


African workers st armm Leyland’s South Aflican subsi-
diary have appealed to the British labour movement for
mpportlntholrﬂnlﬁforﬂmmou_thu(cworkmﬂghtofdl
- the right to belong to a recognissd trads union.

Two years of campaigning by the Metal & Allled Workers
Union, during which there has been continued harassment
sackings and interference by the South African Special

Branch, has not endad, despite the complets British take-oves

fast yoar of Leyland South Africa,

indeed the South African based management continus to
operats much as before, talking about tamo government-

sponsored ‘lisison” committees — which have never won rights.

for the workers — and refusing to recognise MAWU, daspite
100% membarship st the Mobeni plant, near Durban.

This ‘as you were’ policy is perhaps not so surprising, viewed
in the light of the £18.4 mililon*(R35 mlllion) investment
which |s now being poured into South Africa for a massive
expansion programme.

This huge cash injection was first announced by Leyland SA
back in 1873 but was subsequently given the go-ahead by the
new wholly-British-ownaed company in 1975.

And, even after the sweeping changes brought by the Ryder
Report, Sir Don Ryder confirmed thers would be no inter-
forence with the South African investment plans. ‘No
changes in running the South African operation, as a result
of recommendations in the report, or on trade union parti-
cipation and o on, are snvisaged,” he told s press conference.
Yet this was the same company, British Leyland, which was
founded on the basis of a Ryder Report which uncovered

‘g back-log of past massive under-investment’ in this country;
recommended massive infections of government capital; amd
spoke of more reslistic manning ievels, more mobility and
interchangeability of labour.

Public awnership did indeed bring some cutting-down of
apsrations ard investmant oversass; British Leyland pulied
out of Spain and has run down its Australian subsidiary.

But not South Africa,

The South African subsidiary was confident about this from
the start. Even before the British Government teke-over was
finallsed, Leyland SA’s then deputy chalrman, Basil Landsu,
said: ‘Even if the Britith Govarnment were to take equity in
British Leyland and hence have s measure of control over
operations, it appears certain that there will be no resistance
to the invastment required by the...Soutin African subsidiary.
In the past, even though a strong outside left wing of the
Labour Government has vigorously volced objections to

trade with, and Investment In, South Africa, trede and invest-
tent have continued at higher levels.”

The question of why the South African programme goes on
untouched — ‘much of the cash will come from the UK,
said Mr Landau in Juna - and the question of why the

Metal & Allied Workers Union is harassed from its right to
recognition, cannot be divorced,

Investment in South Africa, at the expenss of industry at
home, and the maintcnance of en unorganised African
wofkforce are part and perce! of apartheld,

Tho steady supply of cheap black isbour makes South Africa
‘a most profitable area for investmant, even at times of world
recession And it thus follows that any ettempt by the -
workers to change their oppressive situation will mest with a
beattening-down of the hatches. Even, it seems, when a
‘Labour Government is in power.

*At the new rate; £23.4 million at the old.

This point Is well illustrated, again by the vociferous Mr
Landau,. who declared after the British take-over that the
local company’s employment practices hed been ‘accepted in
good faith’ and that there wes no pressure by the British
Government to amend them.

The employment practices, apparently accepted so readily,

- Includs two years of stubborn refuss! to negotiate with the

MAWU and 11-12 years of steady exploitation of the work-
force, in full and unquestioning compliance with the South
African government's apartheid legisiation.

While Lord Stokss felt able to inform the House of Commons
Salect Committes in 1974 that ‘we are quite proud of what
we have done in South Africa...l certainly don’t think that
we have got anything to be athamed of,’ Leyland SA's
employment practices were baing revealed, including the
paymant of wages well below the poverty datum line. And
none of the Leyland witnesses could explaln how pay differ-
entlals between semi-skilled blacks earning 80 rands a month
and sami-skilled whites earning 250 rands could be overcome.
The attitudes of Leyland SA were not particularly scandalous
in the context of industrial operations in the land of apart
heid ~ they were maersly typical.

But even now that Leyland in South Africa is completaly
British-owned — and British Government-owned at that —
the punishment of MAWU shows that the company s still
refusing to consider putting into effect the most basic
legally permissible improvements. In doing so, the company
is flouting guidelines on African employment practices
recommended and andorsed by none other than its new
owner, the British Government

The Select Committea’s guidelines recommended that the .
British companies in South Africa should help rather than
hinder African unions. ‘
Section 7 of the Code of Practice states: ‘Practices which
hinder the development of African unions should be avoided.
African trade unions are not unlawful and although they
possess none of the normal trade union rights, thero is
nothing to prevent a company from recognising and nego-
tiating with a trade union representing African workers.’
And further, the Code states: The lawful development of
collective bargaining with African employees should be
sncouraged.’

The Anti-Apartheid Movement has aiway: bellevod that the
Code of Practica, which is not binding in law, can do little
to improve the sltustion of the workers of South Africs,
ignoring as it doss the whole issus of how the apartheld

laws and labour practices create idoal conditions for highly
lucrative investment.

The expaerience of British Leyland’s operations in South
Africa confirms once more the case fgr the ending of British
investment in South Africa. The practice of British-owned
opsrations in South Africa has always besn to baolster ttw
apartheid regime.

British Leyland in South Africa appears only too willing

to smploy all the apperatus of the apartheid system in

order to promote its profite.

As an initial step, we believe it Is essential that the new
progremme for investment of British capital be halted and
that serious consideration be given by trade unionists and
management of British Leyland and by the British Govern-
ment of complete withdrawa! of investment in South
Africa by British Leyland,



Appendix |

BRITISH LEYLAND AND THE METALWORKERS UNICN

The two veer history of the Metsl & Allied Workers
Unlon iz an eventfu! one. {t is the story of 2 cqngtant
struggle for recognition, againsi an unmoving mantgrnent.

A strike at one piant, to try tc gain recognition, resulted
in sackings and victimisation; attempts at recruitment in
another ied to the arrest by security police of a union leader.

Racognition has stili not been grented. And it was
reported only in Jenuary this ysar that 2 Leyland SA spokes-
man hed reconfirmed this entrenched position. He told the
Johanneshurg Star {10 Januery) that his company felt it
would be contrary to South Africon Government policy to
negotiate with a black trads union.

Asked to comment on the fact that some South African
employers recognite black unions and allow them to nego-
tiate basic agraements, he said: Wo are awera that there ara
a vary limited number of companies that recognise black
trade unions. But we believe that negetiations through
flaison committees are more effective.than through hlack
trade unions as presently constitutad,

Successiva Scuth African governiments have never
recognised Africsn unions, but they hive not boan able — yet
~ to stop them coming into existenca. The wave of strikes
by African workers in Natal in 1972/3 was foliowsd by the
formation of several African trade uaions. One of them
was the Matal & Allied Workers Union (MAWU) .

Such unions do not choose to be iimited to Africans
only — but members of other races {whitss, colourads and
Indians) aro allowsd to belong to registered unions, recognised
by government and employars; therefore African unions are
unofficial and thus they stend alene,

MAWU was formed in Apri! 1972 end within three months
membership at Leyland’s Mobeni piant at Durben had risen
to 85% of the total workforce.

Mobeni manufactures heavy vehicle and industrial machin-
ary. The union thon approsched Basil Landau, Leviand vica
chalrman, formally requesting representation.

As MAWU roporte in its memorandum to the British TUC,
the repiy was ‘disheartening’. Leyland ‘regrotfully reserved’
the right to negotiate sither formally or informally with
MAWU 'while present circumstances prevail’ — thosa circum-
stances being that, in terms of the Industrial Concilistion Act
Afticen unions may not ba afforded /ege/ racognition. But
that does not prevant African unions being informaliy
recognised and negotiated with by firms — es Layland wall
knew,

- The Mobeni workors ther: tried ta revitalise the “works
committee” which had haen set up at Leviend scins time
before, hy promoting mora cocrdination hetween tha union
and the works committes - but thiz sttampt was also rejected
by Layland.

The compeny instead tried 1o set up a ma . .meni-domi-
nated faison committee, but the workars coy -~ to
insist on representation by the unien.

By March 1974, Loyland’s persistent refusal led to & unique
strike — the first for many many years where the sole issue was
the demand f&r recognition. African workers who go on
strike risk grsat penaltiss — arrest, fines/impriscnment, dismissal
and possibly endorsamant out of the urban srea, i.0. loss of the
right to be in the city at afl and of the righit to seek work there.

The Department of Labour advised that the workers should
be fircd because they were striking illagally. Lord Stokes, then
chairman of British Leyland, was in the country at the time
hut refused & requast to address the fired workers, Leyland SA
ziso made thrests sbout closing down the Mobeni plant and
wransfarring operations to Elackhesth in the Cape.

Some days later, most of the workers were re-engaged but
subsequently €6 workers ware 'aid off, including many MAWU
officiels. Ultimately the management was obliged to recall
some of them bui, eceording to the TUC memorsndum,
‘management wera careful not to re-employ workers who were
strong and influential union supporters’.

Tha spirits of the workers, however, was not dimmed by
events and the MAWU stop stewards, sithough still not
reccynised a5 such, are in a position now to discuss afl issuss
which effect the workars, even though their capacity to seek
improvaments iz very limited.

“In November 1974, Alfrad Rithews, Sscretary of MAWU,
went to Leyland’'s Efandsfontein plant, near Johannesburg, to
recruit new memberz for MAWIU., He was picked up by
members of the Security Branch eerly ona morning, taken to
officss in Garmiston and threatened with a variety of charges.

All pampldats, afready distributed by Mr Mthewa to the
warkars, wers confiscated and o MAWLU assistant in Jchannesbury
was alsn detained and interrogzted at Gormiston,

In its repory, MAWY says: ‘it is obvious here that the
Sscurity Branch were celled in at the reguest of the Leylend
manageinent i an attempt to block the organitation of the
workars 8¢ the Elgndsfontein plant into the Metal and Allied
Workars Union, The action of the Security Branch in detaining
the Secretery and in zonfirzating pamphlets from workars was’
clearly designad 1o intitaidate worlars.

‘The fact that this tectic was not successful, gs the sacretary
returned the following day to reassure the workers snd to hoost
thair morale, doas not in any way lessen the seriouz implications
of the sction taken by managemsant at the plant.

‘Laviand had been one of the first British firms cperating in
South Africa who, when under aitack for the role they were
playing in mainteining exploitation in South Africa, had cleimed
that their precence and their policies were acting as a force for
positive change in South Africa. Added to this shouid be the
fact that thay had previously made stutements indicating that
they di¢ not stand in cpposition to their workers becoming
members of the union. Clearly their actions directly and
nnambiguoushy contradicted their stated intentions.”

A3z a result of thie Security Branch’s intervention, MAWU's
recruitment was forced to basome mors discreet.  Neverthe-
luss, it went on guietly at plant fevel and led to the dismisssl



of Mr Francis Mabotse, wiio had given a “sllow worker a
MAWU membership form.

The MAWL memorendum claims that, despite other
ressons given, ‘it was made quite clear to the woikare that
Mr Mabotsa, who had 'sorked in Leyland Stores Depart-
ment for three years, had been dismissed for recruiting.

‘It was virtually impossibie to devise counter-tactics to
this move because at this stage only a handful of workers
were members....The dismissal of Mr Mabotsa actually did

succaed in creating a setback to our organisational drive..
..some contsacts began to avoid the organisers to the extent
where they were raluctant to meet the organisers at home.’

What i3 elear and undaniable is that the majority of:
Leyland’s Scuth African workforcs, who have demonstrated
their preferance for repressntation through & union, are
being daunted by intimidatory acts of victimisation by ths
Leyland Corporation. Thus their appeal to the labour
movament outside for support in their campaign.

Appendix 1l

BRITISH LEYLAND'S OPERATIONS IN SOUTH AFRICA

Leytand Notor Corporation Scuth Africa is the 35th
largest compeny in South Afriea. in 1974 it hed total
assets of R78.2 miilion, and a turnover of RS1.7 million,
it employed 5,600 people and made 2 net profit that
year of R4 million. {(Financia! Mail. Top Comparnies
Spesial Survey, 27/8/1875, » 1143}

The company was formed in 1984 and untli 1575 wa-
a 72% owned subsidiary of British Leyland Internetionsi,
in October 1874 British Leyland Motor Corpotation
announced that it intendsd to make an ofier for the
remaining 21% of ths shareholding.. Thit minority share
holding was acquired by BLM Finanz AG in February
1975, and the comgpany's iisting on the Johsannesburg
stock exchange was terminated from that date (Finencial
Mzil, 14)2/75, n B75).

Leyland SA i3 therefore now wholly owned by its
British parent company. in South Africa, Leylend SA
is the holding company of a further 41 subsidiarics
ranging in activities from foundry-developmant to vehicle
safes, and including property and finance companies,
The main sctivity is the ossembling and manufacture of
cars at the Blackhesth plant near Cape Town, snd of
commarcial and heavy transport vohicles at the Mobani
plant in Durban and the Elandsfontein plant in the
Transvaal, Layland SA astembles and distributes
Leyland, AEC, Triumph, Rover, Jaguar ~~d BMC motor
vahicles. It also markets through its own networks
the Japanese Daihatsu, in which Leviand has a third
share.

During the financial year ended 30 Ssptembar 1874,
Leyland SA's sales of pasgenger cars amounted to
R14,171,000, its sales of light commercial vahicles (up
o 5,000 kg) emountad to R3,411%,000, and heavy
commercial vehictes came to R2,184,000 ~ a total of
R19,766,000 {{£11,183,659).

Despitra tha fact that unit salez were +7.2% down on’
1973 i{due mainly, managemant claimed, to overseas
supply difficultias duwing the first he' »f vha year}), the

consolidated profit of R4,111,000 (£2,326,615) was
2.5% higher than the previous year (Financial Mail,
22/11734).

The value of safes soarad in 1875, in the first six
months of the vesr, Leyland SA, with & 5.8% share of
the markes, sold 3,631 commercial vehicles worth
116.2 million (£30,862,145)  in the passenger c&r
ramrket, it took 6.12% of salus, salling 6,534 cars
worth 124,52 million (£13,856.510} (Financizl Mail,
7111478).

In Juna 1975 it was disciosed that Leviand SA
secounted for 27% of British Laylsnd’s CKD material
afforts. While the group had run down its Australian
opatations and was in the process of pulling out of
Spain, in South Africa — according o its menaging )
diractor, Peter Murrough — Leyland was well astablished.

It enjoyed a profit — “which we would {lke to see bigger

— and outside of Sritain it wes the biggest menufacturing
nperation of Leviand in the world., ‘1% is most unlikely that
Pritish Levtand would ever discard these interests,” Mr
Murrough stated {Daify Telegraph, 23/8/75, ard Johanneshury
Star, 2718f15),

tndeed, so sura of its future in South Africa is Leyland
that in 1978 it announced pleng for 2 R35 million four-year
axpension and modernisation programme. Much of this
money was to come from the UK parent eompany, declared
Layizng SA’s managing director — at the same time that the
British Government was baling out BLMC., The South
African expansion would include extensions tu the engine
@lant at Blackhoatl in the Cape (at a cost of over R2 million’
which would make it the largest engine plant in the country.
A further R3 millions would be spant on new tooling feeilities
for new modsls over the next 18 months, on further fectory
extensions and other manufecturing facilities, In 1976
estimated expenditure was to ba R19 million, and in 1977
another R3 miliion. A further R2 million would be spent o
installing the company's own computer squipmant. Leyland’s
denuty chairman was confident of the future: ‘There iz no
douht the next five vears will sea 2 satisfactory growth in the
market’ {Financiai Mail, 20{8/73).
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LEYLAND
~ ARE INVESTING

R35000 000
MORE IN
SOUTH AFRICA

Leyland South Africa are spending an additional RiH million
to enable them to car ry out a massive expansion programme of their
Blackheath car plant. This investment is an i1 1dwatmn of Levland's
confidence in our motor industry's future and a vital contribution
to our commerce ina time of world economic erisis. With this decision,

- Leyland invite you to celebrate with them by offering you each an
investment dividend.

two later, a three figue cheque is wait-
ing far you at vourdea1erv. L=eit fnr
whatever you like. K's vour monev! A

For 21 days, starting on 10th
February. Leyland will give vou a
chequefor R2Mwhenyoubuya Triumph

Chicane. R150 when you buy a Levland ~ holiday, a hi-fi, a fur ¢oat, a camera.
Marina, anu Rl whenyou - Or, of course, the cheque
buy an Austin Apache. And LEYLAND can be endorsed by you as

that’s on top of the deals
our Leyland dealers are
offering right now as part
of an aggressive sales cam-
pafgn.

After your pur-
chase the salesman will
ask voutofillinthevoucher
that entitles vou to vour
moncy. The voucher goes
to Levland and. a day or

SOUTH AFRICA

an extta payment on the
car,

The offer clnses on
1st March. So get down to
your Levland showroom
and take a look at the lux-
urtous Triumph Cnicane,
powerful Levland Marina
and roomy Austin Apache.
And start thinking how to
spend your money!






