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No cuts or job loéses; act and unite to defend public services and jobs

- Birmingham
Labour caves in

By Bob Whitehead

The Tory cuts in the rate sup-
port grant have left Birming-
ham £45 million short of a
standstill budget. The with-
drawal of last years “damping
grant” will also force up the

council tax.

Given the unpopularity of the
Tories, their dismal prospects at
the local elections, and the elec-
tionto leader of a long term atten-
der of the Socialist Campaign
Group, will we see Birmingham
pioneer the fightback oveglocal
government cuts?

Not a bit of it!

Plans have been drawn up for
a level of cuts unknown in years:
children’s and old peoples’
homes, libraries, swimming
pools and neighbourhood offices
are to be closed.

It Is @ massive attack on social
services — 6 per cent cuts across
the board outside of education.

Up to 1,000 job cuts are in the
pipeline, although it is possible
they will be ali voluntary redun-
dancies.

There has been some talk of a
public campaign over the council

Action

Jor heallth &

welfare
Newspaper
defending the
Welfare State

Bundles of 25 £6 (un-
ions)/ £4 (pensioners) In-
dividual subs £5/£3.

Union and LP affiliations
£25, pensioners & unem-
ployed £10
Write to WSN,
c/o Southwark TUSU,
42 Braganza St
Lc~Z2n SEV7

to Tory cuts

tax hike but the vast majority of -

Labour counciliors are intent on
doing the Tories’ dirty work for
them.

At present there are only three
councillors who have declared

they will vote against cuts budg-

ets. That number will have to be
more than doubled to bring a halt
to this betrayal.

The campaigning is being led
by the “Birmingham Community
Conference” in liaison with
trades union branches.

Lobby

Thousands of leaflets and
posters have been produced. A
lobby of the Labour Group on
January 30 followed by a rally is
planned.

There could well be a city cen-

- tre demonstration before the

budget Is finally setin March. And
there have been calls for indus-
trial action.

There can be no compromise
with the Labour council which is
reneging in this wayon its priori-
ties.

Our banner will have written
on it ‘No cuts or job losses; act
and unite to defend public serv-
ices and jobs!’

B TORY moves to head off the
disability rights lobby with a

that large employers include at

package of largely cosmetic

- measures could take 15 years

or more to show any results.

New legislation tabled on
January 12 by William Hague,
the Minister for Disabled Peo-
ple would scrap the existing, al-
most universally flouted quota
system, which ought to ensure

least 3 percent of disabled peo-
ple in their workforce.

Rather than attempt to en-
force or tighten up this legisla-
tion, Hague has decided instead
to legislate a ‘statutory right of

non- discrimination’ for people

with disabilities, which is ~

equally certain to be ignored in
practice.

There 1s no mechanism to en-
force this even more vague pol-
icy, while the accompanying
measures to make workplaces
and premises accessible are so
timid and general that they are
most unlikely to make any real
difference.

Employers would be re-
quired to make “a reasonable
adjustment” to working condi-
tions to make them accessible
for potential disabled employ-
ees — were they to take any on.

They would also be called
upon (politely) to remove barri-
ers and provide aids to ensure
access to goods and services —
but only “where reasonable and
readily achievable”.

Companies would have until
the year 2010 to make these
changes, though there are no
definitions of what is ‘reason-

......
S R

o

.....................

able’, and no explicit sanctions
against those who fail to com-
ply.

The limited nature of the
changes to premises is under-
lined by the estimated average
cost to an average business of
just £500- £1,500. Giving em-
ployers 15 years to make the
changes means they are being
asked to fork out a far from lav-

ish £35-£100 per year!
No lifts

“We can’t have businesses
going bankrupt,” Mr Hague told
the Financial Times. “A com-
pany will not be expected to put
a hift into a building at a.cost of
tens of thousands of pounds.
But 1t might be expected to buy
a piece of office furniture cost-
ing much less.”

After insisting that Labour
MP Roger Berry’s much more
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B New fudge on employment
| rights for disabled .

@ "W specific and compre-
- hensive civil rights Bill
for the disabled
(wrecked by Tory min-
isters and back bench-
ers) would have cost a
staggering £17 billion
to implement, the gov-
ernment nOw asserts its
own proposals would
cost just over £1 bil-
lion. No business
would have to spend
more than 5-10% of the
rateable value of its
} premises.

2+ been giving the new

Bill a welcome limited

only by concern that the vague-

ness of the plans could mean

some 1ssues could wind up the
subject of costly legal action.

Quango

Hague’s Bill would also set
up a new quango ‘council’ for
the disabled, with even more
vaguely-defined role and pow-
ers, aiming to defuse anger
when the employment propos-
als, inevitably, fail to deliver the
much-needed employment.

The new legislation reflects
the sustained campaign pres-
sure of disability groups which
have shamed Tory MPs into a
pretence of action. But it falls
far short of the changes that
could give disabled people ac-
cess ‘0 public transport, build-
ings and a proper chance of
employment.

That fight will go on.

Welfare State Network NHS beds crisis

‘Working Conference
0 Job Seekers Allowance 1 Incapacity Benefit O
Benefits for Youth and Students 0 Workshops and dis-
cussion

SATURDAY
Februury 18

University of London
Union
Malet St London

Speakers include: ® TONY BENN MP @ ALAN SIMP-
SON MP @ JILL MOUNTFORD (Welfare State Network)
® SARAH WELLINGS (NUS) @ KEVIN SEXTON (NUS) @
JOHN LISTER (London Health Emergency)
Credentials/details ring 07 1-639-5068

BIRMINGHAM and Cam-
bridge are the latest areas to
face a serious shortage of
NHS emergency beds as the
Tories forge ahead with their
hospital closure programme.
Both cities saw desperately ill
patients shuttled long distances in
ambulances in search of treat-

ment. The London area is fast be-
coming a net exporter of patients.

60 miles

December saw a young girl
from North London taken 60
miles to Addenbrookes Hospital
in Cambridge for lack of suitable
beds anywhere in the capital.

Since then two patients from
the same area have been taken
almost 40 miles to Hemel
Hempstead, which turned out to

be the only available Intensive

Therapy Unit beds.
One of these patients, an eld-

erly man with emphysema, was -
subsequently transferred again —
in a coma — to Watford General
Hospital so that another patient
could have his bed. He later died.

More such scenes must be ex-
pected as a new wave of bed clo-
sures begins, led by the closure
this month of the casualty unit at
Bart’s Hospital.

The cuts are striking deep into
the Tory heartlands. Planned clo-
sures of A&E services in Hert-
fordshire have triggered mass
demonstrations in the unlikely
surroundings of Welwyn Garden
City and Stevenage.

All ten district and borough
councils in the county — many of
them Tory-led — have banded to-
gether to fight the closures.

With Guy’s campaigners pre-
paring to occupy agauinst threat-
ned closure, the going could get
even rougher for Virginia Bot-
tomley.




Plug that
polltlcal

electoral liability for Labour,

why is it that of the last seven

Labour leaders the only one

"to win an election ‘was
Harold Wilson — who not

only defended the Clause,
but even nationalised indus-
tries? |

And if being politically right
wing wins elections, why have
the most consistent failures been
those most obviously opposed
to socialist policies — an inglori-
ous line from Hugh Gaitskell
through Jim Callaghan to Neil
Kinnock?

This question, raised by Tony
Benn in speeches and interviews
as the debate hots up in the me-
dia and the Party, goes to the nub
of the 1ssues at stake.

Opposmon

The scale of opposition
whipped up against Tony
Blair’s proposal to junk the
Clause in the hunt for a new
political identity for the Labour
Party has gone well beyond the
predictable knee-jerk reactions
of old-guard lefties and sectar-
1an socialists.

The headline-grabbing ges-
ture by more than half of La-
bour’s Euro- MPs, many of
them barely meriting the label
‘left wing’, was more than a

Mixe
JUST because an idea is

mad does not mean the To-

ries will not implement it.

The party that brought us
the Poll Tax and the Child
Support Agency is now offer-
ing the hurried privatisation
of Railtrack — as a desperate
device to raise cash to fund
tax cuts to win the next elec-
tion.

At first sight the chaos al-
ready created on the railways
is bad enough, with the old
BR split into a baffling array
of franchises and self-con-
tained businesses, while Rail-
track has taken control of
track and signalling.

There have been warnings
from various sources that the-
outcome of privatisation
could he a catastrophic halv-

cynical stunt to remind British
- voters of their existence. It re-
flects a deep-going unease
~ through wide layers of the La-

bour Patty and broad sections of

‘activists in the unions that the
ditching of the Clause is ditch-

ing a political reference point

- which makes the Party different.

It 1s no coincidence that deci-
sion to hold a special conference
on the issue, and to ensure that

it takes place in the Spring rather

than the summer, means that
rank and file activists at union
conferences will be denied any
collective voice in the decision.

Blair hopes that in this way
union delegations can be
bounced and manoeuvred into
nodding through his newly for-
mulated ‘mystery v clause’, freed
from any mandate from their
membership.

Even so, he may find the go-
ing harder than he expected.
And even if all works according
to plan, the real problem would

remain unresolved.

Because even if a herculean

effort managed to sweep Clause

IV into the dustbin of history,
the central problem the Clause
addresses — the chaos, inequal-
ity and explottation of the capi-
talist market system — would
remain untouched.

Growing public disenchant-
ment and hostility to this same

ing of the rail network.

But when the (Tory ap-
pointed) “independent” regu-
fator announced the
possibility that as few as 300
stations might be able to sell
through tickets for the remain-
ing network, leaving passen-
gers fo drive as far as 50
miles hefore being able to
board a train, the whole situ-
ation appeared to have degen-
erated into total farce.

Blank cheque

Transport Secretary Brian
Mawhinney replied that there
was nothing he could do
about this, because of the
powers given to the regulator
by the 1993 Railways Act,
which is a blank cheque for

the Tories to do anything they
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ClauseIV

IF CLAUSE 1V is such an market system is a consistent

underlying factor in the sagging
fortunes of the Tories. Privatisa-
tion, once apparently the magi-
cal elixir of electoral success for
Thatcher, has come back to poi-
son the chances of Major: it has
become synonymous with
profiteering, rip-off prices, re-
dundancies and scandals.

Polls now show that not only
do a large majority of the gen-
eral population oppose rail pri-
vatisation, but so do 48% of
Tory voters.

Butif Labouristobe opposed
to privatisation and the disasters
it generates, then what 1s the
Party to propose instead?

The ditching of Clause IV

and embarrassed retreat from
any notion of nationalisation
leaves only a gaping hole where
a policy should be — one which
Blairr may divert from but not
conceal by his attempt to focus

debate on other issues, such as

devolution and constitutional
reform.

This policy vacuum i1s what
leaves many Labour activists
uneasy. Few see the impenetra-

- ble utterances of shadow chan-

cellor Gordon Brown on the

market economy as an electoral
asset: and though few may ex-
plicitly embrace a full socialist

like to the railways.

At first sight the entire sys-
tem is doomed to failure. So
why is it expected that Rail-
track can be sold off to inves-
tors for an estimated £4-£6
billion?

The answer, of course, lies
not in train services but in the
land. Railtrack is one of the
Jargest landowners in Britain,
with hundreds of square miles
of property, much of it in in-
ner cities, which developers
would just love to get their
hands on.

Mawhinney’s main concern
is simply and cynically to frag-
ment the existing rail networks
in such a way as the privatised
sections are almost impossible
to piece back together, and to
promote the sale of Railtrack —
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prdgramme, many clearly want
at least a token clause to pre-

- serve their view that Labour is

in some way an anti-capitalist
party.

Of course Clause IV is by no
means incompatible with capi-
talism. |

Indeed each time Labour has
been elected n the post-war pe-
riod on what was seen as a radi-

cal alternative economic policy

to the Tories, it has proceeded to
swing rapidly to the right.

In 1945, pledges of large-
scale nationalisation and the
creation of the welfare state won
a landslide for a far from left-
wing Attlee government.

In 1964, Wilson’s radical-
sounding challenge to ‘thirteen
years of Tory misrule’ again
served to secure election of a
government committed not to
socialism but to reorganise and
reconstruct British capitalism in
the ‘white heat of the techno-
logical revolution’.

And in the ruins of the Heath

government, with its soaring un-
employment, its three-day week
and rampant inflation, Labour
again ran and won on a platform
of radical economic policies of-
fering what appeared to be a
completely different approach,
only to run aground as it at-

.,-f’--- )

so that the new shareholders

can carve up the assets while

trains become as rare as rock-
ing horse dung.

However Mawhinney’s ma-
noeuvres have had one posi-
tive effect: they have forced
Labour’s leaders into their
first firm political pledge ap-
pearing to offer renationalisa-
tion when John Prescott |
promised “To ensure a pub-
licly owned, publicly account-
able railway.”

Not only socialists but mil-
lions of rail users will wel-
come this policy, but some
might ask if it makes sense
for the railways, why not rena-
tionalise other privatised serv-
ices and utilities? And it
Labour is te fight the election
committed to public owner-

signals on Railtrac

W Clause 4
fight wil

determine
fate of
N Labour

7 ? govemment

........

------

.............

tempted to enforce repeated
rounds of wage controls.
In each case the governments

ran into difficulty not because of

their left wing excesses but be-
cause they began openly to at-
tack the working class.

Blair appears now to be offer-
ing a platform that would elimi-
nate any ‘honeymoon period’,
and cut straight to the chase,
with the full-blooded, undis-
guised implementation of mar-
ket-driven policies.

That is not only a recipe to
alienate thousands of existing
Labour activists, but 1t is also a
formula that offers little to the
voters seeking desperately for a
genuine alternative to Major.

There 1s no guarantee that the
gamble would pay off. Blair’s
Labour Party could sell its soul,
and still be cheated of the elec-
toral reward. In his crusade
against the Clause, Blair has no
more avid a supporter than Neil
Kinnock. Perhaps that says it
all.

In defending Clause IV and
rejecting the defeatist logic of
those who call for it to be jetti-
soned 1n deference to the market
system, socialists are waging a
crucial fight. It must be stepped
up in the next three months; the
price of failure could be paid for
years to come.

I

" Prescott: mixed signals

ship of a key industry, why

bother scrapping Clause 1V?
Just because a policy is

mad, doesn’t mean Tony Biair

won’t go for it, either!
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MINUTES before the Eastern
National bus arrives, a TGWU
one pulls up. This happens

-dozens of times a day.

It is the latest tactic in the con-
tinuing dispute between Eastern
National and the 105 busworkers
that the company sacked in
Cheimsford in November.

On January 4 Bill Morris was
once more in Cheimsford to

launch the free minibus service

driven by sacked drivers on some
of the local routes.

Talks between Bill Morris and
Orbell (Eastern National Manag-
ing Director) took place on the
same day but did not produce any
shift in Eastern National’s posi-
tion.

While Morris was clearly angry
with the company’s continued re-
fusal to re-instate the sacked
workers, and also with the com-
pany’s statement that the financ-
Ing of the minibus service was a
mis-use of union funds, he told
the local press that he would not

Protestors

reject new

veallsm

- By Aidan Day

“Kept 1n the dark, abused and
unable to move. And that’s

just our agriculture minister.”

The RSPCA’s full page
newspaper ad captures well how
the campaign against veal ship-
ping is developing into some-
thing broader.

Headlines

What started as a marginal-ss-
sue has grabbed national head-
lines and now looks like
affecting European agriculture
policy. It is mobilising a con-
stituency that rarely takes part in
political activity.

Cruelty toward cuddly ami-

mals with large dark eyes has
always animated a dispropor-
tionately large number of people
on this island. But the depth of

feeling this ime around seems to

indicate something more.

Jonathon Porritt was taken

aback at the radicalism of the
movement which shows “princi-

pled posmons defended beyond
compromise and sometimes be-
yond reason; an aptitude for the
tactics of attrition that would
have done credit to the Viet-
cong’.

But really the issue 1s imma-
tertal. This movement indicates
how a whole social layer 1s be-
coming disenchanted with gov-
ernment and the established
procedures of social order.

Margot Norman of the Times

~ gave an insider’s view: they are

people “who already feel so
powerless and disillusioned
with the processes by which
their lives are governed, that the
sight of the crated calf gives
them a sudden jolt of identity.

Lashing out

That’s how they feel them-
selves. They are merely lashing

~out as an expression of their own

cratedness’.
Exaggeration? Well not re-

ally. Is not “cratedness” an apt

- description of the feelings of

powerlessness Tory Britain en-
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be calling for a national strike
across the bus industry

Here lies the nub of the current
problem for the sacked workers.
Their union is giving some sup-
port and the alternative bus serv-
ice has certainly upset Orbell.
However, this in itself will not
force the company to back down.

Orbell is also clearly sensitive
to how the union has drawn atten-
tion to Eastern National’s position
as a subsidiary of the Badgerline
group.

Here lies the key to victory —
solidarity action by T&G mem-

bers throughout Badgerline. ide-
ally this would he extended
throughout the industry to force
Eastern National to re-instate the
105 sacked workers.

The T&G nationally should
also call and properly mobilise for
another Saturday demonstration
which would provide the num-
bers necessary to close down
Chelmsford depot.

Money and messages of sup-
port will also help maintain the
morale of busworkers. Socialist
Outlook readers should ensure
individual sacked workers are in-

TGWU campaignh badgers union-busters

vited to their workplaces, col-
leges, union and ward branch
meetings to talk about the dis-

pute and help build solidarity ac-
tion.

B Messages of support, re-
quests for speakers and do-
nations can be sent to: Roger
Welch, Chelmsford TUC, 87
Mlldmay Road, Chelmsford
Essex, CM2 ODR. Tel. 0245 -

263727.

- Cheques should be made pay-
able to TGWU (Chelmsford Bus

Drivers Support Fund).
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Tory promises to defend railways are holiow: Labour must renationalise the whole of British Rail

Fighting rail privatisation

What prlce

genders in its inhabitants?

And these are not the forgot-
ten millions the Tores are trying
to marginalise. This is probably
why the government has not used
the Criminal Justice Act against
them, even as the demonstrations
bankrupt Sussex police.

The core of these protests is
made up of people with well
paid jobs, often liberal profes-
sionals, people who own houses
and have a regular income — just
the layer that Tory England re-
lies upon to administer the day
to day running of society.

When this layer considers it-
self outside society then the rul-

ing classes really do have a

problem on their hands.

Plenaries and workshops

\\\ 45*
’\ AGAINST

= RACISM =

Saturday 4th February 1995 10am

I

m |

York Hall, Old Ford Road, London, E2 Bs:-~z Grz=- .;oe I
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Speakers include: John Monks, general secretary TUC; Diane Abbott MP; |
Joan Lestor MP; Piara Khabra MP; Joan Ruddock MP; Jim Murphy,
president NUS; Leela Ramdeen, Cardinal Hume's Committee for the l
Caribbean; Harry Cohen MP; Kashmir Singh, British Sikh Federaton; |
Society of Black Lawyers; National Black Caucus; '
Indian Workers' Association (GB); Ken Livingstone MP;
‘%% i %&U@%Mursh:d Tower Hamlets Anti-Racist Committee

TORY promises to protect
the railways have been con-
stantly shown to be hollow.
Labour guarantees have been

less than cast 1ron.

The RMT is relying on legal
action to halt privatisation in-
stead of depending on the indus-
trial strength of the workforce.

To get the Railways Act
through Parliament the Tories
promised their backbenchers
that services would be pro-
tected. But the Rail regulator has
announced that franchises wiil
be allowed to restrict the sale of
tickets to a small number of
“core” stations.

Transport Minister Brian
Mawhinney at first tried to deny
this — and instructed the Regulator
not to make the proposal. But the

Regulator, having independent

powers, merely issued the pro-
posal in the form of consultation.

The Tories have constantly
been let off the hook by Blair’s
prevarication over renationali-
sation. Last years Labour Party
conference unanimously passed
a resolution calling for the rena-
tonalisation of all sections of
the railways.

Indeed Prescott has been us-
ing the issue to show how public
ownership is still part of la-

Labour’s
promlses"

bour’s programme whatever
happens to Clause Four

When pressed on the Blan‘.’,
has refused to give any spending
commitment 1n advance of an
election. Despite some much
publictsed comments he has still
given no firm commitment.

Rather he 1s seeking to give
an impression of a commitment
in the run up to the Clause Four
special conference. But public
ownership is a slippery concept
when it’s spoken of by a Labour
Party leader. For Tony Blair it
may mean no more than taking
back only one or two of the 100
different companies that make
up British Rail. |

Railworkers must insist on
renationalisation of all sections
of the railways. Plans are now
being drawn up to lobby La-
bour’s NEC over the issue.

The RMT legalistic tactics
may result 1n a decision in thetr
favour but this is no long term
solution — the government will
just change the law as it suits

 them.

The signal workers strike last
year did more to halt privatisa-
tion than any legal campaign.
Now the RMT must be prepared
to commit itself to further action
to stop privatisation.



Stepup
Clause IV
fight Iin
unions

By Steve French

WITH JOHN Edmonds
sitting on the fence
muttering about not
supporting change unless
it retains a commitment to
common ownership (BBC
15.1.95) the key next stage
of the campaign is to
strengthen its work within
the trade unions.

The delegations to the spe-
cial conference on April 29
will probably be the same as
those delegated to last year’s
L abour Party conference.

Union activists must do all
they can to pass motions in

~support of Clause IV and in
support of common owner-

ship, and ensure the question-

" naire being circulated to
every affiliated union (which
must be returned by March 3)
indicates a desire to retain
Clause IV in answer to every
question.

It is also crucial to build at-
tendance at the National
Steering Committee of the
Campaign on January 28 in
Manchester which will debate
tactics for the Special Confer-
ence and building support
~ within the trade unions.

M Affiliate to the Campaign
— ¢/o the NUM,
Huddersfield Road,
Barnsley. Phone 071 207
3781 for bulk copies of .
model resolutions or the
‘newsletter.

Defence of clause 4 is essential front-line of struggle for public services and full employment under a Labour government
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Why Blair picked

By Ellen Moore

TONY BLAIR is on a
bumpy ride in his attempt to
change the Labour Party
constitution - attacked by
MEPs, wrangling' with the
trade union leaderships and
temporarily deserted by
many erstwhile supporters in

the constituencies.

What is all the fuss about?
What is it about Clause IV
which has touched a nerve
amongst so many in the labour
movement? |

Superficially Blair’s project
is interpreted as an attempt to

Reach out to

Labour’s

membership

THE CAMPAIGN to Defend
Clause |V gathers support
~and pace every day.

- Packed raliies and meet-
ings are being held up and
down the country bringing to-
gether a broad alliance of
forces not seen in the labour
movement for years. it is
clear the tide is turning
against Blair. .

Within the constituency La-
bour Parties it looks as though
the NEC at the end of January
will be advising them to hold a
‘one member, one vote’ hallot.

This makes it even more
imporfant to build debates
which involve as many party

‘members as possible. Where
parties do not hold such a hal-
lot, delegates need to be man-
dated to vote for common
ownership and the retention
of Clause V.

Labour Party Women’s Con-
ference on 1/2 April is another
opportunity to build support

VoM W W & e A €
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for the campaign.

There is only one motion —
from the electrical and engi-
neering union AEEU - which
mentions the Clause: it notes
the proposals and welcomes
the debate. -

Again women in the CLPs
and unions should be passing
amendments to this motion
and getting delegated to the
conference.

; :'|' :.:..: :;; ‘:'.

Skinner: defender of Clause 4
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- any ‘radical’ social and eco--

make the Labour party modern
and electable — acceptable to the
middle classes in the south east.
But it is clear that this current
fight is part of a far wider pro-
ject.

Blair knows that in order for
‘New Labour’ to win and to
govern far more must change.
He is attempting to shift the per-
ceived values at the heart of the
Labour Party; to move it from
its traditional social democratic,
collectivist framework onto
new ground.

Previous discussions in the
Labour Party and the media

about Lib/Lab coalitions have

temporarily disappeared but
Blair’s vision for the Labour
party is entirely consistent with
that agenda.

‘His aim is to situate at the

heart of the Labour Party’s con-
stitution a form of words which
reflects a ‘radical’ democratic
agenda totally dissociated from

nomic principles.

Europe

The Labour Party’s aims
must include aspirations to
equality and democracy, in
Blair’s eyes bringing the party
into line with ‘modern’ Euro-
pean social democracy, without
any commitment to the eco-
nomic and social polices which
can create even the previously
inadequate welfarism of the
post 1945 Labour Party.

This line of march follows on
from the earlier 1980s projects
of Marxism Today (the maga-
zine which pronounced ‘the end
of the working class’), the cur-
rent interest by many Blairites
in ‘communitarianism’ (focus-
ing on the individual’s respon-
sibility within the family as the
key to social stability) and fol-
lows exactly the framework laid
out in Robin Blackburn’s article
before the last election, “The
Ruins of Westminster’ which
advocated a Lib/Lab alliance.

Blair is above all engaged in
making Labour acceptable to
the Liberal Democrats and the
pro-European bourgeoisie.

%

The Liberal Democrats press
officer who attended the recent
press launch of the Defend
Clause IV campaign was in no

- doubt. When asked what would

be the difference between La-
bour and the Lib Dems if Clause
IV were changed her reply was
succinct and to the point, ‘there
won’t be one’.

Clearly this i1s an exaggera-
tion. The Clause IV fight 1s
merely one — albeit important —
part of a deeper and more
lengthy project to change the

nature of the Labour Party.
A victory for Blair would

open up further assaults on the
trade union link. This wider
process is what makes its de-
fence so crucial to the left.

The scale of victory or defeat
is crucial to the speed and sever-
ity of future attacks on the left

. and trade unions.

The battle to change Clause
IV is not about defending ‘so-

~cialism’: Clause IV does not and

never did represent socialism.
It is clear that this 1s recog-
nised, if not articulated by the
very varied and heterogenous
groupings currently involved 1n
defending the existing wording.
The alliance to Defend
Clause IV ranges from David
Winnick MP and the MEPs to
Scargill and the Campaign
Group. This issue has not just

reactivated the old Bennite left |

but a far broader alliance 1s be-
ing created in defence of social
democracy.

Battle

It is a deeply ideological
struggle, absolutely linked to
the class struggle. Its impor-
tance for the left cannot be un-
derestimated.

Itis not just about winning or

losing this important battle, but
about affecting the balance of
forces in the longer war.

This fight is about how far
Tony Blair will go in embracing
the Thatcherite view that ‘there
is no such thing as society’ and
her stress on the utter centrality
of the individual.

It 1s about individualism ver-

fight on Clause IV

sus collectivism. As David Mar-
quand, pro-Liberal intellectual
put it at the Labour Co-ordinat-
ing Committee conference for a
new Clause IV, the struggle is
about Marxism or Liberalism as
the predominant ideology

amongst those opposed to the

Tories. |

It is a struggle taking place
amid the evidence of the failure
and inadequacy of social de-
mocracy to provide any solutton
to the gathering crisis of global
capitalism.

DEFEND

CLAUSE IV

rallies

| BIRMINGHAM

Friday Feb 10

CLAUSE 4 rally with
Arthur Scargill 7.30pm
Union Ciub Pershore
Road Birmingham.

SUSSEX

Weds Feb |5

CLAUSE 4 meeting with
Alan Simpson, Haywards
Heath.

CARDIFF

Friday Feb |7

CLAUSE 4 rally with
Arthur Scargill, Cardiff.

'LIVERPOOL

Thurs Feb 23

CLAUSE 4 meeting with
Arthur Scargill

'LONDON

Friday Feb 24

CLAUSE 4 London rally,
Conway Hall

. e et Al S

e o

wwha\""'w.\.,w

. . .. .
T P S N R




R - —tmem e - = = s AT 1 emte sem smaem ekl e

SOCIALIST OUTLOOK No.76. 21 January 1995, Page 6

Clause IV in the classroom?
' Blair and Blunke
_ out of compreh

schoolin

By Richard Hatcher

“THE MOST conservative
education available in Lon-
don outside the private sec-
tor.” Where else would a
Labour Party leader want to

send his son?

The Sunday Telegraph’s de-
scription of the London Oratory
captures well how reactionary
the opted-out, grant-maintained
school 1s.

Tony Blair’s decision to send
his son there 1s a calculated po-
litical move designed to mollify
the fears of potential Labour
voters deserting the Tories, at
the expense of undermining La-
bour’s traditional commitment
to the comprehensive school
system.

The London Oratory’s head,
John MclIntosh, helped draft the
educational passages of the
1987 Conservative manifesto,
and claims to have invented the
idea of opting-out.

Complaints

Senior Catholic officials
have complained to the Depart-
ment for Education that the
School operates a covert selec-
tion policy. It is run by the Ora-
tory Fathers, one of the most
reactionary fundamentalist
sects within the Catholic
church.

But it would be a mistake to
see this as an individual aberra-
tion by Tony Blair. On the con-
trary, he has simply walked
through the door that was
opened by David Blunkett in his
first statement as Labour educa-
tion spokesperson.

Speaking just after the 1994
Labour Party conference which
reaffirmed Labour’s policy of a
comprehensive school system
under local authority control,
Blunkett made clear that he
would disregard conference

policy.
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Mass action is needed to defend education

Opted-out schools, he said,
along with City Technology
Colleges, would not be abol-
ished but would be treated
‘equitably’ by a Labour admini-
stration within ‘a flexible and
acceptable framework to
achieve their and our goals.’

The problem is that their aims
and ours are completely incom-
patible.

The GM schools have opted-
out precisely in order to escape

control by local councils.

Blunkett 1s currently trying to
negotiate with the GM heads a

formula which will camouflage

their privileged status.
Blunkett’s speech at the re-
cent Fabian Society education
conference marked a further de-
parture from the comprehensive
principle.
While rejecting any new se-

lective schools, he refused to
give any commitment to abolish
selection by the existing 150
grammar schools, or the selec-
tive grant-maintained (GM)
schools. |

What Blunkett and Blair are
really doing i1s sending out a
clear message that Labour rep-
resents no threat to the GM
schools or the grammar schools,
which will not be made answer-
able to locally elected council-
lors, and can carry on operating
selective policies.

Blair and Blunkett are taking

Labour education policy further
to the right than at any time
since the 1960s. But it would be
wrong to accuse them of betray-
ing Labour’s education policy
document Opening doors to a
learning society.

......
.....

------
-------

]
Blunkett and Blair are sending out a clear message

that Labour represents no threat to the
grant-maintained schools or the grammar schools,

which can carry on operating selective policies.
]
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‘Modernised’

They are simply following its
logic. The whole thrust of this
document is not to defend the
interests of working class chil-
dren and students, but to create
a ‘modernised’, though still
class-divided, education sys-
tem.

So nursery education is to be
expanded, but only to half-time
provision for 3 and 4 year olds.
Class sizes are to be reduced,
but no targets are set. Special
needs are to be met in main-
stream schools, but no extra
funds are guaranteed.

No details are given of
whether schools will be funded
according to need rather than on
a competitive numbers-led ba-
sis. Labour’s acceptance of

market logic, and its fear of of-

fending dominant interests, also
explains why Opening doors to
a learning society shies away
from the principle of elected
democratic control. |
The Training and Enterprise
Councils will remain quangos
outside local democratic con-
trol. The private schools will re-
tain their privilege.
Blair’s hurried retreat from
the suggestion that Labour
might levy VAT on private
school fees 1s further evidence
that as the general election ap-

proaches he will sacrifice any
element of Labour’s policies
which might be thought to deter
wavering Tory voters.

But 1t is the abandonment of
the comprehensive principle
that has aroused the greatest op-
position. This is education’s
‘Clause Four’.

There 1s the possibility now,
and the vital need, to build a
very broad campaign around a
simple but fundamental princi-
ple: ‘For a fully comprehensive
state school system within
elected local education authori-
ties’.

M The Oratory Fathers
also control St Philip’s
Sixth Form College in Bir-
mingham, which they have

‘been trying to purge of

non- Catholic, mainly

Asian, students. o

It is little known that in
1992 MclIntosh joined the
board of governors of St
Philips to aid this racist policy
which some have called ‘eth-
nic cleansing’.

The governors were re-
cently heavily criticised by a
Further Education Funding
Council report for misman-
agement. Their response has
been to try to close the college
altogether.

March for Union Rights
SATURDAY 21 Janvary

Called by National
Union of Journalists

Assemble 9.45 Tower Hill

‘March to News Infernational. Bring Banners




declares
war on

| By AidanDay |

FIRST he entered with a
scalpel. The next day he
brought in a Bowie knife.
The third time round it was a

machete.

Congressman Bob Living-
ston’s showy illustration of
what his Republican Party are
going to do to the US Federal
budget leaves no avenue for
misinterpretation. They are go-
ing to butcher it.

It was supposed to be humor-
ous. If you happen to be a fat cat
living in riches on Capitol Hill
then maybe 1t was. For the ma-
jority of America however the
new Republican majority in
Congress will mean a ruthless
attack on living standards.

Most of all, the victory of the
right signifies a new war on the
poor.

They callitadrive toend ‘big
government’. This is_just rheto-
ric.

Just like the British Tories,
the right in America uses the
public perception of bureauc-
racy as a cover for social dump-
ing. Behind the talk of ‘freeing
the individual’ from state con-
trol lies another intention —
dropping all responsibility for
the welfare of its citizens.

The Republican amendment
to the constitution that will com-
pel the administration to ‘bal-
ance its books’ is an essential
ingredient of this offensive.

Ever since the Reagan al-
lowed the federal budget to spi-

ral deep into debt economists
have been looking for a solu-
tion. The plan before Congress
1s to amend the Constitution so
that by 2002 deficit budgets will
be forbidden.

According to the Congres-
sional Budget Oftice, it will re-
quire $1,200 billion of cuts over
seven years to achieve the 2002
target. Clinton and his cohorts
ask where it is supposed to come

from. They have a point.
The US budget can be di-

vided into three — defence, inter-

est payments and so-called
‘entitlements’, which includes
social security, health and wel-
fare

df these only the third 1s be- -

ing considered for cuts. The Re-
publicans’ ‘Contract with
America’ actually calls for an
increase in military spending.
But even if the®e were mas-

sive reductions .in military

spending combined with the
slashing of welfare it would still
be insufficient to cope with the
projected $322 billion deficit
forecast for 2002. Aid for fami-
lies with dependent children
cost the federal budget less than
$14 billion last year.

The really big money goes
into Medicare and Medicaid —
$600 billion in 1995. And the
people who benefit most from
these packages are not the poor.

To cut them would mean not
only taking on the companies
who make a fortune out of pn-
vate health care, but also di-
rectly attacking the better paid
constituency on which the po-
litical system relies. It’s one
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thing to halt Bill Clinton’s lim-
ited health care reforms, quite
another to pile even higher
medical bills onto millions of
hard-pressed middle income US
families.

It’s hard to see how either of
the parties of big business in the
USA would even countenance
such a move.

Pensions

With an increasingly aging

-population the difficulties

deepen further. It has been cal-
culated that by 2010 pensions
and health care alone will need
the total budget revenue. Dick
Armey, the House majority
leader acknowledged that the

extent of cuts required — “will
make the knees of congressmen

buckle”.

Both Republican and Demo-
crat politicians are well aware of
this. But neither party wants to
make it an issue for fear of
sparking off mass opposition.

~ The scale of cuts required 1s

British ‘bastards’ ape

rabld Republicans

IT’S NOT just in the USA
that the loony right is
gunning for the poor and
oppresssed. In some ways

the US Republicans are
taking a lesson from
Thatcher’s politics of
grasping individualism.

But now the American ex-
ample appears to he galvanis-
ing a fresh offensive by the
Tory right.

On top of this year’s brutal
attacks on unemplioyment,
sickness and invalidity bene-
fits — designed to slash pay-
ments to tens of thousands of

claimants, John Major’s top
cabinet ‘bastards’ are lining
up to inflict more welfare cuts.

In three closely coordinated
speeches last week, Tory min-
isters Michael Portillo, Peter
Lilley and John Redwood set
out new plans to slash state
spending. |

Every proposal is to be
shrouded in the kind of anti-
government rhetoric that
would make Newt Gingrich
proud.

Portillo, the heir apparent
of the Tory right, is trying to
reinvigorate laissez-faire capi-
talism and Victorian values of

private morality.

The state is, he argued, “in
danger of making the people
its servant rather than serving
the people”. |

Peter Liliey went a step fur-
ther. He is paving the way for
the return of the Poor Law.

Addressing the Social Mar-
ket Foundation, he signalled
the end of the principle of uni-
form national social security
provision, claiming that
“there can be advantages in
some circumstances in devolv-
ing responsibility to a local
level”.

staggering. Perhaps this 1s why
the Republicans have left a
number of loopholes for them-
selves. The amendment does
not specify what would happen
if the budget was not balanced.
It could also be waived in the
face of ‘imminent and serious
military threat’.

They have also been careful
to place the requirement of ‘bal-
ancing’ upon the President, not
the Congress, so that it would be
the President who was seen as
responsible for the cuts.

In a sense then the Republi-

‘can proposed law is not in-

tended for implementation.
Economic commentators are
unimpressed by the move.

‘The Financial Times edito-
rial sniffs its nose, declaring “as
1s well known, the economic
logic behind such a rule 1s
flawed, at best”.

Alan Greenspan the chair-
man of the Federal Reserve
board has warned that the mar-
kets would react badly to any
change in the budgeting system.

What is in no doubt however
is that it 1s intended to prepare
the ground for massive cuts in

~ welfare and set in course a pro-

found restructuring of society
into what the new House
speaker Newt Gingrich calls
‘the conservative opportunity
society’.

This 1s a code word for social
dumping, mass unemployment,
the strengthening of the repres-
sive state and the war on the
poor. Gingrich has promised
$500 credit for every child in a
tax-paying family and to halve
capital gains tax.

Moreover the ‘Contract with
America’ commits itself not
only to restoring defence spend-
ing, but to financing a new de-
velopment of the hugely
expensive Strategic Defence In-
itiative — more money to big
business less to those who need
1t most.

The Democrat response has

been pitiful. They are hiding be-
hind a supposed shift to the rnight
in American society evidenced
by the Republican poll victory.
But a second glance at the sup-
posed ‘Republican landshide’
indicates otherwise.

In the November 1994 elec-
tion only 38 per cent of those
eligible to vote took part. It was
a ‘landslide’ of 20 per cent of
eligible voters! The real land-
slide was one of rejection — a
rejection of an electoral and po-
litical system that is totally fail-
ing the majority of Amencans.

The lack of resistance by
Clinton to the nltra rnight offen-
sive led Gingrich to conclude
after their meeting that there
was a “real willingness to try to
find a way to work together”.

All the mock radicalism 1n

which Clinton draped himself

before his election has disap-
peared. He is even proposing a
bill to deny benefits to single
mothers.

There 1s no more sorry a sight
than Hiliary Clinton confessing
to how she had been “naive and
dumb”. On the focal point of the
Democrat election campaign
she now says “l regret very
much the efforts on healthcare
were badly misunderstood,
taken out of context, and used
politically against the Admini-
stration. I take responsibility for
that, and I am very sorry for
that”.

Instead of fighting back, the
President has taken to the road

with his “middle-class bill of

rights” — a half hearted attempt
to honour some of his campaign
promises.

In every significant area the
Democrats accede to the Re-
publican agenda — they are just
as committed to the ‘conserva-
tive opportunity society’ as the
other party of bi

Clinton: -

make-over
or

push-over?
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CheCh“ya -

The causes and consequences

A special report from
Russia, by ALEXANDER
BUZGALIN, a professor
and a Council member
of the Party of Labour,
and ANDREI
KOLGANOV, also a
professor, and a
member of the
Organising Committee
of the Union of
Internationalists.

DURING the time we take to write
this article, several dozen more peo-
ple will almost certainly be killed or
maimed in the North Caueasus.

* Dozens of mothers with cry out their &

unending grief; no-one can give them
back their sons or daughters.

Dozens of wives will have become
widows, and their children, orphans.

At one pole in this conflict are several
thousand fighters and hundreds of thou-
sands of peaceful civilians. At the other
are several divisions of Russian troops,
together with hundreds of tanks, aircraft
and armoured personnel carriers.

Almost a month of senseless blood-
shed ... this is terrifying and amoral,
monstrous and disgraceful.

Human beings need to do more than
simply to show indignation and compas-
sion. They have to understand what can
and must be done, and by whom, in order
to stop the slaughter, to prevent the re-
newal and spread of fratricidal conflicts.

The causes of this senseless war on
Russia’s southern border, a war which
has now become the epicentre of pain and
anguish for our homeland, unfortunately
run very deep. |

Russta for a long time has been pro-
ceeding along the road of bloodshed and
official arbitrariness. The Yeltsin gov-
ernment started with mass beatings of
demonstrators on the streets of Moscow
in 1993,

But 1t finally abandoned all restraint in
October of the same year, trampling on
the constitution and not only dispersing
its own parliament, but also opening fire
on it with tank artillery and machine
guns. |

The people behind that episode were
the same Yeltsin, Grachev, Yerin and co.
who are now directing the carnage in
Chechnya. At that time, however, they
still had with them a number of people
who now seem to have regained their
powers of sight — people like Yegor Gai-
dar and Gleb Yakunin.

Even Sergeir Kovalyov, now showing
genuine heroism defending human rights

in Chechnya, looked on passively in Oc- -

—_ :

.
e

Moscow citizens were murdered, as
deputies were arrested and beaten, and as
police savagely beat their fellow citizens.

Both then and now, the violence was
no accident. The authorities in Russia
have been implementing policies which
cannot possibly be put into practice
through peaceful, democratic methods.

These are the strategies of ‘shock with-
out therapy’, which have resulted in a
steep decline of output, disorganisation
of the economy, government corruption,
legal arbitrariness and a terrifying in-
crease in crime.

Can a president and a government who
are 1incapable of enforcing a mimimal de-
gree of order in their own home ‘restore
order’ in Chechnya or anywhere else?

Is 1t any surprise that the peoples of
Russia should want to take a different
road from the one of inflation, decline
and ‘disorganisation that i1s typical of
Yeltsin’s Russia?

And what about the impoverishment

of the majority of ‘working people as so-
cial inequalities increase?

Yes, we are now seeing a rise in aver-
age real incomes following their collapse
in 1992. But this ‘normalisation’ 1s like

“quoting a ‘normal’ average body tem-

perature of patients in a hospital. One
may have already died while the other 1s
tossing about in a fever, but their average

v & . I - % - ¥ A I L h &

So it is in our country. The ‘new rich’
in Russta are bloated with wealth, and
have become living legends among the
big spenders on the international scene.
Meanwhile the ‘new poor’, who include
almost half the population, pine nostalgi-
cally for the Brezhnev era — which only
a short time ago was condemned as atime
of low living standards.

How could the policies of the present
regime fail to provoke citizens to indig-

nation, and the authorities to violence?

Sovereignty

And what of the government’s policy
on the national question? When Yeltsin
still needed to oust Gorbachev, he told the
republics of the Russian Federation:
“Take as much sovereignty as you can
handle!” Then when he came to power
the screws were tightened, and any at-
tempt at independent behaviour was met
by the rattle of automatic weapons.

How are the nationalities and ethnic
groups of Russia supposed to see this?

These questions have a rhetorical
character, because power 1n Russia today
lies with socio-political forces that bene-
fit from instability, disorganisation, un-
just methods of rule, and violence.

Those who make up these forces are
the ‘new Russians’ who, unlike ‘normal’

Western entrepreneurs, do not aim at sta-
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Their goal is profit rates of hundreds
of percent a year, the super-concentration
and centralisation of capital through ex-
tra- economic means — speculation, cor-
ruption and violence.

(There s, to be sure, a sector of Rus-
sian private business today, in which the
‘primitive accumulation of capital’ has
already been carried out. In this sector a
point 1n the concentration of wealth has
been reached at which stability 1s more
important than rapid enrichment. This
explains the fact that some of the right-
wing parties which at first gave their si-

lent assent to a ‘police action’ against

Chechnya, later came out against an es-
calation of the war.) o
Another sector of these forces is made
up of corrupt bureaucrats who-can only
receive their privileges and bribes in a
general context of lawlessness and insti-
tutional chaos. | S o
The scale of these illicit gains beggars
the imagination. Boris Fedorov, some-
time finance minister of the Gaidar gov-
ernment, let slip at one point that the
market value of the dachas, hunting
lodges and other properties at the dis-
posal of the President is close to a billion
dollars —that is the total loan funds prom-

. 1sed to us by the world community!

The cost of the fence that was erected
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