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Fight new Asylum and Immigration Bill!

Race hate nlov
hy desperate

fories

FEARING that the tax
hand-outs planned for Kenneth
Clarke’s Budget will fail in their
objective of buying back the
Tory government’s lost
electoral support, John Major’s
government has resorted to
‘the basest form of rabble
rousing -- racism.

Amid a rag-bag of odds and ends in
the Queen’s Speech, the focus of
media attention will be Home Secretary
Michael Howard’s reactionary Asylum
and Immigration Bill.

Despite Howard’'s weasel words,
carefully citing only cases from Eastern
Europe to create the impression that
“Our proposals have nothing
whatsoever to do with race”, the
crackdown on an alleged rising tide of
‘bogus’ asylum seekers, and
restrictions on their right to appeal
against refusal to admit them, coupled
with Peter Lilley’s moves to cut their
access to benefits, are clearly designed
to appeal to racists inside and outside
the Tory Party.

Only racists react with alarm to
Howard’s hysterical warning that if the
numbers seeking asylum were to go on
rising for the next five years it could
mean as many as 100,000
applications a year in 2000. Many
more people leave Britain each year.

Much more alarming is the fact that
the vast majority of hounded and
desperate people who apply for asylum

in Britain are - often after a lengthy
period of detention in jails like
Campsfield in Oxfordshire and Haslar in
Portsmouth - rejected and deported by
Howard’s hard-faced Home Office gang.
Howard admits that:

“Only four out of every 100 people
claiming asylum in Britain are deemed
to be genuine by the Home Office.”

Among these are many fleeing from
repressive regimes deemed ‘friendly’ to
British imperialism: almost all Nigerian
refugees are refused asylum.

The attempt to make it even harder
for asylum seekers to find refuge in
Britain is of course part of a
Europe-wide crackdown, the ‘Fortress
Europe’ policy spelled out in the
notorious Schengen agreement, in
which liberalised internal EU borders
are combined with tougher action to
prevent entry from non-EU countries.

Deportations

Deportations from Britain have
climbed to record levels - often carried
out with extremes of brutality and
occasionil tragic consequences, as the
case of Joy Gardner demonstrated.

But the Tories have added their own
refinements.

Howard has introduced a new ‘racist
charter’, obliging teachers, doctors and
others to snoop on and inform the

&police about families they feel may be
here ‘illegally’: naturally the finger will
tend to point first at black people.

The Immigration Service, relying on

what Howard describes as ‘intelligence
and liaison with other agencies’ -
snoopers and racists - has stepped up
the harassment of suspected ‘illegal
immigrants’ in the workplace.

Last year they ‘caught’ 10,000, most
of them in low-paid sweatshop jobs:
Howard does not say how many
innocent black British citizens and legal
immigrants were also harassed in the
process, or much this petty and
vindictive operation costs.

There is no doubt that creating a new
hue and cry over a handful of asylum
seekers is a-deliberate attempt by the
Tories to stoke up the fire of racism so
ably exploited by Thatcher in the past.

Black and ethnic minority

communities have a right to demand
that Tony Blair's Labour Party,
supported by the TUC which last month
called a national demonstration against
racism, lead a full-scale counter-attack
against Howard’s cynical pack of lies,
half-truths and repression which is
intended to drive new wedges between
black and white.

Labour should pledge to scrap the
battery of racist immigration laws
brought in since 1979, close down
Campsfield and the other immigration
prisons, and tear up the Schengen
accords.

W Campaigns fight back - See p 5
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What we think

Taxing questions
abour

for L

AS CHANCELLOR Ken-
neth Clarke put the finish-
ing touches to his 1995
Budget, hospitals through-
out Birmingham ran out of
beds and nursing staff,

All non-emergency opera-
tions were cancelled for 24
hours as the first few cold
days of the winter created in-
stant chaos in an under-re-
sourced NHS.

‘The NUT published fig-
ures to show that over 9,000
teachers lost their jobs this
summer through the impact
of spending cuts. As class
sizes have gone soaring, the
‘independent’ education
standards authority Ofsted
tried vainly to argue that
larger classes do not mean a
drop in educational standards.

Even the Church of Eng-
land has got in on the act,
underlining the grim and un-
changed reality of grinding
poverty in Britain’s inner cit-
ies. Social Security Secretary
Peter Lilley, not known for
his soft heart for the poor, was
revealed in a leaked docu-
ment expressing his “‘de-
spair” at cuts of £1 billion in
his department’s budget, hit-
ting benefits to lone parents

Fighting education cuts: nothing on offer from Labour

and because the entire Tory
electoral strategy rests on the
popular appeal .of tax cuts —
placating the richest at the ex-
pense of the poor.

He has little leeway. The
government is set to exceed
its targets for public sector
spending and overshoot the
limits laid down in the Maas-
tricht Treaty. And in anticipa-
tion of a rash giveaway
Budget and possible cuts in

and housing benefit. interest rates, the pound has

Buy votes ‘plunged in the foreign ex-
changes.

Yet none of the commen- Guesses on which taxes he

tators is in any doubt on the
main thrust of the budget.
Clarke has to press through
further cuts in public spend-
ing in order to free up cash to
buy votes with a series of tax
cuts.

He needs to cut spending,
because the sluggish growth
in the economy leaves no
other room for a giveaway,

Scarglll wrong formula, wrong

THE LABOUR left has had its
worst period in recent mem-
ory. After defeat on Clause
Four in the spring, it faced a
comprehensive trouncing at
the Brighton conference, los-

ing every single fight with the

platform.

COmpoundino the damage done
by union block votes has been the
sea-chanoe in the voting of Con-
stituency delegates, swinging be-
hind Tony Blair’s right wing
offensive. The Socialist Campaign
Group of MPs, hopelessly divided
over Clause Four, has with a few
honourable exceptions subsided
into passivity.

In short, this is not a good time
to appeal for a left wing revolt in
the Labour Party. Those who con-
tinue the fight for socialist policies

will cut have varied widely:
some believe he will cut or
abolish inheritance tax -
which raises £1.5 billion a
year by levying tax on the
estates of the wealthiest 3%
who die without having taken
steps to evade it. Few work-
ing people even dream —short
of a lottery win ~ of leaving
assets of over £154,000.

Others expect further cuts
in corporation tax — which is
already extraordinarily low.
To raise it to the EU average
would bring an extra £4.5 bil-
lion a year.

But most eyes will be on
the question of income tax —
the one with the greatest po-
tential to con working people
that they are really getting
something back.

Basic rate

For £3 billion of cuts,
Clarke could give away up to
2p on the basic rate of income
tax. The Tories dislike in-
come tax because it is inher-
ently progressive — taking
most from those that earn
most: successive Tory gov-
ernments bave shifted the tax
burden incresuugly from in-
cors2 to indirect taxes on
sgewding (VAT) which hit
hardest at the poor.

This same view has now
been echoed by the Labour
Party. First we heard Tony
Blair assure the fat cats of the
Confederation of British In-
dustry that a Labour govern-
ment would not restore higher
rates of tax on top incomes —
and that he was committed to
ensuring that employers can
become wealthy.

This policy closes the door
on an easy source of cash to
improve health, education
and welfare: if income tax for
those eaming over £40,000 a
year were increased to 55%
(the EU average), it would
generate an extra £6 billion a
year.

Barely had the applause
for Blair subsided when
Shadow Chancellor Gordon
Brown piped up with adouble
whammy: a Tory-style
‘workfare’ system to compel
unemployed youth into
‘training’ schemes on pain of

Clarke: desperate face of Tory election panic

loss of benefits on the one
hand, and a tax-cutting plan to
axe income tax by up to 60%
—~to 10-15p.

This might seem like the
master-stroke to outflank
Clarke’s hand- outs: but it sets
Labour’s course away from
progressive taxation, and, by
restricting the amount of cash
in the kitty, leaves Blair’s
party unable to offer any real
relief for those queueing for
NHS treatment, campaigning
against education cuts or
fighting poverty.

Minimum wage

Blair’s team shudders at
the thought of a modest £4.15
an hour minimum wage to
benefit the lowest paid, but
opts instead for a tax break
that would stuff the wallets of
the wealthiest.

Having rejected in Clause
Four any concept of social-
ism, it appears that New La-
bour has abandoned any
serious project even for re-
forming capitalism.

Mouthing endless banali-
ties about training and ‘part-
nership’, it is clear that while

Blair’s team rules the roost
Labour’s only real selling
point to its core electoral sup-
port is the fact that they are
not the Conservative Party.

The fight for a socialist al-
ternative, which will priori-
tise the creation of new,
properly paid jobs in a pro-
gramme of useful public
works to tackle such things as
the housing crisis, and the
need for new schools, hospi-
tals and expanded public
transport, must be stepped up
in the labour movement.

The vast profits and wealth
being accumulated by capi-
talist monopolies, banks and
finance houses and the run-
away salaries of top bosses (at
the expense of continuing re-
dundancies and casualisation
of the workforce) are the ob-
vious source of the cash re-
quired to finance these
schemes and raise pensions
and benefits.

Brown recently put for-
ward the plan for a ‘windfall
tax’ on the privatised utilities:
it’s time to go further, exploit
the public anger at the utility
bosses, and raise again the
need for renationalisation.

time

Union base: Scargill
layers deserting.

'Y

In the unions, however, there
are promising indications that all is
not lost. Unofficial strike action
from Ford workers in Dagenham
this month comes as a refreshing

blast from the past: but there are
ongoing battles by firefighters and
dockers in Liverpool, and by hospi-
tal workers. Rail unions have re-
peatedly shown their ability to
fight, as have postal workers.

In the biggest public sector un-
lon, UNISON, over 65,000 voted for
explicitly left wing candidates chal-
lenging Rodney Bickerstaffe,
though nobody would seriously
claim they are all ready to vote for
parties to the left of Labour in a
general election. Indeed many of
Bickerstatfe’s 150,000 votes came
from workers responding to his left
speeches in support of the mini-
mum wage and Clause Four.

The case for a left wing political
regroupment of class struggle
forces to develop policies and soli-
darity in the unions is as strong as
ever, as workers brace themselves
for the right wing policies of a Blair

qovernment

In such a project, Arthur Scar-
gill, who gave such firm and princi-
pled leadership in the miners’
strike, could play a key role. The
policies and dynamic of such a re-
groupment would have an impact
on the key unions whose block
votes have backed Blair, and on the
ranks of the Labour Party itself.

Socialist Outlook would wel-
come and support such an initia-
tive, as would wide sections of
union activists. In the struggles to
come, such a broad ‘class struggle
left wing’ regroupment may form
the piatform around which the left
of the labour movement as a whole
would focus: depending on the
struggles fo come, a new left party
with genuine mass roots might
eventually emerge from it.

Unfortunately, Scargill has pro-
posed instead to launch a new

party, the Socialist Labour Party,
committed fo running electoral can-
didates against Labour.

Set up in this period, such a
breakaway would carry with it anly
the reduced ranks of the existing far
left and sections of the hard left in
the unions. It could even help to en-
trench Blair more firmly, by weak-
ening the left in the Labour Party.

While opposing Labour, the SLP
would be reduced to campaigning
at best for a protest vote: it could
not hope to secure the election of
even a single MP. Such campaigns
have been run before in Bmam
and failed.

We urge Scargill and those sup-
porting his new party to think again
about how best to build on the un-
doubted following he still has in the
unions, and how best to win broad
sections of workers to the fight for
socialism.

are weak enough without the best
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McAvoy’s ballot: bid to

dump NUT democracy

By Roy Leach

WHILST parents, gover-
nors & students organised
in FACE groups have been
increasing the pressure on

I
CWU in
unproar

THE RULES revision con-
ference of the Communi-
cation Workers’ Union
saw scenes of uproar as
the minority clerical sec-
tion repeatedly vetoed
rule changes supported
by the majority telecom
engineering and postal
sections.

Under the terms of this
year’s merger each rule
change has to have a major-
ity in each of the three “con-
stituencies”. This means
that branches representing
15,000 members can veto
changes supported by
branches representing over
200,000.

The clerical section first
voted down a rule change
that would have helped end
deals made by the postal ex-
ecutive over the heads of the
members.

In the ensuing uproar Gen-
eral Secretary Alan Johnson
was forced to promise to
bring forward a rule change
limiting the veto to constitu-
ency matters - yet this pro-
posal will itself be subject to
velo.

Given that the main bene-
ficiary of the existing set-up
is the national executive -
their voting recommenda-
tions closely coincided with
the clerical majority - it is
questionable whether they
will end the veto.

RMT fight
against
victimisation
gains pace

THE CAMPAIGN for the
reinstatement of victim-

‘ised RMT militants has

moved centre stage in
the union’s struggle
against British Rail’s at-
tempts to break the un-
ion.

Ballot papers for strike ac-
tion have now gone out to
traincrews at Manchester's
Piccadilly station and clean-
ing staff at Longsight depot.

The RMT special confer-
ence on November 14 gave
its support for the struggle.

Management have been
forced to back off from at-
tempts to wreck the national
General Grades Committee,
which would have severely
restricted the rank and file’s
control over head office.

Tory MPs and the govern-
ment the NUT has turned in
upon itself in an increas-
ingly bitter internecine
struggle.

General Secretary Doug
McAvoy, still smarting from
a humiliating string of defeats
at the union’s Easter confer-
ence, has launched alast-ditch
desperate attempt to consoli-
date his control over the un-
ion. In this he is uncritically
supported by a politically
bankrupt and weak right wing
executive majority.

The NUT is presently
amongst the most democratic
of trade unions: local
branches (known as associa-
tions and divisions) are able to
levy and spend local subscrip-
tions and are consequently
able to exercise a high degree
of organisational autonomy.

Local lay officers under-
take the negotiations with lo-
cal education authorities
(LEAs) and are, within the
framework of nationally
agreed policy, able to deter-
mine teachers’ conditions of
service.

Critical

Despite a squeeze in grants
from the National Union,
branches remain able to fund
and circulate material
throughout the union which is
often critical of the National
Union and its General
Secretary.

The Union also has two ac-
tive and increasingly effective
broad lefts — the Socialist
Teachers Alliance (STA) and
the Campaign for a Demo-
cratic and Fighting Union
(CDFU), presenting a very
real alternative leadership and
pole of attraction for members
fed up with the do-nothing
policies of the ‘‘new realist”’
leadership.

The union’s annual confer-
ence attracts over 1,000 dele-
gates and has over the past
few years, shown itself in-
creasingly unwilling to rub-
ber stamp the views of
McAvoy and his Executive
supporters.

This culminated in Black-
pool last Easter when dele-
gates voted for, among other
things, a ballot for a one day
strike against the underfund-
ing of education and a more
vigorous campaign against
excessive class sizes and
teacher redundancies.

Collision course

These policies put the un-
ion on a collision course with
Blair’s “New Labour” Party
and jeopardised the cosy rela-
tionship that McAvoy has
been cultivating with La-
bour’s Education Spgkesper-
son David Blunkett.

The usual tactic of appeal-
ing to conference delegates
through the media failed to
save the day for the right
wing, and an overwhelming

majority rejected the witch-
hunting atmosphere which
they attempted to create on the
back of the ill-conceived
SWP demonstration against
Blunkett.

At the end of conference
McAvoy made clearhis inten-
tion to ignore or overturn de-
cisions he didn’tlike. Nothing
unusual here, but what was
unexpected was the vicious-
ness with which he embarked
upon his task and the extent to
which he was prepared to use
union resources to meet his
ends.

The ballot for a one-day
strike - which the left had
posed as part of the coherent
militant strategy of opposition
to the Tory offensive against
state education — was the first
target.

Over £155,000 of union
money was spent on a succes-
sion of unashamedly biased
communications sent directly
to members’ home addresses
and to schools for display on
NUT notice boards.

Well spent

From McAvoy’s point of
view the members’ money
was well spent, with a4:1 vote
against action.

The result has been cyni-
cally and unashamedly used
to ‘bash the left’, which has
been characterised as being
‘‘out of touch’” and ‘‘unrepre-
sentative of the member-
ship”, branded ‘“‘extremists
with their own narrow politi-
cal agenda’’.

Encouraged by the success
of this plebiscite McAvoy has
gone onto the offensive and
has initiated a ballot on ‘‘ex-
tending democracy” in the
NUT. Every member has re-
ceived a letter urging them to
vote “‘yes” to six questions
whilst an issue of NUT News
has implied that 14 named Ex-
ecutive members are opposed
to consultation with the mem-
bership and to internal de-
mocracy.

The fact that they actively
promoted an alternative form
of consultation, aimed at ad-
dressing the very real prob-
lems that members
experience in trying to attend
meetings, gets not a mention.

Whilst the ballot material
pays lip-service to encourag-
ing members to participate in
the existing representative
democratic structures of the
union (added at a late stage by

McAvoy has opposed growing FACE campaign on culs

some uneasy right-wingers) it
is clearly intended to endorse
the marginalisation of branch
meetings and, more particu-
larly, annual conference.

The six questions ask
members to endorse the use of
ballots to determine every-
thing from who may be nomi-
nated to national office to
which decisions of annual
conference should be imple-
mented. T

One man band

Of course the ballot re-
mains silent on the fact that
both the questions and the ac-
companying material will be
decided by General Secretary
- surely the ultimate ‘one man
one vote’.

There are positive signs,
however, that the McAvoy
steamroller may be running
out of steam.

In the National Officer
elections ‘which overlapped
the “‘extending (sic) democ-
racy” ballot, left vice-presi-
dential candidate Christine
Blower topped the poll, whilst
Ian Murch, standing for treas-
urer, increased his vote and
the right-wing incumbent fell.

In the short term McAvoy
is likely to win the current
plebiscite (but with a majority
below the 80% in the one day
strike ballot).

Elections

The forthcoming Execu-
tive elections therefore take
on a particular significance. A
left majority on the Executive
is needed more than ever to
put a brake on his excesses,
his right wing supporters no
longer able to exercise any
sort of control on his conduct.

If McAvoy can get away
with restructuring the NUT
and snuffing out any opposi-
tional voice, then other union
leaders will no doubt be en-
couraged to follow suit.

The future direction of the
labour movement hinges very
much on this ‘“‘clash of ti-
tans’’: the best organised un-
ion left against an extreme
right bureaucrat. Socialist
Outlook will keep you in-
formed.

" 1 In an important initia-

tive, the STA is writing
to other union hroad
lefts to discuss possible
areas of co-operation.

Battle over
Birmingham

By Anthony Brain

Matthew Boulton College
Edgbaston is about to
make 40 workers redun-
dant. Ten work in the ad-
ministration department,
the rest are lecturers.

NATFHE members will be
asking for support from the
students. The union is cur-
rently balloting for strike ac-
tion and contacting UNISON.

it is important that there is
the maximum unity against
the onslaught of college man-
agement.

Students are establishing
an anti-cuts society that
should affiliate to the Free
Education Campaign, linking
up with students and lecturers
around the country.
~In order to be effective in
defeating these cutbacks we
need the mass participation of
members of NATFHE, UNI-

college axe

SON and the NUS. We should
link it to a national fightback.

After demo on national No-
vember 23 we must continue
to build upon the gains won by
the left on grants at the special
conference in May.

The right are doing every-
thing to sabotage the demo-
cratic decisions of the
conference - including clos-
ing NUS London, attacking
other regions where the left is
strong and a money wasting
PR exercise.

The student right is follow-
ing the policies of the Labour
Party leadership.

When the masses of stu-
dents mobilise they have an
impact on the labour move-
ment.

The left in the NUS must
now bring broader forces into
the Free Education campaign,
using it as a way of fighting for
democracy within student un-
ions.

Campaigners battle
to avoid split

A 24-hour vigil is the for-
mula under which com-
peting lobbies of
parliament by two cam-
paigns on the Welfare
State will be sandwiched
together.

The original call for a
Budget Day lobby came last
April from the Welfare State
Network at its well-attended
conference, following a suc-
cessful lobby last year.

But in October, the Cam-
paign to Defend the Welfare
State, headed by Ken Living-
stone, the GMB and backed
by the Morning Star, put out

a call for an ‘Eve of Budget’
lobby, having apparently re-
jected appeals from the Net-
work for joint campaigning.

Now a series of events in-
volving campaigners on
health, education and bene-
fits has been orchestrated by
the Network to span the 24
hours between the Cam-
paign’s lobby and that of the
Network.

But the case for coordi-
nated action is should be ob-
vious to every activist.

Demands for this should
be raised at the Campaign
conference on December 2.

Defend the Welfare Stute!

Budget-day
lobby of

y
HEGX

Parliament
VA e
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November 28, 2pm
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St Stephen’s Gate

House of Commons
MPs, trade union and campaign speakers
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Liverpool dockers dig -
in against sackings

By Simon Day

Five hundred dockers have
been on strike and pixcket-
ing hard for seven weeks
against being sacked by
Mersey Docks & Harbour
Company (MDHC) for re-
fusing to cross a picket line.

The conflict began with at-
tempts to bring back the sys-
tem of casual labour.
Casualisation of labour is a
major part of the capitalist re-
structuring of society. Work-
ers in sectors as unrelated as
banking, heavy industry and
education are all suffering its
effects.

Liverpool docks is one of
the most profitable and suc-
cessful ports in the UK, with
profits in excess of £35 mil-
lion, handling more cargo
than its heyday in the 1950s.

Last year the MDHC im-
posed a work contract on
dockers after issuing them
with 90 days notice. They ad-

vertised the jobs in the Liver-

pool Echo and interviewed

1800 unemployed from Mer-
seyside.

Not one of them was given
the job. It was a disgraceful
hoax to enforce new contracts
on the existing workers.

The dockers fighting for
reinstatement have won back-
ing from MPs, councillors
Euro MPs and the local com-

munity. Two thousand
marched through the city cen-
tre of September 7 and ten
thousand on September 21.

Since 1989 the govern-
ment has helped featherbed
the directors of the company.
Over £200 million was used
to make the 1989 wave of re-
dundancies. ‘

To get the Liverpool dock-
ers to agree to go back to work

the government, the employer
and the union gave assurances
that they would suffer no job
losses or attacks on their un-
ion organisation.

Nothing could have been
further from the truth.

MDHC have inherited vast
property rights worth billions
of pounds. The government
has a 20 per cent stake in the
company and was prepared to
waive £112 million of debts in
the 1989 strike.

B MARCH: Saturday de-
cember 2, 10.30am Assemble
at RC Cathedral, Hope Street,
Liverpool.

B RALLY - St George's
Hall 12 noon.

B Send messages of sup-
port and donations to: J.

- Davies, 19 Scorton Street,

Liverpool L6 4AS. Make
cheques out to: Merseyside
Dockers Shop Stewards
Committee.

B Get in touch with the
Liverpool Docks Shop Stew-
ards Committee c/o TGWU,
Islington Liverpool.

Less than half back Bick

Challenge for

UNISON left

by Fred Leplat

The outcome of the recent
elections for UNISON’s
General Secretary turned out
to be a surprise for many peo-
ple and revealed the union to
be deeply polarised.

On a 23 per cent turnout,
Rodney Bickerstaffe, current
Associate General Secretary
with Alan Jinkinson, took
only 48% of the vote, polling
151,893 votes. Bickerstaffe
was the favourite and his sup-
porters.believed him to be so
popular that he would romp
home.

His nearest rival was Peter
Hunter. A former Tory Party
member who apparently has
now applied to join the La-
bour Party, Hunter’s cam-
paign was promoted through
the Catholic Church.

His election address was
anti-abortion, homophobic
and racist (no money for self-
organised groups or interna-
tional solidarity). To
everyone’s surprise, Hunter
got 93,402 votes or 29% of

the total.

This vote reveals that there
is a significant reactionary
layer that is as yet unorgan-
ised.

The CFDU (the main left
caucus in UNISON) candi-
date, Roger Bannister, ob-
tained 58,052 votes or 18%

This strong vote indicates
that he was a very credible
candidate and appealed to a
wide layer of UNISON activ-
ists who have been disillu-
sioned by the national
leadership’s sell-out on com-
pulsory privatisation and pay
in health- and local govern-
ment.

Industrial action

The main call by the
CFDU for national cam-
paigns including industrial
action against Government
attacks was seen by this layer

_ as the only way for UNISON

to defend its members.

The SWP candidate,
Y unus Bashkh, came adistant
fourth with 15139 votes or
5% of the total.The SWP

Campaign for a Fighting Democratic
. UNISON =« o
~ 2nd National Conference
. 'Preparing for battles of 1996
Speakers invited: Arthur §cargill, Hillingdon

‘SATURDAY DECEMBER 9 .
10am-4pm, Swathmore Centre,
4, Woodhouse Square, teeds 3.
Affiliation fee {£25] motions to CEDU
c/o Paul Harris, 6 Beula View, leeds 156 21A.

must be sorely disappointed
with this result, as they were
confident of beating Roger
Bannister.

The polarisation of the un-
ion to the left and right imme-
diately posed Bickerstaff
with a dilemma. He was let
down by the “soft left’” in the
union who did not campaign
hard for him. The ‘Blairite
wing”’ of the union bureauc-
racy sat on its hands as it did
not want to boost a critic of
the Labour leader.

In the short term, Bickier-
staffe cannot rely on this sec-
tion of the union. He therefore
immediately made some con-
cessions to the left to take the
pressure off.

He announced that he
would not take a pay increase
from his current salary of
£57,000 to £60,000 (this was
one of the main points of Ban-
nister’s campaign).

He also stated that UNI-
SON was not in the ‘‘pocket
of the Labour Party”’.

However welcome these
statements ate, they do not
indicate that Bickerstaffe has
shifted to the left.

Nevertheless the left in the
union, including the CFDU,
will need to continue to sup-
port Rodney Bickerstaffe
against Tony Blair when he is
speaking up for UNISON’s
policies such as the minimum
wage or against privatisation.

But we will also have to
campaign to force Bicker-
staffe and the national leader-

No walk-over:Bickerstaffe

ship to organise national cam-
paigns including industrial
action in defence of these
policies and here and now for
members jobs and conditions.

The CFDU can now be the
focus for all those on the left
who want to turn UNISON
into a fighting and campaign-
ing union. It is time for all on
the left, including the SWP
(who have been ambivalent
about the CFDU), to join it
and turn it into a real broad
and national left throughout
the union.

Strategy

In the next year, the CFDU
will have to provide a strategy
around key issues such as for
winning on pay in local gov-
ernment and health, opposing
the Tory Immigration Bill
which will require many
UNISON members to check
nationality status, and stop-
ping the continuing privatisa-
tions, including voluntary
services.

The CFDU Conference on
December 9 in Leeds (see
box) will be the first opportu-
nity to bring the left together
since the election and to pre-
pare a way forward.

Defending the
last unionised

port

SOLIDARITY with the
Liverpool dockers has
been pouring in from Brit-
ain and internationally.

Hull Trades Council and
the local TGWU dockers’
branch have established a
Liverpool Dockers Support
Group. At its inaugural meet-
ing, sacked Liverpool dock-
ers Danny and Paul spoke
about the dispute.

KEITH SINCLAIR inter-
viewed Paul, one of the
sacked dockers:

What's the background
to the dispute?

As you know, it goes
back to the abolition of
the Dock Labour Scheme
in 1989. Liverpool was
the only port that held
out and remained union-
ised.

Torside was a company
set up in 1991 to prevent
the use of casual labour on
the dock. But Torside
sacked some of the young
dockers and then the
Mersey Docks and Harbour

Company sacked all the
dockers for refusing to
cross a picket line.

What has been the re-
sponse?

The men have been mag-
nificent. | wasn’t sur-
prised though, Liverpool
has always had a strong
socialist base.

The response in Liver-
pool generally has been bril-
liant. We've had excellent
support from all sorts of
people.

We have also had excel-
lent international support.
American dockers have sent
5,000 dollars and promised
to refuse to unload any
cargo diverted from Liver-
pool.

What next?

Given the support we've

had, we think we’re win-
ning. It's just a question

of the Mersey Docks and
Harbour Company realis-
ing that.

Labour left
regroups
to battle

on

Pete Firmin
(Soclalist .
Campalgn

Group Officer)

ABOUT 150 people at-
fended the conference of
the Socialist Campaign
Group Supporters’ Net-
work in Manchester on

November 18,.

With a wide geographical
spread, there was a useful
sharing of experiences
around both campaigning
and inner party issues.

Although the failure of the
MPs to attend left a political
gap, there was a strirring
contribution from a Liver-
pool Docks shop steward on
their strike (and £250 was
raised in a collection) as
well as useful political de-
bate.

Workshops on the wel-
fare state, ant-racism and
party democracy produced
resolutions about the cam-
paigning priorities for the
Network in the next period,

In addition to the election
of officers, decisions were
taken to strengthen its func-
tion as the organisation of
the Labour Left, and a
change of nan.¢ to the So-

cialist Campaign Group.
The political discussion
which dominated the final
session was around Arthur
Scargill’s proposal for a

- breakaway “Socialist Labour

Party”.

The proposal coming
from a workshop was to
write to Scargill saying he is
wrong, and for him to dis-
cuss with those in favour of
staying in the Labour Party
and fighting before taking
this step.

While a very small minor-
ity agreed with Scargill’'s
proposal out of frustration
with years of witch-hunts
and moves to the right, a
larger minority argued that
we should “listen to Arthur’s
arguments” before saying
he is wrong. o

After lengthy discussion
and the defeat of amend-
ments which would have wa-
tered down the resolution, it
was passed overwhelm-
ingly.

What was obvious though
was that this should not be
seen as the end of the dis-
cussion but that there is still -
much confusion amongst the
Labour Left. , )

The Socialist Campaign
Group will have to continue
this discusssion to convince
those who are wavering that
they should not take this
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Hillingdon

Hospital strike:
it’s official!

LOW PAID workers for pri-
vate contractors Pall Mall
Services at Hillingdon Hos-
pital have voted to strike
against the imposition of
new contracts involving a
20 percent pay cut.

The workforce, mostly
Asian women, are now set to
start their ‘official’ strike on
Monday November 27 joined
by other Pall Mail employees
in UNISON. who have not been
sacked by the company.

The strike is a major step
forward for the sacked work-
ers, who have been picketing
the hospital for more than 7
weeks with only very limited
support from the UNISON
leadership.

A continued and strength-
ened strike, involving all work-
ers employed by the company,
will increase pressure on Pall
Mall to back down and rein-
state the workers on their old

Pail Mall pickets

contracts.

Support groups have been
set up. A demonstration is
planned for Friday November
24 12-2pm outside the main
hospital entrance. There will
be a daily picket at the hospital
every morning.

Please send messages of
support to the UNISON office,
Hillingdon Hospital

Battle against
Fast Food
union-buster

By inbar Tamari

On Tuesday 31 October, 40
Turkish and Kurdish work-
ers at J.J. Fast Foods in Tot-
tenham were sacked. Their
- only ‘crime’ was joining a
union.

J.J. Fast Foods is a distribu-
tion company supplying food
to schools and many other
workplaces, mainly around
the South East. The workers
there had a 60-70 hours week.
Six years ago they were paid
£180 a week; now they are
paid only £130.

There is no overtime pay,
no sick pay, and no holiday
pay. The drivers have to pay
parking fines and the first
£250 of any damage to their
trucks out of their pay.

It is therefore no surprise
that more than half of the 75
workers decided to join the
TGWU, elected a shop stew-
ard at a mass meeting, and
made the following demands:

@ All workers to have con-
tracts and be in the union.

@ Holiday Pay

@ Sick Pay

® No money to be paid by
drivers out of their own pock-
ets

@®Two shifts to be intro-
duced in the freezers, where
people work at 30 degrees be-
low zero.

The workers were sacked
as soon as the employers
learned that they had joined
the union. The workers and a
union official went to see the
boss, who refused to recog-
nise or even meet with the un-
ion.

The sacked workers were

then attacked by hired thugs . -

wielding sticks and knives;
three workers were hospital-

ised. The next day a 100-plus
strong picket of the sacked
workers and supporters was
attacked by the police.

So far, six more workers
have joined the union and the
picket line. The TGWU has
been supporting the workers
from their victimisation fund;
they have also have received
money and messages of sup-
port from other unions and
from their local MP, Bernie
‘Grant. Islington UNISON A’
has already voted to contrib-
ute £1,000 to the strike fund.

Several schools have can-
celled their contracts with the
company. After three days,
the boss requested to meet the
union, asked for 24 hours to
reconsider their demands, and
then refused them again.

This shows that his busi-
ness is suffering. Further loss
of contracts could force him to
meet the workers’ demands.
Many workplace canteens are
supplied by J.J. Fast Foods.

® Join the picket, Mill-
mead Road, Tottenham, Lon-
don N17, every morning at
6.00 am (Saturday, 8.00).

@ Jenny’s Restaurant and
Jenny’s Burger are franchises
contracted to J.J. Fast Foods.
Don’t eat there; preferably get
in and tell them why.

@ Send letters of protest to
Mr. M Kaimil, Managing Di-
rector, JJ Fast Food Distribu-
tion Ltd, Unit One, Lockwood
Industial Park, Millmead
Road, London N17 9QP, Fax
0181 880 9094

@ Money and messages of
support should be sent to J.J.
Fast Food Locked Out Work-
ers Support Groupgc/o Un-
waged Centre, 72 West Green
Road, London NIS

Make cheques payable to ‘J.J.
Fast Food Protest Committee’.

Deportation threat over jailed journalist

Singh!

By Jeremy Dear,
NUJ Secretary
Birmingham,
personal capacity

NUJ member Raghbir
Singh continues to lan-
guish in Winson Green
prison Birmingham, threat-
ened with deportation on
the grounds of ‘‘national
security’’.

He has been imprisoned
without trial for over eight
months. The British govern-
ment claim Raghbir is an “‘in”
ternational terrorist” despite
never presenting any evi-
dence. Despite requests from
MPs and his legal team no
evidence has been forthcom-
ing.

It is extremely difficult to
build a defence case when you
do not know what you are be-
ing accused of.

Amnesty International
have expressed their grave
concern over the case. They
claim that by refusing the
right to an independent judi-
cial hearing and by not telling

15—
December pickets against

Raghbir the specific allega-
tions against him the British
government are breaking UN
Principles of Detention.

Amnesty are also con-
cerned because Raghbir was
editor of Awaze Quam, a Pun-
jabi newspaper which cam-
paigns for an independent
state in the Punjab. He should
not be deported for his views.

As aresult of incarceration
Raghbir’s family have split,
his wife sacked from her job
through stress-related ill-
nesses.

Since his arrest the NUJ
have staged three lobbies of
the prison and a local demon-
stration of about 1000.

An Early Day motion of .

Parliament tabled by David
Winnick got the backing of
around 125 MPs.

Michael Howard contin-
ues to insist on deportation.

The forthcoming London
demonstration needs to be
built to put maximum pres-
sure on the Tories and on the
Labour Party front bench in
order to force them to take up
the case officially.

Release Raghbir

Nn evidence against Raghbir, but Howard won’t ereat

A show of strength will be
a huge boost to the campaign.

8 Contact the Raghbir
Singh Defence Gampaign at
7223 Pershore Road, Bir-
mingham B29 7NY. Tele-
phone 0121 486 1809

MW Demonstration Decem-
ber 3 assembles :
12.30pm Geraldine Mary
Harmsworth Park (adja-
cent to Imperial War Mu-
seum) Lambeth Road,
Southwark.

racist immigration laws

By Rod Marshall

ALGERIAN and lvory
Coast asylum seekers
will join a hunger strike
outside the Social Serv-
ices Advisory Committee

on December 6.

They are opposing new
regulations restricting bene-
fits to asylum seekers and
immigrants, which will be
under discussion by the

Socialist Outlook has ;waished 14 sew collection
including Ernest Mandel’s Learn the

2 and outline a strategy to
defeat them.
 are ffmiaﬁghtmy? Why are racism and

v fasdmanﬂwﬁsa

f

Committee.

The hunger strike will
also be supported by CARF,
the National Network
Against Detentions and De-
portations, the Colin Roach
Centre, the Campaign to
Close Campsfield and the
Close Down Harmondsworth
Campaign.

The SSAC offices are at
New Court, 48 Carey St, Lon-
don WG2.

More details of the lobby
from CARF, 0171-837-1450.

ON DECEMBER 18 Peter
Lilley is due to an-
nounce new regulations
on social security and
other benefits in the
Commons.

The Campaign Against
the Immigration and Asylum
Bill and the Asylum Rights
Campaign have jointly
called a lobby of parliament
the following day outside the
Commons and at a meeting
1pm-5pm in Committee

rope? What lessons are there for
fmmth experiences of the 1930s? Can the

-Yugoslavia be.called “fascist"?
book, send a chequ

, payable to ‘Socm!ist om:look

Room 14,

December 19 marks the
point from which MPs can re-
quest a vote on these regula-
tions (which could otherwise
be automatically accepted).

If they do so, the vote will
occur early in January (be-
fore January 8, when the
new regulations are de-
signed to come into effect).

More details CAIAB, c/o
CAPA, St Hilda's East Com-
munity Centre, 18 Club Row,
London E2 7EY.

SMIN FNOH
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CENTRE STAGE

By Nell Murray

HISTORY never repeats itself precisely,
but it certainly has lessons for socialists;
and unless we learn from them we will
repeat the mistakes of others.

There have been many attempts to form left
breakaways from mass social democratic par-
ties, particularly in Western Europe. Without
claiming that it is possible to map out precisely
how Arthur Scargill’s “Socialist Labour
Party” will develop, we can at least draw some
general lessons as to the problems and pitfalls.

Whatever the circumstances in which they
broke away, they have all come up against the
same basic problem - that if they are to sustain
themselves and grow in competition with their
“parent” party, a qualitatively different kind of
party and programme is necessary.

A rival social democratic party, however left
its version of social democracy, is very unlikely
to grow and challenge the hold of the old party
on the working class. )

A basic tenet of social democracy in all its
variations is the belief that parliament can leg-
islate socialism into being. For revolutionary
socialists, parliament is the ‘‘executive com-
mittee”’ of the bourgeoisie, whose rule rests on
the whole of the capitalist state machine.

Decisions affecting the lives of workers are
made outside parliament by the big capitalists.
Socialism cannot be achieved without smash-
ing that state machine and replacing it with a
workers state based on workers’ councils.

This does not mean that revolutionaries re-
ject the use of parliament - on the contrary, as
long as the working class looks to parliament,
revolutionaries will use it, and elections to it, to
propagate their alternative.

We use it as a platform to help popularise
our ideas, expose parliament as a sham, and use
the authority as workers’ representatives to
further the class struggle.

Common to the breakaway parties is that
they either continue the social democratic ac-
ceptance of parliament as the basic eternal form
of democracy or prevaricate on the issue, at best
trying to reconcile the antagonistic forms of
parliament and soviets. The latter is a hallmark
of centrism, vacillating between reform and
revolution.

Revolutionaries recognise that the class
struggle, not parliament, is the motor force for
change in capitalist society and see their prime
purpose in furthering that struggle, educating
the working class in the nature of capitalism
and its state, and the use of parliament as sub-
ordinate to that task. Left reformists and cen-
trists again vacillate (at best) on this.

In the years immediately after the end of the
First World War much of Western Europe was
in ferment, with mass strikes and uprisings
breaking out in several countries.

Mainstream social democracy, after having
capitulated to imperialism in 1914 through its
support for the war effort in all countries, fol-
lowed this up by being defenders of the capi-
talist system and parliamentary democracy in
peace time.

Russian Revolution

Revolutionary communist parties were be-
ing established by those forces which had op-
posed the war, on the strength of the example
and authority of the 1917 Russian Revolution.

In these circumstances large layers to the left
of social democracy questioned its programme
and practice and there were mass breakaways
from the Second (Socialist) International,
while in other countries, such as Britain, social
democracy put on its left face in attempt to
forestall such developments.

In Germany capitalism and bourgeois de-
mocracy would probably not have survived this
period without the support rendered to it in the
workers movement by the SPD.

The USPD (Independent Social Democratic
Party of Germany) reluctantly split during the
war on a pacifist, not a revolutionary platform.
This was a mass party with 800,000 members,
obtaining 18% of the votes in the general elec-
tion of 1920 (as against 2.1% for the Commu-
nist Party).

Its programme encapsulated pree/arication -
at a time when workers’ councils existed and
revolutionaries were arguing for building them
as an alternative to parliament, it had that work-
ers’ councils and parliament should co-exist

The upsurgeol the Russian e
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valuan inspired mass left Ii! from social demacr ‘
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Left wing splits from
social democracy:

Historic

break

- OF

dead end?

tively demobilising the struggle.

Under the dual pressure of events and the
Communist Party (KPD) the Left in the USPD
fought for an end to such wavering and, against
all kinds of manoeuvres by the right, voted at
their congress for fusion with the Communist
Party and affiliation to the Third (Communist)
International. As part of this same process of
clarification the KPD expelled its ultra-left
wing (which rejected work in the mainstream
unions, the use of parliament and the united
front). The fusion with the USPD transformed
the KPD from a large fringe party into a mass
party.

Similar developments took place in France
and Italy, except that the fight took place pri-
marily within a single mass party.

In France, where a centrist leadership had
won control of the SFIO during the war, the
party swung far to the left after the war and
flirted with the Comintern. But its leadership
really wanted a centrist international, exclud-
ing only the out-and-out social patriots like the
German SPD and the British Labour Party.

The SFIO, however, voted by a 3-1 majority
at its Tours congress in December 1919 to
affiliate to the Comintern, including accep-
tance of its 21 conditions, which included the
expulsion of its prominent left reformists.

The new French Communist Party (PCF)
started with 150,000 members and the right
split away to re-establish the SFIO. However,
its centrist leaders, like Marcel Cachin, mas-
querading as revolutionaries, remained until
1923.

The Italian PSI had taken a similar centrist
position to the USPD during the war. In March
1919 its executive voted to affiliate to the new
Third International, but the party still had cen-
trists and left reformists in its leadership.

The centrists refused to expel or even seri-
ously politically fight the reformists and the
situation came to a head after the occupation of
the Italian factories in September 1920 in
which the PSI talked left, but in fact gave no
real lead to the movement and capitulated to the

After this the left in the PSI pushed for a
split, which took place at its Livorno congress
in January 1921. Howevgr, unlike in France
and Germany, the Left failed to win a majority
of the party because of the “boycottist” line of
its leadership towards parliament .

After an aborted attempt to set up a centrist
compromise ‘Two and a Half’ International,
the right and centrist wings of the USPD,
SFIO/PCF and PSI drifted back to their natural
home, the mainstream social democratic par-
ties and the “‘Socialist International””.

These centrist parties were a temporary
product of the large-scale radicalisation which
followed the war. Mass centrist organisations,
vacillating between consistent revolutionary
politics and consistent reformist politics are
inherently unstable. Trotsky observed

“The masses don’t stay for very long in this
transitional stage: temporarily they rally to the
centrists, then they go on and join the commu-
nists or go back to the reformists - unless they
lapse into indifference’’.

Headed off

In Britain, no such mass breakaway from
social democracy occurred in the aftermath of
the first world war, because the revolutionary
groups were so weak, the post-war radicalisa-
tion was much less thoroughgoing, and the
Labour Party leadership skillfully headed off
the movement in sympathy with the Russian
revolution by the adoption of the supposedly
“socialist” Clause IV and support for a tooth-
less national ““Council of Action’” against Brit-
ish intervention.

When the British Communist Party was
formed in 1920 with a claimed 10,000 mem-
bers (probably a considerable exaggeration)
only a tiny section of the Independent Labour
Party (ILP) joined, and at conferences the lead-
ership of the Labour Party was easily able to
win rejection of the Communist Party’s request
for affiliation.

When a large break from the Lekour Party
did come, in 1932, it was in entirely different

circumstances —amid mass unemployment and
without any radicalisation of the masses.

The ILP had pre-dated the existence of the
Labour Party, and its leader at the time, Keir
Hardie, can be credited with bringing the trade
unjon-based Labour Party into existence after
a long fight. From the start the ILP was an
affiliated organisation, and provided several
early leaders of the Labour Party (including
Ramsay MacDonald).

The ILP had always been a left reformist
organisation, accepting that parliament was the
vehicle for legislating socialism and only ex-
pressing frustration at the most craven aspects
of Labour Party politics.

The ILP was permitted to stand Labour can-
didates under its own name, and after the gen-
eral Election of 1929, which saw the election
of the second Labour government, it had 37
MPs. 7

While there were grumbles from some sec-
tions of the ILP about the weakness of La-
bour’s programme (particularly in dealing with
mass unemployment), the ILP had no real al-
ternative.

Things came to a head around the govern-
ment’s acceptance of proposals to reduce un-
employment benefit. The ILP group of MPs
opposed the proposals and the group attempted
to impose discipline amongst its members to
vote against in parliament. Thus a dispute blew
up with the Labour Party leadership about
whose discipline the MPs were subject to —the
ILP’s or the Labour Party’s.

Defection

The dispute continued after the defection of
Ramsey MacDonald in 1931to forma National
Government and the subsequent general elec-
tion had reduced the ILP to 5 MPs, even
though, with the LP back in opposition - anda
rump one at that — the issue was hardly likely
to be immediate.

The 1931 Labour Party conference made the
acceptance of Standing Orders obligatory and
the MPs began to function as a separate parlia-
mentary group. The ILP voted (by 241 to 142)
for disaffiliation at its July 1932 conference and
immediately split, with a section staying in the
LP and going on to form the Socialist League.

Although there was talk of the ILP becom-
ing a party of “‘militant marxist socialists”’, in
fact it wavered between reform and revolution.
1t came under increasing pressure from the (by
now fully Stalinist) CP which, though much
smaller, was considerably more effective.

The ILP lost its youth section to the CP, but
participated in many Stalinist campaigns, while
at the same time criticising the Moscow show
trials. On the Italian invasion of Abyssinia
(Ethiopia) the ILP was divided down the mid-
dle between those who called for sanctions
against Italy and those who argued that social-
ists had no interest in backing either side.

It cut itself off from serious work in the
labour movement by the decision of its July
1932 conference to immediately resign from all
positions of responsibility within the Co-ops,
Labour Party and trade unions.

At the time of its disaffiliation the ILP had
16,700 members (compared to the CP’s 2,500)
and 653 branches.

Four months later it had lost 203 branches,
with big losses in the traditional strongholds of
Scotland, Lancashire and Yorkshire; by 1935
membership had declined by 60per cent and at
the general election of that year all four ILP
MPs elected were for Glasgow constituencies.

What’s more, in some constituencies al-
though the combined ILP/LP vote was a ma-
jority, the Conservatives won because of the
split vote. This decline continued and the ILP
virtually ceased to exist after the war.

Around the same time centrist parties arose
in several other countries and they repeated the
earlier attempt to form a new international.
However the same fate befell it as the earlier
attempt, and the various parties fell by the
wayside. .

This brief survey, which could draw on
many more examples such as the short-lived
Scottish Labour Party in the 1970s, shows that
if a breakaway from social democracy is to
achieve any momentum, it not only has to be at
a time when it reflects a radicalisation of the
mass of the working class, but also to quickly
clarify its politics if it is not to disintegrate.

and co-operate gn a permanent basis, effec-  roformist trade union leaders (also PSI members).
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Clause Four is not enough for a hew left party

Scargill’s false start |

HARRY SLOAN looks more
closely at the document
put forward by Arthur
Scargill on November 4 as
the basis for a new
Socialist Labour Party.

MANY ON the left, especially in the trade
unions, will share the sense of anger and
frustration that animates Arthur Scargill’s
scathing analysis of the state of ‘New La-
bour’ under Tony Blair.

Some will initially be attracted to the idea
of launching a new left party: but the condi-
tions for building a left-wing, class struggle
breakaway from the main party of the British
working class have seldom if ever been less
favourable.

Scargill’s claim that there is no hope what-
ever for a revival or successful struggle by the
left in the Labour Party appears also to echo
the views of prominent members of the Com-
munist Party of Britain ~ who have never been
in the Labour Party —and Militant Labour. Our
last issue carried a lengthy response to such
ideas (Militant fails to define the moment,
Socialist Outlook No.93).

The difference is that Militant pulled out of
the Labour Party several years ago - long
before Blair became leader or Clause Four was
scrapped. They announced that they were now
building a ‘marxist’ left challenge to Labour.
This tactic has — like other such experiments
by the British far left —led to a rapid decline in
Militant Labour’s membership and influence
in the labour movement.

They may have come to the same point from
different directions, but Scargill and Militant
both face the same colossal contradiction: the
very conditions which have paved the way for
Blair’s crushing victories over the Labour left
are also the most unfavourable for promoting
any kind of left wing split from the Labour
Party.

Political allies

Scargill’s text ably catalogues the succes-
sion of policies overturned by Blair: but it does
not discuss the political coalition within the
Labour Party that gave Blair the votes he
needed to push through these changes.

Indeed so keen is Scargill to argue that ‘New
Labour’ is “‘now almost indistinguishable
from the Democratic Party in the United States

.. or, nearer home, the Liberal Democrats™
that he omits the scandalous —but crucial - role
that is still being played by the trade union
bureaucracy in sustaining Blair.

‘New Labour’ is very different indeed from
the Democrats and Liberal Democrats: it still
maintains a political link with the trade unions
which founded it.

And while this link can be used in times of
right wing domination to stitch up bureaucratic
procedures against the rank and file, it can also,
as we saw in 1978-82, result in dramatic up-
heavals if union leaders are compelled to fight
back.

Even now, 50 percent of the vote at Labour
conference is controlled by the trade unions.
Workers look to Labour to represent their in-
terests.

The problem is that most of the union lead-
erships —even those who between conferences
have occasionally made ‘left’ speeches de-
fending Clause Four or appearing to criticise
Blair — have been happy to cast their votes for
his policies. Without their votes he could not
have implemented his policy changes.

The outcome is therefore a product not just
of the politics of Blair and his leading clique,
but also of the trade union bureaucrats, who
have been among the most avid exponents of
the line that we must get the Tories out at any
price, and elect a Labour government.

Scargill: surprisingly his document dae not discuss buildi base in trade unions

But the timidity of the top union bureau-
crats, and their willingness to isolate and crush
those who — like the miners in 1984-5 — step
out of line and attempt a fightback, has, over a
period of years, also succeeded in damping
down the militancy of the trade union rank and
file.

Strikes are at the lowest level for 100 years.

Trade union membership is in decline, trade
union activism is at a low ebb, and shop stew-
ards’ organisations have been ground down by
16 years of bosses’ offensive. This means that
the union leaders feel little pressure from their
rank and file, ready to do deals with Blair at
their members’ expense.

We can expect these conditions to change
with the defeat of the Tories and the election
of a Blair-led Labour government.

The ousting of the party of the class enemy
from government will help regenerate the
missing confidence and fighting capacity of
key sections of the working class — especially
in the public sector which is likely to be the
first to feel the effects of Blair’s right wing
policies. They will not feel bound by the poli-

-cies nodded through by their leaders.

The challenge for the left is to ensure that
the groundwork has been laid to give organised
and political leadership to those who will be
forced into battle.

Scargill appears indifferent to these issues.
His document does not discuss the unions, and
implies that the election of a right wing Labour
government would be an unambiguous disas-
ter. The new party would, it seems, campaign
against workers voting Labour.

Scargill’s conception of a Socialist Labour
Party is one that would function primarily as a
parliamentary party (‘‘it should commit itself
to fight every Parliamentary seat™).

The new party threatens to divert from the
fight to organise the left at the base of the
unions, and from the necessary challenge to
Blair inside the Labour Party itself.

.. Sidelines

It would be launched in the most unfavour-
able circumstances for class struggle politics,
and once launched, the new party would be left
on the sidelines of the battles that must even-

tually erupt within the mainstream labour
movement ~ and Labour Party - after the next
election.

The marginalisation would be total. If Scar-
gill burned his bridges and left the Labour
Party, he would be frozen off the national stage
by the media. The new party would quickly be
reduced to a curiosity among the lists of also-
rans in local elections.

It appears that some supporters of the So-
cialist Labour Party project believe that they
might be able to win the affiliation of some
regional trade union bodies. This is most im-
probable.

Even if there were isolated regional coun-
cils where delegates might be persuaded to
take such a step, union constitutions do not
allow for such autonomy in the application of
their Political Funds.

It is hard to imagine any union where a
membership ballot on disaffiliation from the
Labour Party — almost certain to be the next
government - and affiliation to the Socialist
Labour Party — which is unlikely to get even
one MP elected - could win majority support.

Even if conditions were more favourable, a
new party would need much clearer politics to
offer workers a way forward. Scargill’s start-
ing point reflects a long-standing confusion on
the character of the Labour Party.

“Do we, and others who feel as we do, stay
in a Party which has been and is being ‘politi-

cally cleansed’?"’ he asks.

“Or do we leave and start to build a Socialist
Labour Party that represents the principles,
values, hopes and dreams which gave birth
nearly a century ago to what has, sadly, now
become New Labour?”’

Socialist strategy

His document again and again insists that
the Labour Party before Blair was a ‘socialist’
party, and asserts that Clause Four ‘‘was de-
signed to clearly clearly commit the Party to a
strategy for achieving Socialism”’.

- ““At the time of its formation, the Labour
Party had both a Constitution and policies
which projected a Socialist philosophy, poli-
cies and programme.”’

Scargill’s simplistic view of the politics of

the Labour Party ignores the outrageous and
reactionary policies of a succession of Labour
governments, every one of which ignored the
‘socialist’ window dressing of Clause Four and
set out to collaborate with capitalism.

Attlee’s post-war Labour government, with
its landslide majority and its sweeping nation-
alisations, set out not to establish socialism but
to patch up British capitalism and to uphold its
imperialist interests.

The Wilson and Callaghan governments of

the 1960s and 1970s confronted the unions, cut

health and education spending, built new nu-
clear weapons, supported the European Com-
mon Market, and paved the way for almost
every one of Tony Blair’s current policies.

So it’s just not enough to build a new left
party based on Clause Four and fond illusions
of a past golden age of Labour’s ‘socialism’.
A party to play a leading role for the left in the
labour movement and the struggles of the op-
pressed needs to develop a comprehensive so-

‘cialist programme, and agree policies and

tactics. This is a very big task.

Supporters of Scargill’s suggestions come
from a wide range of political background and
experience. To build this heterogeneous sup-
port into a coherent party requires extensive,
democratic debate.

Unfortunately democracy is one item not on
offer from Scargill: the new Party it seems,
would be set up on a ‘take it or leave it’ basis:

*“1. Convening a special ‘Discussion Con-
ference’, to which all those committed to
founding such a Party should be invited with
the aim of formulating a Constitution and
structure ...”

Advance commitment

In other words an ‘invited’ list would be
asked to agree in advance of any decisions on
the political line of the party that they are
‘committed to founding’ it. And lest anyone
should hanker after internal democracy, Scar-
gill has already insisted that the new party
would require only

‘‘a simple Socialist Constitution and a struc-
ture to fight our class enemies. This structure
would demand an end to internal wran-
glings and sectarian arguments.”

This advance commitment to a monolithic
structure is a potential time-bomb beneath any
initiative to launch the new party, and a serious
obstacle to its possible political development.

By walling off debate, it would preclude any
clarification on the role and practices of
stalinism, any deeper analysis of the politics of
the trade union bureaucracy, any development
of transitional demands to bridge the gap be-
tween today’s situation and the full pro-
gramme of socialism, and any debate on
international issues — all of which will emerge
as problems to be confronted, and potentially

“lead to splits if there is no democratic mecha-

nism to permit differences to be argued out.

Today’s labour movement needs a class
struggle, socialist leadership to combat the
class traitors leading the Labour Party and
TUC: but this role cannot be filled by a new
party bogged down at the level of repetition of
Clause Four, and which turns a blind eye to the
real political problems of today’s labour move-
ment.

It is not always wrong to build a left wing
challenge to mass reformist parties — even
when these begin with a small minority. But

the formula Scargill has proposed is the wrong _

answer and comes at the wrong time to lead to
the result its supporters wish to achieve.

Far from advancing the fight, it would
weaken the left and strengthen the right wing.
A more productive approach would be for
Scargill and his co-thinkers to spearhead an
inititive to_organise and politicise a broad left
in the unions and Labour Party that can con-
front Blair’s key bureaucratic support , and
prepare for the battles to come against a Labour
government.
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