece of legislation reducing the role of Wages Councils, but has led to an increase in ACAS and Employment Tribunal cases.


This restructuring of industrial citizenship has manifold consequences for how grievances and conflicts of interest in employment are expressed. The best way to think about these is in terms of a changing structure of opportunities for action. The reduction of collective industrial citizenship rights has made traditional trade union union collective action more difficult, and more expensive to organise. This has closed down the opportunities of the long established repertoire of action of the labour movement. However, the expansion of individual’s industrial citizenship rights has made addressing individual grievances easier. This has expanded the opportunities for a different kind of repertoire of workplace politics, one that is relatively new. In this sense individualised class struggle has become the norm. It has become another instnace of Beck’s institutionalised individualism.

At this juncture Tilly’s argument that repertoires of action are products of the interaction between challengers and the authorities seems to be pertinent (Tilly, 1995). ACAS and elements of Industrial relations legislation have been introduced to deal with industrial conflict. However, other aspects have been introduced due to the requirements upon the British state to conform to EU directives. Furthermore, the government is currently attempting to reduce the number of grievances pursued through the Employment Tribunals system for reasons of cost, and in the pas there have been attempts to reduce the case load as part of a broader labour market de-regulation strategy (Dickens, 2000). However, so far these have failed to make much impression.

Conclusions


In this paper I have attempted to argue that whilst collective expressions of class conflict have declined, there powerful evidence of what I have termed ‘individualised class struggle’. In summary I have argued that Beck’s original claims about the individualisation of class have been largely neglected in the subsequent debate on his work in Britain, which have focused on questions of risk and reflexivity. However, I have suggest that Beck’s argument, whilst pointing to some important changes has neglected the way in which class struggle has become individualised. His concept of ‘institutionalised individualism’ and discussion of the juridification of employment relations are useful starting point for understanding the process of the individualisation of class struggle. From official data sources regarding ACAS caseloads and Employment Appeal Tribunal statistics I have argued that there has been a massive increase in the public expression of individual grievances arising from employment. This has been driven by the increasing juridification of employment relations creating opportunities for the expression of individual grievances often with collective backing from trade unions.
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Figure 6: Indices of Representation of Applicants at Employment Tribunal Hearings
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Figure 5: ACAS Individual Conciliation Cases Received, By Jurisdiction (Percentages)
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Figure 2: Indices of Conciliation Requests to ACAS 1975-2000

100

100

135

144

129

151

130

154

104

149

82

160

76

162

73

161

70

148

61

147

58

147

57

177

51

140

45

153

45

168

49

179

54

208

47

248

47

258

51

273

52

315

51

345

50

367

51

391

59

565

57

575



Sheet1

												Index of		Index of		Index of		Index of		Log of		Log of		Log of		Log of

				Requests for		Individual		Strikes		ET		Requests for		Individual		Strikes:		ET		Requests for		Individual		Strikes:		ET

				Collective		Conciliation		Stoppages		Applications		Collective		Conciliation		Stoppages		Applications		Collective		Conciliation		Stoppages		Applications

				Conciliation		Requests		in Progress		Registered		Conciliation		Requests		in Progress		Registered		Conciliation		Requests		in Progress		Registered

		1975		2564		29100		2332				100		100						3.4089		4.4639

		1976		3460		41930		2034				135		144						3.5391		4.6225

		1977		3299		43899		2737				129		151						3.5184		4.6425

		1978		3338		44713		2498				130		154						3.5235		4.6504

		1979		2667		43406		2125				104		149		100				3.4260		4.6375

		1980		2091		46447		1348		41424		82		160		100		100		3.3204		4.6670		3.1297		4.6173

		1981		1958		47040		1344		44852		76		162		100		108		3.2918		4.6725		3.1284		4.6518

		1982		1865		46996		1538		43660		73		161		114		105		3.2707		4.6721		3.1870		4.6401

		1983		1789		42943		1364		39959		70		148		101		96		3.2526		4.6329		3.1348		4.6016

		1984		1569		42723		1221		39191		61		147		91		95		3.1956		4.6307		3.0867		4.5932

		1985		1475		42887		903		38593		58		147		67		93		3.1688		4.6323		2.9557		4.5865

		1986		1457		51431		1074		38385		57		177		80		93		3.1635		4.7112		3.0310		4.5842

		1987		1302		40817		1016		30543		51		140		75		74		3.1146		4.6108		3.0069		4.4849

		1988		1163		44443		781		29304		45		153		58		71		3.0656		4.6478		2.8927		4.4669

		1989		1163		48817		701		34697		45		168		52		84		3.0656		4.6886		2.8457		4.5403

		1990		1260		52071		630		43243		49		179		47		104		3.1004		4.7166		2.7993		4.6359

		1991		1386		60605		369		67448		54		208		27		163		3.1418		4.7825		2.5670		4.8290

		1992		1207		72166		253		71821		47		248		19		173		3.0817		4.8583		2.4031		4.8563

		1993		1211		75181		211		71661		47		258		16		173		3.0831		4.8761		2.3243		4.8553

		1994		1313		79332		205		88061		51		273		15		213		3.1183		4.8994		2.3118		4.9448

		1995		1321		91568		235		108827		52		315		17		263		3.1209		4.9617		2.3711		5.0367

		1996		1306		100399		244		88910		51		345		18		215		3.1159		5.0017		2.3874		4.9490

		1997		1281		106912		216		80435		50		367		16		194		3.1075		5.0290		2.3345		4.9054

		1998		1301		113636		166		91913		51		391		12		222		3.1143		5.0555		2.2201		4.9634

		1999		1500		164525		205		103935		59		565		15		251		3.1761		5.2162		2.3118		5.0168

		2000		1472		167186		212		130408		57		575		16		315		3.1679		5.2232		2.3263		5.1153

		Total				1741173				1327270
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