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After Suharto:

what does the
opposition want?

Economic collapse, mass riots
by the urban poor, and a
dynamic student protest
movement have forced the
resignation of Indonesia’s
dictator Suharto. This is a
victory, but the real struggle is
still ahead. President Habibie is
virtually Suharto’s step-son, and
the New Order regime is still
very much in place.

Habibie has some support
among religious groups in the
Muslim majority, but he
depends for power on the
armed forces, led by General
Wiranto. Sometimes portrayed
as a moderate or liberal in the
western press, Wiranto is the
key man fighting to maintain
what can be saved of Suharto’s
New Order.

Since the 1965 coup which
brought Suharto to power,
Indonesia’s armed forces have
had a “dual function” —
controlling civil as well as
military matters. They are the
country’s only stable institution.
Unless they can be neutralised,
through troop unrest or clever
negotiations, they will move
against the democratic
movement and crush it.

Liberals and technocrats are
trying to surf into power on
the wave of protest. The most
prominent, Amien Rais, has
already shown his preference
for deals with the Army rather
than the movement.

As the democratic movement
asks “what next,” there is an
inevitable polarisation between
conservative and radical
groups. Over support for
Habibie or Rais; over the
urgency of elections; on price
controls; and on the status of
East Timor.

Free elections are not enough.
bourgeois democracy
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forward, Indonesia’s problems
can only be solved if workers,
peasants and the poor play a
central role in redefining
society.

The radical wing of the demo-
cracy movement, notably the
left-wing People’s Democratic
Party (PRD) are trying
desperately to keep people
mobilised, and push forward
demands for political reform
and social and economic
justice.

They urgently need our
support. Now is the time to
help Indonesia’s fledgling
revolutionary left spread their
ideas, build the strongest
possible social movements, and
organise themselves to meet
the challenges and dangers
ahead. %

East Timor:
a once-in-a-lifetime
chance

Occupied by Indonesia since
1975, East Timor now has a
chance to win its
independence. Not only is their
oppressor occupied with
domestic problems, but, for the
first time, progressive forces in
Indonesia can openly call for
self-determination for East
Timor's Maubere people.

Indonesian opposition leader
Amien Rais has suggested a 10
year transition period, followed
by a United Nations-supervised
referendum in East Timor. If
this idea gains popularity in
Jakarta, we may see a split
between Timorese who accept
such a deal, and those who
demand more immediate and
profound change.

East Timor is a defining
question for democrats in Indo-
nesia. Like Britain with Ireland,
a nation that oppresses an-
other can never itself be free. %
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* Indonesia

In the last days of Suharto’s
presidency, 50 prominent estab-
lishment and opposition figures
proposed themselves as a
“People’s Council” to supervise
the “transition to democracy.”

Edwin Gozal of the radical left
People’s Democratic Party (PRD)
warns of the limits of this pro-
posal, and calls for the formation
of a more popular democratic
movement.

This extract from the vigorous
and wide-ranging debate within
the opposition movement shows
the difficulty in building an oppo-
sition force able to confront the
more sophisticated representa-
tives of the status quo, who have
deposed Suharto to save the
system.

Despite this “People’s Council’s” stated
desire to solve the economic and political
crisis, and despite the present of outspoken
figure such as [moderate Muslim leader]
Amien Rais, Gunawan Muhammad,
Hendari and Mudrick Sangidoe, the big
question is whether this Council can
impose democracy in the post-Suharto era.

The idea to set up a People’s Council
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which will become a transition govern-
ment that will reconstruct Indonesia’s
socio-economic and political structure is a
good one. We can’t rely on the corrupt
system of Suharto’s New Order regime.
And none of the structures of that regime
are pro-people institutions. Certainly not
the puppet parliament, the People’s Con-
sultative Assembly (MPR)and People’s
Representative Council (DPR).

But does this particular “People’s
Council” have a clear programme for poli-
tician and economic reform in Indonesia?
As far as we know, it only calls for
Suharto to resign, for the military not to
use force in dealing with the people, and
calls for the students, youth and common
people to maintain the peaceful situation.

This is not a political programme that
will guarantee democratisation in Indone-
sia. They have no clear position in favour
of abolishing military intervention in civi-
lian affairs. They have no clear position
about repealing the repressive political

laws. We can’t find their vision for future
working class life, nor what they think
about the IMF’s austerity programme for
Indonesia.

While they call for Suharto to resign,
they don’t call for the entire New Order
bureaucracy to resign. But there will be no
democracy if Suharto alone is replaced.
“Undemocracy” in Indonesia has been
imposed by the corrupt bureaucracy of the
New Order regime, and as long as this cor-
rupt system exists, there will be no
democracy.

People like Amien Rais have even put
his trust in the Army. Speaking in Jakarta’s
Al Azhar Mosque on Friday 15 May, he
said “our hopes are concentrated on the
Armed Forces, whose mission is well
defined. They still have a sense of
mission, because they respect the oath of
the Armed Forces.” Doesn’t Amien know
that, under the oath of the Armed Forces,
the Indonesian Army slaughtered one
million people in the bloody 1965 coup
1965 [which brought Suharto to power].
Doesn’t he know about the occupation of
East Timor? About state terrorism during
the 1980s, and during the recent upheaval?
The Indonesian Armed Forces have no
experience of maintaining democracy. All
they have ever done is violate democratic
values in Indonesia.

Looking at the personalities suggested
as members of this “People’s Council, we
see mainly people connected with the New
Order regime.' Those people still represent
the ruling class. They will not impose any
pro people programme. They will try to
maintain the corrupt New Order regime.

PIJAR’s concept for a new government

A similar call for a “transitional gover-
nment” has been made by PIJAR, one of
the few organised student groups. Their
criteria for individuals who are eligible to
sit in this transitional government are
“people with proven social commitment,
and who are still young.”

This proposal looks like a good step
for the democratisation process in Indo-
nesia. Power should indeed be handed
over to the people. But unfortunately.
PIJAR still wants to maintain the old New
Order system. They still want to maintain
puppet MPR/DPR politicians,” former
ministers, and, last but by no means least.
General Wiranto, Chief Commander of the
Armed Forces!

It will be very hard for those people to
impose democracy. When they used to be
in government they never tried to intro-
duce democratic changes, in the people’s
interest.

The PIJAR proposal also includes
individuals from the Indonesian Muslim
Intellectual Association, the secular
nationalist PDI political party, and well
known critical analysts. But the question
is, are the Indonesian people only
represented by this section of the
population? What about the working class,
urban poor and students? If the transition
government is only based on a small
section of society, it will not become a
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genuine representative of the people.

For an Independent People’s Council

We of the People’s Democratic Party
(PRD) also call for the formation of an
People’s Council. But this Independent
People’s Council should be a genuine rep-
resentative of the people, from the village
to the national level. We need representa-
tives who are trusted by the people, and
who will take up and defend the people’s
interest with full accountability and
honesty. The council should include all
locally-elected representatives, and repre-
sentatives of functional groups, represen-
tatives of all economic sectors and pro-
fessions, political parties and independent
mass organisations which wish to struggle
with the people for democracy.

This council should also include some
of the opposition personalities who remain
in Suharto’s prisons because of their
struggle against dictatorship.*

Most importantly, this council should
have a firm commitment to reform. ¥

Notes

1. Like Arifin Panigoro, a leading member of the ruling
Golkar party. Former ministers like Frans Seda and Emil
Salim. Former economic advisers to Suharto like
Muhammad Sadli.

2. Puppet MPR/DPR politician like Gus Dur and
Mudirck Sangidu as the Chairperson. Former vice-
president Try Sutrisno, and former finance minister
Mar’ie Muhammad, former environment minister Sar-
wono Kusumaatmadija.

3. Adi Sasono from the Indonesian Muslim Intellectual
Association, Kwik Kian Gie and Laksamana Sukardi
from the secular nationalist PDI political party, and well
known critical analysts like Mulya Lubis, Sri Bintang
Pamungkas and Permadi.

4. People like PRD Chairperson Budiman Sudjatmiko,
independent labour leader Dita Indah Sari (President of
the Indonesian Centre for Labour Struggle — PPBI), Sri
Bintang Pamungkas of PUDI and Muchtar Pakpahan of
SBSL

Don’t stop now!

As the Indonesian establishment and
moderate opposition leaders rally around
Suharto’s replacement, President Habibie,
the radical wing of the opposition stresses
the need to keep fighting for the following
basic demands.

* abolish the dual function of the
Armed Forces (their duty to intervene
in civilian affairs)

* repeal the five key repressive
political laws

* respect the Maubere [East Timo-
rese] people’s right for self determi-
nation

* oppose any colonialist attitudes that
allow political economic repression
and exploitation of the people of
Aceh and West Papua

* Suharto, his family, and all his
supporters should be arrested and
tried for their crimes

* All assets of Suharto’s family, his
cronies, relatives and other multi-
nationals which have profited in colla-
boration with the ruling family should
be nationalised. %
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Source: PRD Statement, 20 May.

The radical left interventio

The popular and student move-
ment is largely unco-ordinated
and spontaneous. Only in recent
months has independent political
activity become possible at a wide
scale. The most visible radical left
group, the outlawed People’s
Democratic Party, has tried to act
as a catalyst wherever possible.
Edwin Gozal explains.

To understand the intervention of prog-
ressive forces, we should look back a
couple of months. At the end of March,
Jakarta’s military commander, Major
General Sjamsuddin said “The force that
is coming forward at the moment are those

who call themselves the People’s
Democratic Party (PRD) and its affiliate,
Students in Solidarity for Democracy in
Indonesia (SSDI). They are the operators
that are provoking actions that cause
unrest. It’s not them who are directly
active, but they provoke things.” Sjam-
suddin stressed that the PRD-SSDI is not
just talk: “They have a major plan and a
strategic plan”.

When demonstrators clashed with
security personnel on the UNS Sclo
campus on March 25, the district Chief of
Police told journalists that there were
strong indications that the demonstrators
had been infiltrated by SSDI. Meanwhile,
people suspected to be part of the
intelligence apparatus began spreading
black propaganda about the involvement

<
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of SSDI-PRD at the Lampung
demonstrations, where two students were
killed by the police.

In fact, these accusations were true.
PRD-SSDI was always in the forefront of
students demonstration in the key cities of
Jakarta, Lampung and Solo — demonstra-
tions which have become the trigger for
bigger students demonstrations elsewhere.

Nezar Patria, Deputy President of
SSDI was captured on March 13 because
he had been identified while leading the
group organising students demonstration
at Jakarta’s prestigious University of Indo-
nesia, and followed by army intelligence
after one demonstration. And PRD activist
Andi Arief was kidnapped in Lampung,
because he joined a public forum just
before the bloody clash between military
and students there.

Radical catalyst

The moment when 10,000 students
burned Suharto’s effigy [for the first time]
in Yogyakarta, was also because of SSDI
intervention. When National Union of
Students who officially chaired those protest
gave a chance for us to make happening art,
we intervened with the effigy burning.

The emergence of demands for revi-
sion of the five repressive political laws
shows that SSDI-PRD are always in the
forefront of the struggle. We are the only
organisation who consistently put forward
this demand. We have been doing so for
three years already. Today, this demand is
getting more support from the people.
Even Suharto and his ministers finally said
that they would revise several repressive
laws, including the Election and Parlia-
ment Membership laws.

Further evidence of the SSDI-PRD
role in the radicalisation of the students
came on May 8, when students in Jakarta
staged a mock trial in which an “extraordi-
nary people’s court” charged Suharto with
killing two million “suspected” opponents,
between the seizure of power in 1965,
invasion of East Timor in 1975, the savage
“Petrus” repression of “petty criminals” in
1983, the massacre of Muslim protesters
in Tanjung Priok in 1984, and State Terro-
rism towards students and workers in the
late 1980s. The students pronounced
Suharto guilty and sentenced him to death.

Political events like this don’t happen
spontaneously. Only a few students group
are concerned about the bloody killing in
19635, and illegal occupation of East Timor.
The wider student public only becomes
sensitised and radicalised on these questions
because of the leadership role played by
progressive forces like the PRD-SSDI.

Labour-student links

The increasing number of the workers
and urban poor who are linking up with the
students is another interesting question [for
those who doubt the role of the radical
left]. For example, on May 3, around 300
factory workers from Tangerang, East
Jakarta, joined the Salemba demonstration
at the invitation of students leaders. In fact,
only SSDI-PRD consistently put forward
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this kind of concept about worker and
students alliances. Fortunately, we are
finding a growing audience for these ideas.

Before the banning of PRD-SSDI, we
were trying to organise the students and
workers alliance through the Indonesian
Centre for Labour Struggle, the PRD-affi-
liated trade union.

The clashes that took place in the first
weeks of May are also the result of SSDI-
PRD intervention. The new term “students
intifada” become so popular because we
are really prepared for that kind of rock
and stone-throwing. When the police in
Solo tried to collect the stones thrown by
students during one such demonstration,
they found at least six baskets of rock.

The escalation of direct action
expanded to include action to detain police
or army spies at demonstrations, and
exchange them against students arrested by
the police. [In the weeks before Suharto
fell] this became a massive phenomenon.

In Yogyakarta at least six army intelli-
gence agents were arrested by the
students. In Bogor, one policeman was
killed by the students. In the first three
weeks of May, more than 100 police were
injured. Students in Semarang even occu-
pied the National Radio and pushed the
reporters to read out the pro-democratic
programme. Unfortunately they finished
the occupation on May 18th, just a few
days before the dictator resigned.

The other forces

So far, we haven’t been able to act
openly as the SSDI-PRD. Not only
because of security problems, but also
because of the fragile coalition that is
being built. Most of the forces who joined
and are joining this recent upheaval are
new forces, who are being politicised by
the current circumstances. Not all of them
are friendly with the SSDI-PRD as such,
although they have often agreed with ele-
ments of the PRD-SSDI programme, and
chanted PRD-inspired slogans.

Of course, bourgeois media prefer to
publish the profile of these groups and
personalities, rather than progressive
forces like SSDI-PRD.

One rising star is Rama Pratama, the
President of the National Students Union at
the University of Indonesia. He is a mode-
rate students leader, but he has received a
lot of attention from the media. He just
calls for “complete reforms,” which means
Suharto has to step down. The problem, of
course, is that, if only Suharto is replaced,
and the entire system still exists, how can
we impose democracy in Indonesia? With
the brutal military still there, and the
puppet parliament still existing?

Rama Pratama says that “it is not the job
of the students to decide the future leader:
let the system decide that.” He said that his
group would support anyone who could
make improvements. “If there is no imp-
rovement, students will be demonstrating
again. This is what independent students,
without any interest in politics, want”.

Apart from “primadonas” like Rama
Pratama, the rising force is Action of
Moslem Students in Indonesia (KAMMI)
headed by Fachri Hamzah. This group is
affiliated to Amien Rais, the head of the
middle class Muslim movement Muham-
madiyah, and endorsed him as the future
president. In the past this group was silent
[during student protests]. But suddenly, in
the first weeks of May, they appeared, acted
strongly anti-government, and made several
actions. We suspect that they got an order
from Amien Rais to become outspoken and
critical about recent political development.

Some of the protests are completely
spontaneous, and lack political leadership.
Like several protests outside Java, in the
holiday islands of Medan and Lombok.
Other protests have been initiated by
liberal democrat students group like PPPY
(Union of Students of Yogyakarta).

These groups don’t have any clear
demands and political programme. This
leads them to do things like have a march
and rally to the zoo, proclaiming that they
want to tell the animals about their
concerns, because they can’t rely on their
parliamentary representatives. Or having a
rally outside the Post Office, and handed in
a giant postcard addressed to the Supreme
Court Judges.

Moving forward

We of the SSDI-PRD haven’t yet won
the leadership of the student movement as
a whole. But at least we have made many
interventions that have made these protests
become more political.

We have failed to maintain the slogan
“Democracy or Death™ as the centra
student slogan. Unfortunately, “Reform or
Death” is taking over as the most populz=
slogan. I say “unfortunately,” because w=
have consistently argued that reform ==
mean nothing, because, for liberal deme-
crats, reform means freedom for the ==
while maintaining the system that hoid
down the majority.

On the other hand, PRD-SSDI slozun
like “arrest and try Suharto, his fa
and his supporters™ and “nationalise =
assets of Suharto’s family, his crome
the multinationals” have become mors
more popular as time goes on. %




Ten days that struck Denmark (a little)

Large parts of the private sector
struck for ten days at the begin-
ning of the month, demanding a
sixth week of paid vacation, and
other benefits. In doing so, they
rejected the latest cosy deal bet-
ween employers and trade union
leaders.

There was surprisingly little
reaction when the Social Demo-
cratic government imposed a pro-
employer settlement on May 6th.
But the strike has contributed
enormously to the regeneration of
the working class movement.

Jargen Arbo-Bahr

The conflict was unusual, given the orga-
nised and stable class collaboration that
social democrats and the trade unions have
developed over the last 100 years.

With 75-80% of the workforce
unionised, the Danish Trade Union Confe-
deration (LO) has enough strength to
secure decent pay and working conditions
for most workers through nation-wide
Agreements with the employers organisa-
sons. This effectively limits strikes to the
short period every second year preceding
e re-negotiation of the general agreement
for each industry. Since almost all other
srikes are in defiance of these agreements,
s trade unions refuse to support them.

The trade union leadership has tried to
swond conflict at almost any cost. Since the

845 seneral strike, they have succeeded
= sseering through each re-negotiation and
sbeziming general agreements without con-
facts. This is partly due to the pacification
of the working class after 1985, particu-
tarly through mass unemployment, which
rose steadily after 1985 and only began to
£ail again in 1994.

This strike was particularly unusual
Because. for the first time since 1956,
workers rejected an agreement approved
2nd recommended to them by the trade
union leaders.

Declining unemployment since 1994
has meant an increased self-confidence
and will to fight in the working class.
Workers show wider awareness of the
existence of common demands, particu-
larly concerning the redistribution of
labour time through longer holidays and
shorter working hours. A growing number
of Danish workers see this as the best way
to benefit the employed and unemployed.

No-one is forgetting that Danish emp-
loyers have made record profits during

recent years. In 1997, shareholders of the
largest Danish companies received 18% in
returns on their shares. The value of shares
rose from 500 to 776 billion kroner.
(US$115bn.) in 1997. This increase in
wealth for the owners of capital was as
large as the entire amount spent on wages
for the industrial, transport, trade and
construction sectors during 1997.

A traditional “No!” campaign...
In the months before the vote on this

year’s accord, the “No!” campaign was
not especially larger or different than in
previous years. It was organised by the left
wing of the trade union movement, parti-
cularly the 30 to 40 local unions that co-
ordinate most opposition to the leadership.

This particular “No!” campaign was
dominated by members of construction
unions: the General Workers Union, the
Timber Industry and Construction Workers
Union (TIB) and the Metal Workers
Union. The 55,000-member TIB is tradi-
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* Denmark

tionally a *“Yes!” federation.

This positive addition to the “No!” co-
alition was balanced by the switch to the
“Yes!” camp of the traditionally progres-
sive 25,000-member Graphical Workers
Union and the 30,000-member Restaurant
and Brewery Workers Union.

Perhaps more than in previous years,
the campaign was influenced by represen-
tatives from the local unions, rather than
shop-stewards from the major workplaces.
This reflects the continued influence of
militants from the old Danish Communist
Party (DKP) in the union movement.
Although the DKP has disintegrated. its
former members are still the largest
current to the left of the social democrats
within the trade unions.

With male workers in their 50s com-
prising 90% of campaign activists, the
“No!” campaign seemed in many ways
very “traditional.”

...with unexpected success

The final rejection of the accord by a
majority of workers, even in industrial and
transport sectors, where the left is weak,
testifies to a split between the members of
the largest federations and their leaders.
Presidents of the 53,000-member Women
Workers Union, the 123,000-member
Metalworkers Union, and the 208,000-
member Unskilled Workers” Union had
massively recommended a “Yes!” vote.
About 60% of their members said “No!”

In other words, the vote reflected a
genuine rank-and-file revolt, rather than
an expression of left-wing strength in the
workers movement.

The size and impact of the strike
should not be exaggerated. It only invol-
ved 20% of the country’s 2.5 million
workers. While it closed down much of
industry, transport and construction, it did
not involve public-sector or retail workers.

While the conflict bit hard into emplo-
yers’ profits, it hardly touched the every-
day life of the general population. Public
transportation kept functioning, and the
shops remained open.

Restricting the strike in this manner
was part of a deliberate attempt to main-
tain broad public support. But the “invisi-
bility” of the strike made it harder to build
enthusiasm and activity among the
strikers. This contributed to the failure to
put sufficient pressure on employers to
reach an agreement, and the inability to
prevent the government from intervening.

Inside the strike movement

Once the strike started, social demo-
cratic labour leaders — many of whom had
recommended acceptance of the Agree-
ment — tried to gain an important place in
the leadership and dominate protest
activities. They did so by declaring that
they respected the democratic right of
their members to vote down the Agree-
ment, and promising to now work for a
better outcome!

They succeeded in taking over the
leadership because — especially outside the
capital, Copenhagen — no realistic alterna-
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tive was posed. Very few unions succe-
eded in actively involving a majority of
their members in the strike. After all, even
the activist layer has had little experiences
of active struggle in the 13 years of
“industrial peace” since 1985.

But the success of the social democrats
in regaining the initiative also reflects the
solid support for this new alliance by the
ex-CP current that provided so many
leaders of the “No!” campaign.

The result of all this was that the real
leadership of the strikers’ movement and
protest activities was the self-appointed co-
ordination committee in Copenhagen and
the local LO branches in the provinces. It
also meant that at no time was there room
for shop stewards from the larger work-
places in the leadership of the movement.

This was reflected in the central
activities during the strike. Before the
government intervention on May 6, calls
were issued for two “days of action” with
demonstrations in the largest cities.
Speakers’ lists at the April 28 and May 5
demonstrations were dominated by
representatives from LO and union federa-
tions that had been recommending accep-
tance of the Agreement!

In Copenhagen, the central perspective
of the co-ordination committee was to
maintain organisational and political co-
operation between the social democratic
leadership of the labour movement and
more progressive union leaders.

This was also expressed in the formu-
lation of strikers’ demands. Although it
was obvious that an overwhelming
majority of members wanted to stick to the
demand for a sixth week of paid annual
holiday, union leaders announced that the
priority was “starting” the sixth week.
Throughout the dispute, the co-ordination
committee shifted ambiguously between
these two formulations.

Positive long-term results

Nevertheless, the dispute has given
many strikers some positive experiences of
using the strength of the private sector trade
union movement. It has brought some
concrete benefits in a number of industries
where the trade union movement is weak,
with many unorganised workers and many
others labouring under conditions worse
than those accorded in the general
agreements. In these sectors, effective and
militant blockades were organised during
the strike, which meant that many
employers were forced to sign agreements
to hire only union labour from now on.

For many youth, this was the first time
they saw the labour movement as a means
to obtaining gains. and a tool in the
struggle for social justice and progress.
This opens up the opportunity to renew the
union leadership, which is dominated by
the generation of (formerly) active leaders
from the 1973-1985 period.

On-May 6 the government introduced
legislation to end the strike. Although the
entire labour movement —from the national
trade union leadership to the co-ordination
committee of the recent private sector

strike- was against state intervention in the
strike, only a minority wanted to carry on
centralised action against the govern-
ment’s policy.

Government intervention

Social Democratic Prime Minister
Poul Nyrup Rasmussen said parliament
must intervene in the conflict because
chaos was threatening Danish society.
“This was simply not true,” observes Red-
Green Alliance MP S¢ren Sgndergaard.*
“The strikers had taken all the necessary
steps to maintain essential services for the
population.

“Employers, however, were certainly
hit hard by the strike. Even some major
foreign companies, like the Swedish car
maker Saab, had to stop production
because of the strike in Denmark. At the
same time, the strike created increasingly
greater support among the population for
the demand of six weeks holiday. The
employers were loosing — economically
and politically.”

The deal agreed between the Social
Democrats’ minority government and the
opposition Liberal and Conservative
parties gave workers one extra day holiday,
and two parental leave days for those with
children under 14. Starting next year there
will be three such “family days.”

The conflict started with two central
demands: a sixth week of paid annual
vacation, and a greater contribution to
holiday, social security and health insur-
ance benefits from the employers. On both
points, the government intervention meant
the employers had it their way.

The imposed deal was “cost-neutral” for
employers, Rasmussen assured parliament.
In other words, it cost exactly the same to
employers as their original offer. This was
because the deal reduced planned increases
in employers’ pension contributions, and
scrapped plans for a new sickness benefit
tax on employers. The plan adds 4.5% to
total wages, the same as the employers’ and
union bosses’ original proposal.

While employers are relieved, most
workers have been angered by the deal.
The extra vacation will be paid at lower
than ordinary pay, and those without chil-
dren under 12 will not benefit from the
“family days.”

Seasonal workers, and those who
change workplaces often (like construc-
tion, hotel and restaurant workers) will not
get any extra holidays at all. The extra
vacation day is restricted to those who
have nine months continuous employment,
and the “family days™ only go to those
with six months continuous employment.

In global terms, most of the strikers
will not see any improvement in their con-
ditions, and a large minority will be worse
off than under the agreement they voted
down.

The left response

The only parliamentary parties to vote
against the deal were the left social demo-
cratic Socialist People’s Party (SF) and the
left-socialist Red-Green Alliance. These






